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PREFACE
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This volume is a compilat{on of the final
records (PVs) of the Conference on Disarmament during
its 1984 session relating to Chemical Weapons. It has
been compiled and edited to facilitate discussions and
research on this issue.
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CD/FV.239
3

(The President)

I would be remiss if I failed to recall at least some of the other outstanding
jssues. The multilateral effort to proscribe chemical weapons has now been gcing
for over a decade. True, we have embarked of late on whaet appears %o be a more
substantive debate, leading, es has just been agreed yesterdey, to a concrete
negotialing process. T have no doubt in my mind that by now we would have had much
more to snow for our effort had we applied ourselves to the specific task of
drafting and putting down the concrete provisions of a future chemical weapons
convention.

CD/PV 239
10

(Mr._Jaipal, Secretary-General of_ the Conference_on
Disarmament_and Personal Representative of_the
Secretary=General)

"T would like a2lso to make special mention of chemical weapons. The cruel effect
of the utilization of chemical wezpons was vividly illustrated in the First World War.
And the world did something about it. The Geneva Protocol of 1625 gave significant
proof tnat nations can unite in the cormon interest to prohitit the use of a
particular category of weapons. For a number of years negotiations have been conducted
on a Pban on chemical weapons. Detailed consideration of technical issues hes already
taken place in the Committee on Disarmement and bilaterally between the Soviet Union
and the United States of America. While the complexities involved are gubstantial,

T believe that with a determined effort outstanding political issues can be resolved,
thus paving the way for the conclusion of a convention, on which so much useful and
promising work has already been accomplished.



CD/PV.239
14

(Mr. Garcia Robles, Mexico)

Applying this criterion, my delogation would venture to suggest that of the
five working groups which met in 1983 the possible re-establishment of two of . them
should remain pending, to be considered at the beginning of the so-called "summer
session: namely, the Group on the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament, for the

reasons which I myself explainecd last year, both in the Committee on Disarmament
and in the First Committee of the General Assembly; and the Group on the item
generally knowvn as negative security assurances, for reasons which seem obvious to
us, and which have already been mentionad more than once. With regard to the other
three working groups -- the Group on "Chemical Weapons', the Group concerned with
the "nuclear-weapon-test ban" and the Group which has been studying "radiological
weapons" -- we belizve that the first of these should continua without interruption
the work which it h2s been carrying out since 15 January, wnile the other two should
immediately resume their activities, taking 2s a starting point the reports which
they submitted to thy Committes in 1983 and the resolutions adopted by the

General Assembly conderning thc matters dealt with in thosc reports.




CD/PV 239
2e~25

(Mrs._Theorin,_Sweden)

In recent years, high priority has been given on our agenda to the efforts
to create a chemical weapons convention. The Swedish Government is of the opinion
that all States, notably the major military Powers, have a genuine political will
to achieve a convention prohibiting all chemical weapons. However, the degree
of complexity of the subject matter znd the tense relations between the ma jor
Powers have contributed towards maling progress in the negotiations painfully slow.
However, necessary stages in the process have been dealt with in a satisfactory
way . :

Last year's Ad Hoc Working Group managed to present a report which was
adopted unanimously. For this year, it is important that the results reached by
the 1983 Working Group be fully utilized.

In this context my delegation has noted with interest two initiatives.

One is the announcement at the Stockholm Conference by the Secretary of State
of the United States, Mr. Shultz, to the effect that a draft treaty on the
complete ban of chemical weapons be presented to the Conference on Disarmament.

We welcome this as an essential countribution in the continuous negotiations in
the CD on the subject. I find it urgent that these negotiations should be taken
up right from the beginning of this sescion. £z

The other is the initiative of the Warsaw Pact States concerning chemical
weapons in Europe. This expresses a deep concern for the question of chemical
weapons. However, we feel that the work on a chemical ban in Europe should not
take precedence over the global negotiations in the Conference on Disarmament. In
our opinion, none of the problems connected with negotiating a global ban would be
easier to solve in a regional framework.

It is encouraging that tne Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons has been
able to recommend to the Conference to re-establish the Group as soon as possible
and with every intent not iater than the end of the second week of the Conference.
It is equally promising that there now appears to be an agreement on a mandate on
the negotiations for a subsidiary body on the item.

The remaining issues can only be solved in a spirit of compromise.
Particularly relevant are the attitudes of those States which possess by far the
largest arsenals of chemiczl weapons. We urge them to negotiate seriously and
constructively. If so, the Conference stands a good chance in making headway
towards a convention.



CD/PV 239
25

(Mr._Issraelyan, USSR)

One of these is the brezking-off by the United States of the Sovict-American
negotiations on many key disarmament issues. It is cenough to recall that at the end
of 1978 the United States of America unilaterally suspended the bilaterzl talks on
the limitation of the arms trade. In 1979, through the fault of tne United States
the negotiations with the Soviet Union on anti-satellite systems and on the
transformation of the Indian Ocean into a zone of peace were suspended. T[inally, in
May 1980 the Soviet-American talks on the prohibition of chemical wezpons were
interrupted, and at theend of the same year the trilateral Soviet-British-American
negotiations on a general 2nd complete nuclear-weapon-test ban.

CD/PV 239
26

(Mr. Issraelyan, USSR)

This is primarily the result of the obstruction of the United Statcs.. It does
not give its consent to holding in the Conferecnce on Disarmament the negotiations on
the complete and general prohibicion of nucliar=wczpon tests. It pgts forward
obstacles to the negotiations on practical measurcs for the pravegtlonﬂof nuclear
war. It puts a spoke in the wheel of negotiations on the limitation of the nuclear-
arms race. it is the United States that does not give the Conference t@e
possibility of starting negotiations on the prevention of an arms race 1in ouFer
space. It was doing everything in order to block normal, effective negotiations on
the elaboration of a draft convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. And
finaily, it is the United States that proposes us all sorts of'ersa§z'mandates for:
the working groups in ordcr to divert their attention from real political
negotiations on the agend~> itcms of the Conference.




CD/PV.239
28

(Mr. Issraelyan, USSR)

It is no accident that a group of eminent United States diplomats, former
participants in the Soviet-American strategic arms limitation talks, including
Gerard Smith, Paul Warnke and a number of distinguished scientists dealing with arms
limitation problems have criticized the allegation by the United States
Administration that the Soviet Union violates the arms limitation agreements. For
example, Warnke stated that there is no firm evidence of violations which- could
substantiate the majority of those allegations. And what store may be set upon the
slander concerning the use of Soviet-made chemical weapons in different countries?
Many times over the scientists and experts of many countries, including the
United States, have proved that "yellow rain", mycotoxins discovered by the American
investigators and their assistants, are nothing but the excrement of various insects.
Recently, Professor Mezelson, the well-known American expert, has once again written
about it. In the opinion of many United States experts the groundless public’ '
allegations about the violation by the Soviet Union of various agreements can only
complicate the negotiating process. One cannot but share this opinion.

_ We state once again that this disgraceful campaign has only one goal == to
undermine the faith of the world community in the possibility of achieving mankind's
ideal -- disarmament, and a world without weapons and wars.



Cp/Pv 239
31

(Mr._Skinner,_Canada)

I would ‘first like to say that it is of particular plsasure to present bo
the COnference on Disarmament, through you, the ‘report of ‘the Ad.Hoc Working
Group on Chemical Weapons contained in document CD/425. -You have this before
you, I bel;eve. in English only. I understand from the Secretariat that it
will be distributed in ‘the other languages of the Conference this-'afternoon.
Canada and Poland have for some time alternated in sponsoring in New York at the
General Assembly what has become known as the "traditional" consensus resolution
on chemical weapons, and indeed a Polish representative, your predecessor
Ambassador Sujka, has ‘acted as Chairman of the Chemical Weapons Working Group.
Indeed my statement today will be our last act as Chairman of this Group.

In presenting document CD/429 for adoption by the Conference on Disarmament, I
wish to draw particular attention to the fact that the recommendations ~ontained
in the report were adopted by the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons by
consensus. The recommendations, I need not add, speak for themselves.

The Chairman of the Ad Hoc Worklng Group on Chemical Weapons undertook to
present ‘a brief oral report on substantive results of the activities of the
four contact groups, as follows:

There are two points; the first refers to what has become known as the
"Consensus document", contained in document CD/416 and its annexes.

With regard to the elimination of existing stocks of chemical weapons, as
a result of intense discussions on how such elimination would be reported to the
consultative committee, there is an emerging general understanding that a period
of about six months would be appropriate for submissiorn of reports on progress
in the implementation of plans for the elimination of stocks of chemical weapons.

TﬁeseAmatters are technical, but I believe very important-for our future
work.

Secondly, as regards the verification of the monitoring of compliance with
the future non-production of chemical weapons, again there is an emerging clarity
that the meaning of the words "agreed level" and "quota" were, for the purposes
of the discussion, similar.

There are alsoc other arecas of clarification. There is a detailed examination
and clarification of the meaning of the word "“quota". Again, there is
clarificatidon and further understanding of the meaning of "capacity" of a small-
scale production facility.

(Cont'd)
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(Mr. Skinner, Canada)

There is general understanding on what that capacity might be, but wording
to express that understanding has yet to be formulated. A number of countries,
in addition, have given no reports on the number of plans in their own countries
making what are called key precursors.

Finally, the concept of making simple initial declarations of stocks followed
by later detailed declarations of plants for their destruction was clarified to a
considerable extent, although I must add that there remains no final agreement on
timing of initial declarations.

In conclugion, on behalf of Ambassader McPhail, for whom 1 speak today, I
would like to thank all members of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons
without whose co-operation and active support the recommendations contained in
document CD/429 could not have been agreed and presented to the Conference on
Disarmament. In this regard, a special word of appreciation goes to the four
contact: group co-ordinators, whose efforts were invaluable in bringing this phase
of our. work on chemical weapons to a successful conclusion. In addition, of
course, Ambassador McPhail would like to thank all officers of this body and
particularly the Secretariat, including our interpreters and translators.

T would ask, through you Mr. President that the Conference on Disarmament
adopt this morning the recommendations contained in the entire document presented
to you in my statement. Thank you.



CD/PV.240
R

~

(Mr. Alessi, Italy)

In some sectors, the Conference on Disarmament has passed beyond the phasc of
preliminary talks and reached the critical threshold beyond which discussions may
lead to compromises and agreem»nts, this is the case for chemicazl weapons as well
as for radiological weapons.

My delegation continues to give particular priority to a world-wide ban on allA
chemical weapons.

The conditions arc ripc to makc 1984 a decisive year in this sphere; the
political desire to succeed in the negotiations is clearly reflected in the report
of the working group submitted to us by Ambassador McPhail; document CD/416 and
the reports of the contact groups provide the commorr ground for negotiating a
Convention.

The difficulties cannot be underestimated; a number of problems have existed
for so long that they secem to have become unalterable. Experience has
nevertheless shown that a very closc consideration of comparable positions
sometimes reveals a greater convergence than was previously thought; that was
recently the casec, for example, of verification systems for production in small-
scale facilities..

For this recason one cannot over-emphasize the need for everyone to take an
active sharc in negotiations and for each position to be explained in detail. It
is inconsistent to call for the drafting of texts without helping to create the
objective conditions for such work. 3

In the light of these requiremcnts, we can measure the full importance of the
announcement made by the United States Secretary of State, Mr. Schultz, of the
forthcoming submission of a complecte text of 2 treaty banning chemical weapons.

We welcome this initiative which cannot fail to give a decisive impetus to our
work. It is part of the series of very useful contributions which have marked the
participation of the United States delegation in these negotiations. In this
regard, I wcould recall in particular the success obtained by the working meeting
organized last November at the United States facility for the destruction of
chemial weapons at Tooelc; this meeting, of undenizble interest, permitted direct
observation of the procedures used in the Unitad States and provided a unique

opportunity to discuss the various means of verification of the destruction of
stockpiles.

Where the substance of the negzotiztions is concerned, the priority questions
continue to relatc to stockpiling and the means of manufacturing chemical weapons.
It is necessary to focus on these two aspects of the Convention, identify possible
compromises and sct them down in written form. I think it essential to maintain
the integrated approach, adopted last year by the contact groups, in which all
aspects of the same subject (for instance, declaration, destruction, verificationete.
of stockp}les)should be negotiated together. .
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With regard to the prohibition of chemical weapons, thanks to the intensive
deliberations conducted under the able guidance of Ambassador McPhail of Canada,
as well as to the co-operation of experts over a long period, a clearer picture is
emerging indicating various issues involved, including in particular their
technical aspects.

As an advocate of the early conclusion of a convention on the prohibition of
chemical weapons as an important subject which may be second only to that of
nuclear disarmament, Japan is encouraged by the positive outcome of the discussions
held last year and expresses its strong desire for further progress in our work
this year. The convention to be agreed upon is of a comprehensive character, not
limited to specific regions, and aims at the complete destruction of existing
stocks of chemical weapons as well as the prohibition of the development, production
and use of chemical weapons on a global basis.

Of these items, we believe that the starting point is the destruction of - the
existing chemical-weapon agents. On this issue, an important contribution has been
made on the basis of past experiences by several countries sucn as Indonesia, the
Netherlands, Great Britain and the United States. Last year the United States
placed their chemical-weapon destruction facility in the State of Utah at the
disposal of a workshop in which many countries took part with great interest, and
the Federal Republic of Germany has already announced its plan to hold a similar
workshop this year. My delegation wishes to express its appreciation for the

precious efforts undertaken by these States.

In the light of these developments, the international community will be
justified in its expectation.of an early agreement in substance on the destruction
of chemical weapons. The issue of destruction has been a subject of intensive
discussions in the Working Croup last year as well as -at the beginning of this
year. In addition, we welcaome the indication by the United States recently that
it will submit a draft convention to this forum. My deiegation hopes that
intensive discussion and elaboration will make further progress and lead to a
possible agreement on this most important issue of the prohibition of chemical
weapons even within this year. Japan will, of course, continue to participate in
this process in a positive and concrete manner.
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(Mr. _Luce, United_Kingdom)

I come now to a subject of overriding importance to my Government: the
completion of a Convention banning all chemical weapons forever. We take very

seriously the growing danger posed by these veapons. Not only do some countries

hold large and increasing stocks of these frightful weapons but recent evidence
clearly points to their use by some governments, in defiance of international
condemnation. There is no reason why the Conference on Disarmament should not
make rapid progress in negotiating a total ban on these abhorrent weapons, as
Mrs. Thatcler urged in Budapest a few days ago. The British Foreign Secretary,

Sir Geoffw-ey Howe, recalled in Stockholm last month that Britain has taken a
leading role in efforts to secure disarmament in this field. As he esaid, we Bee
no reason to depart from the objective, which we have set ourselves in this
Conference on Disarmamert, of a total end fully verifisble ban on chemical wariare,
.to 'be applied worldwide., My Government therefore warmly welcomes the intention of
the United Stetes, announced by Secretary Schultz in Stockholm, to submit to this
Conference in the near future a draft comprehensive treaty with those aims.

Llmost 60 years ago, in 1925, the Geneva Protocol was signed in this city.
Its authors perhaps believed they had done what was necessary, by prohibiting the
~ use of chemical weapons, to remove forever the scourge which had blighted so many
lives in the First World War. The 1925 Protocol octupies a worthy place in the
corpus of international agreements designed to prevent human suffering. But it
does nct ban the manufacture or stockpiling of chemical weapons, nor provide for
_verification of compliance, which is so vital to ensuring trust. The duty of this
Conference is to build upon the foundation provided by the Protocol and to ensure
that a new Convention, banning chemical weapons from the face of the earth, is
established without delay.

Iy ovn country relinquished its chemical weapons a gquarter of a century ago.
Regre+tably, others did not follow suit. In the case of the Soviet Union, the
capacity to wage chemical warfare has steadily increased. Iy Government welcomes
the recent sigas of renewed Soviet interest in banning chemical weapons, to the
extent that these represent an ecknowledgement that the time has come to reach an
.agreement banning the manufacture, stockpiling and use of these dreadful weapons.
' But I ask the delegations represented here today — does 2 regional ban on such
easily trznspcrted weapons as chemical weapons make any sense? Why should Europe
have priority in beneiiting from a chemical weapons ban, vhen all the disturbing
Teporic in receat years of use of chemiczl warfare have come from various parts of
Asia? A regional approach to this problem would be a poor second best;. and
humanity deserves better than second best.

Mv Govermment regrets that the Committee on Disarmament was unable in 1983
to conclude a Convention to outlaw these abominable weapons. Despite many
constructive proposals from the Western delegations, including the British paper
on the .important issue of verification of non-production of chemical weapons,
which my predecessor introduced on 10 March last year, the Committee completed
its deliderations last yoar empty-handed.
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The key tc an effective Convention is effective verification. The
working groups made progress last year; it is my earnest hope that they will
proceed much faster this session and next. No price in effort is too great to |
pey for agreement, The United Kingdom stands ready to do everything possible 1o
help to advance these negotiations towards agreement. We intend to pursue
vigorously in the detailed negotiations.that lie ahead the points in our paper.
tabled last March on verification of non-production, designed to ensure that
clemical weapens are not being proguced after the destruction of existing ‘
stockpiles, This will be & key element in cssuring international confidence in the
Tseaty. w2 shall also play our pert in trying to reach agreement on verification
of Gesiruction of siockpiles, of destruction of production facilities and of
permiited production of super-toxic substances for protective purposes. 1 hope
that sll delagations will edopt a positive position on these vital issues, and
will present practical proposals to this end. If they do, then this Conference
will be on the brink of success,

If the Convention is to convince internmational opinion that full compliance
will be ensured, my Goverrment believes that it must contain a combination of
routine on-gite inspection and the possibility of fact-finding procedures to
investigate any doubt which may alise aioul coapliance. Without such procedures,
there would be no means of resolving doubt. And doubt breeds uncertainty, destroys
confidence and provokes recrimination, which would in turn undermine the Convention.

To complement the other verification proposals now on the table, I am pleased to
introduce teday a new Eritish Working Paper entitled "Verification and Compliance —
the Challenge Element". It is generally accepted that the Convention should contain
a provision for challenge by any party. The aim cf the paper is to suggest how
challenges could be harkled effectively in order to maintain confidence in the
Convention. For this purpose it would clearly be impcrtant to ensure that ection,
including, if necessary, on-site inspection should follow a challenge without delay.
This paper it the latest in a series of initiatives which successive British
govermments have taken in their earmest endeavour to achieve a chemical weapons ban.
In 1976 we tabled a draft Treaty. Two years ago my predecessor tabled a paper on
compliance., Last year he also introduced a proposal on verification of non-
production of chemical weapons. It is our hope that this latest initiative will
strengthen the present basis for an agreement.

The international commmity has placed squarely upon vhisConference the heavy
responsibility to agree a convention banning chemical weapons completely. Such
weapons should have no place on the face of this earth. I urge this Conference to
discharge its responsibility with despatch, and to present at the earliest possible
moment to the United Nations an effective Convention for signature and ratification.
An achievement in this arez would not only be valuable in itself but would also do
much to efhance the confidence that is needed for agreement in other fields.
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(Mr. Tellalov, Bulgaria)

By recormending that the work of this Conference shculd focus on the mclear .
issues, my delegation at the same time advoc: tes that we take f :rther the efforts
on other important zgenda items, the prohibition of chemical weapons in particular.
As a whole, the posi*icms of the various States are fully kncwn. For this reason,
it is first of decisive importance at this stage to proceed to the formlation of
a Converntion. In rrectical ferms this should mean that individual drafts and
forrmliae represent no more than one element in the comwplex and sultilateral process
of érafting = conveation. What the Conference needs at this stage are common, .
rutually acceptablé texts on the various sections of a convention; “and seccndly,
not to demonstrate a one-sided approach. Otherwise, even the best of intentions

will be interpretzd solely 'as misleading manoeuvres, '

Taking up another point, I should like to stress the unfavourable impression
which has been created so far by the approach of NATO member States towards the
preposal of the sccialist countries to free Europe from chemical weapoms. On the
one hand, the Western States seem not to demy the positive rational element in
this pew proposal, while on the other, they do not want to coamit themselves on
its irplementation. To put into practice such partial measures of a regionzl
nature would only assist the efforts exerted in this forum, which are aimed at.the
early conclusion of a convention banning chemical wezpons, something that remains
the ultimate goal of the member States of the Varsaw Treaty Organization.
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(Mr. _Butler, Australia)

The conclusion of an effective and verifiable convention banning chemical
weapons is a goal Australia has long advocated. We are firmly of the view that
to be fully effective a new Chemical Weapons Convention should be comprehensive
in scope and contain a clear ban on the use of ‘chemical ‘weapons as well.as.on
their development, acquisition, stockpiling, retention or transfer. We.are. -
encouraged by the outcome of the recently coricluded three-week .session of-the
Chemical Weapons Working Group in that agreement was reached on a mandatefor
the Group's continuing work during 1984 providing for the negotiation-and
formulation of a convention. We tecognize that areas of divergence remain, But
we believe these can b overcome especially if there is a political will to
conclude a convention. i :

We expect that the work of the Conference will be very greatly assisted by the
draft treaty for the complete and verifiable elimination of chemical weapons on a
global basis which the United States Secretary of State, Mr. Schultz, has said will
be presented to this Conference shortly and we applaud this American initiative.

We also wish to express Australia's appreciation to the United States for conducting
the workshop on the destruction of chemical weapons in Utah in November last year.

We regard tnis workshop as having been a very constructive initiative in the
important areas of techniques for anc verification of stockpile destruction. It
simply demonstrated what can and should be achieved in these areas. We can

move steadily forward during our 1984 session to the conclusion of a chemical
weapons convention. This would be a significant achievement, and it must be
done. We fully endorse the recommendation contained in the Chemical Weapons
Working Group's report which would enable that work to recommence as a matter of
priority at the current session of this conference.
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We are not at all pessimistic:ébout the'fﬁture course of our session despite
the difficulties we see before us. My delegation was encouraged by the report of
the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons ably chaired by Ambassador McPhail.
We are also encouraged by the promise of a draft Convention on Chemical Weapons
which we welcome as a positive sign of a political will to negotiate on this issue.
He hope that this negotiation will take place early and that a positive agreement
to negotiate will be extended over the entire gamut of disarmament issues. My
delegation is also mindful of the useful discussions that took place in previous
sessions, which are a foundaticn on whicn we can build. Document CD/416, for
example, reflects some of these achievements. However, the value of past
achievements can cnly be acknowledged by making them a basis for future progress
and not by regressing or standing still. A pause in disarmament negotiations or
a fruitless retreading of ground already covered in our discussions here is in

effect.a backward step. For while we talk the arms race. goes on -and there is no
pause - in the~resgareh,-development and production of armaments.: A pause in the
manufacture and deployment of weapons, especially nuclear weapons, is what is needed.
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(Mr. Velayati, Islamic Republic of Iran)

If nuclear arms exterminate mankind and his civilization, chemical waapons
torture him alive or kill him by torture. The international community is so
impressaed by the bitter experience of some nations who have fallen victim to this
dreadful weapon that this item has long been included in the agenda. But the
progress made in this field has, due to thc obstacles created by the Superpowers,
not.been rapid enough to halt or at least to reduce the all too long use of the -
existing arsenals of chemical weapons and put an end to the production of these
horrible weapons. And now the world is faced with such a situation that
international merchants of death and their sinister clients feel no restriction.in

~the sale and use of such weapons.

Unfortunately, today, the only use made of the Geneva Protocol of 1925 ob the
prohibition of the use of chemical and biological weapons and the 1972 Convention
on the prohibition of production and stockpiling of biclogical weapons is the
references made to them in statements of the representatives of various countries
in international gatherings. These statements, when delivered by the
representatives of countries themselves busily engaged in chemical weapons
production, turn into a tiresome farce, which has now for many long years

repeated itself in international gatherings on diaarmament and especially in this
very place.

According to the reports presented to the Puguash'Conference held in Geneva last
February, in the course of the year 1982, chemical and biological weapons were used
in at least 13 different countries of the world. This bitter reality was being
experienced by tyrannized peoples of the Third World at the same time as the Ad_Hoc
Working Group on Chemical Weapons was driving a hard bargain with the major
producers of these weapons on the wording of some paragraphs of the Convention on
the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons. Will such pitiful scenes not.push any neutral
observer to arrive at this conclusion: that the international fora are getting more
and more distant from the realities and neceds of the international community? At a
time when arms producers do not pay the least attention to existing international
agreements, and even create obstacles for the adoption of new agreements and
regulations beneficial to the international community, the destiny of which, if
they were ever adopted, would not be any different from the preceding ones, does the
Third World not have the right to feel pessimistic about the negotiations
conducted between the wolf and the sheep?

You have probably heard this exchange between the Superpowers. One
Superpower declares that "the production of binary weapons is essential for our
national interests". The other Superpower responds, "Our armed forces will
certainly produce a counter-weapon for any weapon, including binary weapdns".

- If the inventors of the binary chemical weapon expect us to congratulate them
on this achievement in the field of manslaughter technology, we should only be
grateful to them for having so openly demonstrated their anti-human intentions.
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(Mr._Velayati, Islamic Republic_of _Iran)

~..Is this single case not sufficient to show that international laws and
regulations are only worthless toys in the hands of Superpowers, used either to dupe
public opinion or to prevent tyrannized countries from gaining their rights? In such
circumstances, do not we, and all other countries that have fallen victim to the
Superpowers' ambitions and greed, have the right to bring these long, boring and
fruitless negotiations and exchanges of views under consideration? Unfortunately
the problem is not only limited to the Superpowers. There are other ‘active
participants in the deadly race of production and use of chemical weapons. But we
have listened repeatedly to their eloquent statements on disarmament. The
justification given by these countries for their participation in the arms race has
always been that they are obliged to do so in self-defence. It is on this basis that
the "deterrence" theory has beecn formulated; ‘this theory is now the main axis @f‘the
arguments of arms producers. I am not going to analyse here this theory which is
founded on the balance of terror. Historical experience has disproved this theory
and shown that maintenance of the balance of terror leads nowhere but to the
intensification of the arms race. Therec are two related points that are worthy of
attention. First, adherents of this theory have reserved this right only for
themselves and prevent others from following suit. The reason is clear: maintenance

of their dominance over other countries requires superiority in arms. Secondly, the
greater part of the arms produced in the world are intended for use in aggression
agzinst other nations or are being sold to Third World governments with some other
evil designs in mind; in fact the maintenance of the balance of terror, or, as
claimed by the arms producers, defence neads, have never been any incentive for the
production of arms. Allow me to refer to the experience of my nation in order to
clarify this point. But I would like to make clear that if, in the meantime,
referencc is made to the Iraqi invasion, it is by no means intended to display the
dimension of this aggression, because I am dealing mainly with the subject of
chemical weapons here. Since, for a while now, Iraq has been using chemical A
weapons against Iran, reference to the aggression inevitably entails reference to
the second-degree agent of aggression. I called it the second-degree agent of
aggression because, we believe, the first-degrec agents of aggression are the
countries furnishing the arms necessary for aggression.

I am happy, on the other hand, that the representatives of the ma jority or
rather all the first-degree agents of aggression are present here. I think they are
going to provide this Conference with convincing explanations for their lethal chemical
gifts that our military personnel and civilian population have, for several months and
even years, been receiving from land, sez and air. If such explanations are given, we
will be grateful, especially because their repeated and emotional speeches on various
aspects of disarmament make us the more eager to hear these explanations from them.

You, distinguished delegates, know well that when my country was invaded, the
Juperpowers and other Western Powers dzclared totzl neutrality, and stated that they
would not furnish arms to either conflicting party. In addition to statements made
by irdividual countries to this effect, this position was even reflected in the

Security Council's resolutions on the imposed war, which were first of all signed by
the Security Council's Permanent Members.
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(Mr.Velayati, Islamic_Republic_of_Iran)

T wender if our world has experienced such deep and vast hypocrisy in recent
years. A look into this reality and especially where it is related to chemical
weapons is very interesting and displays the seriousness of the disaster that rends
the heart cf anyone with any conscience. Read tlie reporis of the Pugwash
Conference held last year in Geneva and see for yourselvcs which countries have
provided the biological weapons used against our people.

We are pleased to notice in the General Assembly's resclutions that
international sensitivity against the use of chemical weapons has gained justifiably
large dimensions. As you are well aware, this sensitivity was fully manifested in a
recent conference held in Stockholm. Unfortunately, in spite of the fact that we
have, in a well-documented manner, informed the international community of the use
of chemical weapons agzinst the people of Iran ir the course of the invasion of my.
country by foreign tiroops, no positive or bencficial reaction has yet been noted. -

It scems that tne use of these weapons is considered detestable, inhumanc and

to be condemned only when such 2 protest can be used as propaganda by one Superpower
against another.

My purpose in presenting these documents is not one of propaganda. On the
cor.trary, my incentive is based on the humanitarian and islamic duty to present the
latest proof to the international community, and particularly to those organs whose
competence is to deal with such matters, and to inform those whose consciencc has
been awakened, of whom there are undoubtedly not a few in this forum, of just a
zarmle of the irreversible damage and casualties inflicted upon my country.

For a better appreciation of the technical detaiis and the medical treatment

of the afflicted victims, a report has been submittcd to the distinguished
delegates. A

The use of chemical and biological weamons in fact started sporadically from
the very beginning of the imposed war against our country. statistics presented her
show a few registered cases and in no way rroject the full picturc. In at least
49 cases of chemical strikes in 40 rezions zlong the border arca, the documents
compiled state that 1029 persons were killed and hundrads were wounded.

Among these victims, 26 wore poiscned, 25 werce esuffocated, 69 suffered from
nausea, 66 became dizzy, 11 had breathing problems, 362 suffered from vision
problems with permanent or temporary blindness and 59 complaincd of skin ailments,
while 100 others werc severely injured in their testicles and legs. The pictures
‘taken from those afflicted show vividly the traces of wounds, blisters, black and
pink skin- marks and physical malfunctions. Thesc illustrations, along with other
medical documents, werc vlaced at the disposal of a number of foreigrn medical
specialists at the International Medical Seminar held last November in Tehran, and
a number of thasc victims werc zlso txamined by the participants. The results were
reflected in the Guardian published in London on 25 November 1983, This report
quotes one of the specialists whe visitod the victims of these chemical strikes in
several hospitals as saying "I hclieve there is no doubt that the Iragis used gas".
Alsoc this report regarding the observations of a speciclist participating in this
scminar from London says one of these specialists who studied the impact of the
deployment of chemical weapons on thc nervous system says "most definitely what has

been used is an clement creating blisters, which could be something like mustard
nitrogen gas". : : -
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(Mr. Velayati, Islamic Republic_of Iran)

T would like to request all the distinguished delegates to have a glance at
the report filed by the Guardiar of 22 December 1983, which I have in my hands,
regarding the delivery of chemical warfare equipment worth half a million dollars
tc our aggressor enemy. This report will give 2 better idea of the disrespect shown
on the part of somc countries regarding thc 1925 Protocel.  The report says thi=s
equipment. was shipped two ycars ago tc irag. The artielc of the New Scientist,
dated 22 December 1983, is cven more vivid ana seys that this aguipment is used to
protect those invelved in the preoduction and loading cof chemiczl w2apons.

The Penver Post of 23 January 1984 quotces onc of the reports of the

_Middlc Eas! Magazinc, published in Lenden, os saving, "My persenal investigation
confirms the ciaims madc by lran regarding the uvss of chemical wennons. oy Irag, and
even the date conforms". The weckly danc's Defence publishcd in Londen, in its

25 January 1984 edition, in & dctailed rcport confirms that Irac is using mustard
gas, like that used during World War T, in its war against Iran. According to this
magazine the chemical substances are used in artillery shells and dispersed into
the air through firing.

On 8 January 1984, Rcuter News Agency report the discovery on the beach of
Normandy of four bottles of chemical poisons, which resultcd in the alerting of the
pcpulation by the French Police. These bottles werc discovered to have been part of
the .carge of an Iruqi ship destincd for Kuwait from England.

Some of those subjectéd to chemical bombs have been sent te the Fedcral Republi
¢ Germany for medical treatment and the medical reports of & Hamburg hospital indic
that these patients have been suffering from stomach disorders, vomiting, scvcre

ncadache, eye sores, severz itching in all parts of the body, skin burns, coughing,
fecling of pressure in the forshead and a burning pain during urination. Is there
anyonc who may doubt that thesc signs were anything but the use of chemical bombs?
The full text of this report is available to the distinguished delegates.

I presumc that the Secretary-General of the Confercnce on Disarmament and the
Personal Representative of the United Nations Secretary-General has been informed
that our Ambassador to the United Nations in New York submitted fragments of the
used bombs to the Secrctariat of the United Nations for tests on 4 January 1984.
Mcanwhile, our Permanent Representative to the'United Nations informed this

esteamed Organization of the use of chemical bombs by Iraq through Memoranda Nos. 856,

dat2i 3 November 1983, 860 dated 16 November 1983, $37 dated 15 December 1983 and
987 dated 27 December 1983.

Unfortunately, in spite of the issuance of these reports no repercussion is
seen on the side of the international fora thus far to prevent the continuation of
these crigcs which not only violate the 1925 Geneva Protocol and the 1972 Convention,
but also arc contrary to the four Geneva Conventions.

Arz we not bound to condemn here the double standard governing international
circles and emanating from the influence of the Superpowers? Has the
United Nations Organization not becen duty-bound by the Resolution 37/98 of the
General Assembly, adopted on 13 December 1982, to investigate any information
concarning the usc of chemical weapons by any Member State reaching the
United Nations and inform the Members of the results?
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(Mr. Velayati, Islamic_Republic_of Iran)

I would liks to express my sincere wisn that the Convention on the prohibition
of chemical weapons, which is now under prcparation by this forum, will be ready
at the carliest possible time and will be fully effcctive, and ws have instructed
our delegation to do its utmost in this regard. However, if this Convention is
signed but the attitude of the Superpowers and other producers and suppliers of
chemical weapons remains thes samc, based upon colonial and inhumane motives, then
all the cfforts rendered so far will bear no fruits but thc wastage of time,
encrgy and budgetary resources. We believce that the position adopted by this :
Conference and other related organs towards the deployment of chamical weapons against
the Islamic Republic of Iran will show in reality the degrce of sincerity and the
sensc of responsibility regarding the newly-prepared Convention and will form an
excellent criterion to determine its status and capability in the futurec.
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(Mr.Tornudd,Finland)

.The prohibition of chemical weapons has for a long time recelved partlcular
attention in Fimmish disarmament policy. In our view the Conference should concentrate
on negotiating a comprehensive convention concerning ‘themical weapons in crder to.
reach as soon as possible a total ellmlnatlon of the possibility of - chemlcal warfare.

We welcome the fact that the urgency and lmportance of determined efforts and
concrete negotiation in the field have been recently underlined, notably by the USSR
in its proposal regarding a regional European approach to chemical weapons prohlbltion
and by .the United States in its announcement of comprehensive proposal to be -
submitted to this body. I should also like to express the appreciation of my. country
to the United States for the organization of the Tooele verificaticn workshop in Utah,
in 1983, which provided the participants, including some Finnish experts, with
important knowledge concerning the problems of destruction of chemical weapons.

Problems relating to verification continue to delay the progress towards the
conclusion of a comprehen51ve chemical weapons treaty. There seems to be a general.
agreement on the need to verify the compliance of the parties to the treaty in all i
phases of its operation. Differences of view, however, continue to persist regardlng
the mode of functioning of verification and reporting as well as fact—finding
procedures. In this connection I wish to emphasize that the progress made in recent
Years in lnstrumental verification technology has been remarkzble The durability,
accuracy and rellablllty of automatic monitoring instruments are expected to 1mprove
considerably in the near future. Their extensive use in the verification of a.
chemical weapons treaty ﬁivh prove possible, It is our impression that the
difficult question of verification could be approached by meking full use of the
possibilities of modern existing and developing instrumental verification technology
on the one hand and on-site inspection gn the other hand, which would primarily be
needed in order to secure the proper functioning of the verification equipment.

:The long-standing project of Finland on chemical weapon verification is an’
axtempt to contribute to the solution of verification problems in the area of
chemical weapons. The objective is to produce scientific knowledge of methods by
which their possible use can be detected, the discontinuance of their production’
surveyed and their destruction verified.

The results of the project are freely available to the internmational community.
We hope that they will prove especially useful when the Conference on Disarmament
comes to an understanding about the procedures for verification of the ‘chemical
weapons treaty.
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In this connection I should like to draw attention to a positive shift which
can be detected in the work of the subsidiary body on the prohibition of chemical
weapons. In document CD/429, .the last report of the Ad Hoc Working Group, there is
an agreed subparagraph in which the Ad hoc Workinz Group recommends to the
Conference to start the full and complete process of negotiations, developing and
working out the convention, except for its final drafting, taking into account all
existing proposals and drafts as well as other initiatives with a view to giving the
Conference a possibility to achieve an agreement as soon as possible.

A sufficient number of documents, ampng them the document proposed by the
Soviet Union which can serve as a sound basis for negotiations, namely, "Basic
provisions of a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon

tests", are on the negotiating table.

I should like to add that the initiative of the socialist States parties to the
Warsaw Treaty proposing that Eurorce should be free of chemical weapons is
unequivocally aimed at assisting the earliest attainment of this real advance in the -
field of disarmament. -
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(Mr. Datcu, Romania)

Another area to which my delegation attaches great importance is that of
negotiations to outlaw chemical. weapons. The impressive volume of specialized
documentation.at the disposal of this Conference on this item, the arduous
negotiations which have been under wry for so many years, as well as the inherent
importance of banning chemical weapons, which might become the first weapons of mass
destruction existing in military arsenals to be outlawed, are so many elements which
should .speed up.our negotiations during this session. The .existence of a draft

..convention submitted by the delegation of the Soviet Union, and the-draft agreement
which the Unlved States delegation said it would present. =hortly, as well as the
many concrete proposals of texts put forward by other delegations, clearly indicate,
in our opinlon. the p0331bllity of proceeding this.year to the preparation of the.
first draft of the text of the future convention. Without prejudice to any
decisions which the future chairman of the working group on the item may take, the
Romanian delegation would like to suggest that the .setting up-of a drafting body for
chemical: weapons would be desirable this year,.

Such-a body might replace the contact.group.or else. function side-by side-with
them. In any event, we cupport the proposal:that a.procedural decision should be
taken-shortly to allow negotiations to get underway as rapidly 2s-pessible..on
chemical weapons.
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(Mr. Qian Jiadong,_China)

Among the items on the agenda, the: prohibition of chamical waapdns is considered

i

_ as one with 2 better chance for real progress. On this issue, as some delegates

put it, there amight be "a ray of hope" -— 3 phrase which reflects ;he views of many
delegates. Although the ocutcome of the three-week discussions of the Ad Hoc

working Croup on Chemical Weapons was not that satisfactory, the deliberations have
nevertheless deepencd understanding of the views of the parties c¢oncerned and
further identified the differences. This may facilitate the resolution of the
diffepeﬁces_through negotiations in the days to come. . Furthermore, the views of ..
different parties on the question of the timing of the declaration of the destruction
of chemical weapon stockpiles seem to be converging. All these .are indeed -positlve
sigrs. I wish to express once more our thanks to the Chairman of the Working Group,
Ambassador McPhail of Canada, and the co-ordinators of the contact groups for their
efforts. Like many other declegations, we alse hope that the Ad Hoc Working Croup
on Chemical Weapons will be re-established at an early date oy the current session
of the Conference on Disarmament sc¢ as to oxpedite negotiations on the fermuliation
of a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons.
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(Mr. Morelli Pando, Peru)

To refer briefly to the programme of work, and concentrating on the most
significant aspeot of the operative part of General hssembly rescluvion 33/183 I,
approved by an overwhelming majcrity of ccwmtries, the Peruvian delegation 3
considers ¥hat working groups cn ths rrevention of nuclear war and on the prcvention
of an arms race in ouvter svace should be established urgently. Similarly, 2
delegation considers that negotiatvions should begin as scon as possitle on 2 draft
international nuclear-test-ban treaty, and also, that the neceasary steps should
be taken to speed up work on the =laboration of an international convention for
the complete znd effective proiibition of all chemical wecpons and for the
destruction of all such existing weapons. 3

In conclusion, I should like tc draw attention to a view which oy delegation
shares with cther delegations: not all the basic issues can be negotiated.:
simmd taneously in this Conference; btut some of them, already identified, should
be considéred urgently and in depth. We already have a valueble example to follow
on other items cf cur agenda: the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapcns has
enab}ed us to demonsirate that a pragnatic approach tc the items under consideratien,
and intensive, albeit slow, work on the ‘substantive aspects of eachof these items,
mey pave the way for substantial progress and prepare the necessary condi tions for
beginning negotiations on international legal instruments.
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Mr. CROMARTIE (United Kingdom): In his statement this morning the
distinguished Foreign Minister of Iran referred to certain newspaper articles which
might be interpreted as claiming that the United Kingdom had supplied chemical
weapons to Iraq. These newspaper articles are misleading and I wish to assure the
distinguished representative of Iran and the Conference that the United Xingdom has
not supplied any chemical weapons to Iraq or to anyone else. As we have often said,
and as my Minister repeated in his statement on Tuesday, the United Kingdom gave up
its own chemical weapons capability 25 years ago, and the United Kingdom has long
been a leading advocate of a total ban on chemical weapons.

(The President)

I suggest now that we take up the report of the Ad Hoc Working Group on
Chemical Weapons contained in document CD/429. This report is in addition to the
report submitted by the Group during the 1983 session of the Committee on
Disarmament and contains certain recommendations for the present session of the
Conference. May I suggest that we adopt this report on the understanding that its
recommendations will be considered later, after we have adopted the agenda for

1984.

It was so decided.




. (3. Ould—Rouis, Algeris)

With regzri tc chexmical weapons, we observe some resl willingness to
negotiate & conventicn on +he pronibition of this cetegory of wezpons of ncss
destruction. Progress in this sres nzs in fzct been measurstle. Techniczl questions
of @ highily controversicl charzctar have been solved. The standpoints of
delegetions have been clezrly éefined, points of convergence identified end points
of divergency likewise., The report of the 4d hoc Working Group on Chemical Wsapons

"on its 1983 session should serve gs @ basis for tackling a more concrete phese in

the procass of negotiziion, to preserve what has been gzined in the preceding
sessions snd to solve the guestions pending on the basis of concrete proposels.

. It remeins for us to hope thet the read “‘ness observed- in the.negotiaticn of
3 conventicn on chemical weapons shall equslly emerge on other guestions, end in.
psrticuler on the nuclear problexms.



CD/PV.243
17

(U_Maung Maung Gvi, Burma)

As my statement is cf a general character it would hardly appear
necessary to express our opinion on the cubject of chemical-weapene prehikitien,
which has already reached an advanced stage of negotiations. However, it would
_be an omission on our part not to mention a subject which ig ‘important nct cnly
because it concerns the elimination of a particular type of weapons of mass
destruction frem the arsenal of States, but also because the prospects for an
agreement are beginning to emerge. Although discussions have beel proceciing
ginee 197C, detailed work during the last two years have highlighied the arees
of convergence as well as those of divergence, and the principal elements
necessary ior a chemical weapons convention have also been delineated. The
principle of the nced for an effective verificaticn system to ascuye cempliznce
is not an issue. The igcue is to determine the modalities for an effective
-verification system on the btasis of mutual accommecdation which would provide
equal security for all States. i 2

convention. The process of disarmament is clow and arducus and experience hsas
shown that it takes years to arrive at a mature stage of regctiations; this has
been particularly true of chemical weapon:.

There is now a rneed tc generate further memerivm in tke negetiating
process with a view to arriving at a timely agreemert on a chemical weapons
n
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(Mr. Vidas, Yugoslavia)

The highest hopes exist in this Conference and outsid2 it in the world
regarding the completion in the course of this year of 2 convention -on the
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical wezapons
and on their destruction. There is a sound basis for this, since, after many years
of elaboration, definitc progress has been made in the process of negotiations to
this effect. A detailzd consideration of technical issues has 2lready taken place
in the Committee on Disarmament, and the bodies that preceded it and bilaterally
between the Soviet Union and the United States. Important contributions have becn
made in respect of the destructicn of the existing chemical-weapon stockpiles by
several coudtries such as the Netherlands, Indonesia, Great Britain, the
Federal Republic of Germany and the United States through the information supplied
or in workshops specifically organized for the purpose of demonstrating the
verification process during the destruction of chemical-weapon stockpiles. An
2normous zmount of effort and goodwill has been invested by a great number of
experts and by various delegations to the Conference. We also welcome the
announcement made by the United States that it will submit to the Conference its
own draft of a chemical weapons convention very soon. We are sure that this new
contribution will receive very careful consideration alongside with other proposals
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submitted to this negotiating forum. Although there arc still some’ issues which
need to be further elaborated, we consider that 1984 is tha crucizl year in which
a determined effort should be made to resolvz outstanding political issues. If we
ware to fail this year in initiating the long-awaited drafting process on those
elements on which agreement does exist, this would then signify a further, very
grave crosion of confidence in the importance of this negotiating forua. And on
the contrary, if we are capable of submitting in our report to the United Nations
Gencral Assembly tn2 first draft of an avzn incomplete text of the convention,
whose final drafting would continue, this would be', after five years, the first
more: specific example of accord on 2 very important agreement in the arca of
disarmament. Such a davelopment would certainly also have a broader beneficial

impact.

CD/PV.247
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Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Sovict Socialist Republies) (translatcd from Russian):
Comrade President, today the Soviet delegation would like to touch upon the question
of the prohibition of chemiczl weapons. The re2son for this is that the
Confarance on Disarmament, hxvinz agr2ed in principle on thz revised mandate of
the subsidiary body on this subjeect, will, it is to bc hopzd, begin without
delay a new important stage in thc negotiations on the prohibition of chemical
weapons. This is unquestionably onc of the priority items in the work of the
Conference in 19284, and as before w2 intend to pay it our un:bated attention.

The Soviet Union has always resolutely and persistently advocated and
continues to advocate the comprchensive prohibition of chemical weapons, for their
withdrawal from the arsenals of States, and thc physiecal elimination of this type

(Cont'd)
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(Mr. Issrazlyan, USEFR)

of weapon of mass destruction. Our country was 2mong the first to ratify the
1925 Geneva Protocol for thc Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating,
Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Mcthods of Warfare. As far back
as in 1927, in thc Prcparatory Commission ori Disarmament of the League of Nations,
the Soviet Union r=iscd the guestion of supplementing the prohibition of use of
chemical weapons by the cessation of its production. It also took an active

part in the negstiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons at the Confcrence
on Disarmament during the 1930s. The initiatives made by the Societ Union and
other socialist countrizs durins the post-war period with a view to banning
chemical weapons as rapidly as possible are well known, particularly within the
Committee on Disarmament: draft Conyention of 1971 on the Prohibition of the
Development, Production znd Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biologiczl) =2nd

Toxin Weapons 2nd on Their Destruction and draft convention of 1972 on the
prohibition of the development, production 2and stockpiling of chemiczl weapons
and their destruction. From 1976 to 1930 the Soviat Union participated in
bilateral Soviet-Amorican talks aimed at the preparation 2nd submission to the-
Committee on Disarmament of a joint initiative on thc question of the prohibition
of chemical weapons. It is not our fault that thc talks were suspended.

In 1982 at the second special sa2ssion of the United Nations General Assambly
devoted to disarmament the USCE came forward with A new jnitiative: the "Basic
provisions of ths convention on the prohibition of the development, production
and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on taeir destruction. Durinz the
18 months since th=zt tim2 the Soviet Union has repeatedly further developed
that initiative -nd submitted numarous constructivz propostls on the subject
of a chemical-weapons ban taking into account the progress at tue negotiations.
Among them there were the proposals to inclucec in the convention a provision on
the prohibition of usc of chemical wa=pons; 2 number of proposals designad
reliably to ensure non-production of chemical weapons in peaceful chemical
industry enterprises and to facilitate verification in this ficld; a range of
proposals on the problems connected with the declaration and elimination of the
stocks of chamical weapons and verification of their destruction; considerations
on the elaboration of a spacial order of destruction of the stocks of chemical
weapons assuring security and intercests of 21l participating States; and other
proposzls.

The Soviet Union and othar socizlist countrics decem it necessary to use all
the possibilities in order reliably to save mnnkind from the danger of chemical
war. This is the aim, in particular, of the recent proposal put Ty the States
Parties to the Warsaw Treaty to thc NATO meaber States on the question of
saving Europe from chemical weapons, which its authors intend to distribute as
a document of the Conference.

Let me dwell upon this important proposal in soma2 detail. The States
Parties to the Warsaw Treaty believe that in the conditions of tho present
aggravatad international situation the danger of use of chemical weapons,
particularly in Europe, increascs. The radical elimination of the chemical=-wecapon
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threat for the Statcs and peoples of Europ:, a5 weil as for othcr regions of the
world, may ba assured by the world-wide prohibition of chemical weapons and
elimination of their stockpiles. At the same time, before this gilobal tasu is
solved and in order to promotc its implementatiorn, certain parallel steps can
and must b2 taken within the European continent. That would make it possible
substantizlly to reduce the risk of chemical war in Europe, and consaquently 4n
tho entire world, to start the reduction of thc chemical-weapon arscnals. of
course, this initiative of the socialist States is not ziming in any way at
undermining the negotiations conducted 2t the Conference on Disarmament. On

the contrary! I would like to stress that th: implementation of the partizal
measurcs of a regional nature on the limitation, reduction ana c¢limination of
chemical weapons would promote, in our view, th: world-wicc efforts and spead

up the conclusion of the convention of the prohibition of chemical weapons, which
is the ultimate gozl of the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty.

The: Soviet delegation notes with satisfzstion that many dclegations of the
States participating in the Conference on Disarmament recognize the iwmportance
of that initiative of the socialist States, justly regarc it as 2 frash
confirmation of thc sincere desire of the socialist countricss to eliminate the
chemical threat for the States and psoples of Eurcpe and the wholc world, and
to specd up thc conclusion of the convention on the prohibition of chemical
weapons. Ve cxpect the NATC countries to consideor this proposal sceriously
and with due attention and to give a positive roply to it.

‘The Soviet dclegation 2nd the delegaticns of other socialist countrizs, of

- eoursc, do not claim a monopoly on making proposals on the prohibition of chemical
wcapons. - A large number of documents on various aspects of the prohibition of
chemical weapons have becn also submitted by otner countries. As is known. the
total number of documents on this subject distributed within the Conferance on
Disarmamant is already more than 300. What =matters, of course, is not the
quantity of the submitted proposzls but their nature. We have in mind first of
all the flexibility of th: positions of States, thair prcadiness to seck mutually
accaptable solution. If wé regard from this point of view the proposals which
are at the negotizting table now we cannot but recognize that the proposals of
the Soviet Union and other socialist countries are notablc for precisely these
fc;;ures. There is no nead to give the examples. The delegations know them very
wcll.

To our ragret, froquently we do not see the same desirce to seek mutually’
acceptable scolutions, to take into account the positions of other participants
in negotiations, from the part of some of eur partners at the negotiations. From
year to year they rupeat the same proposals which are unacceptzble to us.
Sometimes there is n movement in quite thc opposite direction: toward greater
differences, tougher, maximalist, unrcalistic demands. In this conncection I
cannot but rafer to th: statemont made 2 wesk ago by Mr. Luce, Minister of Statc
for Forcign and Commonwealth Affairs, containing an appeal to display readings:s
to compromise. ut allow me to ask whather the United Kingdon itsclf is ready
to follow this path? Wwhat compromiscs on its pzrt can we spoak of, when, for
example, in its working document on the proccdurcs of on-site challenge inspection
of thc implementation of the futurc convention on the prohibition of chemical
weapons it repented the whole number of hard-linc demands which had been many times
rejected by other participants in the ncgotiations. Frankly speakinz, sven with
a microscope one would be unazblc to discover in that document the signs of any
readincss to compromisc.
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Let us take 2nother example =-- the demands of some delegations to conduct
immediately after the convention enters into forcc the verifications of the
eredibility of thc declarations of the chemical -weapon stockpiles and to this end
to submit information on the places of the storage of such stockpiles. The
Soviet delegation has already repcatedly explained why it considers such demands
both unrealistic and unacceptable. I shall now repeat only the following -- in
certain casss they inherently threaten the national security interests of the
States Parties to the futurc convention. Nevertheless this demand is bcing
stubbornly repeated, even though, as we have already stated, it can lead to a
stalemate in all thc negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons. At the
same time there is 2 simple way out of the situation which was proposed by the
Soviet delegation. We have in mind the internztional systematic of verification,
at thc depots at specizl facilities, of the destruction of the stocks of chemical
weapons, through which all such stocks would proceed during the dzstruction
process and consequently the initial declarations would also be verificd.

Let us look at the situation with regzard to ths verification problem fronm
the following 2anglc. The delegations of the USSk and other socialist countries
have very often repeated that the prohibition of chemical weapons may become a
reality only in the case when the verification measurces of the future convention
correspond to thc nature of thc obligations and are determined in strict
accordance with the rzquirements of such a convention i.e. on the prohibiton of
chemical weapons. To take extremes in this matter, regardless of how they are
embellished, would torpedo thec current negotistions. We pay no. less attention than
other Statas to th2 effective control of the implcmentation of the future convention
on the prohibition of chemical wcapons. We do not have 2 slightest basis to trust
our negotiating partners any more than they trust us. Our premise is that each
type of activity pronibitac or limited by the convention should be =ffectively
varified. To this end, during thc negotiations we have proposed and continue to
propose 2 vary broad rangc of verification measures. They include national
control, the usc of national technical means, on-site inspection on 2 voluntary
basis or, as it is also called, by challenge, and international systematic on-site
inspections. Confidence in compliance with the convention is also promoted by
various declarations by the States parties, many of which have been proposed by
us.

One of the unresolved problems remain the methods of verification of the

destruction of stocks at special facilities. This is a very important question

and we pay great attention to it. The Soviet delegation has already had occasion
to state itc approach to this question. As is known, it stated that it was .in
favour, in this concrete casc, of thc usc of systematic international verifications,
the annual number of which (thc quota) would be detormined by the Consultative
Committee individually for cach facility on thc basis of preliminary agreed
eriteria. That is to say, the number of visits would depend upon such notions

as th2 quantity of the stocks to be destroyed, their toxicity and danger
characteristics, tachnological paramcters of the destruction facilitics, ete. We
have described it in dotail both within the Working Group and in the coursc of
~various consultations with other delezations.

Such a2 differcntiated, one might say scientifie, =2pproach could, %n our
opinion give the States partics to ths futurc convention complete confidence that
the stocks of chemical weipons are heing really destroyed and climinated.
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This proposal is countered by the idea of the permanent preéénce of
international inspectors at the destiuction facilities. The Soviet side has
carefully listened to the arguments in favour of such approach and conducted a
number of bilateral and multilaterzl consuliations on this subject. In particular,
last January there was useful exchange of opinions with the group of delegations of
non-aligned States.

Further study of the question, and the consultations, have shown that
systematic international on-site verifiszations of the destruction of stocks at a
special facility on a quoti basis represent a sufficiently effective verification
instrument and that other delegations' understanding of this fact is increasing.
They have alsc led us to the concl.sion that in respect to some chemicals the
verifications could be more s*rlct. in the final analysis, the Soviet delegation,
displaying its desire to achieve progress as rapidly as possible in the negotiations
on the prohibition of chemical weapons, and in an effort to unravel one of the -most
complicated and important moct issues at the negotiations, and once again e
demonstrating ita real rather than feizned interest in progress at the negotiations,
declares the following.

It would be piepared, during the elaboration. of the procedures for verification
of the destruction of chemical weapons at a special facility, to agree to such a
solution when the efficiency of the verification, from the beginning of the
destruction process up to its completion, would be ensured by the permanent
presence at the special facility of the representatives of international control,
as well as by a combination of systematic international verifications at the
facility, including also thz storage of the stocks of weapons at it, with the use

of instruments (gas chromatcgraphs, dynamoretric counter:, measuring thermoelements,
etc.).

The verificalions in the depots at special facilities of the next batches of
chemical weapons to be destroyed could be conducted together with the inspections
at the special facility. We shall state in detail our view on the subject in due

" time in the subsidiary body of the Conference.

- In declaring today our readiness in principle to consider in a positive manner
the prgposal for the permanent presence of the representatives of international
coutrol at the special facilities for the destructicn of stocks, we would like
particularly to stress that our premise is that our partners at negotiations will

also for their part prove their readiness; not in words but in deeds, to seek
mutually acceptable solutions.

Recently,_references have frequently been made here at the Conference to a
supposed pres<ntation by the United States of a new document on the question of : the
prohibition of chemical weapons. We shall, of course, study it as carefully:as e
have studied‘ali_cther.documents of the States participating in the negotiations on
a chemical-weaponc ban. What is important, of course, is not the fact itself of
the future presentation of the document, but its content. As far as the Soviet Union
is concerned, it will judge the seriousnesc of United States intentions as regards
a chemical-weapons ban only by how it takes into account the position of other
participants in the negotiations, in particular our position. We have heard more
than enough of wishful ¢hinking and generalities. We wait for reliable proof of

goodwill and the desire to achieve an agreement. The existence of such a desire
will determine success in %he negotiationc.
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Of great significance here will be correct organization of the work of the
subsidiary body on the prohibition of chemical weapons. Let me dwell upon this
question somewhat in detail.

The mandate agreed upon for that body is quite impressive and promisinz as
regards its content and purposes. It envisages advancing to a new stags in
solving the problem of the prohibition of chemical weapons -- to a full and
comprehensive process of negotiations and the formulation and elaboration of an
appropriate convention.

These terms of reference corresponc to the present advanced stage of the
negotiations on the prohibitions of chemical weapons and reflect, as we hope, the
readiness of all the States represented here to start real negotiations. It
remains far from enough, however, to turn our attentior to high, I would say, noble
- goals)’ to see as our task the preparation, for the thirty-ninth session of the
‘United Nations General Assembly, either of a more or less complete text of the

future convention in full, or of its substantive part. We share the view

éxpressed today by the Ambassador of Yugoslavia, Mr. Vidas, concerning the need

to submit at least an incomplete texi of the future convention to the United Nations
General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session. In order to come really closer to
the solution of such tasks we need good organization of the activity of the
appropriate subsidiary bedy. i

The socialist countries have elaborated their collective opirnion on this
subject and have already submitted an appropriate document to thc secretariat of
the Conference. Without going into the detail of the approach proposed by us, I
would like to state only some general considerations.

In our view, it is very important to agree at once Lo cover in 1384, by the =
process of concrete work uporn the text of the future convention, all its chapters
and provisions. Inter alia, this should eliminate any suspicions that the drafting
work is designed to prevent delegations from considering the most vexed issues.

It would seem important to follow the principles of logical seguence in
considering some or other parts of the future convention. Experience has shown,
“ Tor example, that the elaboration of a mutually acceptable definition of chemical
weapons is the most important question, without which the work on other problems
is constantly hampered. To speak in more general terms, taking into account the
relationship between different parts of the convention priority should be given

to resolving in their entirety the questions of the elimination of stocks of
chemical weapons. -

The socialist countries consider it important to agree in advance upon an
indicative time-table of work which, eliminating the danger of a deadlock on one
eoncrete question or another, would prompt consideration of the next question even

“when final agreement had not been reached on the previous problems, Such pauses in
the negotiating process are sometimes not only useful but also necessary for

- ‘special’ consultations both between the most interested delegations and with their
~oap1tals.

The organization of our work should have as an important rule that due account
be taken of the interests and possibilities of all delegations without exception.
This means that within the subsidiary body we should set up a relatively small
number of subordinate bodies, avoid overloading our work with a great number of
official meetings, and corduct work in such a manner as not to discuss a large
number of questions at the same time.
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The title of the subsidiary body alsc plays an important role. We consider
that it should be called the Special Committee on the Prohibitior. of Chemical
Weapons. The working groups and other necessary subordinate bodies would be set
up accordingly within its framework. 5

The Soviet .delegatior ¢ nsidéré'it.adviaable to -set up four working groups
within the Committee. At the same time, it is prepared to consider the observations
of other delegations on this score. :

In the opinion of our delegatidn,;the setting up of the following working
groups in particular might be envisaged: . 3

On questions of the purposes and scope of the Convention (cefinitions and
eriteria; formula of basic undertakings; non-production; permitted activities;
non-use of chemical weapons; monitoring measures for such weapons; preamble and
concluding provisions; etc.);

On questions of the elimination of stockpiles of chemical weapons and the
elimination of production facilities for them (initial declarations, interim
measures, elimination anc monitoring); 1 . :

On questions of compliance with the convention (international verification
on request, national implementation measures, activities of the consultative and
preparatory comtittees, consultations and co-operation, consideration of complaints,
e.tc’:):;' .

On qqéstions‘of the structure of the Convention (arrangement and order of
articles, appendices, agreed urderstandings, etc.).

We believe that it may in turn be necessary to set up subsidiary bodies and
other. smaller organs within these working groups.

Naturally, the title of the organ itself must be fully in keeping with this
complex structure of working bodies; as we stated earlier, we propose that it
should be called a committee. : ;

In conclusion the Soviet delegation would like to note your personal able
leadership of our Conference which played an important role in assuring agreement
o the mandate for the subsidiary body on the prohibition of chemical weapons.

We are convinced that if all the delegations represented at the Conference display
a -responsible and honest approach to the negotiations, as well as & real

readiness to seek mutually acceptable solutions, the Conference will be able to
solve the important task facing it -- the elaboration of the convention prohibiting
chemical weapons. ‘
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(Mr. Beeslev, Canada)

When Mr. MacEachen spoke before the Committee on Disarmament last year, he
emphasized four Canadian priorities:

Canada will press for progress toward the objective of a comprehensive
nuclear-test ban; Canada will press for a more effective non-proliferation
regime; Canada will press for a convention to prohibit chemical weapons;
Canada will press for progress towards the objective of prohibiting all
weapons for use in outer space. :

These remain, in our considered view, the issues where there are prospects
for genuine progress, and where progress can make a direct contribution to mutual
security.

We are particularly pleased at the steps that have already been taken in the
Chemizal Weapons Working Group towards the objective of ensuring continued progress
towards a chemical weapons convention. We would hope to ‘see an early decision
on the establishment of a working group on outer space which might bring about
some movement in that area. It is therefore critical that the appropriate
mechanisms are found for this body to advance matters forward. Horizontal and
vertical nuclear proliferation is of primary concern to the world community and
the forthcoming Third Review Conference on the Non-Proliferation Treaty will
provide a focus for our efforts to restrain both. The realization of a multilateral
comprehensive test-ban treaty remains one of the most difficult objectives of
this Conference. Canada will continue to pursue realistic measures towards such
a treaty. We shall continue to make a contribution within the seismic experts
group and to work on other verification aspects.

Througnout our discussions, I hope we shall bring our imagination to bear
on one of the most important aims of arms control and disarmament negotiations,
namely, to deal not only with existing weapons systems but to gear down and
eventually to halt the momentum of new technology.

(Cont'd)
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(Mr. Beasley, Canada)

Mr. President, we have heard a rumber of inportant statements this moruing,
end it is perhaps invidious to comment on one without commenting on all, but I do
think it important to note the statement we have just heard from the distinguished
representative of the USSR, given the imminence of the decision, we hope, on a
chemical weapons working group. Firstly, I think I should say as a very
preliminary response, that we are pleased at this positive reaction of the
Soviet Union to the initiative announced by United States Secretary Schultz at
Stockholm of the intention of the United States Government to table & draft
convention on chemical weapons. Secondly, we are equally pleased that this new.
Soviet policy should be one of the first signals emitted to the Wes?t and to the
world by the new leadership in Moscow, and we say this most sincerely. Thirdly,
the positive Soviet response on the issue of on-site verification of destruction
of chemiczl weapons appears to develop in a concrete way the positicn anrncunced by

- >,

Foreign linister Gromylko at the second special session of the United Nations
General Assembly devoted to disarmament to the effect that the USSR was prepered to
accept on-site inspection. It is well known of course that it is the Canadien
position that this is the only viable approach from a functionsl point of view %o
this problem. Fourthly, we would hope that this new policy of on-site verification
foretells an across—the-board engagement by the Soviet Union iz 21l areas of
arms-control verification. The fifth point I would like to mske is that ve will
have obviously to teact more definitively to the Soviet proposal somewnat later,
after careful study and in the appropriate body. Finally, in the meantime, like

>

others, we await with even greater interest then before the tapling of the United States

draft convention which, we assume, will reflect what is now cor=on ground on this
point just discussed, and I might say of course that we await that proposal with
somevhat more confidence than some others have expressed.
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lr. Lechusre Hevia, Cubz

Fifth, we shall work for the elaboration and finsl drafting cf a convention
pronibiting chemical weapons, within the competent subsidiary body with the new
mandate provided for it. :

CD/FV.243
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(Mr. Vejvoda, Czechoslovakia)

Huch hzs been said about the prohibition of éhcmical weapons in this body. We
have produceé ar impressive amount cf documents, working papers and coaferance
roor papers, documents on the consultations of experts, etc. During the last years
we have also received several comprahensive documpnts reflecting the p031u10ns of
some d=2legzations on basic aspects of the convnnt;on on the prohibltion of chemlcal
‘weapons. B2ut if all these papers are not to lose their.valuz in thu archives of”
tne €onference on Disarmament, we should finally sit down. and. draw on them in. the
process of nagotizting and drafting the text of the convent*on. ik would ‘like to
exprass. the satisfaction of my delegation in view of the fact, that a new. mandate
for the Chemical Weapons Working Croup has been agreed upon. We would l;ke ‘%o ..
shope that this mandate will make it possibla to come to real negotlablon on 3nd
formulation of the convention and th;t it will bloek all ut’cemots to avoid sEL

~- On the:eve of this year's secssion, the Warsaw Treaty countries advanced zan
initiative aimed at the elimination of chemical. w2apons from Europe. We consider
that the removal of the chemical tqreat te the c‘uz*opc,.n States’ would substantially
recduce the risk of. chemical war on Lhe vcnt’nsﬂt as-well as. in the world.. The
realization of this regional measure: would aiso centribute to the ‘efforts for the
early elaboration and conclusion of the convention prohibiting chemical weapons
on the global basis.

(Cont' d)
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(Mr. Vejvoda, Czechoslovakia)

.Talking cbout chemical weapons, T cznnot but welcome today's statement by the

digtlnguieh >d delegate of the Soviet Unﬁon, who gave us new aspects of approaches

\--J 5

conclusion of a tr:zaty. I 2a cer tain that his statemcnt will be studied by

211 delegations very thoroughly and will contribute to an early conclusion, if not

of a

that

whole draft treaty, at least of its major parts.
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Mp. DT S0UZA E STLVA {(Brazii;: ‘&, Pr.-ilent, ac you mentioned the quecstion

we hove not been able to duside upon SO far, I should like to make a short

staterment for the rccord.

tim:>

My delngation cannot but wvoice its concern and deep regret for the waste of

in formalizing <he decision that the conference must already have adopted.

Ve would have thouznt that all thc necessary slements of this decision were
already -prasent in Fobruary, when The hd Foe Working Group on Chemical Weapons
adopted ics report by conscnsus.

nanel;

Civen the irraizvence of the topic unde ~ discussion since a few days now,
y the dosisnation cf the subsidizry oﬂd" charged with the carrying on of

tae negociations on the chemiczl weapon convention, ry delegation preferred not
to take part in the d-kate. This has alss bcen the general position of thc

Frou;

\q';
orL

of 21, whos.: members assign far greatsr importance to the start of concrete
than to praccdurcl wrangllong oves sreanizaitional deotails.
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(Mr. Berg, Norway)

Through the able leadership of Ambassador McPhail of Canada, the Ad Hoc
Working Group on Chemical Weapons managed in 1983 to make progress. In our
opinion, multilateral agreement on a comprehensive chemical-weapons ban is today
a priority disarmament issue. What is needed now is to elaborate a comprehensive
draft conventiocn. A :

It is also to us very enccuraging that nrovres= was made during the 1983 session
on issues relevant tc the ingorno“atior of a prohibition on use in the scope of the
convention. This would, I think, complement the prohibition in the 1925 Geneva
Proctocol. As to the vital question of verificatiorn of destruction of chemical
stocks, the successful and impressive demonstration by the United States in
Salt Lake City in November 1983, at which Norwegian experts were present, has
proved that a system based on a combinztion of remote sensing and on-site
inspection can work efficiently. We also look forward to the forthcoming
‘demonstration in the Federal Republic of Cermany concerning these issues.

The recent announcement by the United States Secretary of State that the
United States will table a comprehensive draft conventicn in the Conference on
Disarmament concerning a chemical-weapons ban, is of particular significance
to the fcerthcoming negotiations. The Horwegian Government warmly welcomes this
as an important disarmament initiative.

(Cont'd)
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In *his connection I wculd add that Norway also welcomes the 1mporuant and
n051t1ve statement of the distinguished representative of the Soviet Union,
Ambassadcr Viector Issraelyan, on 21 February, when he declared the readiness in
rrirciple of the Soviet Union to comsider in a2 positive manner the propesal on
the permanent presence at the special facilities on stock destructlon of the
reprosentatlves of international control.

*t is the sinsere hope of my Government that the positive attitude reflected
by the United States and the Soviet Tnion in these 1mportant ammowncenents will
irdeed contribute significantly o expediting the work of the Conference in this
high-tricrity field of disarmament.

The Norwegian Goverrment kas also noted the proposal of 10 Jaruvary of the
East Buropean countries for a chemical-weapon—free zone in Eurcpe, and welcomes
it as a confirmetion of active interest on their part in a chemical weapons tan.
However, it-is the view of my Governmment that a comprehensive tan on ckhemical
weapens, implemented on a world-wide baSlS and hence alse in Burope, would =ore
adequately meet the need for further measures fo supplement the 925 Geneva
Protocol.

I would leave you in no dcubt that Norway is determined to coniribute: to this
urgent task of the Conference. Ve therefore plan to present new resulis of our -
research programme on verification of a chemical-weapons converiion during the’
second part of this year's session. The FHorwegian research rrogra—ze will be
terrinated in 1986, when we plan to sutmit a set of concrete and specific proposals
for sampling and verification procedures for the implementation of a ckhemical-weapons
conventicn.
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(Mr. Meiszter, Bungary)

As a matter of fact we have for a long time been an ardent advocate of urgent
measures aimed at the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical weapons and the destruction of such weapons, as well as the vronibition of
other kinds of weapcns of mass destruction. We are firm in our belief that cn the
basis of the various drafts and the great expertise concentrated in this bedy,
negotiations could and should be conducted in earmest in order tc eliminate the
growing danger stemming from chemical and other weapons .of mass destruction.-

CD/PV.244
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(Mr. Depasse, Belgium)

In tne view of the RBelgian dzlesation, the problem of chemical weapons is
especially ripe for genuine negetiation. x
A clzaar basis {or negotiation exists. The report of the Working Group
subTittod b7 Ambassador MePhail describes it adequataly. Al]l our States, in one

w27 or ancther, have reaffiramsa thzir desir2 to sonclude work rapialy, and this
was reflected oy thz wording of a mandate for a working group, ad hoc committee or
subsidiary body, on the content of Whicn we are unaninmous.

Tne United States annsuncad that it would shortly submit a draft treaty to us:
tnis should helo us to formulate mors easily, in all its aspects, the text of the
convention which we shall recommend our States to implement. To this end, of
course, tne United States must make haste to submit this document.

Somc guestions which recently still gave rise to polemics have developed in
a satisfactory manner; with regard to the central problen of verification of the
destruction of stocxs of chemical weapons, we certainly noted a breakthrough in
the statemant madc or 21 Februacy by the distinguisned representative of thne USSR.
I found tnat statement particulzrly encouraging becauss it clearly goes in the
dir2etion of the conciusions which I drew from attending the Worksnop organized
br tiic United 3tates iAdministration at Toocle. In my opinion, the conclusions
ni that warkshopr arc quite strzigntforward.

(Cont'd)
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(Mr. Depasse, Belgium)

The first is that effective verification of the destruction of chemical
weapons in an industrial facility is possible on condition that the constraint of
verification is taken into -account at the design stage of the facilities to be set
up. In other words, if the planning office which designs the destruction facility
takes account of these constraints, the facility becomes widc open to verification;
otherwise, it remains opaguc.

The second conclusion is that the importance of a2 human presence for
verification purposes in a destruction facility depends on the sophistication and
reliability of the equipment. The greater its reliability and sophistication, the
smaller the importance of the intrusion of human bsings.

At Tooele, a permanent human presence is essential not only during the
destruction stage but above all during the maintenance and setting of the instruments;
otherwise, the reliability of thz verification is negatively affected. ‘The day
may perhaps come when the automatization of the instruments will make it possible
to do without this permanant human presence, but that does not seem tne case today.

That is why my delegation was very pleased by the statement made by
Ambassador Issraclyan on 21 February. His statement amounts to a breakthrough
on a fundamental point, but w2 do not think that it is enough to justify euphoria
on our part. For differences on essentizl issues still exist, particularly with
regard to the means to be utilized to verify effectively in future the non-production
of new chemical weapons by the industry.

Ue.think these differences can be resolved.

Belgium, wnich has a large chemical industry, is preparad to accept a
verification system which comtines systematically organized random inspections
with ad hoc inspections in the case of a challenge procedure. The USSR proposes
a different system, basad on prohibition of the production of certain, especially
dangerous products, but verification would be carriec out solely on the basis of
the challengs procedure initiated in the event of suspicion.

We fear that the weakness of such a system could be that it reserves inspection
exclusively for cases which are already the subject of controversy, and therefore
u having political undertones, whereas we prefer a routine system that would avoid
‘ controvarsy.

The discussion on this point should therefore be continued, account being
taken in particular c¢f the proposals submitted by the Minister of State,
Mr. Luce, to the Conference on 14 February 1934.

Assuming that thesc conceptuzl difficulties ars resolved, considerable effort
and a great deal of nerseverance and flexibility will still be necessary to work
out the structure for a treaty prohibitinc chemical weapons. It would be a
mistake to underestimate the effort which remains to bc made to achieve that goal.
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(Mr. Depasse, Belgium)

Ly w;

In conclusion, I should like to recall that all the representatives in the
Conference on Disarmament heard the moving stzatement made here by His Excellency
the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Islamic Republic of Iran. Even leaving
aside the question of the verification of the allegations in that statement, as
my office obliges me to do, the heart-rendingand pressing nature of the problen
of the prohibition of chemical weapons cannot have escapad anyone whose heart is.
in the right place. ;

I see this as yet another reason why all necessary efforts should be deployed
to achieve without delay the final elimination of such inhuman armaments.

Mr. VEJVODA (Czechoslovakia): Comrade President, first ct all, allow me to
join the list of speakers who spoke before me to welcome here in this room the
State Secretary of the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Mr. Eivinn Berg.

My delegation would like to introduce a working document of a group of socialist
countries entitled "Imcroved effectiveness of the work of the Conference on
Disarmament in the field of the prohibition of chemical weapons", which bears the
symbol -CD/435. |

The socialist countries consider tha prohibition of chemical weapons one of
the most important tasks in the field of curbing the arms race and disarmament.
One more demonstrzticr of their keen interest in this problem is the proposal of
the Warsaw Treaty Orzznization member States to the NATO member States, advanced
on 10 January of this year, aimed at freeing Europc from nuclear weapons. On
the initiative of the socizlist countries, the Unitad Nations Gencral Assembly
at its thirty-eighth session adopted resolution 38/187 A, which urges the
Conferences on Disarmament to intensify the negotiations in order to achieve accord
on a chemical wezapoas convention at the earliest possible date aand, for this
purpose, to procead immediately to drafting such a convention for submission to tha
United Nations General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session. With a view to
fulfilling this task, a group of socialist countries today tables document CD/433,
containing its proposals for the most effective work of the subsidiary body on
the prohibition of chemical weapons.

It is suggested that the working organ undertake the formulation of the text

of the convention so that a draft convention, or a draft containing agreed and
formulated provisions together with suggested formulations for -provisions which

have not bean agreed as yet, could be submitted to the United Nations .
General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session as called for by the relevant reso}ut}on.
The subsidiary body should make maximum use of time and the possibility of continuing
its work after the spring and summer parts of the scssion should be considered.' _
Taking into account the new title of this forum and the advanced stage of negotlat;ons
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(Mr. Vejvoda, Czechoslovakia)

on chemical weapons, the suvsidiary body. should be given a title of

Ad hoc Committee on the Prohibition of Chemical Veapons. Its possible sub51diary

bodies and system of their functioning, based on a schedule or timetable, is also_

proposed in document CD/435. Namely it is suggested, that the following working

groups could be established within the Ad hoc Committee: '

- liorking Group on purposes and scope of the convention, which could deal with -

definitions and criteria, formula of basic undertakings, non=-procuction,
permitted activities, non-use. of chemical weapons, relevant monitoring
measures, preamble and final provisions, etc.

- worklng Grouo or. the destruction of stccks of chemical weapons znd destructlon
of production facilities, which could deal with initial declarztions,
-;1nt»rmed1ate measures. destruction and monltor1ng.

- WQrklng Group on compliance w1th tne convcnulon, wnlcn coula dez2l with :
internationa)l verification on challenge, nationzl.measures of 1mﬂ1euentat1on,
functioning of consultative and preparatory conmlttecs, consultations ard
co-operation, complaints procedure, etc.

.= Working Group on the stracture of the convention, which coalﬂ ceﬂl with the
-position of .articles, their sequence, annexes, agrged understandings, etc.

The order of the elaboration of Bhu various prov1slons of the future convention
in the working groups has to take into consideration their impertzance, inter-
relationship, logical sequence and the structure of the convention. It has to be
determined right at the beginning of ‘the Conmlttee's work, taking into account. also
the practical possibilities of participation by delegations of membar States of
the Conference on Disarmament in this process. Meetings of the Committee convenad
to decide on the programme of work and other organizational matters, for the review
and appraisal of results achieved in the working groups and for the preparation
of reports of the Conference could take place as necessary, but, as a rule, about
once every two weeks.. Worklns groups or their subsidiary bodies could meet at
least tuo ar three times 2 week. The work of all these bodies coald be very
flexible, in accordance with requlrements ‘and would be based on an advance schedule
of meetings as mentioned above, covering the whole period of the spring sessicn.
Organization of work for the summer part of the session should also be specified,
albeit in a general form. It iz also stressed that in distributing tne
chairmanships of subsidiary podies of the Committee onn Chemical Weapons the
principle of balanced representation of various groups should be preserved.

In tabling these proposals, the group of socialist countries is motivated
exclusively by a willingness to make decisive progress in the elaboration of ‘the
convention om tha prohibition of chemical weapons. Given the political will'of all
countries participating in the qcbothtlons to prohibit this type of weapons, “the
tasks ahead could undoubtedly bz solved in the interests of curblng the arms race
and strength°ning 1ntern3tion11 Qecurlty.

Corade President, before I conclude, allow me as the Co-ordinator of the
Socialist Group to say a few words on the statement just madz by the distinguished
representative of Belgium.  The group of socialist countries has never called the
proposals and améndments of the group of Western countries frivolous; we always
study them with all sincerity and patience. This is the only way to conduct a
disarmament negotiation seriously.  We hope that the delegation of Belgium will
2lso do the same and will not jump to hasty conclusions. ‘ i

E
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(Mr. Fields, United States)

Foremost among these matters ic a guiding principle underlying fthe
United States approach in seeking armc control and arms reduction sgreementa..
‘That principle underlies all meaningful agreement — that is the need to design
effective verificaticn and compliance measures for such agreements.

This is indeed one of the four principles referred to by President Reagan
in 1981 as governing our approach to arms contrel and disarmament, and T should
like to recall these today. First is the principle of pursuing genuine,
significant reductions in weeponry, including the elimination of erntire categories
of weapons, where possible, second is the need for balance by imposing equal
obligations on all parties. The third principle mandates that any agreement be
an integral part of the larger obdectlve of a comprehen51ve policy of national
and international security. And finally, there must be an integral, effective.
verlf1ca+1on regime to ensure ccmpliance with each agreement achieved.

These principles appiy dlfccbl} to the negotiation of an effeptlve and
verifiable convention banning the development, production, and stockpiling of
chemical weapons and provlalng for their destructicn.

If successful, our negotiations hers would eliminate an entire category of
weapons by imposing equel cbligations upon all parties to destroy all existing
stocke of chemical weapons and to undertake never to develop, produce, stockpile
‘or transfer such weapons, in any menn=r inconsistent with the terms of the treaty.
Moreover, the foundation of such z treuly would be an effective verification
regime to ensure that the obligations of States parties are undertaken faithfully
end, thus, 1nst11llng high confidence that the objective of the instrument has
been accomplished. And finally, there is no doubt that such a treaty would
gerve to strengthern bcth nationzl and internmational securify.

With regard to the principle of verification an our chemical weapons
negctiations, let me welcome as a sign ol progrecs the statement of the
distinguished revresentative of the Soviet Union in our last plenary meeting on
21 February 1984. Wwe are pleased that the Soviet Governmeni will be prepared
to agree, in.our negotiations on the verification regime. for the destruction
of all existing stocks of chemicsl weapons, to the "permanent presence at the
(destruction site) of the representatives of international control" and to the use
of technical monitcring devices at such sites to augment that verification process.
My delegation will be actively exploring the importance and significance of the
statement of the Soviet Union. 1Edmund Burke once said that "every prudent act —
is founded on compromige", and we note that our Loviet colleagues seem to be
exercising that degree of prudence which, if continued, will help to create a
firm foundation upcn which we together can construct a meaningful instrument
to ban chemical weapons once and for all.

(Cont'd)
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(Mr. Fields, United States)

Mr. President, let me vecount briefly the status of our chemical weapons
negotiations. Most colleagues will recall that the Vice-President of the
United States, Mr. George Busgh, delivered an address to the Committee last
February, in which he stressed the importance wnich tne United States attaches
to the negotiation of an effective and verifiable ban of chemical weapons.
Following <the Vice-President's remarkes, my delegation introduced a comprehensive
paper outlining our detziled views" on thre ccntents of a chemical weapons
convention (CD/343). Verification played 2 central role in the formulation of
those views. Indeed, the Soviet TUpion had recognized the impomtance of ;
verification in their 'Basic provisions envisioned to form the basis of a chemical
weapons ban" (CD/294). Subseguert o an exchange of views on issues in the
Chemi cal Weapous Working Group in the sprang part of our 1983 session, my
delegation introduced, in the suwmmer part of our gsession, a second working paper
which provided an illustrative, compreher sive review of on—gite inspection
procedures for the verification of the destruction of chemical stockpiles (CD/387).
This paper was designec to furtner our search for understanding of a mutually
acceptable solution ©0 this important component of the general verification
approaca in the negotiation of a chemical weapons ban.

In order tc provide a multi-dimensicnal demonstration of how these procedures
could be implemented in an actual chemical weapon destruction facility, we invited
our dolleagues -— both members and cbservers -~ to participate in a workshop at
our chemiczl agent munitions disposal site at Tooele, Utah, on 15 and
16 November 1983. The 25 Statec that attended will agree, I believe, that the
information eui briefings provided at the Workshop, coupled with the tour of the
actual dest-uction facility, were of consideraple benefit in developing an
understanding of what is recuired to provide an effective monitoring system to
verify chemical weapons stockpile destruction and an appreciation of the ease
and manageability of its implementation under actual circumstances. :

On 17 January 1984, Secretary of State, George Shultz announced in his
address to the Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building Measures and
Disarmament in Eurcoe in Stockhelm that, in coming months, the United States
will be presenting in the Conferencc on Disarmament a draft treaty for the complete
and verifiable elimination of chemi cz1 weepons, on a global basis. In particular,
our draft treaty will te a comprehensive text, contzining, among other things,
requirements for the effective verification of compliance with the terms of the
convention. My Government has undertaken this formidable tagk in the belief that
our work in this Conference can be enhanced by our effort. This will be seen by
our colleagues. I believe, as yet another sign of the continuing interest of the
United >tates Government in the achievement of an effective and complete ban of
chemi cal weapons and & geruine desire 10 expedite the attainment of thie
. important objective.

Rut this commitment shovld by no means imply that the work of this
Conference in resolving the many remaining igsues should be held in abeyance
pending the introduction of our dralt text. On the contrary, our efforts to
reach common understandings and agreement on the many unresolved issues should
be redoubled now — especially on key verification issues yet undecided,

because without agreement on these matters, dear colleagues, there can be no
treaty.
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Turning now to the important sgenda item of chemical wezpons I would like to
voice the gratification of ry dolegation with the considerablie momentur that has
recently been instilled in our werk. All of us are eagerly anticipating the
comprehensive draft conveniion whick the United States delegation will soon submit,
certainly as a majcor accelerating factor of our work. My delegation is alse highly -
gratifiec with the proposals introduced by the Soviet delegation on 21 February.
The readiness of the 3Soviet Governmant to accept the continuous surveillance of the
chemical weapens destruation process by internationsl on-site inspection is most
encouraging. .The Federal Government, by the voice of its Vice-Chancellor and
Foreign Minister, has welcomed this step in one of the crucial areas of our
negotiations where an accord is s5till outstanding. My delegenticn hcpes that the
Soviet proposzls can swiftly be transiated intc cencrete terms. In this process,
and while we consider in grester detail the reoyiremenis of on-site inspection in
the destruction phase of the operation of the future convention, we will also have
to visualize the inherent relationship between that particular aspect of verification
and the other important verification protlems tc be solved. There is a logical
bond between the activities of inspectors in that first important phzse, and the
treaty obligations we have to wocrk out on the involvement of the international
insgpectorate hoth in the verification of future non-preduction of chemical weaporns,
and in the casz of cn-challenge inspections. My delegaticn welcomes the recent
propesal of th: Soviet Unior in the cxpectation that the Soviet delegation will
demonstrate a similar co-operaiive atiitude =zt the time when thesz other aspecis cf
verification come up for detailed considerztion and negctiation.

The United States anncuncement of a comprehensive draft, the Soviet statement
of 21 February, the helpful rrccedural suggestions ccntained in Working Paper CD 435,
the Working Papers introduced ir th:z las: few weaks, among cthers by the ‘delegation
of the United Kingdor and my cwn, taken together with the swift agrsement of =211
delegations or 2 forward-looking negotizting mandzte for the future committee on
chemical weapons, ertitle us tc lock intn the future of our work with some realistic
cptimism, hoping that the cre '"ray of hope" which Ambasszdor Issrzelyan had perceived
earlier in cur session can'soon broaden inic lasting sunshine.

Mr. President, befors deronstrating  the readiness c¢f my own delegation to
contribute vigcrously to ikis new phase of ocur negotiaticns on chemical weapcns,
let me briefly dezl with twc related develcpments in the chemical weapons field.

Wnile this Conference embarks on a new phase in the attempt to ban chemicel
weapons fcrever, there coniinue tc be ckilling rerinders that huge arsenals cf
these gruesome weapons £*ill exist, and that there may be pew incidents involving
their production and use.

My deleg=tion has taken note with preoccupation of the accusations which the
Foreign Minister of Iran has levied on 16 February of this year in our very midst.
regarding the use of chemical weapons on the national territory of Iran. The :
Geneva Protocol of 1925 prohibits the use of chemiecal weapons in war. For a long
time, my Government has insistently meintained that all and every allegeztion of
the use of cHemiczl weapcns in violation of irnternational law, wherever they are
raised, must reccive the same carcful investigation and clarification. As regards
an insirument for such-investiga‘ion, there is the possibility of recourse to the
‘mechanism with which the international community has endowed itself on the basis of
United Nations resclution 37/98 D. This instrument is, as a matter of course,
also .availatle to the Government cf lran.

In his statement of Z1 Februsry, ambassador Issraelyan has again .referred to
the recent proposal of the States parities tu the Wersaw Trsaty cn a zone free cf
chemical ‘weapons in Europe. When ihis proposal was first publicized, Ly Gove?n@ent
underlined s its positive foeture thint the S-wiet Uni:rm arnd hir allics were glVlnE
new erphasis to the sienifican=a »f the chemienl weapous topic. However, while



r, Federal

aPreeins whAciehedrtedly thot Eurcpe shoula e fresd of the menace = chexical weapons
as so.n as possitle, 1 would again like to stress the rricrity importance wkich the
Federal Government attritutes to the negotiations on 2 world-wide, ocomprehensive and
relistiy verifiable interdiction cf all chemiczl 'wezpons in this Conference. Our
neg:tiaticns, we a”l agree, are now in en advenced state, ani everything that would
elow tnem down cr serve ic Zissipate our energy snculd be avcided. Our further
negctiztions st concentrate uUpcn the siill ouistanding issues, especially in tne
rez=s. .f verification. Hegionzl solutions would undoubtedly work tc the detriment
of this glcbal perspective. Were they to be giver precedenee, injustice would also
be done <o the countries of the Trird Vorld which are rightly fearful, on the basis
of past experience, of the chemiczl weapons thrzat to their parts of the werld.

They wouid nct understend that this vital topie of negctiation would be, whelly or

ir. par+, taken out of their hands. A1l countries heve the same rizht to be freed
frar the scourge of shemical weapons.  Since verificatiorn prcblems are essentially
identiczl, in some aspects even larger, in regional contexts, my Coverment also

has doubts as to whether the correspcnding language of the Warsaw Pact offer contains
any indication of willingness of the authors to deal with verification issues in an
edequate way. On the other hand, my deiegation is ready et all times to pursue all
aveilable contacts, including tilaterzsl contacts, that promote the efforts of the
Confersnce tc errive at a world-wide cherical weapons ccnvention with the aprroprizte
verification mechanisn:.

Lat me now turn +¢ swme contributions which my delegztion wishes 10 rake to
cur ongoing chemiczl weapona negotiations process in this anrual session. I would
first like %o introduce & VWorking Paper that deals with the questicn of the transfer
cf super-toxic le*hzl chemicals and their key precursors. The paper is now before
us and bears the symbol CD/4%6. VWith this Werking Parer ry delegation wishes 10
provide en input ints the current discussions on "Prohibition of Transfer'" and
"Permitted Transfer'.

Obvicusly, in *his rezlm a fire bzlance must be maintaired between the dangers
inherent in the transfer »f super-tsxic lethal chemicals and their key precursors —
ths danger that the fundamentzl prohibition cf the dcvelopment, producticr and
stockpiling of chemical wezpons be circumvenied —- and the anencuxbered functioning
of internaticnel trade in chemical products. We have been encouraged i< undertake
& new search fcr such en equilibrium point by our impression that these two
conflicting principles have not been adequately balanced in all of the precpesels
for. transfer linitations that are already before the Conferencc.

The questicn of which chemical products should be regerded as key precursors
¢ super-toxic lethel chemiczls. is fundamentzl t~ the formulation in & cherical
weaponus convention of & trensfer ban and of the rrovieions for permitted transfer.
Underlying the presert Werking Faper is cur leng-held view that 2 narrow defirmiticn
must apply tc the term key precursor.

In the view of my delegation chemicals shculd be defined as key precurs?Is
only if: they have pariicular significance to the relevant provisions in e chezical
weapons conventicn; they constitute characteristic cherical compounds at the
finzl technologiéal reaction stase for the producticn of super-toxic lethal chemicals;
and they are nct used, 2r ere usei ir minimal guartities only, for permitted purposes.
To us, this definition appears particularly relavant for the international measures
of verification of the non-production of chemicsls for use in chemical weapons :
beceuse it strictly iimits the range of chemirals whieh might be covercd Ty controls.
Thus, legitimate interects f th= chemicol industry are duly taken into account.

Our definition imrlies that sontrols, and any limitetion of productien, shall
extend only to the trausfer of substances for "rrotective parposes', According t
our proposzl, the trausfer for "peruitted purposes’ betweer States parties will not
be linited.

o



With regard to the transfer of super-texic lethuzl chemicals and their key
precursors for protective purpuses, permitted trensfers between Siates parties should
be limited to the alloweé producticn level, Notificetion to the Consultative
Commi ttee of any transter of vull puper-toxic letbad (ieasicnls or their key precursols
shall be required.

Ag ir & previous Werking Yaper, (‘,1)/";‘;‘.‘\, whieck purports $o set cut the views of
my duelegetion on varicus espects of verification, the yresent Working Paper couches
its recommendaticns in prescriptive language. My delegaiion thereby hopes to
facilitate the consideration cf the problems raised in the moel concrete terms
possible, in keeping wiih the now zgreed mandate for the work of the cammitiee ou
cher.ical weapons, whith emvphasizes that the future <onverticr should be developed
and worked out in requisite detail.

As delegations are aware, the Federal Government, or the basis of an invitation
extended at the second special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmement,
intends to hold a Workshop for the discussion of probleme of verification relating to
the destruction of stocks. I take pleasure in mzking this invitation more concrete
by informing you that the Workshop will now take place fram 12 to 14 June 1984 at
Munster in northern Germany. 4 formal letter of invitation to each head of - - =
delegation will be sent soor. In co-operation with the President cf the Conference
for the month of June (who is at the same time the Chairman of the Committee on
Chemical Weapons and who is already informed) we intend to establish the closest
possible connection between the Workshop and the ongoing negotiations at this
Conference. We expect the Workshop to make a practical contribution to the problems

f verification of the destructicn of stocks, illustrated by the situation at a small
aationai destruction facility. My delegation realizes that this invitation takes on
& new significance in the aftermath of the proposals vf the Soviet Union relating %o
the verification of the deatruction of stocks. This gives us the hope that all ‘
delegations find it possitblzs to participate in the event.

My delegation does not intend to concentrate ite work during the current sesaion
uniquely on chemical weepens, nctwithstanding the primarr importance of that subjecte.
We alsc hope to make contributions on other important agenda items. Among these,
we share the sense of urgency wlich attaches to item 3 cf our agenda, the prevention
of muclear war and all its related aspects. There is not the slightest doubt that
the importance of preventing war has been immensely heightened by the nuclear
phencmenon . Our work, however, must be based on realistic assumptions as to where
the dangers to peace in our era loam, and should sim at a comprehensive strategy
designed to make war in all its forms increasingly less likely and indeed impossible.
Ae I had occasion to point out at the thirty-eightkh session of the General Assembly,
my delegation is ready %o embark on a thorough argumentative process on the problem
of the prevention of war, in particular nuclear war, with a view to operational
solutions, in any work format that seems appropriate to this Conference, and we are
looking forward to an early commencement of that important endeavour. My delegation
likewise intends to make specific contributions during this syring part of our sessicn
to the problems of nuclear testing and radiological weapons.
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Mr. VEJVODA (Czechoslovakia)

It is my intention to introduce today document CD/437 which contains the
proposal of the Warsaw Treaty member States to the member States of NATO to free
Europe from chemical weapons. This proposal, as is stated in the document, was
presented at the USSR Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 10 Jjanuary of this year to
the embassies of the Unitec¢ Kingdom, Belgium, the Federal Republic of Germany,
Greece, Denmark, Iceland, Spain, Italy, Canadz, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway,
Portugal, the United States, Turkey and France. ‘

The member States of the Warsaw Treaty Organization proposed to the
member States of the NATO to hold in 1984 a meeting of plenipotentiary
representatives for a preliminary exchange of views on the question of freeing
Europe from chemical weapons. The group of socialist countries considers that,
besides lessening substantially the risk of chemical war in Europe, the
implementation of such a partial measure of a regional nature would contribute
to the efforts undertaken on a world scale aimed at the acceleration of the
conclusion of a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons, which continues
to be the ultimate aim of the Warsaw Treaty Member States. Hence, this proposal
is not meant to compete with the efforts to elfminate chemical weapons on a global
basis but to facilitate them. And this I would like to underline and stress again
after what has just been stated by the distinguished representative of the
Federal Republic of Germany, who expressed fears that there should be nothing that
should slow us down or dissipate our enerzy in negotiating the total prohibition
of chemical weapons. We are certain that our proposals will only increase our
energy in trying to reach the final goal.

The readiness of the socialist countries to contribute to the early
elaboration of the convention on the total prohibition of chemical weapons by
deeds, not words, has been once more clearly demonstrated by the constructive
proposal of the Soviet Union cn the verification of the elimination of chemical-
weapon stocks zdvanced by Ambassador Issraelyan in his statement of 21 February.

In advancing this proposal, the Warsaw Treaty Organization proceeds from
the fact that the danger of the use of chemical weapons, particularly in Europe,
increases in the conditions of the present aggravation of the international
situation. The presence cf chemical weapons on the densely populated territory
of Europe poses an extreue danger to all European States and especially to
civilian population. It is estimated that in the event of a conflict involving
the use of chemical weapons the ratio of lethal casualties among servicemen and
among civilians could be one to twenty.

The obligations of States with regard to the chemical-weapon-free territory,
which would be defined in the accord, could include, for example, the declaration
of the presence or absence of chemical weaponZ on that territory, the
inadicissibility of the deployment of chemical weapons where there are no such
weapons at present, the freezing of these weapons, the withdrawal or scrapping
of the existing stockz of chemical weapons, and the renunciation of their
production, acquisition, entry into and transfer to States located within that
territory. 1ln working out the accord the interested States can, as it becomes
necessary, co-ordinate mutually acceptable adequate forms of verification.
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(Mr. Vejvoda, Czechoslovakia)

This proposal, if implemented, would undoubtedly strengthen European security,
reduce the threat of war and facilitate the consolidation of mutual trust and the
improvement of the over=-all pclitical atmosphere. The Warsaw Treaty countries are
introducing this proposal in the Conference on Disarmament in order to underline
again our interest in the elimination of all chemical weapons. Given the importance
of the problem, the Warsaw Treaty Member States expect thet- the governments of the
NATO countries will approach this proposal with all attention and seriousness.

CD/PY.245

l)‘
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(Mr. Rose, German Democratic Republic)

"EXpéctation of progress on a chemical weapans ban have grown. They are :
justified only if all sides are ready to do serious work on the c?nvention. That
means, above all, starting drafting work immediately. My delegation has always
supported this demand, and has made concrete proposals, for instance on :

22 February 1983. ‘ :

At the previous meeting, the Czechoslovak delegation, on behalf of a group of
socialist countries, made a number of important suggesticns concersing t?e_f?ture
method of work of the Conference on Disarmament in the field of the prohibition of
chemical weapons. They arc intended to help attain a new gquality in OUf_"OPk'“

To carry on long-drawn-out discussions of some partial questions would only delay
the formulaticn of the text of the convention.

: To make swift prbgress it is necessary to display willingness to accommodate
interests and to seek solutions which-are acceptable to all sides.

At this juncture, we would like particularly to commend the constructive
attitude of the USSR. New ‘evidence of this constructiveness is the ?reparedness

" of the USSR to accept in principle international continuous on-site inspections in

connection with the destruction of chemical wezpons stocks, as annaunced by.

Ambassador.Issraelyan on 21 February. In the interest of an early elaboration of

the convéntion, we now expect a similar readiness for compromise on the part of

" the United States. : 3

(Cont'd)
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_ (#z. Rose, German Democratic Republic)

Op the same day when the USSR once again demonstrated its willingness for
ccuciliation, the United States attempted, by means of a report handed over to _
the United Natioms, to step uwp its slanderous campaign about the slleged use of = -

chemical weapons. This gives rise tc the question of whether such action can be -
reconciled with assurances of cme's own willingness for tusinesslike negotistions.,

The proposal to free Burcpe from chemical wespons submitted by the
Geiman Democratic Republic and the other States members of the Warsaw Treaty on
en 10 Janmuary 1984 is evidence of these~countrie$' resolve to remove the threat
of such weapons from the Eurcpean continent. It reflects their firm determiration
to avert the danger of chemical war by practical measures which can be agreed upon
and irplemented very quickly. 8

Regioral efforts to eliminate chemical weapons would wromote negotiatioms on
their elimination on a world-wide scale. The one does nect preclude the other.
The -German Demccratic Republic is prepared for negotiations with interested States
on a zore free of chemical weapeore in Europe. My country adopis a positive '
attitude towards all reasonavle proposals which are directed at gradually freeing -
Europe from chemical weapons. : L : )

.

May I now put before the Conference three draft mandates deted 28 February
for the re—establishment of ad hoc subsidiary bodies. The secretariat has already.
circulated the relevant texts for consideration by the Conference. I suggest that
we take them up one by one, fullowing the ordex of the items on the Agenda.

The first draft mandate deals with the re—establishment of an gé koc

subsidiary body on chemical weapons, and it includes also the question of the
sppointment of its Chairman.

if there is no objection I will take it that the Conference acdopts the
draft menuate.
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Mr. DE SQUZA E SILVA (Brazil): I think it was understood that we should adopt
this draft mandate together with a statement by the President, already agreed upon
in an informal meeting. My delegation has not received, together with the : -
documents, this draft statement by the President. I would request that we have
both statements before us, before we take a final decision.

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of Brazil, and would like to
explain that this statement was circulated at the informal meeting: it will be
read out immediately after the decision on the mandate has been taken, as was
agreed. Would this satisfy the distinguished representative of Brazil? I thank
you. T

Then I take 1t that there is no objection to adopting the draft mandate 1/
for the re-establxsnment of the ad hoc subsidiary body on chemical weapons?

It was so decided.

Mr. VYEJVODA (Czecheslovakia): I would like to make a comment on the decision
that has just been taken concerning the draft mandate for an ad hoc subsidiary body
on chemical weapons.

The PRESIDENT: I would suggest that you make-.this comment after I have éead
the statement of the President. Thank you.

I wish to draw attention to paragraph 3 of the decision just taken by the
Conference on the re-establishment of an ad hoc subsidiary body on chemical
weapons which states:

"The term 'ad hoc subsidiary body' is used in this connection pending a
decision by the Conference on the designation to be adopted with due
urgency within two weeks for its subsidiary bodies without prejudice to
existing practice in this regard".

It is my intentjion to begin consultations immediately in order to reach
consensus on the question of designation.

1§ 3 is understood by the Conference on Disarmament that the same designation
be given to all the subsidiary bodies established directly under respective
agenda items unless the Conference, in specific cases, decides otherwise.

r

Furthermore, if no decision is taken at the end of two weeks, a provisional.

designation should be agreed upon pending a definitive decision by the Conference.

It.is alsc understood that no decision as to designation will have financial
or structural implications.

I now give the floor to the representative of Czechoslovakia.

l/ Decision contained in document CD/440.
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Mr. VEJVODA (Czechoslovakia): The Czechoslovak delegation would like to
explain, on behalf of a group of Socialist States, how the group understands the
last paragraph of ‘the decision just adopted, regarding the subsidiary body on the
negotiation of the pronibition of chemical weapons. . ;

We understand that the words "without prejudice to existing practice in this
regard” in this paragranh means that the term "ad hoc subsidiary body" will be
used temporarily, without prejudice to the full application of rule 23 of the
rules of procedure of the Conference on Disarmament. ) ¥

.The -PRESIDENT: I wish to submit now for consideration by the Conference a
draft mandats for an ad hoc subsidiary body on effective international .
arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of useof
nuclear weapons. 2/ If there is no objection, I will take it that the
Conference adopts the draft mandate.

CD/PV.246
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(Mr. Sharma, India)

Before I conclude, I would like to express oy delegation's fullest in?erest in
the negotiations for the elaboration of a chemicals weapons convention during the 1984
session itself of the Conference, if that is possible.

CD/PV.247
g

(Mr. de la Gorce, France)

Chemical disarmament remains the main goal of our negotiations. Reqent weeks.
have been marked by two very positive elements: the announcement by the '
United States Secretary of State of the forthcoming presentation of a draft treaty
and the statement by the representative of the Soviet Union on continuous
verification of the destruction of stocks. Furthermore, the subsidiary body has



CD/PV.247
10

(Mr. de la Gorce, France)

resumed its work with a broader mandate that authorizes the drafting of provisions
of a treaty. The method proposed by its chairman seems to us to be well=gsuited to- -
the negotiating conditions. 'We would hope, however, that matters relating to the
prohibition of use and verification would receive more prominence. The recent
allegations relating to the use of chemical weapons -- allegations recently -
submitted to the Conference -- call for further vigilance on the part of the
international community with regard to the observance of that prohibition.

Broadly speaking, the necessary conditions seem present for the current session

to make significant, and we hope decisive, progress in the negotiations on chemical
disarmament. =l : ' L ' :

CD/PV.247
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(Mr. Skalli, Morocco)

The prohibition of chemical weapons is one of the issuss to which we all
attach high pricrity. It is good to note that work in this sphere is well advanced.
Each session which passes brings us closer to the drafting of a convention which
we hope to be able to conclude during this session. That would most certainly be

a major contribution to the objective of general and complete disarmament - which we
are pursuing. .

We welcome the fact that the mandate adopted for the subsidiary organ

responsible for negotiating on this question adequately reflects the state of
progreass of our work. ; :

Our optimism is jusﬁified and reinforced by tne raecent statements of the
United States and the Soviet Union whose proposals will not fail, we are sure,
to give a new impetus to our negotiations.
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Mr. JATPLL (Secretary-General cZf the Conference on Disarmament and Personal

Representative of the Secretary—General): The messags is th

"Or. this In*ernationzl Women's Day, we women from

e following:

gifferent cocuntries who

have met in Geneva tc examine how we can ccntribute most effeciively to the

World Disarmsment Zampaign wish {2 z2dcress a message to
Conferenze cn Disarmament,

We turn tc you in our conviciion that the Conferen
only mu_tilsterzl disarmsment negotizting forum — must

you, the members of ihe

-e on Disarmament — the
urgently tzke steps 10

help free humenity froz the thrsat of nuclear snnihiletion and from the
dangerous consequances 2f the ssntinuing arms builc-up in~luding the hcrrific

X

effects of the nuclear tests ani the suffering and jeprivation caused by misuse of
resources orn armaments. We are angry that tre ezcunt wuich could feed

‘humankind for ons yee- is now spent nn the arms race in

cne day.

The preventicn of muglear war and Progress in the negctiations for arme
control agreements leading to ganeral and ccmplets disarmement have become *the
prirary ccncerns of women the worlé over. Women have mor

arzhed thousands of

kilometsrs, have orgenized mzss rzllies, peace C3dps, conferences and mass

campsigns to manifest sheir oppositicn to the arms race
people to the danger this has fcr our globe.

We expect our goverrmenis in take concrete measure

and ic raise awarsness of

s for disarmament that

will reverse the dangercus situation we are in. Ve expect the Confereace on

Disawvmacent tc negetizte vigorously in the coming month
ttzt will curb the arms build=up =nd, for the first tim
disarmament.

s to conclude agreementis
y leac to true

Although we ccnsider that &ll items on the agenda of the Conference are of
+ o

great importance, we urge the Members

io concentrats their efferts on rcaching

egreements in the following ereas which we consider to be the most urgent tasks

facing humenkind today:
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Qr, Jaipel, Secretary-General of the Conferen-

il The prevention of nucleer wer — tc negotiate on the basis of the papers
put forth in the laet year's session of the Committee on Disarmement by the

Non=£ligned, Sccialist ana Western groups.

¢e L& comrrehicnsive test ban — to cenclude a treaty crn the prohivition of
testing nuclear weapnones ir =211 envircmments bty the end of this s2ssion given the
fact that regctiations had zlready reached a very advanced stage in the
tripartite negotiations. This treaty should be signed by ell States
possessing nuclear capecity.

e Thz prevention cof ar arme racc irn cuter svace — 1o negotiate a treaty or
treaties preventing an arme race in cuter space and tc call on the governments
mostly concerned to observe & morztorium on all research, develcpment and
testing until such a treaty or treaties is/are con.luded.

4o The conclusion nf a trecty banning the procduction en¢ stockpiling of
chemizcal weapons, and the destructicn of existing stockpiles.

Ve come from organizations which together represent millions cof wemen the
world over. We demand that you, Mzmbers »f the Conference on Disarmamert,
exercise the needed politizal will tc negotiate and reach agreements that will
remove the threat of the destruction of 211 life now hanging over us all."

This message has been sent from the participants in the Cenference entitled
"Women and the World Disarmament Campzign', which was held in CGeneva f.vom
€ to 9 March 1984,
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Mr. QIAN JIADONG (China)

The prohibition of chemical weapons iz the item on the agenda under which the
first subsidiary body was set up by the ConTerence and has already started its work.
That is why I have chosen this_gupject today to present some of our observations.

Five years have elapsed since ‘the Working Group on Chemical Weapons was first
set up in 1980. In this period, hundreds of dotuments have been filed, and
countless meetings and discus§iuns'he1d at all the plenary, working group and
contact group levels. Thanks to the joint efforts of the successive chairmen of
the Working Groups, the Co-ordinitors as well as the delegations, understanding
has been enhanced on quite a number of {ssues; ’divergences on bthers have been
narrowed and some measure of agreemsnt has been found. Among the many items on the
agenda of the Conference on Disarmament, the prohibition of chemical weapons is the
one which has registered more progress and has therefore been widely hailed as a
field offering relatively promising prospects. However, this is no reason for
complacency, as the task facing us is still arduous. Serious differences remain on
some of the major issues, and we have still a long way to go before we can finally -
reach the goal of concluding 2 convention on the total prohibition of chemical
weapons. We should speed up our work and enter into rigorous negotiations in order
to live up to people's expectations. L

The urgency of concluding a convention on the total prohibition of chemical
weapons lies, first and foremost, in the ever intensifying chemical weapons-arms
race and the increasing threat of chemical warfare. According to materials released
by eminent internstional research institutions, a total of more than 400,000 tons of
chemical warfare agents are in the stockpiles of the two Superpowers, and research
has been conducted continuously to improve and renew these chemical weapons. The
destructive power of modern-day chemical weapons is far beyond comparison with
that of the older generation of such weapons during World War I. It can well be
imagined how infinitely greater the menace of chemical warfare to mankind will be
if such a chemical-weapons arms race is to follow its course.

The urgéncy of a convention on the total prohibition of chemical weapons lies
also in the fact that with the development of science and technology, -the .longer
such a prohibition is delayed, the more difficult it will be to achieve it. The
advancement of science and technology will not only -enhance the military value of
chemical weapons, but also bring with it new peaceful uses for chemical warfare
agents and their precursors which at present have ‘no peaceful uses, thus making
questions of verification and prohibition even more complex and hard to settle.

Furtherrore, the harsh reality of frequent reports on the use of chemical
weapons in areas of conflict decades after the entry into force of the Geneva
Protocol has also made the conclusion of a convention on the total prohibition of
chemical weapons a matter of great urgency.



CD/PV.248

(Mr. Qian Jiadong, China)

During the previous round of three additional weeks of discussions, Sweden,
Finland, Canada, the United Kingdom and other countries have tabled a number of
working documents in which they have further clarified their respective positions
and put forward a good number of proposals. We are studying these documents
carefully. We are also glad to note the positive statements made by the
United States and the USSR. The United States nas announced that it will submit<in
March a draft treaty on the prohibition of chemical weapons, while the USSR has
expressed its willingness to accept in principle on-site inspection on a continuous
basis during the destruction of chemical-weapon stockpiles. The United States and
the USSR are the two countries with the largest chemical=weapon arsenals and bear
special responsibilities towards the prohibition of chemical weapons. We hope that
they will make further efforts to bring their positions closer.

The Chinese declegation has consistently stood for the complete pronibition
and total destruction of chemical weapons. Ever since we joined the work of the
Committee on Disarmament in 1930, we have always taken an earnest and serious
attitude in the negotiaticns on the prohibition of chemical weapons and tabled some
working documents. The Chinese delegation has just submitted another working
document (CD/443) in which we have summarized our proposals on the major elements of
a future convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. In the preparation of
this document, we have drawn on the reasonable proposals of other delegations and
we hope that consideration will be given to it in future negotiations.

To drav up a chemical weapons convention, the first thing we have to do is te
settle the scope of prohibition. China has all along maintained that the scope of
prohibition should be comprehensive in nature, that is, it should include not only
all types of chemical weapons but also all activities related to research, production
and use of chemical weapons. We note with satisfaction that the idea of including
use in the scope of prohibition has already gained wide support and that it is now
commonly held that this will only further strengthen and not weaken the el
1925 Geneva Protocol. We believe that through concerted effort, we will be able
to work out a formulation acceptable to all parties and thus settle this question
in a satisfactory manner. Ve are also in favour of the proposal for banning the
deployment of chemical weapons on the territories of other countries. We would
also like to give our positive consideration to the proposal put forward by the
Swedish delegation recently regarding the prohibition of making military preparations
for the use of chemical weapons.

Closely related to the scope of prohibition is the question of definition. In
the absence of precise and scientific definitions, it is impossible to decide on
the exact score of prohibition. In our working document, a number of definitions on
chemical weapons, chemical-weapon agents, precursors, key precursors, etc. have
therefore been suggested. We have laid particular stress on the concept of “ehemical
warfare agent”. This is because we believe that such a concept can most precisely
indicate the property of the toxic substances we want to ban and reflect in the
best way the combination of general-purpose criteria and toxiecity criteria.
Furthermore, with the help of this concept, a clear-cut distinction between toxic
chemical substances which should be prohibited and toxic chemical substances for:
permitted purposes which should not be prohibited can be drawn and unnecessary
confusion and ambiguity avoided. We have noted that Yugoslavia, Indonesisz,
Belgium, and France have also used the concept of "chemical warfare agent" and
submitted their own definitions. We are ready to consider all the constructive
proposals of other delegations so as to work out a commonly acceptable definition
in this regard.
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Destruction of the existing stockpiles of chemical weapons constitutes one of
the most important provisions of the convention. Once the huge stockpile of .
existing chemical weapone ie indeed tatally destroyed, the threat. of chemical warfare
will fundamentally be removed. This-in turn is closely linked to the issue of
declaration and verification. Taking into.-account the time required to draw up plans
for destruction, etc., we favour the idea that initial declarations should be made
within 30 days of adherence to or entry intc force of the Convention, whereas
detailed declarations may be made within a period of three months. As to the question
of how to proceed with the destruction of stockpiles we think that consideration
should not be given unduly to parity and balance between the countries possessing
chemical weapons, but should centre, first and foremost, on the speedy and early
elimination of the threat of chemical warfare. With this in mind, we propose that
the countrieés concerned should destroy in the first place those chemical wezpons
in their arsenals which are the most toxic and dangerous and not those which are
out-dated or inoperative. :

Verification is onc of the key elements of the convention. We have always
held that a chemical weapons convention must contain such provisions for
verification as to ensure strict and effective implementation of verification, on
the one hand, and minimize intrusiveness as much as possible on the other. Emphasis
should 'be put on international verification with necessary on-site inspection. Such
on-site inspection should cover destruction of chemical weapon stockpiles,
destruction and dismantlement of production or filling facilities for chemical
weapons, small-scale production of super-lethal agents used for protective purposes,
and alleged use of chemical weapons, etc. As to the method of verification,
proposals have been made for on-site inspection on a continuous basis, routine or
periodic or random on-site inspection, on-site inspection by challenge and on-site
inspection on the basis of -quota. We think all these methods can be considered
and that different methods of verification can be used for different verification -
purposes. It is our hope that en this key issue, a solution acceptable to all
parties will eventually be found.

We are very happy that within a relatively short time we have already
re-established the subsidiary body on chemical weapons, formulated a mandate with
the elaboration of a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons as its main
target, and designated the highly experienced Head of the Swedish delegation,
Ambassador Ekeus, as its Chairman. People throughout the world are watching our work
here with great expectations. Let us respond with tangible results.
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(Mr, Issraelyan, USSR)

We shall, of course, attentively study the document of the Conference on
"Women and the World Disarmament Campaign", but we can already say that we fully
- share the views expressed by that forum. We regard such tasks as the prevention of
nuclear war and a comprehensive nuclear test ban as the most urgent tasks. We
fully agree with the point concerning a comprehensive test ban, which states "To
conclude a treaty on the prohibition of testing nuclear weapons in all environments
by the end of this session given the fact that negotiations have already reached a
very advanced state in the tripartite negotiations. This treaty should be signed
by all States possessing nuclear capacity”. We are prepared to underwrite this
demand by the conferencz on "Women and the World Disarmament Campaign". The
Soviet delegation also shares the view that the prevention of an arms race in outer
space and a comprehensive and complete ban on chemical weapons are central tasks
which should not be put off from year to year under a variety of artificial, false
pretexts. Once again, we wish success to all women -- those present here and
those outside this conference room == in their struggle to prevent nuclear disaster.

We have also asked for the floor today in order to introduce the official
conference document CD/444, circulated at the request of the Soviet delegation,
- containing the section on international affairs of a speech made by
Comrade Chernenko, the General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union, at a meeting with voters of the Kuibyshev district
of Moscow on 2 March 1984. In this section of his speech, Comrade Chernenko
outlined the Soviet Union's approach of principle to the central problems of
present-day world politics and puts forward new major proposals by the Soviet Union,
inter alia on disarmament matters. The General Secretary of the Central Committee
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of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union said that it would be difficult to

recall a problem of importance to strengthening peace on which the Soviet Union and ~
other socialist countries have not put forward concrete and realistic proposals in
the past few years. The initiatives of our countries are winning ever broader
support from other States. This has been forcefully confirmed by the latest session
of the United Nations General Assembly. Comrade Chernenko stated that intensive
militarization and the aggravation of the international‘situation have not brought
nor are going to bring the United States military superiority and political
achievements. Everywhere in the world, they only lead to the escalation of
criticism of Washington's belligerent course. People want peacevaﬁ& tranquillity,
not war hysteria. The General Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist
Party of the Soviet Union said that all this inspires the hope that eventually
developments will once more take 2 direction towards peace, the limitation of the
arms race and the development of .international co-operation. Détente has struck
.deep roots.. This is evidenced, in particular, by .the convocation of the _
Stockholm Onference on Confidence-Building Measures and Disarmament in Europe.
Comrade Chernenko said that the Soviet Union's position on questions relating to

the halting of the nuclear arms race is clear. We are against rivalry in building
up nuclear arms arsenals. We were and remain, said the General Secretary of the
Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, proponents of the
prohibition and elimination of all types of those weapons.
Referring to the. problem of the limitation of the arms race and disarmament,
Comrade Chernenko devoted particular attention to the norms by which relations
between nuclear Powers.should: be governed. Among other disarmament issues, the
General Secretary of the. Central Committee of the Communist Party of the

Soviet Union singled out such matters as the drawing up.of a treaty on the general
and complete prohibition of nuclear weapons tests, an agreement on the rcnunciation
of the militarization of outer space, and 2 mutual freeze on American and Soviet
nuclear weapon3. He emphasized that to deliver mankind from the possible uses of
chemical weapons is a very important task. The Soviet Union is in favour of
effective control over the implementation of an agreement on the complete and general
prohibition of the use of chemical weapons, their development and production and

the destruction of all their stockpiles, and believes that such control should cover
the whole process of destruction of chemical Weaponé from beginning to end. It is
not ruled out, Comrade Chernenko said, that reaching an agreement on the above-
mentioned issues would signal the start of a real and drastic change in Soviet-
United States relations and in the international situation as a whole.

_I should like to express the hope that all delegations will study
Comrade Chernenko's statement with care.
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Yesterday, the International Committee of the Red Cross, after an undue delay,
ascertained the use of chemical weapons on a large scale by the Iraqi Government.
We regret that after two years, the ICRC now comes to this conclusion, and we also
regret the undue delay by the Secretary-=General of the United Nations regarding our
request on the relevant ngerél Assembly resolution, 37/98D.

I want to put on record what has been said by the Minister of Defence of the
Iraqi Government.

[Speaking in French] "However, the Minister of Defence at no time clearly
and unequivocally denied Teheran's accusations. Pressed by questions from the
many American journalists asking for a categorical denial, he replied: 'Why
should we wash our dirty linen in public? To reveal what Iraq has in store
would be contrary to the interests of our security. You know that, in any
event, the conventional weapons in our possession are quite enough to achieve
‘our successes. Besides, you can go to the battlefields and ask for the
autopsy of a body you think looks suspicious'". (Le Monde, 8 March 1984)

[Resuming in English] I want to take advantage of the presence of the women of
the World Disarmament Campaign, I want to make an appeal to them for a total ban on
chemical weapons. I want to make an appeal to the Conference on Disarmament not to
remain silent about this crime --when you remain silent, it means that you

disgégard every norm of international law, you disregard the Geneva Protocol, you
disregard everything.
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Mr. Geox; Nigeria

My delegation warmly welcones the re-establishment of ithe subsidicry body on
chemical weapons and itc happy to note tnat the body has already begun its work under
+ae efficien® and thorough Swecish delegaticn headed by Ambassador Ekéus. We
a.so0 express our sincere appreciction and thanks to Ambassador McPhail of Canada
£yr the leadership rcle he played in guiding “he group to sincere ard meaningful

negotistions in 1963. We welcome the announcement that the United States delegation
ie to submit & draft treaty during the 1984 session of the Conference on Disarmement.
Equally pleesing to my delegation is the announcement ty the head of the Soviet
delegation, Ambassador Issraelyan, on 21 February 1984 that his country is now

ready to zllow on-site inspection of the destruction of chemical weapons in its
territory. We congratulate the Soviet Union on this important 'breakthrough"

vhich now zlmost sets the stege for meaningful and perhaps honest and final

concrete negotiations which should lead to 2 chemical-weapons treaty in the very
near future. This is the time to seize the bull by the hornms. We should not

ellow the momentum to subside. My delegation hopes that the anticipated convention
would, among other things, provide a commitment concerning the non-production of
chemical wezpons, chemical agents znd their precursors as well as the destruction
of existing stockpiles of such weapons and their agents. With the drawing up of

the convention now in sight, my delegztion urges States which already possess these
weapons or who intended to manufacture, deploy or stockpile such weapons on the
basis of the technology and facilities available to them, to exercise the maximum
of self-restraint, including a moratorium on such activities.



Mr. Ramaker, Netherl

Mr. Presideat. allow me to return row to the subject of a comprehensive
chemical-weapons ban, the agenda item that onwr programme of work identifies for
plenary discussion thic week. to which the remainder of my statement of today will
be devoted. :

The efforts of the international comrmnity to render impossible the use of
chemical weapcns and remove these weapons entirely from the face of the earth have
indeed a long history. The employmeut of poison or poiscned weapons was explicitly
proscribed as iong ago as in 1874, the y=2ar in which the Brussels Conference adqpted
its International Declaration on the matter. This prohibition has since been repeated
in various forms (when, for example, the development of asphyxiating gases had to
be taken into account), in a variety of international instruments of which the 1925
Geneva Protocol s:iznds out as the one most widely adhered to.

Efforts to reach & complete ban on chemical wezpons contimued in the League
of Nations Disarmament Conference. Success at one puint seemed imminent. In 1933
the United Kingdom submitied a draft disarmament convention containing elaborate
provisions for an extensive prohibition of chemical and biological weapons. The
draft included a ban on preparctions for chemical and biologicel warfare in times
of peace as well as of war, an appraoch followed in recemt years in the Committee
on Disarmament by the delegat_on of Sweden.

(Cont'd)
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As over the years negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons and their
use went on, issues of verification received increasing attention. The Disarmament
Conference of the League of Netions intensively examined proposals for investigating
violations of the prohibition on use; for an international information and
documentation service for protection against chemical weapons and even for the
establishment of an international cartel of chemicel industries to ensure that the
civilian chemical industry would not be used for concealing production for weapons

purposes.

In the post-world-wap-II period renewed attention for a chemical-weapons ban
followed reports on the effects of chemical and biological weapons published by
the United Nations Secretary-Generzl and by the World Hezlth Organization. After
the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committiee was enlarged in 1969
and carried on as the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, agreement was
reached in the CCD in 1971 to consider the problem of biological weapons in itself
and to submit a separate convention thereon to the General Assembly.

Ever since the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and its, now two,
successors have been negotiating in order to complete the remainder of the task
1eft to it with the adoption of the Convention on Biological Weapons. The Netherlands
has been actively participating in the elaboration of a Chemical Weapons Convention
gince 1969. ;

The recent negotiating history on chemical weapons has demonstrated a tendency
to place this subject more and more in the context. of East-West relations. It is
tmue of course that chemical weapons do have their share in the arsenals of East
and West. It should be stressed, however, that notwithstanding the definition of
chemiczl weapons as weapons of mass destruction in 1948 the balance of terror between
the two side- has never been essentially dependent on these weapons. Case-histories
of proven and alleged uses of che-ical weapons in the developing world, moreover,
make it abundantly clear that countries in the latter part of the world have
compelling reasons to be as concernad as those i the Northern hemisphere and also
to put as much effort as possible in the early conclusion of a truly comprehensive
chemical-weapons ban.

My delegation feels more strongly than ever before that the conclusion of such
a ban has come within reach and the time is now ripe to take up the final stages of
our work with reasonable confidence in a successful outcome in the foreseeable
future.

My delegation was led %o this belief by, amongst other things, the recent
anriouncement of the Secretary of State of the United States, Mr. Shultz, to the
effect that his country intends to submit, in the very near future, a complete
draft convention. The Netherlands welcomed this announcement at the time as a
gignificant step forward, and I wish to repeat this today, though no delegation
should of course underestimate the time and effort that remains to be invested in
the negotiations of a consensus text.

The Netherlands welcomes as well the statement delivered by the distinguished
representative of the Soviet Union, Ambassador Issraelyan, on 21 February last,
announcing a significant change in the position of his country on some aspects of
the question of verifying compliance with the future chemical-weapons ban. In the
view of my delegation, Ambassador Issraelyan's statement on that point constitutes
an important step towards general agreement on a complex set of issues related to
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stockpile destruction, including initial declarations and verification thereof.

My delegation is convinced that it will be possible to reach a comprehensive agreement
on the question of stockpiles during the 1984 seseion of the Conference in e process
of mutual rapprochement and & spirit of understanding for each other's problems.

It is hard to think of a more propitious setting for the introduction of
document CD/445, entitled "Size and structure of a chemical disarmament inspectorate",
which my delegation intends to submit to the consideration of this Conference
today. This Working Paper aims at addressing for the first time some of the practical,
mainly administrative, implications of the verification schemes in the framework of
the future chemical weapons convention as envisaged by the Netherlands and other
members of the Western Group. It may be interesting to note that these include the
administrative consequences of 2 contimuous on-site inspection by representatives of
the projected international inspectorate as referred to by the head of the Soviet
delegation on 21 February.

After some generzl introductory remarks on the verification needs of the future
convention, the document proceeds to a categorization of the different kinds of
verification which the various undertakings foreseen in the convention will make
necessary. The document uses a rumber of general assumptions basically relating
to the function of an internationazl inspectorate, as well as a number of more specific
assumptions with regard to the various categories of verification the convention
will necessitate.

On the basis of these assumptions the document séeks to demonstrate that the
administrative consequences of our idecs on the matter of verification remain
safely within mznageable confines.

One of the key assumptions we had to make had to do with the "output" of an
international inspector. The evident example was the International Atomic Energy
Agency in Vienna which proved tc be s highly useful frame of reference. As the
nature of activities thet need inspection under a chemical weapons convention differ
from those the IAEA hes to deal with, a number of adjustments had to be made.
Amongst the various problem areas with respect to the verification of a chemiczl
weapons convention, the one on verification of non-production is dealt with in
relative detail. This is admittedly an area fraught with mines and traps. As we
all realize, verification of non-production should not intrude unduly in the
functioning of the civilian industry and its commercial operations.

Nevertheless, a minimum of confidence concerning non-production as well will be
essential to the survival of the convention. Possibilities for circumvention that
would be all too readily available, let alone loopholes, could well be extremely
harmful to such confidence if left without any regulation. The slumbering
capabilities inherent in the very nature of the means of production for permltted
non-chemi cal-weapon purposes cannot be left out of consideration. One of the
conclusions of the present document is that the size of the inspectorate is to a
rather large degree determined by this category of verification.

The main conclusion of the document is that our assumptions indicate that the
future international inspectorate will be relatively limited in size. The assumptions
suggest a number of 355 inspectors and supporting staff for the duration of the
period of destruction and elimination, estimated, as we know, to last about 10 years.
After this initial period in the life of the future convention, this total will
decrease to an approximate maxirmum number of 140 officials, a smzller number than
the comparable part of the IAEs secreteriat.
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In concluding my intervention of today, I wish to turm briefly to the specific
subject of non-use.. In the view of the Netherlands, the verificatiop-system to be
created by the future chemical weapons convention must be a comprehensive one and
therefore include a prohibition of use. It is all very well, and indeed essential,
to aim at the full verifiability of the prohibition of development, of production,
of stockpiling, of retention and of transfer of chemical weapons. But I daresay
that through the years we 211 have gained a greater awareness of the practical
limitations that may well prevent us from achieving perfection. The need to take
into account legitimate security interests as well as the need to avoid undue
intrusiveness of the inspection of the chemical industry can be cited in this context
to illustrate what we have in mind. It is clear that.indications of use, in
violation of intermatiomil law, would imply eo ipso that treaty obligations as to
destruction and non-production etc. had possibly been violated. Thus, use can
constitute the verifiable summit of e muge undetected, largely submerged, iceberg of
violationg. I therefore wish to stress that the inspectorate, roughly outlined
earlier in my statement, is duly tailored to ensure verification of non-use.

The requirement of an adequate provision on non-use in the scope of the
convention is not intended to-- and should in no way -- prejudice the importance of
assuring continued authority for the 1925 Geneva Protocol. This international
instrument will be of particular relevance in the initial phase after the entry
into force of the convention, when all stocks and means of production will not yet
have been eliminated.

What I just stated on the verification of use is equally relevant for reports
on alleged use, such as that recently heard from the Foreign Minister of Iran,
Mr. Vzlayati, in this very Conference. Reports like his must never be underestimated.
Meanwhile reports, such as those obtained through impartial independent observers,
pointing to recent use of chemical weapons have become increasipgly convincing.
This situstion prompts the Government of the Netherlands to express its gravest
concern, 2 concern that it evidently shares with the world community. Use of
chemical weapons by whomever and wherever in the world demands condemnation in
categorical terms.

The Netherlands expresses its satisfaction about the decision of the-
Secretary-General of the United Nations to conduct an investigation into possible
violations of the Geneva Protocol of 1925 in the conflict in the Gulf area. This
decision is fully in keeping with the role of the United Nations in mzintaining
international peace and security in generzl and can be seen in particular as a
further effort on the part of the Organization to bring that war, so devastating in
terms of human life and material resources, to an end. The Netherlands appeals
once again to both parties fully to co—operate with these efforts.
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At the present stage, where deep anxiety is minzled with uncertain hope,
the work of the Confersnce on Disarmament acquires great significance. A
breakthrough on even one of the issues coming within the purview of this
Conference will generate a feeling of trust and exert constructive influence
on other arms control and diszrmament negotiations and on East-West relations
in general. In this contex*, we share the view that priority should be given
to &n agreement on chemical weapons. Turkey, which signed the 1925 Geneva Protocol
as long ago as 1929, looks forward to a broader agreement complementing it.

An agreement’on the destruction of chemical weapons and the banning of
their development, production and stockpiling requires an effective verification
system. There have been remarkable developments in the procedures and techniques
for the verification of non-production. Turkey, like so many countries, also
welcomes the constructive anproach of the representative of the Soviet Union,
Ambassador Issraelyan, on 21 February regarding a permanent presence of
representatives of international control agencies at the facilities where
destruction of these weapons will take place.

o 2

This approach and the positive reaction it has elicited will, we hope,
give a new impetus to the work of the Conference in the field of chemical
weapons. We anticipate that the draft convention which will soon be
submitted by the United States will be instrumental in channelling the
discussion towards a concrete and positive conclusion.

As far as the proposal for a cheuical weapon-free zone in Europe is
concerned, we hold the view that a regional approach to the problem of banning
chemical weapcns will not be appropriate. If there can be an agreement on
the substance of a convention cn chemical weapons in Europe, there is no .
reason why such a convention should not be global in its scope and we are
all deeply aware of the urgent need for an effective global ban.
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One. of the great issues which confronts us today is the unfinished agenda
with respect to chemical weapons. Lo e ) Ty il

It is on this item that I take the floor today. In my statement of
23 February, 1 reiterated the importance which the United States attaches to the
negotiation of a complete and verifiable ban on chemical weapons. Such a ban would
complement existing international agreements and customary international law,
including the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating,
Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, commonly
referred to as the Geneva Protocol of 1925. :

As members of .the Conference are aware, the United States has expressed
concern over the use of chemical weapons in various regions of the world. The
United States strongly condemns- the uce of chenical weapons —— whenever OT wherever
it occurs, Consistent with this position, the United States has supported efforts
by the United Nations to investigate reports of the use of chemical weapons. The
United States has also supported the efforts of the United Nations, pending -
eventual formal arrangements, *o establish proceduvres to make possible the prompt
and impartial investigation of information concerming possible violations of the
provisions of the Geneva Protocol of 1925. It has done so because we believe that
the legal and moral authority of this instrument is vital, not only on its own
terms, but because the Geneva Protocol is an important basis for our own work in
the field of disarmament.

Accordingly, the United States has noted with deep concern reports that
chemical weapons have been used in the tragic ongoing -conflict between. Irag and
Iren. As all members of the Conference are by now no doubt aware, the United States
Department of State issued a statement on this matter on 5 March. The statement
makes clear that the United States has concluded that available evidence indicates
that Iraq has used lethal chemical weapons in this conflict and that such a use of
chemical weapons constitutes a serious breach of the Protacol and of related rules
of customary international law. This situation requires the urgent attention of
the world community. In -this regard, we note the decision on 8 March by the
United Nations Secretary-General, Mr. Pérez de Cuéllar, to "send experts to Iran
to ascertain the facts with reference to allegations of chemical warfare." We
understand that these experts have, in fact, been dispatched to Teheran, and are as
we meet today at work on their important mission.

(Cont'd)
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The United States has been working with other nations for many years to
establish a treaty banning production, development and stockpiling of chemical .
weapons. Secretary of State George Shultz announced in Stockholm that we will be
presenting a draft treaty for the complete and verifiable elimination of chemical
weapons, on a global basis. The use of chemical weapons in violatién ¥f International
agreements and customary international law in recent conflicts, including the
Iran-Iraq war, adds to the urgency of this undertaking. It underscores the
pressing need for a global ban on chemical weapons. ; :

International legal constraints, based upon’ humanitarian concerns, guide us
in our efforts to stop any use of chemical weapons, hopefully before it starts, as
well as in our desire to ban such weapons from the face of the earth. In the same
vein, we all deplore the tragic and needless loss of both Iranian and Iragi lives,
especially those suffered through attacks on civilian populations. We urge both -
States to respect their obligations under international conventions designed to
mitigate the human suffering resulting from warfare and to accept the good offices
offered by a number of countries and international organizations to put an end to
the bloodshed. We note that the Secretary-General of the United Nations has cited
the use of children by Iran as combat scldiers in this brutal conflict in violation
of its obligations under the Geneva conventions. Thus we. find that the Gulf war
is marked by flagrant and appalling disregard nct only of human life but of
international law and accepted norms of behaviour among nations.

As we blow out the 22 candles on our birthday cake tomorrow, let us collectively
make the wish that all conflict — but especially this sordid and bloody war in the
Gulf — will soon be at an and, and let each of us resolve anew that we shall pursue
with vigour and conviction the achievement of an effective and verifiable chemical
weapons ban so that mankind will pever again have to fear these abhorrent weapons.



(Azchbishop Silvestrini, Holy Se=)

This aspect of the relationship between ngeience” and "weapons" seems to me
particularly important with reference io weapons in outer space, radiological weapons
or chemical wezpons. Regarding the latter, with which this Conference is dealing at
this very moment, it is highly desirable and urgent that the agresments which already
exist with a view %o their fotal proaibition should be completed and become a rezlity.
An adeguate and effective system of verification must be carefully worked out. The
Boly See, whichk is a2 party %o the 1925 Geneva Protocol on the prohibition of
bacteriological and chemical weapons, will continue to lend its moral support to awy
jnitiative thet would help to eliminate for 211 tine the horrors of total war; it
will do so in accordance with the solemn daclaration of the Second Vatican Council,
vhich renewed in this respect the expressions of condemnaticn already made by recent
Popes. The Council stated explicitly: "Any act of war zimed indiscriminately at the
destruction of entire cities or of exiensive areas along with their population is a
crime eagainst God and man himself. It merits unequivocal and unhesitating
condemation” (Constitution "Gaudiue= et Spes", para. 80).

o /FV.25%0
13
(¥, Meiszter, Eungarian People's Republic)

: It is well known ithat there exisis a positive prohibition on the use of weapons
-with analogous desiructive effectis and capacity. In the case of incendiary,
chemical and biclogical weapens, conventional and cusfomery international law
could not allow any compromise for the sake of military necessity at the expense
of the needs of mumenity, Becsuse of their extremely cruel and indiscriminate
effects the use of such wespens is, pertislly or generally, prohibited. The
sirange legzl and moral logic epplied by certain States to nuclear weapons when
trying tc make ther a case of exception should not in any way prevent legal
regulation. Posiiive prohibition is %o be placed on the first use of nuclear
weapons having analogous desiruciive effecis — analogous, that is, to the effects
of those weapons already pronibifted — such as the heat effect and the poisonous
effect caused by the absorption of radio-active £211l-cut; and having a destructive
capacity which is severzl orders of zegnitude greater than that of those weapons
already prohibited. .
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. I also wish to express my thanks tc the
Conference for entrusting me with the chairmanship of tne Ad Hoc Committee on
Chemical Weapons. Honoured by this confidence, I can only pledge to do my utmost to
advance the work on a convention on chemical weapons as far as possible and appeal
to all delegations for their co-operation, on which I depend.

Lmbassador Sujka of Poland made substantial improvements in our method of work
by introducing and establishing so-called contact groups, which now have developed
into working groups under the Committee. Ambassador McPhail of Canada contributed
to our work by-managing to get an agreed report on the status for the negotiations
or «~auiezl “eapons. The mathod of working through working g=<ups and the results
presented in document CD/416 will constitute a good basis for our work this year in
the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons. CD/416 also shows that to a large extent

(Cont'd)
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.

a common view already exists on the comprehensiveness of the convention. This was
reflected already in CD/220, the report of the Working Group in 1381 under
Ambassador Lidgard, who was then head of the Swedish delegation, and in o,
Ambassador Okawa of Japan's report in CD/131. The fact that some differences still
exist with regard to thc scope should not ovaershadow the broad support for a2 ;
comprehensive convention. As Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons,
I will try to bring the work further forward in the samc spirit that guided my
predecessors. Vel! ' ;

The method of establishing working groups under an ad hoc committee of the
conference and under chairmanships distributed between groups of delegations is
intended to be a helpful and practical devicc in order to smooth negotiations and
further the work. I am therefore pleased that the Ad Hoc Committee has now accepted
the establishment of three working groups and the distribution of chairmanships as
well as an outline and 2 time-table for the 5g_§gg Committee's work. 5

However, it took 2 considerable time before all delegations could accept the
organizational arrangements. In spite of this rather slow process, there have also
been reasons for a certain degree of optimism. In her speech to the Conference
on 7 February, Ambassador Theorin touched upon eome recent encouraging developments.
One such development is the statement by the United States Sceretary of State,

Mr. Shultz, to the Stockholm Conference in which he announced that the United States
Government would present a draft treaty on chemical weapons to this Conferance. This
reflects the earnest approach of the United States delegation to continued
negotiations on chemical weapons. However., in this context I would like to stress
the importance of continued work in the Conference on Disarmament on chemical
weapons. There is no reason to take a passive position in these negotiations because
of the still pending United States draft.

We appreciate the new jnitiatives taken by the USSR delegation with respect to
the question of verification of destruction of stockpiles. We have during the last
year witnessad a more or less continuous development on this matter. The Soviet
delegation expressed during informal meetings of the working group in Janucry some

interesting idsas on how tc approach the problem. I will revert to this later.in my
statement. ' i

Last week, on 8 March, the delegation of China presented proposals on ma2 jor
elements of a chemical weapons convention in working paper CD/443. The Swadish
delegation welcomes this comprehensive contribution. I also note with satisfaction
the support that Ambassador Qian gove in his statement to the Swedish proposal to
prohibit_preparations for use of chemical weapons. Other significant contributions
have also been made during this session. I have in mind inter zlia the
contributions. by the United Kingdom, Finland, the Fedaral Republic of Germany and
the Netherlands. These delegations have 2ll addressed important problems which !
remain to be solved. Time does not permit = close analysis of the ideas presentéd

in these papers now, but my delegation will revert %o them during the course of the
negotiations. :
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(Mr, Exéus, Sweden)

A1l these initiatives help promote the work on a chemical weapons convention.
But, Mr. President, it is necessary thet constructive proposals and concessions are
met in kind with accommodations from other parties =o that there mey be created a
dialogue conducive to tangible and substantial progress.

As the Chairman of the Ad Hoc ‘Committee on Cehmical Weapons, I have presented an
outline for the work of that body in document CD/CW/WP.70. Following this outline,
it is my intention to provide the working groups with proposed texts to be
negotiated. During the negotiations in the working groups, views and agreements will
be reported to the Chairman of the Committee, who wiX¥l thereafter present revised
versions of the proposed texts containing also the Chairman's suggestions for
possible compromise ‘language. This should serve as & basis on which delegations may
seek instructions, together with all relevant initial basic material upon which the
proposals rest. - s B o : 24 !

By allowing time for Governments to study these proposals before we revert to
them later during the session, I hope ‘for an effective working process, and that we
peed not wait unduly long for new governmental instructions to appear. This year
-the Ad Hoc Committee should present a set of texts, agreed concepts, & s -of courae,
views by the individual delegations in 2 unaniméusly agreed report. If we make .
headway, we would by then be close to a convention.: : s am.

One of the areas where progress has been made is that of the elimination of
chemical weapons and verification thereof. Constrictive proposaels have been put.
forward, in particular with regard to:the methods of verification under a future
Convention. Thus, there now seems to be a general understanding that the destruction
of the most dangerous chemical weapons should be verified by continuous on-site
inspection during the destruction periods. Although even this rather straightforward

approach implies many unsolved problems, I think it constitutes a neoessary basis
for the further work. )

It might be useful to, in this context analyse some ideas put forward informally
earlier this year concerning different conditions which might influence the- level of
verification. Thus, could the extent of verification be decided by the degree of the
danger of certain types of chemical weapons? Could the military value of the weapons
be decisive? Other factors influencing the extent of verification could perhaps be
the amount of weapens to be destroyed, or such a variable as whether they contain
dual-purpose chemicals. Although no general recognition exists that all of these
aspects should determine the level of verification, a thorough analysis of these
problems could be useful in our work. In this comnection I would like to refer to

the Swedish working paper CD/425 on the verification of the destruction of stockpiles
of chemical weapons.

Another problem is the question of a possible prohibition of use in the
convention. After many years of ‘divided opinions, there now sppears to be an
understanding that the prohibition of use should in some way be expressed or referred
to in the convention. This would imply the possibility of investigations of
allegations of use under the provisions of the convention.

Regrettably, the question of prohibition of use has become of immediate importar
in the last few weeks. Reports of use of chemical weapons in the Gulf area remind
us of the necessity not only to uphold the prohibition of use in the Geneva Protocol,
but elso to get as soon as possible a convention which allows adequate means for
investigation end verification of such allegations. We are gratified that the
Secretary-General of the United Nations has appointed a group of experts to investigate
the majter at hand.

-
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The German Democratic Republic has suggested, at the Conference on Disarmament
in Europe in Stockholm, that, in order to increase. confidence between States in
Europe, States should declare the existence or non-existence of chemical weapons
on their territories and-also renounge the stationing of chemical weapons where
there are none at present, i.e, = and this is somewhat ambiguous languugle =— On
the territory of those participating States which have declared the non-possession
of chemical weapons as well as their intention not to acquire them. We regard
this proposal as a confidence-building measure with relevance for the work on a
comprehensive chemical wzapons convention.

The Swedish delegatién'put forward some similar ideas in Vorking ?ﬁpeé‘CD/279,
of 14 April 1982, aimed at facilitating the work on the convention.

It was in the same confidence-building spirit that Sweden in January this
year introduced Working Paper €D/426 proposing that all preparations for waging
chemical warfare should be prohibited, not only the development and production
of chemical weapons. When that VWorking Paper was introduced, we expressed the
hope that delegations would give their reactions and views on the subject. Some
have already done so. Our ambition is to find a pragmatic and effective way to
increase confidence in the future chemical weapons convention.

Finally, speaking again as the Chairman of thé Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical
Weapons, I wish to conclude by expressing my hope that confidence, co=-operation
and efficiency will mark the work of the Committee so that a comprehensive ban
on chemical weapons may be agreed upon. -

CD/PV.250
24

(Mr. Turbanski, Poland)

I would like now tec turn to the question of the prohibition of chemical
weepons. As you are aware, and as the distinguished Ambassador of Sweden Just
mentioned, after intensive discussions on pirccedural motters, perhaps unavoidable
ones, although unreasonadbly prolonged, we have finally agreed on the organizational
structure of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, -A new, extended mandate
makes it possible to conduct [ull-scale negotiations on the formulation and. the
elaboratioh ‘of a' future convention. We consider that as.an important result of
our work opgning a new stage,: a result of which: we should take full advantage.

Quite a 16t of important questions will have to be agreed upon in the course
of our future elaboration and formulation of specific. provisions of the draft
convgntion; “Many governments pronounce themselves for an immediate and total ban
on‘cﬁgmic&l weapons and numerous delegations participating in this Conference,
have already supported their positions with specific documents in the course of
the present session. This has been recently done by the delegations of the
United Kingdom, Sweden, the Federal Republic of Germany, China and the Netherlands.
In his important statement, to which I have aiready referred, the General Secretary
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, Comrade Konstantin Chernenko stated
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among other things that certain prerequisites for negotiating a comprehensive
ban on chemical weapons are appearing. Achievement of an agreement in this and
some other regards could constitute a beginninz of a real breakthrough in
Soviet=American relations and a turn in the international situation. ;

A strong positive impulse in our debate on the pronhibition of chemical
weapons were new proposals of the Soviet Union on the question of verification
presented by the distinguished Ambassador Victor Issraelyan on 21 February last.
In the framework of systematic international on-site inspections considered so
far, the Soviet Union expressed its readiness to accept in certain cases a
permanent presence of the representatives of international control at a special
facility for the destruction of chemical weapons. This new step by the ‘
Soviet Union has to bz seen as another measure towards compromise and the
successful resolution of the tasks still ahead of us. My delegation highly
-appreciates this Soviet undertaking. It indicates once again that the socialist
States approach the negotiations in a flexible and constructive way. The
proposals put forward by the socialist States with regartd to chemical weapons
during this and the previous session of the Conference have indicated willingness
to accept a wide range of verification procedures, inp;uding systematic
international control, and opened the way to the intensification of negotiations
on'the chemical weapons convention. The recent proposal of the Soviet Union. just
referred to promises & possibility of bringing to fruition the work on the vast:
and weighty problem of the verification of stockpile destruction. -

Provisions of a future convention on chemical weapons, like all the provisions
of ‘international treaties, must be implemented in goodwill, in accordance with
the objectives and principles of the Charter of the United Nations, and in

application of wisely and adequately formulated mechanisms of international control.
" “The' term "adequacy" can be characterized as technical feasibility and practicality,
together with capability for effective detection of violation and minimum
interference with the life of individual nations.

One may suggest many theoretical requiremeuts for disarmament verification
systems, such as, to name only a few: high detectability of objects and activities
related to the scope and subject-matter of an agreement, practical feasibility and
technical sufficiency of the verification means, ‘continuity of the verification
process, timeliness of the fact-findinz and of the assessment processes,
flexibility of the methods adopted, economic acceptability of the verification
system, etc. Y

But our main task is, I would say, to stay with these considerations on solid,
real ground, that is, to confront always theoretical desires with practical
possibilities.

, It is conceivable, for example, that when the highest detectability is

- demanded from the verification system, it may render it too expensive or
procedurally too complicaled or, in the extreme case, too intrusive for many

of the parties concerned. Furthermore, certain features of the so-called "adeguate"
verification may become contradictory to each other: in maximizing orie' Aspect’ of
the "adequate" verification, another one, not less important, may suffer. In short,
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every verification system is a compromise between various technical, economic and
political factors. To find the best of compromise solutions is a task to be
tackled in the course of our negotiations. We must remember, however, that the-
basic prerequisite for the achievement of such "best compromise” solutions is
political goodwill. We would like to hope that it does exist in this chamber,
among us, but can we really say that it has been sufficiently demonstrated?

I would also wish to express my delegation's conviction that no verification,
however intrusive and elaborate, can provide us with a 100 per cent certainty that
no violation, even the least meaningful, occurs. The ideal verification system
would, in my opinion, be one that would ensure States' security through a high
probability of detecting violation, could provide a convenient channel of
communication between parties, and would help in building confidence between them.
The convention we are negotiating here may become the first authentic disarmament
treaty, but it is for that very reason that it is so politically sensitive.

Entering into such agreements, States are, understandably, eager to gain reassurance
that the agreements are mutually upheld by all. '

Speaking on the organization of a most reasonable system of control, it is
worth recalling also that living up to a future convention will be guaranteed
through, inter alia, the moral prestige of future States parties. For their
moral prestige, so to say, will be at stake. We should remember in this connection
that future States parties will be most interested not to stain their reputation
before the whole international community by possible offences against provisions
agreed and signed by themselves. In other words, we should assume that they will
apply national means of control also in good faith. Unfortunately, this means of
control is rarely valued here and, even worse, its importance is often diminished.
We would like to hope that, in further developing and specifying their positions
in future working documents, the respective delegations will take these -
considerations into accoumt. It is hard to believe that the process of elaborating
a future convention will proceed smoothly if at the root of this process is a lack
of confidence among the majority of the most interested partners.

Many factors indicate, on the other hand, that the elaboration of the chemical
weapons convention now is in the interest of the community of all nations. Political
and technical realities speak for the same. Let us then join this process in a most
effective way and assure a good pace of work on the convention. Let us not stay and
wzait in abeyance. As you all so very well know, distinguished delegates, many
important problems regarding the future convention require a negotiated solution.

It is high time to undertake, ona working level and in 2 working spirit, a
substantial and mutually accommodating negotiation process in order to achieve
mutually acceptable solutions.

_Remembering all the historical circumstances of the use of chemical weapons on-
a massive scale in Europe, Poland attaches great importance to the question of final
and total prohibition of chemical weapons. We therefore work hard, and we shall
continue to do so, trying to co-ordinate the agenda item on chemical weapons among
the delegations of socialist countries in the framework of this Conference and to
contribute, as far as possible, to this important topic of our negotiations.
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Mr. ba, Zai )

Another disarmement problem which is in my delegation's view, of special
urgency end priority, and therefore deserves to be resolved without delay, is that
of chemical weapons. ‘

Everyone is aware of the devastating effects of this type of weapon of mass
destruction both during earlier wars and during the struggles currently raging in
some parts of the world and pitilessly ceusing countless victims among the
population.

A1l our efforts should therefere be directed towards the elimination and
prchibition of chemical weapone and, in order to attain this objective, my

jelegation considers that the preparation of & treaty completely prohibiting -
chemical weapons, in accordance with paragraph 75 of the Final Document of the: -
tenth special session of the General Assembly and with General Assembly
resolution 38/187 A and B, is one of the most pressing disarmement measures %0 be-.
undertaken. : -

My delegation wishes to express its satisfaction at the positive results
achieved so far in this sphere, and on the decision taken by the Conference to
re—establish a subsidiary body which has already begun its wor* under the
chairmansaip of Ambassador Ekéus od-Sweden.

.

We hope that this gubsidiary organ will pursue and intehsify the negotiations
on this priority issue in order to elaborate 2 chemical weapons convention.

It is also with great pleasure that, like other delegations, we welcome the
announcement by the United States that it firmly intends to submit during this
gession a draft treaty on -the prohibition of chemical weapons, as well as the
statement by the head of the Soviet delegation, Ambassador Issraelyan, cn |
21 February 1984, to the effect that: "The Soviet Union would be prepared, during
the elaboraticn of the procedures for verifivation of the destruction of chemicel -
weapons at a special facility, to agree to such 2 sclution when the .efficiency of
the verification, from the beginning of the destruction process up o ite completion,
would be ensured by the permanent presence at the special facility of the
representatives of international contrel, ‘as well as by a combination of systematic
internationel verifications at the facility, including also the storage of the
stocks of weapons at it, with the use of instruments".

My delegation wishes to congratulate these two nuclear—weapon Powers on the
pcsitive contributicn which they have thus just made tc the crucial problem of the
chemical weapons threat.

In view of these efforts, which represent a major milestone in our work, we are
gure thet the Conference on Disarmament will this year succeed in elaborating an
international convention for the general and complete prohibition of .chemical
weapons. Thank you.
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_ In connection with this pesition takan by the United States, I should like to
draw the attention of delegations to an ifem in today's issue of the International
Her21ld Tribune which cannot fail to be of interest. I shall quote some 2xtracts fron
the newsgaper in the original: #"Scnior Pentagon officials, led by Assistant Defence
Secretary, Richard H. Perle, are fighting to delay or prevent Administraticn

- {nitiatives in several secondary 2reas of arms control™. I gquote from further in the
report: "Mr. Porle ... has managed to block any United States initiative on anti-
satellite weapons and ratification of the threshhold treaty, citing difficulties in
verifying Soviet compliance. H2 has slowed movement on the chamical treaty and in

"~ devalopzment of = new Unitad States position at the Vienna talks on conventional troop
reductions in Europe”.

¥ith regard to the delays in the submission by the United States of its widely
publicised draft comprehensive treaty on the prohidition of chemical we2pons and the
possible conseguences of those dslzys for the'negotiations =t the Conference, the
Soviet declzzation reserves the right to return to this question at the oppertune timc.
Today we should like to point cut that as 2 result of this activity by the Pentagon,
and I quote once agaia from the newspaper iten, "the Administration 1is not expected
to propose negotiations to ban these [anti-satellite] weapohs at this time”.

CD/PV.252
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(Mr. Ahmad, Pakistan)

Before I concl=cde, may I comment very briefly on chemical weapons. We agree
with the assessmert that 2t present the subject of chamical weapons holds ths
greatest promise. I= this context my delegation wishes to place on record its
appraciation for the painstaking and imaginative work done by Ambassador:McPhail
of Canada in his capacity as Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical
Weapons last year, and the astute manner in which Ambassador Rolf =kéus of
Sweder is now conductinz the business of the subsidiary body on this subject.

My delegation eagerly awaits the promised United States draft of a chemical
weagons convention wnich would provide an added impetus to the work of the Ad Hoc
Committee on Chemical Weapons. We value very highly the spirit of compromise
demonstrated by the delegation of the Soviet Union in indicating its acceptance of
the concept of permanent on-site inspection and technical monitoring for the
destruction process of chemical weapons stockpiles. My delezation fully supports

the earliest possible conclusion of 2 balanced add adequately verifiable
comprehensive chemical weapons -convention.
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Mr. President, before concluding my statement, allow me to express my
satisfaction at the resumption of work by the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical
Weapons under the chairmanship of my colleague and friend, Rolf Ekéus, the
Ambassador of Sweden; I have no doubt that the work of that Committee is of
particular importance at this stage, and that the Committee will succeed in
overcoming whatever obstacles arise and finally draft appropriate formulas for
the agreed points in the draft convention on the prohibition of chemical
weapons.

In expressing my satisfaction at the encouraging statement by the
United States to the effect that it will shortly submit a draft treaty in this
field, as well as at the positive step taken by the Soviet delegation which
would accept a permanent presence of international observers at destruction
facilities for chemical-weapon stockpiles, I hope that these constructive
initiatives will have the effect of furthering the work of the Ad Hoc Committee,
so as to enable it to arrive. at the goal for which we have waited so long, the
preparation of a draft treaty on the complete prohibition of chemical weaponse.
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¥r. ISSRAFLYAR (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (franslated from
B'tssianh Today, the Soviet delegation would like, ir a brief statement, to touch
upon the guestion of the state of negotiations on one of the priority items on the
of the Confersnce — the prohibition of chemical weapons. First of allsi X

should like to recall that in his recent speech to the voters in the city of Moscow
on 2 March 1984, K.U. Chernmenko, the Geperal Secretary of the Central Committee of
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, stressed that freeing mankind from the -
possibility of the use of chemical weapons is a very important tagk. In accordance

with its consistent policy in favour of the full and resolute destruction of chemical
weapons, the Soviet Unicn has also submitted a rusber of proposals during the current
year. Ope of the= related to the monitoring of the destruction of chemical weapomns
stockpiles at a special facility, and another — submitted recently by the Soviet
delegation in-the id Hoc Com—ittee on Chemical Weapons — to the questicn of
challenge -orn—site ioterpational verification. Our proposals have received a positive
evaluation at -the Conference.

During the current sessicn, several other delezztions have also submitted
proposals on varicus gquestions relsting to 2 future oenventien on tbe
prohibiticn of chemical weapons wnich, in ouTr opirion, might help to ensure further .
progress in the elsboration of the conventicn. ¥We have in mind, in perticular, the
proposals of Yugoslavia, China, Sweden, the Federal Republic cf Germany, the
United Kingdom and others.

Thus, on the whole, the foundations exist for advancing rapidly towards a
golution of the important task with which the Conference has been entrusted by the
ipterrationz]l community. It 1s 1O coincidence that in the speech already referred
to, K.U. Chernenko said that the pre-conditions for the solution of the problem of
a generzl and comprehensive ban oD chemical wezpons are Iow beginning to exist.

Eopes that the pegotiations on the guestion will be businesslike and constructive
have been expressed everywhers, and in this room, by representatives of nearly-all
States members of the Conference. Nevertheless, the situation developing today 1in

the A3 Hoc Comzmittee on Chemical Weapons gives cause for serious concerm.

(Cont'd)
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(Mr. Issraelyan, USSk)

With less than a month remaining before the conclusion of the spring part of
our session, we have in fact nol proceeded to carry out the task contained in the
234 Hoc Committee's new mandate — "to start the full and complete process.of
negotiations, developing and working out the convention, except ‘for its fimal
drafting". There is apparently nc need ta.point out that week after week has been
gpent on efforts.to everveme various types of artificially created organizational
difficulties.. We are.mot.inclined to.attribute the delay in beginning effective work
to the orgsnizetional activity of Ambassadcr Ekéus, the current Chairman of the
Ad Hoc Committee on Nuclear Weaporc. We would only wish that he made & little more
use of his prerogativer as Chairman. What is ike provlem? Apparently, the root of
the evil must te sought in ike fact that soumeone has undertaken to stop the work of
the bedy and not te alivw the machinery of negotiations tc get fully wnder way.

We have slready had en oppertunity of referring to the very enlightening
statement of Mr. Perle, the Assistant Secretary of Defence nf the United States who,
as stated in the United States,press, iuposed & Very hard-line position on the

representatives of the Uniteg Stater zémirnistration at the Geneva negotiations.

There are-numerous other repcris from which it is clear that responsible
administration officials in Wachington are sowing seeds of pessimism concerning the
prospects of the negotiations, are crudely distorting the position of the USSR with
respect to monitoring questions, as can be seen in particular by the materials
published ir daily bulletin issued by the United Statec Mission here at Gemneva, and
are handling the matter in such a way as to create an atmosphere for the allocaticn
of vast sums with a view to replenishing the United States chemical weapcns arsemal.

Therefore, no one can be surprised that the Upited States delegation becomes
allergic when it cees a text beginning with the words "The States parties io the
conventior ...". It is in zeneral against any elaberation of the text, although
this is provided for directly by our mandate. t views its task only as one of
causing delay.

Much has been said in this room and outside it about a United States draft. Many
delegations have constantly expressed enthusiasm over the intention of the United Stetes
to submit a draft. In the United Statesz precs there have been increasingly frequent
reports on the content of such a draft. These reports, frankly ¢peaking, cause us
concern. Describing the various provisions of the Urated States draft with regard to,
monitoring,the authors of an article published in the issue of 2 Arril of the
magazine "Newsweek', write, referring to authoritative sources: "Paken together, .
the provisions would force Moscow to let foreign inspectors take a hard look at the
entire Soviet chemical industry and to poke around insice military bases. Ro one
thinks Moscow will buy that idea — so a comprehensive ban cn chemvwar is a long way
off", (.

‘here, distinguished delegates, is the reply to the question concerping the
reasons for the standstill in the work of the Committee on the Prohibition of Chemical
Weapone, on the prospects of the negotietions on this problem at the Conference, and
at the seme time on what awaits us in connection with the widely advertised
United Siates draft. Thus, the 'nited States draft convention, which has no;iygt .
scen the light of day, is being converted objectively into a brake on the pegotlatlons..
‘e have considered it necessary ic express our views On this matter.
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we. KAZEMI KAMYAB (Islamic Republic of Iran)

_’—*-

In my state=ment today, I would like to raflect on the very important itea on
the agenda of this Conference which is duly given high priority because of its
undoubted siznificance in relation tc the preservation and promotion of world peace
and security, tdoat is, the itez on chexzical weapons.

The erz of chemical arms as = means of mass destruction really started during
the First World Har, with the use of chlcrine released from simple barrels and
phosgene, an asphyxiating gas toxic only to the respiratory tract. Mustard Gas,
also used at that time, appears todzy a dramatic reality. This gas uses the
chemical agent BIS-42 CELORETHYL SULPHIDE and causes untold damage to the human
system and often results it a painful death.

According to WHO investigations, some of the long-term effects include
ehronic illness czused by exposure to chemical agents, delayed effects in persons
directly exposed to chemical agents, the creation of new foci of infectious
disease and the effect medizted by ecological changes. The delayed effects
include carcinogenesis, as mustard gas and some other agents are alkylating agents
which have been known to ca2uce cancer. There was 2 significant increase in the
incidence of cancer among thos=z zZassed during the First World War, especizlly
cancer of the respirziory tract. Certzin chemical agents can cause damage to the
developinz foetus and can zlso cause outations due to chromosome breakage in man.

Althousn no long-tar:z. effects zn the environment were noted after the
First World War, there is z danger *“hzt anti-plant agents may cause damage to the
flora leading to = siznificant chznse in the type of animal life which may flourish
and may cause pred-minznce of 2 disease-carrying animal dangerous to man.
Equally, the quantity aud qualify of focd produced may be affected. The
psychological effecis 2re Cifficult %o assess.

The use of 21l thzse chemical warfare agents, deadly or merely incapacitating,
was strictly forbidden by the 192> Geneva Protocol. This Protocol was the
result of the horror feit 2t %hz use of chemical weapons during the First World War.
It expresses the funcamentzl serticents of the law of armed conflict: short of
banning war altogethcr, there Fave tc be some limits to its barbarity. This
agreement, signed by arou-~ cne hundred States, among them Iraq in 1331, was the
first agreecant prohibiting Zic uss of ~rapons of mass destruction. This Protocol
wes confirmed by the I"1ite< Hations General Asseably in the 1972 Convention and

resolution No. 37/38 of Decszber 1982 zdopted by the General Assembly at its
thirty-seventh sessicn.

-
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(Mr. Xazemi Kamyab, Islamic Republic of Iran)

From the very baginning of the imposed war, we tried to -oring to the
attention of the international community the fact that the politica of appeasement
will not pay. In the 1980 session of the Committee on Diaarmnment. we brought
to the attention of the Comnittee the question of the use of chemical weapons by
Iraq. Nobody was ready to listen; in a1l cases of use of chemical weapons we
informed the responsible bodies but all our efforts were in vain; of course, it
is not the firat time that Irag has .used chemical weapons against a people. For
instance; according to investigations made by the Stockholm International Peace
Research Institute (SIPRI), page 165, Vol.iI, Iraq used chemical weapons in 1965
against the Kurds of the region.

On 16 February 1964, the Finister of Foraign® Affairs of the Islamic Republic
of Iran, ‘in a statement accompanied by irrefutable evidence, brought once again
the systematic use of chemical weapons to the attention of the Conference on
Disarmament. Very shortly after we asked the United Nations Secretary-General to
conduct'anfinvestigation.into the ‘use of chemical weapons by Iraq and after the
statement in the Conference on Disarmament Iraq used.chemical weapons on_ an _ .
unprecedently large scale, the resulting victims numbering more than 2,000 persons,
some”of whomiare under treatment ooth in the .Islamic Republic of Iran as well as in
Several countries abroad;, and_some pof whom have died. Azain on 9 and 17 March 1984,
Iraq used chemical weapons on a massive scale in the regions of Majnoon Island and
Jofeir, which resulted in the wounding of many combatants. Those wounded suffered
from nausea, running eyes, respiratory ailments anu vertigo. . The victims have been
hospitalized. a2 ¥ Erart) :
Very recently a reputatle laboratory in Belgium issued its findings on Iranian
war victims and reported that the wounds were due to the use of gases containing

"'The ICGRC Press Release No. 1481 dated 7 March 1984 has also confirmed the use
of chemical wearons by Iraq. . i .

"The common Symptoms observed by the ICRC with regard to all the wounded are

‘extensive but ‘Superficial burns (first and second degree), serious

- respiratory prdblems, Kerato conjunetivitis?’, seeming to progress favourably. .
Nevertheless the clinical progress of certain patierts showed, on the eighth
day -after exposure, severe problems of blood composition, accompanied by a
considerable decrease in the number of white corpuscles. These problems,
linked to respiratory and'kidray-deficiencies, have . caused the-death of .

" ‘several patients, two of whom died during th~ visits of the Delegates. ..

‘Apart from the steps that.it is taking with the parties concerned, the
ICRC would insist on the fact that the use of toxic substances on the
battlefield is incompatible with the respect of humanitarian principles and

constitutes 3 violation of the law of armed conflict and recognized customary
law.n

“Upon the request of the Government of the Islamic Republic of Tran, the,
Secretary-Genera) of the United Nations Organization, Mr. Perez. de Cuellar, .
undertook to investigate the ose of chemical weapons by Iraq in a spirit of
humanitarian concern, and accordingly sent a team of four eminent specialists to
undertake a fact-finding visit to Iran.
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(Mr. Xazemi Kamyab, Islamic Republic of Iran)

The specialists, picked for their expertisz in chemical warfare, visited the
fighting front near Ahwaz in western Iran and also examined soil samples soaked with
the chemical substance. They also examined patients in hospitals in Ahwaz and
Tehran and also in the coroners' mortuary in Tehran.

On their return from the Islamic Republic of Iran the specialists submitted
a joint report to the Secretary General on 21 dMarch 1984, in which they unanimously
agreed that Mustard Gas and the nerve agent Tabun were used by Iraq in the war
against Iran.

The Secretary-General of the United Nations deplored and condemned the act of
using chemical weapons by the Iraqi regime when transmitting the report of the
specialists to the Security Council for its information. (Document No. 6/16433 of
26 March 1984).

The report was signed by Dr. Gustav Andersson of Sweden, Dr. Manuel Dodinguez
of Spain, Dr. Peter Dunn of Australia and Col. Dr. Ulrich Imobersteg of Switzerland.

The concern of our delegation is due to the generally passive reactions of the
Conference on Disarmament in the wake of the outright disregard of the Geneva
Protocol of 1925 with regard to the ban on the use of chemical weapons.

This does not concern merely several innocent Iranians nor even uniquely the
Government of the Isiamic Republic of Iran, but rather it concerns the damagzge done

to the common human conscience. The contemporary civilized human community cannot
and should not tolerate such crimes. F

Apart from the very limited numoer of delegations who share our view — and to
them we are thankful and appreciative for their concern and their condemnation of
the recent inhumare act of using chemical weapons -- no positive reaction has yet
been manifested in the Conference.

Of course, frecm the point of view of the Islamic Republic of Iran, such

reaction was most discouraging; from the very beginning of the imposed war we have
faced such a situaticn. '

Unfortunately, the international coamunity did not take a firm position with
regard to the Iragi blatant azzgression azainst the Islamic Republic of Iran on
22 September 13530. This lack of political will on the part of the international
community was reflacted in Security Council resolution 279 (1980) of
28 September 1980. Contrary to the well-established precedent in that body, in
this resolution there is no reference to the withdrawal of the forces to the
international frontier. This situation led the then Foreign Minister of thne
Iraqi rezime, Hammadi, to state that there is no international border between Iran
and Iraq after the abrogation of the Algeria Treaty of 1975 and therefore the
actual deployment of forces constitutes thne international border between the two
States; and there is no justification on the part of Iran to speak about
aggression (Letter of Hammadi to the Secretary-General of the United Nations =—-
Document No. 3/14236-24 October 1980).

During the forty~two months' period of the war imposed upon the Islamic
Republic of Iran, everyone has become well aware of the devastation of the Iranian
cities and the indiscriminate and systematic bombardment of civilian populations
in the civilian zone, sometimes as much as 400 kilometres outside the combat zones.
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Hore than 130 missile attacks, hundreds of 2ir striZes and zaveral thousand °
artillery shots sy°temau1cally directed agzinst the undefended L"an-an cities have
caused the wmartyrdom of 5,000 civilians and ths disa ablement of 50,0C The -repert
of the United Nations fact-finding mission No0.5/15834 of 20 June 1053 is evidence
of a part of the war crimes.committed by the Iraqi ruler.

It was but recently that within a period of 40 days the number cf wounded znd
martyred who were victims of the use of cheuical weapons exceeded 2,0C0. However,
as you have witnessed, in spite of the proof 8f- the use of chemitzl weapons the
Conference did not in general show a responsxble reaction, as would oe e“ﬁected, -n
connection with' the violation of the 1925 Protocol This same attltude was
manifested by governments to the findings of the F\rst Rmport el th ,
Secretary-General's iMission to investigate damage to.civilian are2s sub*ectea to
military attacks, and it permitted Iraq to go as far as to' us~ cbeﬂﬁca‘ wezpons cn
an unprecedented level. The step°®taken by an intarnational rgznization to
investigate the use of cheuical weapons is unique in this centary end upon the
reaction of governments to the findings of tne United Hztioms on this cccasion will
depend to a large extent whether or not this report will act zs a deterrent or 2s
a green lizht to further violations. ' . 3§ L) et
. " History is clear, and the future will witnéss how these wno strongly urged
and advocated disarmament kept silence in the wake of the uss of even a2 banned
wezpon by 2 feeble State.

n¥e expect that all responsible countries of the world, r=;ardless of their
peclitical leanings and affiliation, whether zligned or non-ziizgned, neutral or
Sugerpower, will strip themselves of the shackles cf their ie=nings and come inte
the open' to denounce and condemn, in the strongest possible terms, any viclaticn
of internaticnal law and protocols which endanhgers the very existence of mankind;
genuine value should be attached to numane principles and igeals. Otherwise
there will be no difference in weapons for a vioiator, wnhether the weapon be nuclear
or chemical. - ! “

I Wwould liks to express my sincere wish that the Conventicn cn the prohirition
of chemical weapons, which is now under preparztion by.this forum, will be re:dj
at the earliest possible time and that it will ‘be fully =£fective and bear fruit
I believe that the positicu’adopted oy this Conference and-other related organs
towards the use of chemical weapons against the Islamic Republic of Iran wilil
show in rea‘lty the degree of sincerity and tha sensa of respcnsibility regarding
the newly prepared Convention, and will fora an oxuelTent criterion to determine
its sta»us and capa01llty in th- future.

& 4

In"the light of my understanding that the review of tne Secretary-ueneral'“
Mission to investigzate the use of chemical weapons against the Islamic Republic of
Iran can be of great benefit to the wcrk:of the Conference, I would like to reguest

you, Mr. President, to allocate one meeting of the Conference on. Disarmazent to
review the report. :

I would like to take this opportunity to present z working -paper, CL: /484,
on-geénéaral provisions, which in cur opinicn are fundamental, for consideration .
in'theé Ad Hoc Committee on Chemicalsid eapons. nn

V)i e .-

ygro v b iitizz under the
Convention and the question of reservations and exceptions 2nd the rules of the
protocol governing the duration to be fixed for the elimination of stocxsland

These crovisicons daal with the uHC—!C;‘ roaponeilti
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facilities. Another provision deals with the question of international J
co-operation in the field of protection, and the agreement of States parties to
consider the use of chemical weapons as a war crime.

We hope for a constructive outcome from the Ad Hoé Committee on Chemical
Weapons, and we expect all delegations to give full consideration to our proposal.

CD/PV.254
33

Mr, CINE (United States of imericaj: Thank-you, Mr, President. I would
on}y llkg‘ﬁp respond briefly to the statement made by Ambacsador Issraelyan
tb%s morning. First, I would like to note that the Soviet Ambassador and the
Edaitors of‘Newsweek are obviously —cre informed as tc. the content of the proposed
draft chgmlcal weapons treaty than is my delegation.. I would also like to note
that, periodicals 42 not set the policy of my Government, and that any attempt on
the'part of editors and writers of trose periodicals at the interpretation of
po}lqy. once it is set, is only a marifestation of their freedom to do so. I
reject gnd}:esgpt the personal attacks on senior officials of my Government. I
note t§1§_ls only the most recent in a series of persoral attacks by Soviet
author}t;es.op_Mr. Pprle, 2nd it follows closely upon two others that appeared in
Izve§t1.a, yesterday I believe. I alsc reject the assertion that my deiegation
Fas deliberately held up work in the newly-formed Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical
Neapons. Such an assertion stands the facts on their nead. ‘- In this regard I will-
not comment on the wristine nature of the conduct of some other delegations in that
Ad Hoc Ccmmittee... Such.comment would not be helpful,
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Mr, MIHAJLOVIC (Yugoslavia):

1Today L would like to introduce the working Paper prepared by the Yugoslav
delegation, document CD/482 of 26 March 1984, entitled nNational verification
measures", which has already bsen distributed to delegations. The purpose of this
paper is to present some of our views which, we hope, will be useful in further
negotiations on the elaboration of the Convention. They do not represent, however,
the final position of the Yugoslav delegation, and can be revised in the course of
negotiations, . '

From the outset of the consideration of banning the résearch, deVeIOpmeﬁt,
production and destruction of chemical weapons, it was widely acknowloedged that
verification should be based on a combination of appropriate national and
international measures which would complement and supplement each other, thereby
providing an acceptable system which would, in turn, ensure effective implementation
of the prohibition.. :

Basically, the Working Paper proceeds from the generally accepted view that
the effective implementation of thz prohibition of. the production, destruction or
diversion of stocks and production facilities can only be assured if there is an
effective system of international verification of compliance with a convantion
banning chemical weapons.

we, consider, however, that national verification measures could also play a
role in the implementation of the provisions of the convention in all its phases.
It is important to emphasize, nevertheless, that from the very outset of the
implementation of the convention there should be close co-operation between the
international and national authorities in all activities related to the convention.
It is understood of course that such mutual co-operation can only be achicved in
an atmosphere of general confidence. Negotiations conducted so far have
unambigiously shown that each State party is obliged to establish a national
authority which should assist and support the work of the intcrnational authority
in the implementation of verification measurcs. Also, the States parties to the -
convention shall be obliged to prevent, within thc bounds of their administrative
and legal regulations, any activity violating the convention. The existing -
classification of toxic chemicals into threc catcgories: super-toxic lethal
chemicals, other lethal chenicals, and other harmful chemicals, can serve as a
basis for implementation of yerification measures by the national authority, as
well as for determining the lavel of verification. In this process, closc
co-operation with the national authority is advisable. We are of the opinion,
however, that thc verification of less toxic chemicals, other lethal and harmful
chemicals, as well as chemical=-weapon precursors can be carried out in almost all
stages under control of the national authority. This form of verification of
loss toxic chemicals is suggested because the majority of these chemicals today
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are referred to as dual-purpose chemicals and are widely used for peaceful purposes.
It goes without saying that the State party producing these chemicals must present _
evidence concerning the purpose of their diversion, production facilities and end-users.

However, it should be pointed out even in this case that the measures of national
verification should be agreed upon in advance among all States parties, and should at
all times be an unequivocal and viable basis for the maintenance of confidence among
the parties. Of course, such confidence can only be achieved on the basis of the
objective and reliable data furnished by every national authority through the provision

of regular information to the consultative committee about the verification measures
implemented.

€

In other words, the control of production of othar lethal and harmful chemicals,
dual-purpose chemicals and precursors, and their diversion for permitted purposes
should be organized in such a way as to provide authentic information at all times.
In order to attain an effective system of verification and to maintain confidence
among the States parties, it will be necessary to agree on co-operation among future
States parties already during the elaboration of the Convention, on the basis of the
exchange of expert information, standardization of methods and introduction of the

known and proven monitoring systems, as well as on the basis of introducing a
compatible computer system.

_ Such co-operation will make it possible also to exercise, if necessary, control

by way of the international authority. This may be the case if there is, with the
passage of tim2, a change in the process of production of any of the dual-purpose
chemicals, or if a new technological procedure is introduced, or if production capaci
increases. In addition, if on the basis of information received in the form of report
which the national authority submits to the consultative committee, the conclusion is
drawn that there has been a change in production, the consultative committee may

suggest that the State party concerned should also organize international control for
that production facility.

On the other hand, we are of the view that confidence among States parties is
also achieved by the composition and structure of the national authority. Apart from
being composed of representatives of different institutions of the States parties, we
think that it should also, on a voluntary basis, include one representative of the

State party proposed by the consultative committee in agreement with the receiving
country. i

The role and tasks of the national authority for verification ar: essentially
determined by the law of that particular country. Regardiess of the fact that the
administrative and economic systams of many States parties to the convention are very
disparate, we believe that the structure, composition and functioning of the national
authority should be such as to ensure efficiency, competence, objectiveness and the

necessary confidence in close co-operation with all international institutions in the
implementation of the convention.

The basic ideas presented in the Yugoslav Working Paper are meant to point both
to the need for and to the usefulness of, combined national and intermational
verification for a chemical weapons ban. When there is doubt, however, that national
measures are insufficient, it goes without saying that priority should be given to
an agreed international verification system. We hope that this paper will contribute

to the drawing up of satisfactory provisions on the verification system of a
convention. '
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Approaching our work from this standpoint therefore, we think that the best
sphere for attaining such concrete results in a fairly immediate future is to conclude
a treaty on prohibition of mamufacture, storage and use of chemical weapons and the
destruction of existing stockpiles.

Some important work has been done here, as can be seen from the report submitted
by Ambassador McFheil. Very important expressions of political will have been
forthcoming from the Great Powers, either in the form of the announced submission,
we hope in the near future, of. draft texts of a convention, or by faking a favourable
position regarding basic issues such as the systematic international verification of
the destruction of stockpiles of chemica} weapons. '

These circumstances, in addition to the uninterrupied work of the Ad Hoc
Committee which is negotiating this topic, lead us to think that the Conference is-
faced with an opporsunity which it should not allow to pass and consequently should

as soon as possible gc on to the phase of drawing up a draft convention, bearing
in mind all the ini%iatives sutmitted in that respect.
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Mr. WEGENER (Federal Republic of Germany):

Once again I would like to turn to the subject of chemical weapons. Our session
has been rich in new constructive proposals and working papers, submitted with a view
to accelerating our negotiating work, and we all know that another important
comprehensive proposal is pending. My delegation wishes to add to this useful and
increasingly concrete collection of specific working papers. I have the honour to
introduce a Uorking Paper (CD/496) that contains considerations on the form in which
a ban on the use of chemical weapons should be included in the convention. The

Working Paper also contains a new approach to the right of withdrawal from the future
convention. i

Our work so far on thz question of non-use, as an important part of the scope
of the future treaty, has been fruitful, especially in the past year. My delegation
as followed the negotiations in that field witn a great interest and has
sarticularly welcomed the fact that there is now a consensus on the necessity to
complete the scope of the treaty by a2 non-use provision. There is hope that the
remaining difficulties relating to the precise formulation of that interdiction can be
sorted out quickly. My delegation wishes to further that process by placing the
non-use concept in context, facilitating the choice of delegations among the various
alternative formulations that have been introduced and discussed since last year.

The German Government ratified the Geneva Protocol of 1925 on the non-use of
chemical weapons as early as 1929. It was among those Governments that attached no
condition to their act of ratification. As is well kinown, the Federal Republic of
Germany in 1954 completed these self-imposed restraints by a unilateral undertaking
never to produce chemical as well as bacteriological and nuclear weapons. The
Federal Republic of Germany is one of the most densely-populated countries on earth,
situated in an equally densely-populated, critical region. The application of this
barbarian weapon in such an- environment.would have disastrous, inconceivable effects,
in particular among the unprotected civilian population. The primary interest of
my Government in seeing the existing non-use regime concerning chemical weapons
strengthened and effectively enforced is, under these circumstances solf=-evident.

I stress this at an unfortunate juncture. Recent events in another region of
the_world have proved that the use of chemical weapons still finds its victims on

(Cont'd)
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Jthe battle fields and among innocent civilian populations. Now that the terrifying
facts surrounding that recent new application of chemical weapons become clearer,
this Conferance should be even more strongly motivated in attempting to solve the’
remaining technical .difficulties on the question of how to include a non-use provision
in a future chemical weapons convention. i '

As readers of the Working Paper will recognize, the Paper contains a reasoned
preference for the first formulation from among the several texts proposed by the
Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weaponds of the Committee on Disarmament last year
(document CD/416, Annex I A/2 b). .

The second part of the Working Paper contains proposals relating to a. rarely
discussaed yet important chapter of the future convention, the possibility of suspension
or withdrawal in the event of violation of treaty stipulations by other States parties.
The underlying consideration of this part of the Paper is that withdrawal from a =
convention of this nature is a particularly grave and undesirable event and that
States parties should be allowed to disassociate themselves from their contractual
commitments only in very exceptional circumstances. The new element in the
suggestions offered is a graduated withdrawal process, under which States parties
would be allowed, with regard both to the degree of withdrawal and to the point in
time when it could be effected, to respond only in proportion to a breach of the
treaty by another State party.

I would wish that delegations in the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons would
closely study this Working Paper and find it useful for their work in the forthcoming
weeks and months. ¢ o

Bafore concluding, Mr. President, let me make a brief specific comment on those
statements and working papers which have recently dealt with the question and
modalities of national means of verification as onz important element in the
comprehensive verification.scheme which the future convention will have to provide.

T would like to make reference both to the statement of Ambassador Turbanski of

Poland of 15 March, and to the equally interesting statement by Minister Mihajlovié
from Yugoslavia, presented to us on 3 April, when he introduced a Working ‘Paper by

his delegation on the subject (CD/483). In a comprehensive verification framework,
where the necessary place is assignad to effective international controls of requisite
detail and intensity, national means of verification also have a legitimate role to
play, and we should be grateful to the two aforenamed speakers for having brought out
this essential fact, and for having orovided guidelines for national verification
measur=s, showing what they can accomplish within their particular domain.
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Mr. DATCU (Romania) {translated from French):
f [ - — -

The Romanian delegation wishes today to make a few preliminary remarks on

our negotiations on the question of chemical weapons. But before broaching that
subject, I should like to draw the attention of the Conference to document CD/493,
circulated at the request of the Romanian delegation, which contains the text of
the Appeal of our Parliament, the Grand National Assembly of the Socialist Republic
of Romania, to the Supreme Soviet of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the
Congress of the United States of America, the parliaments of European countries on
whose territories intermediate-range missiles are installed, and the parliaments

of other European countries and Canada. i3

The Grand National Assembly proposes the holding of a meeting of
representatives of the parliaments of the European countries, as well as of the
United States and Canada, to examine the extremely serious situation created on
the continent and to formulate and propose ways and means and solutions for the
adoption of measures opening the way to the freeing of the continent of all
nuclear weapons.

The circulation of the text of the Appeal at this time, when the
Inter-Parliamentary Conference is holding its seventy-first session, with the
problems of security and disarmament included in its agenda, clearly demonstrates
the importance which my country attaches to the negotiations, carried out in a
spirit of trust and lofty responsibility, which could lead to agreements designed
to avert the danger of a devastating nuclear war. The Appeal of my country'’s
Grand National Assembly aims at concerting the efforts of the members of
parliament of the countries concerned in order to work together to reduce
international tension and halt the nuclear-arms race, thus opening the way for
agreements for the complete elimination of nuclear weapons in Euirope. '

Of 211 the items included in the agenda of the Conference on Disarmament,
the question of chemical weapons is this year in a special situation. We believe

that the time has come toe conclude a comprehensive agreement outlawing chemical
weapons. .

First of all, for a reason of principle. In the international situation of
unprecedented gravity in which the world finds itself today, the adoption of
genuine practical disarmament measures is more than ever necessary both for the
very credibility of this Conference and to help to overcome the present deadlock
in disarmament negotiations. In no other field is the military risk smaller
and the political yield greater than in the elimination of the machinery of
chemical warfare. That is why the Romanian delegation believes that, without
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4n any way affecting the absolute priority which must be attached to the nuclear
{ssues included in its agenda, the Conference should make a apécial effort in
order to make it possible to present a positive balance-sheet to the

General Assembly at its thirty-ninth session. Thas balance-sheet expected of

us should respond to the spirit of resclutions 38/187 A and B adopted last year
on the question of chemical weapons.

In this connection, we would like to express our support for the dynamic
and able activities of the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapohs,
Ambassador Rolf Ekéus of Sweden. It may be said that it is largely due to his ..
efforts that the Ad Hoc Commiftee has a suitable negotiating structure. As for
the substance of the negotiations, we have the major initiatives and contributions
made by the delegations of the USSR, China, Yugoslavia, the Netherlands,
the United Kingdom, the Federal Republic of Germany, France and other delegations.
We are alsoc awaiting with interest the proposals cf the United States of America
on a draft convention concerning chemical weapons. ,

Romania has always firmly advocated the complete prohibition and total
destruction of chemical weapons. On 17 July 1981 our delegation introduced
working Paper CD/197 containing proposals on definitions and criteria for the
classification of chemical weadons. We ncte that these suggestions correspond
to those put forward by other delegations. The existence of many common points
suggests that the Working Group chaiired by the distinguished representative of
Brazil, Mr. Sergio de Queiroz-~Duarte, has good chances of presenting agreed
provisions for the future convention. .

With regard to the object of the convention, the Romanian delegation
believes that it should contain a general prohibition of all types of agents
of chemical warfare, both super-toxic lethal chemicals and "incapacitants", in
view of the fact that even the latter may be used in war with harmful
consequences, above all for smaller countries which do not possess suitable and
effective means of protection. The prohibition of the use of chemical weapons
in any armed conflict must alsc be included in the convention. We also favour
the idea of finding a suitable formula for prohibiting in future all military
preparations aimed at the use of chemical weapons, and above all research,
modernization and improvement activities concerning the means intended for the
transport of chemical warfare agents, 2s well as manoeuvres, military applications
and other military experiments involving the possible use of chemical weapons.

The elimination of existing chemical-weapon stocks and means of production
{s closely linked with the question of their declaration and of verification.
In the opinion of the Romanian delegation, the initial declarations of
chemical-weapon stocks should be made within 30 days fcllowing the entry
into force of the convention for a State party. With regard to the rate of
destruction of chemical warfare agents and of their means of utilization, we
‘believe that a progressive, stage-by-stage programme with a precise time-table
should be dravn up. The basis for the calculation of the time-table should be
the time required for the destruction of the stocks of chemical weapons held by
the countries with the largest quantities and the greatest potential for carrying
out chemical war. The programme should begin with lethal super=-toxic chemical
warfare agents and conclude with incapacitants and expired and inoperative stocks.

We. believe that the Working Group chaired by our colleague, :
Mr. Robert Jan Akkerman of the Netherlands, has all the necessary information to
present a universally acceptable apprcach to all these problems.
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The verification of the substantive provisions of the convention on the

prohibition of chemical weapons is a fundamental element of this international
instrument.

In the opinion of the Romanian delegation, verification should consist in a
combination of national and international ‘means, including an obligatory system of
systematic inspection, including on-site ‘4nspection, as an important instrument for
creating and maintaining a climate of trust between the States parties. We
appreciate the important proposals made on this subject by the delegations of the
USSR, China, United States, Sweden and the Netherlands.

‘We believe that every State should have the right, set forth in the
convention, to adopt the necessary measures in accordance with its constitutional
procedures to implement the undertakings entered into and in particular to prevent
and prohibit any activity constituting a violation of the convention.

With regard to national technical means, our delegation believes that their
inclusion in the convention will create no difficulty if it is stipulated that all
parties have the right to free access to the information gathered.

*The Working Group ably chaired by the repreééntative of the

German Democratic Republic, Dr. Hubert Thielicke, may do very important preparatory
work in the field of verification.

We believe that an important part of the future Convention should consist of
the transitional provisions, in particular to establish the necessary juridical
links between the future Convention and the 1925 Geneva Protocoi',f'pr‘ the
Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Pcisonous or Other Gases, and
of Bacteriological Warfare. In this part of the Convention it would be possible
to envisage, for example, the adoption of an undertaking by partles to refrain,
even before the entry into force of the Convention, from any use of chemical
weapons outside the reservations already expressed in the Protocol as well as a
special transiticnal regime during the period required for the total destruction

and complete elimination of stockpiles of chemical weapons and of the facilities
producing chemical warfare agents.

‘Phe preamble of the future Convention will also play an important role both
in placing the instrument in its real setting of efforts aimed at the prohibition
of all weapons o0;° mass destruction, and abcve 2all nuclear weapons, as ‘'well as in
resolving some questions which the parties, for one reason or another, have not
been able to include in the body of the Convention itself.

I should like to conclude these ‘observations concerning chemical weapons by
referring to what the Romanian delegation expects from our negotiations during
this segsion of the Conference on Disarmament. In our opinion, the premises
exist for us to be able to submit for consideration by the General Assembly a
first draft of the text of the future Convention in the areas covered by

Horking Groups A and B, and a-first series of agreed conclusions concerning
verifitation (Working Group Cle

I ehould like to assure the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical

Heopons of the full support of the Romanian delegation “in achieving these
objectives.
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The French Government has repeatedly stressed the capital importance which
it attaches to the elimination of chemical weapons. Their use is, of ocourse,
prohibited by international law, and in particular by the Protocol signed in
Geneva in 1925, of which France is a depositary. The international community's
conocern with regard to respect for the provisions of the Protocol led the
United Nations General Assembly to adopt the resolution setting out a procedure
to examine allegations of the use of chemical weapons. That concern and the
measures proposed to respond to it were, alas, only %oo justified.

The informetion which the delegation of Iran provided us with here led the
Secretary-General to carry out an investigetion. The conclusions of that
investigation are known to us all. Thus, the chemical threat continues to weigh
apon the world. Chemical weapons exist, and despite treaties they have been used
and may be used again. Their manufacture requires a technology which is widely
available. 3 - '

Chemical disarmament is therefore a major task for the international
community, because it alone can completely eliminate any possibility of use by
the destruction of the products and of the weapons. We must pursue this task
here with the utmost determination. The number and the quality of the contributions
presented so far, and the contribution we are awaiting from the United States, are
an earmest of that determination. The conditions therefore seem this year to exist
for what we hope will be decisive progress. - g ‘

The French delegation wishes to introduce todey a contribution, contained in
document C.D/494, on the elimination of stock and of production facilities for
chemical weapons. It hopes that a methodical presentation of its positions on
this capital aspect of the negotiations will be useful at the present stage in
our work. I shall consider the following three points successively: declaration,
destruction and verification.

With regard £#f=1 to declarations, States must declare, on their own g
responsibility, #sistocks and production facilities. These declarations must
be deteilafiabecamse~such precision will generate trust and simplify control.
The doc wnich my delegation has just submitted therefore includes a large
number m provisions.

We stress the importance of the information provided unilaterally. It is our
concern to keep interference to a minimum. This rule also leads us not to demand
that the sites or arsenals at which the declared stocks are kept should be
inspected. Finally, in the implementation of the suggested control procedures,
with regard to precursors, or production facilities, we are concerned not to
jeopardize the protection of industrial secrecy.
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Furthermore, every State party to the Convention should propose its own
destruction plans and time-table, and naturally -divulge any unexpectedly
discovered stock. On the other hand, we consider it an unnecessary complication
to seek to establish dates of manufacture or of stockpiling.

. With regard to destruction, this should of course cover all chemical weapons,

Of course, we may, as a temporary derogation during the transitional period,
admit that some quantities of toxic chemicals mentioned in the Convention should
be used for protective purposes, or that pilot prodyction facilities, which are
therefore limited and controlled, should be maintained for that purpose. 3But
within 10 years the stocks, production facilities and single-purpose precursors
should be totally destroyed. We do not believe that conversion operations may be
envisaged: this would involve the construction of facilities whi¢h might work
both ways, in a reversible mammer, ‘thus maintaining a potential prohibited production
capacity. Furthermore, the control of such conversion facilities would be both -
complicated and unsure. We simply accept that a chemical-weapon production plant
should be converted into a destruction plent; but at the end of the cycle it -
ghould be destroyed. Finally, we wish to provide every possible guarantee that

after 10 years there may be no possible return to the manufacture or use of
chemi cal warfare agents. 3

With regard to verification, I do not wish here to go into the details of the
various procedures, but shall merely recall that for each operation-they will take
place in three stages: prior to the operation, during the operation and, finally,
after it. International on-site inspection will verify the sites for the
regrouping and destruction of stocks. The destruction proccess will also be
continuously monitored;  finally, destruction should be duly verified., ' The same
applies to production facilities: their closure will be verified, and then their
destruction, both during the process and on its completion.

- Finally, an effective and permanent human presence will not be necessary
everywhere and in all cases. However, the technology which produces sensors and
recorders, which will certainly have to be used, is not yet sufficiently advanced

to make it possible to forego all human intervention, whether occasional or
continuous, as the case may be.

If correctly carried out, the operations described above = declaration,
destruction and verification — will lead to the desired go_al of the final
elimination of:chemical weapons.

Some implementation modalities are of special importance during the
transitional period. They should of course take into account both the rights and

the obligations of States. The first of these rights is, of course, the right
to security. . ' :

This implies that destruction should be carried out in a manner consonant
with the size of the stocks and the facilities.

.The time-table for destruction should be drawn up in such a way that a security
balance may be maintained throughout the process, and that the latter will lead to
the simultaneous elimination of all chemical warfare capabilities. '
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Among the provisions aimed at ensuring the security of the parties, I should
like to stress the order to be established for the elimination of the stocks and
of the facilities. Details are given in the document itself.

In this connection, the French delegation suggests that production facilities
should be destroyed in the following order: first the filling shops, then the
toxic substance production units, and finally the precursor production units.

This method, in our opinion, provides an additional guarantee. The first stop
in the production line would thus be made at a point such that, from the very
beginning of the process, the conservation of stocks of toxic chemicals would
become useless, because those stocks could no longer be prepared for military

purposes.
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(Mr. Jaroszek, Poland)

It was generally believed that the Conference, thanks to yet another proo: ol
flexibility and goodwill of the USSR, would be able to make this year substantive, -
perhaps decisive, progress towards its ultimate objective with regard to the
elimination of chemical weapons. Unfortunately, as things stand now, the latest
Soviet gesture seems not to be reciprocated with the same flexibility and goodwill.

Fhemical weapons and their elimination fsom the arsenals of States has
traditionally been 2 matter of special interest to Poland, an area to which our:
delegation has sought to make a special contribution, yet without detracting from
‘the .consideration of other important items on the Conference's agenda. The
‘readiness of the delegation of Poland to continue making 2 meaningful contridution
in all areas of endeavour in this forum is consonant with the invariable policy
principles of the Polish People's Republic -~ .averting the threat of nueclear war,

" 'halting the arms race and promoting tangible measures of genuine disarmament.

CD/PV.257
18

" (Mr., Peren, New Zealand)

&
i

On chemical weapons, the members of this Conference will know that
New Zealand has in recent years been closely associated with efforts in the
United'NatignS'General Assembly to uphold the authority of the 1925 Geneva Protocol.
The need to’establish procedures for verification of the'alleged use of -chemical
weapons is beyond doubt, and New Zealand has noted with appreciation the progress
of the negotiations on this issue, as on the other elements of a chemical weapons

convention, which were recorded in the Committee on Disarmament's Report to the
General Assembly last year.

Recent reports of the use of chemical weapons in the war between Iraq:and :
Iran have lent particular urgency and relevance to the work of the Conference in
this field. The investigation into those reports initiated by the Secretary-General
showed conclusively that. fact-finding could be carried out expertly, impartially
and with speed. If there are shortcomings in the Report, these only illustrate
the difficulties that will be faced by any such mission until international
verification procedures have been put in place. The Secretary-General and the
specialist team are to be commended for their work.

If we may take satisfaction in the professional way in which the mission
performed its task, we are at thc same time dismayed at the results of the
investigation. New Zealand condemns any use of chemical weapons. It is of
paramount importance, as the Secretary-General has observed, that all countries
strictly observe the rules of international conduct accepted by the international
community. For this Conference to bring its negotiations on a chemical weapons
convention to an early and satisfactory conclusion would be a substantial

contribution to disarmament and to humanity in warfare. We hope that we may be
able to assist in efforts to that end.
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Mr. VEJVODA (Czechoslovakia)

It is my intention to address today a2 very old item - that of the prohibition
and destruction of chemical weapons. Next year we shall take note of the
70th anniversary of the notorious "Black Sunday" of 22 April 1915, when chemical
weapons were used for the first time causing the suffocaticn of thousands of Irench
soldiers under merciless green-brownish clouds of chlorine released from Germen
trenches near Ypres. In the following years 113,000 metric tons of toxic agents
were used causing 1,297,000 casualties, of which 91,200 were lethzl.

It can be argued that the fear of possible use of toxic chemicals for hostile
purposec preceded by far their actual use. Thus we can find the first explicit
mention of toxic weapons in the Declaration on Laws and Means of War, signed in
Brussels 110 years ago. A number of other treaties dealt with this problem more
or less extensively, for example, the Hague Conventions of 1899 and 1907, the
peace treatiec of Versailles, St. Germain, Neuilly, Trianon, Sévres and Berlin,
signed between 1919 and 1921, as well &s the Washington Treaty of 1922. The
significance of these treaties was later reflected in the Geneva Protocol of 1925
vwhich, until today, remains the most important international document aimed
against chemical warfaré. It remains fully valid despite the fact that the process
of its ratification took, in some countries, half a century. '

(Cont'd)
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It is the considered opinion of my delegation that today, virtually €0 years
after the conclusion of the Geneva Protocol, the problem c¢f the prohibition and
destruction of chemical weapons ie fully ripe for its effectiive and definite
solution. Not only because it is an old, almost an ancient, matter, but, above all,
because it is about to acquire a new, dangerous dimension. I would hardly be
saying anything new if I reminded distinguished delegates that on 27 June 1980 the
United States House of Representatives approved the funds required for the erection
of & nev production facility for binary chemical weapons in the Pine-Bluff Arsenal
in Arkansas. On 8 February 1982 the production of binary veapons was approved by
the relevant presidential letter to the Congress. Thus, the United Statee |
programme of chemical rearmament was launched, The fact that the United Ctates
Senate had passed resolutions on freezing the funds for the production of chemical .
weapons should not obscure the intensive activities undertaken in the United States
with a view to carrying through their binary weapens programme.,  According to
United States sources, the development of binary weapons cost 2 to 4 billicn
dollars in the 1970s. The first such types of weapons to be produced are the
155 mm X 687 binary artillery shell with GD-2 filling. The 8-inch i 736 binary
artillery shell and the 500 1b Big-Eye binary guided aerial bomb filled waith VX-2
should soon follow suit.

This new round of the chemical arms race and plans for the modernization of the
United States chemical arsenal supported by an envisaged 6-7 billion dollars over
the next five years open a dangerous perspective for us all. 4 new super-toxic
lethal intermediate-volatility nerve agent, IVA, combining the high percutansous
toxicity of VX with higher volatility and much higher penetration capability through
a clothing barrier is the result of intensive militery chemical research and

development in the United States, This agent should replace present nerve agents
in future.

There are also plans to use it widely in binary weapons mounted on Pershing II
and Cruise missiles, as well as for remctely piloted vehicles, binary target-guided

submunitions, aerially deployed land mines, long-range artillery munitions, and so
fortn.

If the United States were to proceed with its plans for chemical rearmament it
would seriously undermine international efforts to prohibit and destroy chemical
weapons. That would be highly regrettabtle since in recent years active
negotiations have been under way, and now our Conference and its Ad hoc Committee
on Chemical Weapons have, under the new mandate, a unique opportunity to respond to
the urgent call to ben these cruel and inhumane veapons.

However, in order to succeed in doing sc it would be necessary that we all
approach the adopted mandate as a complex whole. Lttempts to stress separately
its various aspects cannot serve our purpose. On several occasions in the
Vorking Groups it was remarked that we should not be engaged in the final drafting
of the convention. Vell, we never insisted on a final drafting in so far as the
most important part of the mandate, calling on us "to start the full and complete
process of negotiations, developing ané working out the conventicn", is reflected
in our daily work. 4s is now clearly demonstrated in Worliing Group C, and to some
extent in Working Group A, work based on concrete tevts and formulatione is
more conducive tc solve problems and to reflect ideas mcre clearly.
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(Mr. Vejvoda, Czechoslovakia)

The progress achieved in Working Group C, dealing with the nationzal
implementation measures, speaks clearly in favour of the method chosen by its :
Chairman. In particular, work on the element "consultation and co-operation' was -
further advanced, and an understanding vas reached on various aspects of "fact- 1
finding". Constructive discussion is under way on "challenge procedure" and the |
structure of the relevanti part was tentatively agreed upon.

The treatment accorded to the problem of "0ld stocks" found after initial
declarations could also be considered as a positive sign. These stocks have
finally been given the place corresponding to their very limited significance when
compared to the operational chemical-weapon stockpiles. 4n understanding was
reached to solve this problem as a special case in an annex with a different regime
of destruction and verification then irn the case of the operztional chemical-weapon
stocls.

Iy delegationlookseagerlyfbrall positive signs in the treatment by the
Conference on Disarmament of the problem of chemical weapons, and is always prepared
to help them evolve and develop. At the same time, locking realistically at vhat

has been achieved during the current spring session, we are certainly far frcm
satisfied. :

The reluctance of some delegations to take an active part in the process of
negotiations, mentioned above, is most clearly reflected in Working Group B. Ve
appreciate the effort of its Chairman who has ehgaged in a number of informal
consultations, but these, it seems, have not brought any tangible results despite
the fact that important constructive and compromise proposals were recently
advanced concerning the questions falling within the ambit of Working Group E. _
This is a disquieting and dangerous phenomenon. This room is not the right place
for ignorance or obstruction of acts of good faith. The price of the possible
consequences will have to be paid by us all.

Ve conclude that it is now insufficient and meaningless simply to call, in
general terms, for the intensification of the elaboration of the chemical weapons
conventicn. The time has come to say aloud what and who is preventing us from
doing so. Ve fully endorse vhat vas said by Ambacsador Issraelyan in his
statement of 29 llarch, especially with regard to the nezative role played by 2
nev United States proposal heralded quite some time ago. In this connection &
would like to recall what was said by the General Secretary of the Central
Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and the Chairman of the
Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USER, X.U. Chernenko, ' in his answers 1o
questions from the newspaper "Pravda" on 8 April, which you will find before you
today. "For several months already the American leaders have been promising 1o
table in Geneva some proposals on this score. But promises remain just promises;
 besides, nothing is known at all about what are they finally going to amount to,
vhile in the meantime, as it follows from the President's remarks, a programme of
building up and renovating chemical weapons, which are being deployed both on
American territory and beyond it, is being accelerated in the United States.”

As to the problem of verification, my delegation has always ccnsidered, and
continues to do so, that verification provisions cshould be determined by the scope
and specific nature of the disarmament measure invelved. When applied tc the
process of destruction of chemical weapons, this principle means that the
verification of stock destruction should be differentiated according to the types
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(Mr. Vejvoda, Czechoslovakia)

of chemical weapons being destroyed, to the volume of the stockpile and to the
output of the destruction facility. Thus, we consider that the tightest
verification provicsions chould be applied to the most dangerous chemical weapons,
i.e., super-toxic lethal chemicals, both filled and in bulk, as well as their
pracursors and binary (multicomponent) ammunitions and devices. This principle
as well as practical needs should always be teken into account when the relevant
verification provisions are worked out.

In this respect we fully agree with the distinguished Ambassador of France
who said in his statement of 5 April 1984 that "... a continuous and effective
human presence is not necessary everyvhere and in all cases vee". Witk respect
to verification I would like to reiterste our opinion that a combination of national
and iniernational forms of contrcl is necessary. International inspections must
make use of the national executive and control systems, their documentation as well
as their technical monitoring.

Let me alsc say that our delegation considers it necessary to be as precise as
possitle in determining the extent of the prohibition so as to ensure that nothing
important, either today or in the future, escapes it. For this reason we also
prefer the explicit mentioning of such systems as binary and other multicomponent
weapons. At the same time we can hardly agree with the efforts to cover in the
prohibition too wide a spectrum of chemicals, as reflected, for instance, in the
lists of key precursors submitted by a number of delegations where we can find,
inter alia, phosphorus trichloride or phosphorus oxichloride, which can be
considered as irrelevant within the scope of the convention. “As far as the
definition of key precursors is concerned we see some merit in the approach
suggested by the Federal Republic of Germany, which we continue to study thoroughly.

Recently, at a theoretical-tacticel exercise calculated for the territory of
Bavaria, it was esssumed that the 2lst United States infantry division received
14,000 rounds of GB ammunition. Consequently it was concluded that even well-
trained and protected troops would suffer great losses from eventual chemical-
weapon use. The civil population remaining in the combat area would suffer a
death rate that would bYe almest 20 timee higher. Theory aside, there remains
the hard reality that on the territory cf the Federal Republic of Germany, ouT
neighbour to the west, huge stockpiles of United States chemical weapons are
stored, According to J.P. Robinson, this eamounts to about 2-4 per cent of total
United States chemical-weapon stockpiles: no wonder that neither our people, with
its historical experience, nor the people of the Tederal Republic of Germany wish
to accept this United States military chemiczl presence, as is witnessed bty
indignant protests from Hessen, Wirtenberg-Baden, Westpfalz and Bavaria, i.e. from
those Federal States, where United States chemical stockpiles are deployed. My
country knows only too well the data on "tactical exercises" by the United States
Armed Forces, wherc it was assumed that daily some 2,000 tons or more of toxic
warfare agents would Le deployed on the Central European theatre. I hardly need to
add anything to demonstrate that our interest in the prohibition and destruction of
chemical veespons is nothing less than vital. i
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Before concluding, lMr. President, let me remind my distinguished colleagues L
that two days ago we noted the 12th anniversary of the opening for signature in 5
Moscow, Washington and London of the Convention on the Prohibition of the
Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin i
Weapons and on their Destruction. I should like to recall in this connection that
my country, together with other socialist countries, originally proposed that the
problem of bioclogical weapons be solved together with that of chemical weapons.
It would have been much easier to ban these weapons in 1972 thanit is today or than
jt will ve in the future. Let us therefore spare no ‘effort in achieving now what

we failed to do 12 years ago.

o EeE T T —
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(Mr. de la Serna, Spain)

Another: disarmament issue to which Spain has -attached the greatest interest: in
the past, ‘and continues to do so at present, is the prohibition of the use of chenical
weapons. Confining myself solely to this forum, I may recall that all the preceding
statements by’ representatives of Spain have reiterated in this beéy my country!s. :
concern about the use of chemical weapons , as well as the urgent need to have an-.
jnternational treaty prepared in this Conference to supplement tke 1825 Geneva
Protocol and prohibit for all time the development, mamufacture,. stockpiling and _
use of chemical weapons, as well as providing for the destruction of existing
stockpiles and production facilities. Spanish experts are woriing on this matter,
and some of them are following the work of the Ad hoc Committes o Chemical VWeapons
set up by the Conference and in previous years by the Committee cn Disarmament. In
cormection with this item a Working Paper on precursors and Key-precursors was

submitted during the working meetings offl983.

We hope that the progress. achieved during 1983 in the L3 hoc Working CGroup on
Chemical Weapons, ably chaired by Ambassador: McPhail, will meke it pessible this
year to take the decisive step which we need in this field. In this connection, we
consider promising the statement made in February indicating the Soviet Union's
readiness to give positive consideration to the permanent presence of international
representatives responsible for verifying the destruction of chemical weapons.
Likewise, the draft agreement shortly to be presented by the United States suggests
a major contribution to reaching the final objective of this Confersnce's work on r

chemical weapons. vanzmoer

Spain wishes to place on record in this forum its full support for all effo;ts (
aimed at the total and universal suppression of the production,jpossession and use
of chemical weapons. It also considers with interest other efforts made in the
field of the limitation or elimination of such weapons. _ =
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Experience does not seem to warrant either the contention of deterrence or
Alfred Nobel's well-irnientioned hopes. In the history of wars never a weapon was
spared, regardless of its destructive capability or the cruelty of its consequences.
War did not cease to exist either. If we confine our recollection to the present
century, two examples would suffice. Chemical weapons were employed by the major
Powers involv&d in World War I as long as they were considered militarily usefulj
their use was discontinued in World War II not because of their cruel effects or
out of moral considerations, but simply because of their self-defeating character.
Likewise, in World War II, as soon as a nuclear bomb was available and there were
military adva-tages to be gained from its use, no other consideration prevailed
against it being actually dropped over population centres. ks
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(Mr. Morshed, Bangladesh)

Bangladesh has always believec that the complete and effective prohibition
of the development, producticn and s*tockpiling of all chemical weapons and their
destruction shouléd constitutc one of the rmost urgent measures of disarmament.

We therefore feel encouraged ty +the positive efforts which have been uniertaxen

in this Ccrnference for the concluszion -f a comprehensive Convention on Chemical
Weapons. The time and atmoshpers may have never been so opportune as it is now to
achieve major breakthroughs in thic particular field. Only recently the

President of the United States cf imerica declzred thot his country would be
submitting a-draft treaty cn chemi.al weszpons to this Conference. The
distinguished representative of tue USSR, Ambassador Issraelyan, for his part
declared cn 21 February 1984 before this august body the intention of his country

;o_permiF the'permagent presence of interﬂatidhél controllers at sites for the
estruqtlgnﬁof chemical weapons. We welcome these positive developments and hope
that they will lead to an early agreement. i
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(Mr. Ficlds, United States)

Since my mission today is to "set the record stroight®, I ecannot let this
opportunity pass withouﬁ pointing out, through you, to the distinguished rapresentativ
_of . Czechoslovakin thcot the United States hms not and does not produce chemical weapons
‘binary or otherwise; furthermorz, we hope that we shall not be cempelled toO .
produce such weapcns. The issue is to a significant degree in ‘our hands here in the
_Conference on Disarmament. ' ' ; . S

Whan President Reagan. proposed to the Congress the chemical modermiz.ation:
progranne, he advisced the Congress that he took this action only to recress 5 e
dangercus imbalance in chemical wezpons which had taken place in the years sincs
1969 -~ when President Nixcn ordered the end of United States preducticn cf chemical
weapons. Regrettably, the Soviet Union did nct reciproczte this unilaterzl gesture,
and we are now faced with the nezd to correct the gross imbzlance ir this category
of -weapons. The President tock the action 2lso in his words “to provide 2n :
incentive for the Soviet Unicn to negetiate in good faith on a complete and
varifiable ban on such weapons“. ' '

Thus, if we are successful here in 2 timely fashicn in producing a verifiable
ban on these odious wezpons, there will be nc binary wuapons it thz future!
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(Mr. Issraelyan, USSR)

Let us take another issue =-- the prohibition of chemical wzapons. It was
already in 1972 that the USSR and other socialist countries proposed in the
Disarmament Commitcee the conclusion of a convention on the prohibition of the
development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their destruction.

It was =1so then that they submitted a draft of such 2 conventicn.

Subsequently the USSR returned to this matter more than once, sp?cifying its
proposals. But 211 these years the United States impeded the conclusion of a
convention on the totzl prohibition of chemical weapons, suspended in 1930 the
bilateral Scviet-United States negotiations, which as is w2ll kncwn to the members
of the Conference produced'many positive results.
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(Mr. Sy, Senegal)

. Turning now to the question of the prohibition of the development, manufacture,
stockpiling and utilization of all chemical weapons, my delegation wishes to recall
that the General Assembly astated in 1978, at its first special.session'devoted to
disarmament, that the matter concerned one of the most urgent-tésks of the :
multilateral negotiations. : A W

That position is all the more justified since vast stocks of chemical weapons
exist throughout the world. Moreover, no one has forgotten that chemical weapon
were used during the First World War and caused about 1,300,000 victims. g A
present, owing to scientific and technological advances, chemical agents have LRI
become so toxic that they would cause many more victims. ' o

It was in order to prevent the frightful devastation caused by the use of
chemical weapons that, in 1925, nations adopted the Geneva Protocol, which prohibits
the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons. However, because that Protocol

‘1eft aside the development, production and stockpiling of such weapons, it does not
constitute an adequate barrier to halt the arms race in this field.

Chemical weapons have the particular characteristic, unlike nuclear weapons, of
being relatively inexpensive and technologically less sophisticated. As a result,
any country can acquire such weapons, a fact which counsiderably increases the
opportunity for their use.

(Cont'd)
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Recent reports on the utilization of chetiical weapons in some parts of the
orld shed light on this danger and should persuade this Confererice to conclude
without delay its negotiations relating to a convention on the prohibition and
elicination of all chemical weapons.

In this regard, at its thirty-eighth session, the General Assembly expressed
its regret that an agreement on the complete and effective prohibition of the
development, production and stocckpiling of all chemical weapons and on their
destruction had not yat been elaborated and urged the Conference on Disarmament, as
“a matter of high priority, to intensify during its session in 1984 the negotiations
cn such a convention. : {

In that connection, my delegation has noted with pleasure the decision'of the
Conference Lo re-establish the Ad Hce Committee on Chemical Weapons.

My delegation has also welcomed with satisfaction the announcenent that the
United States will submit a draft treaty on chemical weapons during the 1684 session
of the Conference. .Similarly, my delegation has taken ncte with pleasure ef the
announcement made on 21 January 1983 by the Head-of the Soviet delegation that his
courtry is now prepaied to authorize on-site inspections to verify the destruction
of chemical weapcns within its territory. i ' b0 G

Such proposals, togethér with those made by the United Kinzdom, Finland, the
Federal Republic of Germany, the Netherlands, Sweden, China a2nd France, constitute
valuable contributiqns to the elaboration of the convention. : 2

Moreover, as Mr. Ekéus, Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons,
has stressed, some progress has been made, particularly with resard to the
destruction of chemical weapons and its verification.

o céurse, difficulties remain, but my delegation considers that with sufficieqt
political will, they can be overcome. L

The adoption of a convention on the prohibition of the development, production
and stockpiling cof all chemical weapons and on their destruction would constitute
an impcrtant disarmamer’. measure, the first since the 1972 Convention relating to
bacteriological weapons. This can have only positive effects on the current
internatiornzl atmosphere of tension, confrontation and deadlock in the disarmament
negotiations.

3 would aiso help to safeguard the lives of many people, particularly those
in the Third Werld. There is no need to stress that since 1945, the Third World
seens to have bccore the rrefervad area for the use of chemical veapons.

The negotiztions carried out within this body on the prohibition of chemical
wcapons have given rise to zreat hopes. Their success would contribute considerably
to> accelerating the disarmament process and to increasing the credibility of the
Conference on Disarmament. It is to be hoped that they will achieve the results
expected by all peace-loving peoples. :

]
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(Mz. Tellalov, Bulgaria)

It is surely correct to say that the most important'practical issue on the
agenda of the Conference on Disarmament for this session was the preparation of a
convgntion'on the prohibition of chemical weapons. The socialist countries, which
have always regarded chemical disarmament as a most important task, ‘adopted a serious

-and .responsible attitude towards the interest expressed by other groups of States in
achieving progress in that area. A4s is knowm, this year the socialist countries have
.Aetached experts from their capitals for a prolonged period and have submitted’
‘document CD/435 of 20 February 1984 entitled "Improved effectiveness of the work of
the Conference on Disarmement in the field of the prohibition of chemical weapons'.
Many delegations welcomed the new far-reaching proposal made by the Soviet

delegation on 21 February on matters pertaining to the verification of the destruction
of chemical-weapon stockpiles. Individual socialist countries, including Bulgaria,
put forward specific drafts in the YWorking Groups on the most important aspects of
the future convention. We also gave serious consideration to proposals made by the
delegations of the Netherlands, the Federal Republic of Germany, China, France, the
United Kingdom and others. The Chairmen of the three WOrkiﬁg Groups have
demonstrated their comprtence and understanding of the tasks entrusted %o them.
Unfortunately, all these efforts have as yet failed to lead tc the process envisaged

in the new mandate of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons: "To start the full
and complete process of negotiations, developing and working out the conveption,
except for its final drafting" (document CD/440 of 28 February 1984). It is well.
known to everyone who it is that has exercised a restraining effect on these
negetiations.

- As we all know, tomorrow the United States delegation is to -introduce a draft
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. The contents of the document will
speak for themselves. One thing is obvious in advance: if the proposal suffers from
one-sidedness, it.will not serve the cause of chemical disarmament: especially if,
as may be expected after hearing the statements of certain official western

representatives, it conceals a prelude to the build-up of the TUnited States military
chemical potential. -
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Mr. Imai, Japan

With regard to chemical weapons, we are all aware that the nations of the world
are showing a very positive attitude towards their prohibition and eliminaticn,
and the related verification. As active negotiations are taking place, my
delegation is second to none in pursuing the objective of an early conclusion of
a chemical-weapons ccnvention and we take pride in having made various contributions
in the past. Here also, I should like to mention that a workable chemical-weapons
agreement should take care to avoid the pitfalls of possible extremism, If the
outcome of our negotiations would lead either to a very large loophole in
verification or on the other hand to a claim for virtual international control
over the entire chemical ar pharmaceutical industries of the world, not only
would that raise legal problems, but also it would mean either a very unreliable
treaty or a highly impractical situation. I shall refrain from further
references to the example of IAEA, but merely note that the willingness of the
Conference on Disarmament to take its experience into account in defining the
range of verification requirements regarding either chemicals or their precursors
would be extremely important. I should like to take future opportunities again
to present our detailed position to the Conference on Disarmament in due course.

Cb/PV 260
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And 1 have come to reaffirm, as well, & resclve that haes dominated the American
poeition in all arms control discussione over the last year: the resolve tha? the
growth in the number of the most éreaded weapons of mndern warfare must §ct simply
be slowed; it must indeed be reversed. In the metter before us — chemicel weapons —

they must be tctally banned.
-T have brought with m»e today the latest expression of the firm United Statec

regolve — & draft treaty banning entirely the possession, production, acquisition,
retention or transfer of chewical weapons.

(Cont'd)
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(Mz. Bush, United States)

This draft treaty includes an entirely new concept for overcoming the great
obstacle that has impeded progress in the past toward a full chemical weapons
ban, namely, the obstacle of verification. This new concept is part of a package
of sound and reasonable procedures to verify compliance with all the draft
treaty's terms,

Except on close inspection, chemical weapons, these insidicus chemical
weapons, are virtually jdentical in appearance tc ordinary weapons; plants
for producing chemical weapons are difficult tc distinguisk from plants '
producing chemicals for industry and, in fact, scme chemicals with peaceful
utility are structurally similar to some chemicels that are used in warfare. So
verification is particularly difficult with chemical weapons. -

Our new concept is an arms control verification procedure that we call "open
invitation". But before I outline this unprecedented procedure, let me review
some of the concerns that have led the United States to propose such a step.

When I appeared before you in February last year, I guoted
Franklin Roosevelt's comment that the use of chemical weapcns "has been
outlawed by the general opinion of civilized mankind".

Unfortunately, despite the horror that these weapons evoke in all decent
men and women; despite specific prohibitions such as the Geneva Protocol of
1925 and the 1972 Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention, there have been
repeated instances of use over the past six decades, against combatants and
innocent civilians alike —- always, I might ncte, against those least able to
defend themselves, those least able to retaliate against such an attack.

In the last three years alone the world has heard of freguent violations
of these agreements from such places as South-East Asia, Afghanistan and the
Middle East, and one important reason that chemical weapons use continues is
that neither the 1925 Geneva Protocol nor the 1972 Convention include any form of
effective verification or enforcement.

Parties signed a piece of paper, attached some stamps and some seals of
their own. Arsenals remained, ready for use against any who lacked a deterrent.

The United States has advocated reinforcement of the existing agreements.
We, together with other countries, have long supported proposals to direct the

Secretary-General of the United Nations to initiate investigations of reported
violations.

We regret that some United Nations Members States have disputed the need gor
such investigations and have, to date, prevented or impeded enquiries. We :
believe that international investigations of this sort could serve as a step

toward the kind of openness required for a comprehensive chemical weapons treaty
that would work.
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(Mr. Bush, United States)

Surely the conseguences of the absence of effective verificetion, as seen in
the reports of continued use of chemical weapons, car only provoke profound
concern among all of us today:

First, there is thie unspeakable horror vicite¢ upcn the victims of such
weapons, many of them innocents simply caught up in the path of war.

Second, the use of chemical weapons violates exicting interrational
agreements, and sc undermines the arms control process.

Finally, and perhaps mcst disturbing, there is the chance that, as reports
of use contirue, the world might actually get cellous, act hardened to this
news. It might come numbly to accept these weapons ard to abandon efforts to
rid future generations of this peril. i

We owe it to ourselves an¢ to our children to prevent this from
happening.

For more than a decade, the United States has exercised restraint in the
field of chemical wespons, anc we will continue to do so., We desire an arms
control solution to the chemical weapens threst. 3ut our restraint has nct
induced 211 other States to exercise comparable restrairt, and this is why we
are teking steps to prepare for the pessibility that modern chemical weapons
might have to be produced in the absence cf a comprehensive ban. However, we
mist and we will do all we can to achieve a treaty that eliminates any need
for new production.

The President asked me to come here again this year to stress the urgency
of this issue. He believes that we must do all we can to eliminate the existing
stocks of chemical weapons and the facilities thet produce them. He wants to
ensure that such weapons will never be developed or used agein.

Now, to that end, the Precigent has asked ze io present to this Conference
today the United States 3raft text of a comprehensive treaty banning chemical
veapons, and I ask that this draft be circulated as an official docuzent of the
Conference on Disarmament.

The provisions of the draft treaty closely fcllow the ndetailed views" that
my Government presented to this Conference last year, and they also incorporate
the views of many other delegations which have given us the benefit of their
thoughts, :

This treaty would prohcbit the development, the prodaction, the
stockpiling, the acquisition, the retention or the transfer of chemical weapons.
The principal criterion for distinguishing between permitted and banned
activities would be the purpose for which an activity is being ccnoucted.

In recognition of the need for confidence in such an agreement, the drgft"
also contains sound and reasonable procedures — among these, "open invitation
inepections -- for verifying compliance with all its provisions.
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(Mr, Bush, United States)

For a chemical weapons ban to work, each party muct have confidence that the
other perties are abiding by it. Thie elementary, commonsense principle is the
essence of what we mean by verification. No sensible Government enters into -
those international contracts known as treaties unless it can ascertain —- or
verify -- that it is getting what it contracted for.

Lack of effective verification and compliance mechanisms hac been 2 ma jor
cbstacles to achieving a true and effective ban on these weapons.

- As I mentioned at the beginning, the technical similarities between cherical
weapons production facilities and commercial production facilities, %he
similarity between chemical weapons agents and chemicals for peaceful uses, and
the similarity between chemical runitions and conventional munitions mekes
discrimination impossible without very, very close observation.

And, perhaps most importantly, strict verification is needed to protect
those who do not possess chemical weapons, or are willing to give them up, frpm
those who might maintain possession surreptitiously.

The goal of our proposal is & treaty to require States to declare the sizes
and locations of their chemical weapons stocks ané their production facilities,
to destroy the stocks and facilities and to foreswear creating any new chemical
weapons.

If they are to sign such a contract, States must have confidence, in‘
particular, that they can know:

First, that all ét&cks have been destroyed;

Second, that all declared production facilities have been destroyed;
Third, that the declared stocks reélly do consﬁitﬁtevg;;’the stocks;
And fourthly, that the declared facilities are all the facilities.

Without such firm assurance we carnot —- and I think everybody here knows
this — we cannot claim to have banned chemical weapons. In this regard, the
United States Government has taken note of the Soviet Union's announced willingness
to consider accepting the continuous stationing of international inspection teams
at the locations where declared stockpiles are to be destroyed, and we welcome
that.

We are encouraged by this recognition of the indispensability of on-site
inspection, a matter that was tabled right here in this room, I think by
Ambzssador Issraelyan. The Soviet Union's announcement has advanced the
negotiations toward establishing confidence in the first of the four critical d
requirements, that is, that all declared stocks be destroyed.

To address the second of the four criteria -- that all declared production
facilities be destroyed -- we propose & similar continuous, on-site monitoring
and periodic inspection.

The verification difficulties inherent in the problem of undeclared
sitee -- determining that there are nc hidden stocks and no clandestine production
facilities — remsin our most formidable challenge., It is formidable because the
problem of undeclared sites can be resolved only if States commil themselves to
a new, but absolutely necessary degree of opennesc.

<
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(Mz, Bush, United States)

3 Let us face reality. Chemical weapons are not difficult to hide and are

not difficult to produce in a clandestine manner. Masny States have the capacity -
to do this. We can rid the world of these wespons only if we all make it
difficult for anyone, for ourselves to do such things without detecticn.

The opportunity for undetected viclations is the undoing of arms contrel.
If that opportunity persists, it would render whatever chemical weapons ban we
conclude illusory and really would set back the cause of peace.

And so, for that reasocn, the United States Government is putting forward the
unprecedented "open invitation" verification proposal to which I referred earlier.
As part of a2 chemical weapons ban, the Tnite3 States jis willing to join other parties
in & mutual obligation to open for international inspection on short notice all
of its military or government-owned or government-controlled facilities.

This pledge to an "open invitation" for inspections is not made lightly.
We make it because i is indispensable to an effective chemical weapons ban. The
essence of verification is deterrence of violations through the risk of detection.
The "open invitation" procedures will increace the chances that violations will
be detected and the chances that, in the event of viclations, the evidence
necessary for an apprcpriate internmaticnal response can be collected. That is
the heart of deterring violations. A

If the international community recognize:c that such 2 proviesion is the
sine qua non of an effective chemical weapons ban and joins us in subscribing
to it, we will not only have realized the noble longing for a treaty that actually
bans chemical weapons, but we will have changed in an altogether salutory manner
the way governments do business.

We will have set a bold example for overcoming barriers that impede
effective arms control in other areas. And we will have engendered the kind of
openness among nations that dissipates these ungrounded suspicions 2nd allows
peace to breathe and thrive.

We recognize that all governments have secrets. Some speak as if openness ‘
and effective verification cut against their interects alone. But openness entglls
burdens for very State, every single State, including the United States of America.
Openness of the kind we are proposing for the chemical weapons ban would come at
a price,

But an effective ban on chemical weapons requires this kipd ?f "open
invitation" inspections we propose. We, our President, the United States
Goverrment, are willing to pay the price of such openness. The enormous value
of an effective ban warrants our doing so.

T know that the United States delegation to this body is eager for the
process of negotiating a chemical weapons ban to begin to unfold. We hope and
trust that the seriousness of this work, its urgency and perhaps mgst o? all, the
humene aspirations of the peoples represented here, will spur all in this
Conference towards an early and successful agreement.
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(Mz. Bush, United States)

We do not underestimate the difficulties that this task presents. I have said
that the key to an effective convention — a convention that could eliminate

the possibility of chemical warfare forever — is enforcement of compliance
through effective wverification.

Our emphasis on this point (and our "open invitation" verification proposal)
springs from a desire that the ban work permanently and effectively, to provide
the security that all of us seek.

The United States is encouraged that these negotiations to ban chemical
weapons have already achieved broad international support. It is gignificant
as well that the work on this treaty is widely recognized to offer a promising

opportunity for enhancing not only East-West co-operation, but also co-operation
among all nations. :

Our delegation looks forward to serious consultations with the Soviet
delegation, and to detailed discussions with all other participants, on the
elaboration of these provisions and other necessary aspects of an effective
agreement. Our aim in these negotiations will be a practical one — to work hard

and in good faith; to build a mutual confidence — that, frankly, is lacking
right now — and to achieve real results.
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My, Bush, United States)

In conclusion, 1ét me just say something about chemical weapons. Thgre is
a need, as I said in these comments, to reduce tension. If ever in the history
of mankind there vas something on which people from every single country
agreed, not us, Govermment officials, Excellencies or all of that, but let us
put it in terms of ‘the people. In my view, as a father and grandfather rwho is
getting older, (I served with many of you around this table when I°was & fatbe?
but not a grandfather) in my view there is no difference between a famlly walking
along the streets of Vladivosto¢k or Leningrad, Peoria, Illinois, or Paris or
Iondon, ‘Caracas, Belgrade or anywtere else — every single family, every child,
Af they knoy about it, is scared to death of chemical weapons. And we have come
here today with a proposal that is very very broad. It reaches way out, goes
~-Y§§¢5é70nd what I would have believed my own tountry (we pride ourselves on :
““openness), way beyond what we would have done a few years 2go. A lot of tha
is in,iésponse to the feeling of people. I have travelled tg Africa, people o
mentioped it there, in all these different continents there 1is concern about al
kinds of things, East-West relations, nuclear weapons and all of this, but
. everywhere there is agreement on chemical weapons. That is why 1 personally
i ound like T do. But as the second highest official in the United States of
.dmerica, I cameto this Conference today. We are not suggesting there will bet
no criticism of what we have suggested. We are not saying that we are perfeﬁa%
that everything must pe exactly the way, and will end up ex§ct}y the :a{i t i
thet treaty is drafted, Bﬁt"l\juaj_didn‘t want to leave here without ed.i?g ol
former colleagues, some new friends, some with whom my country may have differ 5
that we come here in a spirit of goodwill, and we came here trying to address
ourselves to perhaps the most fundamental guestion on arms gx%stlng in tbe world
today, that is, how do we, as civilized rational people, eliminate, ban in .
entirety, in a verifiable way, all chemical weapons from the face of the Earth?
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Mr. Issraelyan (USSR)

The Soviet Union has made recently many far-reaching proposals on the
verification problems concerning compliance with various arms limitation agreements.
As an example let us take the negotiations on a chemical-weapon ban. During those
negotiations we propose agreement on a whole range of different verification
methods. These include national control, control with the employment of different
national technical means, based on the latest sciéntific achievements, mandatory
systematic or permanent international on-site verification, and finally the "challenge"
inspections. ' Of .course, the selection of any particular verification method is
entirely determined by the goals of the chemical-weapon ban which it is intended to
further. There is no universal system of control: each verification method must .be
linked to a specific activity prohibited or permitted under the convention. We have
no unjustified leaning in favour of any single verification method, and we do not
play with verification in order in fact to block the negotiations. The complex
approach of the USSR to the questions of verification of a chemical-weapon ban
completely ensures, we are deeply convinced, the effective implementation of the
future convention°‘ :
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Mr. Erdembileg (Mongolia.

I should like to touch briefly upon the gquestion of the prohibition of chemical
weapons.

At the current session, .the Conference on Disarmament, after prolonged and
complicated consultations, at last re-established a subsidiary .body which is now.
functioning under the name of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, A new
mandate was agreed for this body, containing the provision "to start the full and
complete process of negotiations, developing and working out the convention, except
for its final drafting, taking into account all existing proposals and drafts as well
as future initiatives with a view to giving the Conference a possibility to achieve
an agireemant as soon as possible". Such a mandate, we think, offers the possibility.
of starting an important new stage in negotiations on the prohibition of chemical . -
weapons.

From the very beginning of this session of the Conference, the socialist .countries
hzve expressed their readiness to participate in the new stage of negotiations in a
businessliks and constructive manner. 4

The socialist countries! a2pproach of principle and their views on improving the
effectiveness of the work of the Conference in the field of the prohibition of chemical
weapons are reflected in specific terms in working paper CD/435.

Mention should also be made of the topical nature of the proposal by the Warsaw
Treaty Member States to the States members of NATO on the question of freeing Europe
of chemical weapons. Mongolia firmly believes that this initiative provides yet
another vivid confirmation of the socialist countries' sincere desire to remove the
threat of chemical warfare from the States and peoples of Europe and the whole world
and to speed up the conclusion of a convention cn the prohibition of chemical weapons.

Evidence of its constructive and flexible position, genuine interest in making
progress in negctiations and search for mutually acceptable solutions was the
Sovi~t Union's readiiess to give positive consideration to the proposal for the
permanent presence of thc representatives of international control at special
facilities for the destruction of etocks.

In its statements the Mongolian delegation has repeatedly stressed the need for
an approach to the definition of verification measures commensurate with the
requirements of the future convention. It has been empnasized again and again that
the socialist countries attach no less importance than, say, the western States to :
the exercise of effective control over compliance with the implementation of the i
future convention on the PPthbiE}On of chemical weapons. They have proposed a very
broad range of verification measures. These include, for example, national control,
international inspection by challenge, systematic international inspection and, in
certain cases, permanent on-site inspections. The Soviet Union's numerous proposals
and initiatives on verification, which enjoy broad support in the ncgotiating body
in question, are of great interest and significance in this respect.
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Mr. Erdembileg (Mongolia)

We believe that 2 sensible approach ic called for towarde determining the most
efficient verification systems. It is out of place to suggest that some States are
concerned with verification, are ready for it and open to it from every point of view,
Wwhile others think of nothing but preservins loopholes and violating the future
convention. Participants in the negotiations are well aware of the unrealistic
demands of the Unitea States of America in control matters, demands which are divorced
from the requirements of the future convention. Today in the Conference on
Disarmament we heard the statement of the Vice-President of the United States,

Mr. Georze Bush. The United States presentec its views on 2 convention on the
prohibition of chemical weapons. The Hongulian deiegation is prepared to study this
document in order to determine its position concerning it.

We are forming the impression that certain western countries, under cover of a
touching solicituce for commercizl irterests, are in fact trying to remove from the
scope of cocntrol a potentially dangerous form of activity, namely, the production at
cormmercial enterprises of the most up~-to-date and danjerous varieties of chemical
weapons. They claim that many rundreds of tons of the most super=-toxic lethal
chemicals, allzzedly pronosed for peaceful uses, can be freely traded on the market.

The socialist countries propose that the production of super=-toxic lethal
chemicals for any permittec purpose wihatsoever should be limited, for any State party,
to one metric ton a year anc that such production should be concentrated in a
specialized facility. Such activities would be placed under strict international
control. And what do the western countries propose? They are in favour of permitting
the production of one ton of super-toxic lethal chemicals for anti-chemical
protective purposes, and of imposing no limitation-on the production of such chemicals
in all other cases. ' s e

The socialist countries, anxious to find a way out of the genuinely difficult
situation conditioned on the one hand by the emergence of binary weapons and the
possibility of producing their components at practically any chemical plant and,
on the cther hand, by tne inadmissibility of interference in the economic affairs
of States, have submitted appropriate proposals. These amount to the complete
exclusion from peaceful chemical production of one highly specific category of
chemical compounds, namely, those containing the methyl-phosphorus bond. It is
this category which, as it were, sustains all the most dangerous super-toxic lethal
chemical weapons, including binary weapons, and this catezory is practically not
used for peaceful purposes.

In conclusion, I should like to araw attention to ¢ fact of considerable
sirnificance. It has become kncwn that the Pentagon is seeking a Congress
appropriation for the production of binary weapons. It is planned to increase
stockpiles of chemical munitions from 35 million to 5 million units and to build
stockpiling bases outside the zonfines of the United States of America. Up to
10 billion dollars is to be spent on the implementation of this programme. We
doubt uvhether anvone would deny that such actions are not compatible with the
confidene: pbuilding nccessary for nepotiatiorna on the prohibition of chemical weaponc.

In stating some of its vieus on the questior. of the prohibition of chemical
weapons, the lMongolian delepation, like many others, is guided by a sincere desire
to assist tha2 progress of the Conference's efforts in connection with the
elaboration of a future convention on the complate prohitition of this dangerous
class of wcapons of mass destructiorn.
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Mr. BUTLER (Australia): My delegation is inscribed on the List OI speaxers vouay
to address the eubgect covered by the Vlce-Preszdent of the United States of America,
chemical weapons. .

More than half a century ago, Australia acceded to, the Geneva Protocol
Prohibiting the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases. That action
gave expression, in international law, to the abhorrence felt by the Australian
people for this dreadful and indiscriminatory class of weapons.

The first involvement in wider internstional relations of the then newly unified
Australian nation was by Australian troops who went to Europe in 1914-18, every one
of them voluntarily, to assist in the defence of Europe. Many of those young
Australians were gassed. They were amongst the first victims of the use of chemical
weapons. That horrible experience endures indelibly in the Australian national
consciousness and history. It was a deeply traumatic experience and it remains
today a potent source of Australia's deep commitment against chemical weapons. These
weapons are abhorrent. They must be outlawed and eliminated.

The Geneva Protocol was necessary and Australia continues to support it, but it
must be recognised that the Geneva Protocol is an incomplete instrument. It fails,
for example, to outlaw the development, production, or stock-piling of chemical '
weapons. These weapons continue to exist, reportedly in quantities and kinds
greater than ever before. What is worse, these weapons continue to be used.

Four weeks ago the Secretary-General of the United Nations sent a team of
experts to Iran to investigate the alleged use of chemical weapons in the war in the
Gulf. An Australian scientist was a member of that team. - The experts' report was
unambiguous, unanimous, and deeply disturbing. Mustard gas has been used in the
Gulf war and, for the first time 1n documented history, a nerve agent has been used.

A new international tonvention preventing the use of chemical weapons and
ensuring that such use is made impossible through the destruction of all chemical
weapons is urgently required. The making of such a convention is a task of great
magnitude. 3Sut it is a challenge we must accept.

The action of the Government of the United States in presenting to this
Conference a comprehensive draft convention on chemical weapons picks up that
challenge with courage and determination. The earnestness of the United States'
intentions &t this time has been demonstrated by the presence here today of the
Vice-President of the United States of America. The length and detail of the
document which has just been distributed and its presentation tell of the effort
which has gone into its preparation.
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(Mr. Butler, Australia)

It is sometimes paid that "politics is the ert of the possible". In our view
it is more important in politics and in history that an opportunity lost, or not
recognized in time, can be an opportunity lost forever.

In the present case of chemical weapons, my Government believes that this
Conference now faces an unprecedented opportunity. It is an opportunity, and a
poseibility, that we should not let slip through our fingers. Our peoples, and
succeeding generations, would fail to understand if we did not grasp it.

Ve heve a solid foundation for déveloping the final text df'a chemicai.ueapona
convention such as is demanded by all members of this Conference. .. -

The Soviet Union and the United States held extensive bilateral discussions on
outlawing chemical weapons from 1976 to 1980. Those discussions produced agreement
on many issues fundamental to an all-embracing ban on chemical weapons and this was
communicated to the Committee on Disarmament in a joint paper at the time. The
conference and its predecessor bodies have also worked for many years towards this

convention. . -

During the last ‘three or four years this pracess has been carried further.
A great deal of constructive work towards a convention has been done within the
Committee on Disarmament. Many Member States have made significant contributions.
Well over 100 working documents covering many different aspects of matters essential
to the convention have been tabled and discussed in this Conference.

This process of bilateral and mul tilateral consul tation has produced an
impressive degree of consensus on such matters as definitions, the prohibitions
needed, the need to destroy weapons stocks and decommission production facilities,
and the identification of activities which need to be regulated by the convention.

Just how far we have come towards common views can be seen from the
gignificant area of accord between the Soviet Union's 1982 basic provisicns for a
chemical weapons convention presented to the Second Special Session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament=—= and the United States draft that has been
tabled today. Both documents of course draw on the work and achievements of this
Conference. Our work towards eliminating chemical weapons has now been given added
impetus and relevance by this United States initiative.

What will be of critical importance is that all concerned resolve now to
negotiate in good faith. That negotiation will necessarily raise many issues of
real contention and concern. But because of .the stakes at issue, because the
weapons concerned are terrible, because the security of all of our peoples is
involved, we must not be daunted by the size of the job.

Negotiation of this Convention is no less ambitious an undertaking than was
the muclear Non-Proliferation Treaty and its associated institutional arrangements.
That Treaty and its mechanisms waTe successfully negotiated despite the difficulty
of the enterprise. There were an abundance of sceptics who said it could ‘not be
done, but it has been done. That Treaty is in force in 124 nations and in the
opinion of most of us it worke well., Similarly with the chemical weapons
convention; it can and it must be done.
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(Mr, Butler, Anstralia)

Australis believes that, for an effective chemical weapons convention, special
emphasis must be given to three essential elements: first, an uncompromising
prohibition of the use of chemical weapons; second, provision for the destruction
of existing stocks of chemical weapons and for the prohibition of the future
development and production of such weapons; third, a verification regime that will
ensure that these treaty commitments are being honoured, :

Rigorous standards will be involved, particularly in the area of verification.
There can be no security in such a convention unless the means of verification of
compliance with the convention are effective and seen to be effective, We must
negotiate the verification provisions with great care.

We are aware that there are differing views on what arrangements for
verification would be required to ensure confidence that the obligations of the
convention are being observed. The United States draft is particularly valuable
in pointing to the standard of verification needed for this purpose. ;

We appreciated the statement by the Soviet Ambassador to this Conference on
21 February, with regard to verification of the destruction of stock-piles, That
statement addressed one of the difficulties in the area of verification., It
seemed to indicate a willingness to find negotiated answers to the problems of
verification and my delegation heard again with great interest today further
clarification from the Soviet Ambassador on this point.

I+ is critical that we proceed further to extend these negotiations,
particularly with regard to verification.

My Government believes that it is not beyond the ingenuity of the members .
of this Conference to find the required solutions to these problems, without
compromising our respective national interests.

Australia deeply appreciates the political commitment expressed todey by
the Vice-President of the United States in presenting this draft and the stated
willingness of the United States to enter into negotiations with full commitment
and good faith. :

We also deeply appreciate that this draft convention has been presented
here to this Conference on Disarmament. That action confirms the stated and
acknowledged role of this Conference. It validates a principle to which all
members of this Conference are deeply attached, that arms control end disarmament
agreements can be negotiated mltilaterally and must be because the interests
of all of us are involved.

Australia accepts the present challenge. It will not fail to se%ze ?he
present opportunity. It will participate with all possible vigour, with ltg
fellow members of this Conference, to bring into existence, as soon as possible,
a convention which will ensure thet chemical weapons are never again used and
which will eliminate those weapons for all time.
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Mr. GARCIA ROBLES (riexico) (translatec¢ from Spanish): !e have listened with the
utmost interect to the statement made today by the distinguishec representative -of
the United States, who, on this occasion, has been the Bonourable George Bush, the :
countryv's Vice-President, on the frequently heralded cdraft convention for the
elimination of chemical weapons. Ve propose to consider that important document with

the care it deserves, anu in due couise we shall present here whatever observations
appear desirable in that regard. :
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(Mr. Rose, German Democratic Republic)

My de}ggapion:wil%naddress the question of the prohibition of chemical weapons
in the further course of our session. Today, I would like to make only a few
remarks on this issue. i

The German Democratic Republic, like the other socialist countries, is striving
for a speedy and radiczl solution in this field. I may recall resolution 38/187A,
of the lqst.GeneralAAsse:bly, which was initiated by my country. The proposal on the
establishment of a chemical-weapon-free zone in Europe is also aimed at this objective.

T

In order to .reach 2 comprehensive prohibition of chcmical wesapons, it is
necessg;y;;o.intensify the negotiations within the framework of this Conference. A
numbar of proposals have improved the conditions in this respect. This applies,
in particular, to the far-reaching Soviet initiative of 21 February 1984 concerning
the elimination of stocks of chemical weapons. The working paper of China on major
elements of a future convention and that of Yugoslavia on national verification
measures contain valuable idéas. The mechanism of verification proposed by the
United Kingdom, the Federal Republic of Germany, the Metherlands and France in .
different CD documents are the subject of thorough examination by us. This will also

.be our approach to the draft convention submitted today. In zny case, the yardstick
will be to what extent all the documents contribute to the speedy elaboration of a
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons.

However, it seems to us quite strange that one of the draft treaties was linked
with a motion addressed to Congress for granting huge sume for a programme for the
production of qualitatively new cnemical weapons. It is well known how difficult it
is to prohibit weapons once production of them has alrcady started. Conducting
negotiations in good faith means refraining from actions directed against the purpose
of those negotiations.
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Mr. de la GORCE (Francc) (translatod from Fronch): The French delegation wishes
to cxpress its profound satisfaction at the prescentation today of the United States
draft trcaty on chemical weapons anncunced in January in Stockholm by
Mr. Georgc Shultz. We particularly zcpreciate the faet that it was prescnted
by thc Vicc-Presidont of the United States, Mr. Georgc Bush.

This eventi certainly marks a very Zaportant stage in the negotiations undertaken
here on chemical weapcns. VYe are sure that this draft will provide a very
constructive coniributicn to the negotiations.

France will do everything in its power to contribute to the success of the
negotiations.

The chemical threat locms over the world. In Europe, it is zn important
aspect of security concerms.

Recent events have shown that chemical weapons were used in other parts of the
world, and we know that the capacity to produce them is quite widespread.

Chemical disarmament is therefore not a matter for regionel sclutions but for a
general solution: a multilateral treaty of universal Sccpe.

The French Government has long advocated the conclusicrn of such a treaty vhich
should include, in particular, a detailed time-table for ke destraction of stocks
and the dismantling of production facilities. A few dzys azo, the French delegation
submitled a Working Paper on the subject. Needless ic s=7, the ireaty on chemical
disarmament should include essential verification meast—es in order to create among

,States Parties the necessary degree of confidence in the respect for its provisionms.
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(Mr. Lechuga Hevia, Cuba)

It should b~ noted in raséing‘thét a vast publiciby campaign has been mounted
in connection wita the prohibition of chemical weapons. While nobody doubts that
this is a very important questiun, it cannot cerve as a smokescreen tc conceal the

lack 6f constructive dialorue on other vital issues, which is really the aim.
The use of chemical weapons is so serious that the Vietnamese people is still
suffering from the consequences of the chemical weapons used years ago on its
territory by the armed forces of the United States. Ve are all interested in
prohibiting chemical weapons, and none of us needs to be lectuied on the
desirability of a treaty for that purpose. Vhat now needs to be examined is

whether the draft is a serious document or a text with hidden pitfalls designed

precisely to prevent it from being adopted.
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(Mzs, Theorin, Sweden)

Shocking events during the past months have emphasized the importance of
our efforts to meke a major breakthrough in the negotiations of a treaty on a
comprehensive ban on chemical weapons.

The Swedish Government condemms the use of chemicel weapons, which has
been established by the team of experts sent 1o Iran by the Secretaryageneral
of the United Nations. This constitutes a grave violation of in?ernatlonal
law and *he 1925 Geneva Protocol which prohibits the use o? chemical and
bacteriological weapons. It has caused great human suffering and is contrary
to fundamentel rules of bumanitarian law.
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(Mrs. Theorin, Sweden)

It is of the greatest importance that internstional agreements and
principles of international law sre fully respected and that all alleged
vicletions are investigsted.

A hesvy responsibility resis upon every Government committing such
violations of the Geneva Protocol and internationzl law. Every effort must be
made to prevent any further use of chemiczl weapons.

last week Vice-President Bush presented a draft convention on a
comprehensive ban on chemical weapons. I+ was a vafuable contribution to the
ongeing negotiations. Another valuable input was made by Ambassador Issraelyan
on 21 February when he developed the position of the Soviet Union with respect
to the issue of verification of destruction of stockpiles.

New hopes have been raised by these contributions which we welcome as
signs of commitment to seriocus negotiations in good faith with a view to©
reaching an esrly agreement.

It is important that this positive development be fully reflected in the
negotiations in the Ad Hoc Committee. The lack of confidence beiween the two
major Powers must not be allowed +0 lead to a loss of this opportunity.

It is against this background that I would like to express our concern
at any lack of constraints as regards the production of chemical weapons.
History tells us clearly that disarmament never can be achieved through
armament. Thoere is no need for production of chemical weapons — binary or
other chemical weapons. All States should refrain from producing chemical
weapons during these important negotiations. ;

let me end by expressing my hope that the start of our substantive
negotiations cn a treaty on a2 comprehensive ban on chemical weapons will have
a stimulating effect. "Renewed efforts mst be made during our break
prepare for an early consensus on the mandate for the work of the .
43 Boc Committees on the urgent issues related to the efforts to halt the
nucleer arms race, Our efforts should be redoubled when seen in the context
of the preparations needed to guarantee a successful Third NPT Review
Conference.
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Hb@ SHEIXKHOLESLAM (Islamic Republic of Iran)

Today, at the moment that I am speaking to you, many years have elapsed since
the inception of this disarmament forum and you are on the threshold of achieving
your first considerable success. I am referring to the convention on chemical
weapons which, if realised in the form desired, would be decemed one of the importan
achievements of the present Conference. . T L

This is indeed a welcome opportunity for the representative of a country that
has been the target and victim of the massive use of chemical weapons to take part in
this meeting and to convey to you his feclings regarding the need for expediting the
preparation of this convention.

During the whole lifetime of the United Nations Organization Iran has, I think, -
been the only victim of chemical weapons whosc use against it has been confirmed bx
international authorities following investigations officially conducted by them. We
have, therefore, more than anyone else, the right to urge the international community,
and especially the Conference on Disarmament, to take more scriocus and rapid steps
for the completion of this convention. . -

‘All of you, as Members of this Conference, are well aware that document S/16433;
dated 26 March 1984, of the Security Council, which reflects the report ofAch-pn-site
investigations, conducted by the experts despatched by the United_."Nations : ‘
Secretary-General, clearly confirms the use of chemical weapons and poison gas,
comsisting of mustard gas and a nerve agent, prohibited by international conventions.
This delegation, composed of Dr. Gustav Anderson, Senior Research Chemist from the
National Defence Research Institute of Sweden, Dr. Manuel Dominguez, Professor of
Preventive Medicine from the University of Madrid, Dr. Peter Dunn, Superintending
Scientist of the Materials Rescarch Laboratory of the Australian Department of Defence,
Colonel Ulrich Imobersteg, Chief of the NBC Defence Division of the Swiss Defence
Ministry, and Mr. Eqbal Reza, representing the Secretary-General, paid a visit to the
Islamic Republic of Iran from 13 to 19 March 1984. Members of the delegation visited
and examined those injured by chemical weapons. They also collected samples of the
substances used in such weapons. Besides-examining fragments remaining from the
weapons and munitions used, the delegation made films and photographs of such evidence. |

Many of the Iranians injured by chemical weapons wcre sent to hospitals in the i
Federal Republic of Germany, Belgium, Britain, Sweden, Japan, Austria, the Netherlands,
and Switzerland for medical treatment. The treating physicians in these hospitals have
confirmed the use of chemical substances; the mediczl reports of the University of
Ghent, in Belgium, and German, Austrian and Swedish hospitals may be quoted as
supporting evidence of this use of chemical weapons. In a few months' time a medical
seminar will meet in Teheran. All physicians and experts from Government and non-
governmental organizations are invited to go to Iran and examine the victims of this
4nhuman crime. I am sure that the deliberations of this seminar will be useful and
of interest to the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons.
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The aggressor Iragi regime, diszppointed and frustrated by the ineffectiveness .
of its most sophisticated weapons obtained from certain major Powers, in return for
the riches and wez2lth of the oppressed nations of the region, desperately committad
these barbarous crimes.

A short time after the outbreak of the war, we announced the use of chemical
weapons by the Iraqi regime in various international fora and on 3 November 1983, we
officially informed the United Nations that such weapons were being used by Irag.
This was reflected in the document S/16128 which was then distributed among member
States. Further, one-and-a-half months before the promulgation of the report of the
United Nations experts, the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Islamic Republic of
Iran, in his address to this very Conference, informed the international community

of the inhuman acts of Iraq. But what was the result? Nothing but silence and
indifference on the part of the international community; this rcaction encouraged

the Baathist Iragi regime to continue its erimes which have wounded human honour and
dignity. Unfortunately not even the Non-Aligned Movement made any significant
gesture. Does the Non-Aligned Movement no more subscribe to the Final Act of the
Luszkz Summit Conference of 1970, in which the development, production and stockpiling
of chemical weapons were clearly banned? If this were not the case would it so
calmly remain silent?

As has been bricefly mentioned, and as the d}stinguished members of this
Conference know very well, there already exist international commitments and
undertakings on the non-use of chemical weapons. But the basic fact that should be
taken into consideration in the new convention is the promotion of such commitments by
preventive and enforcement measures against any violator. Effective international
measures and collective actions to punish viclators should be envisaged on occasions
when such violations occur. Otherwise the new Convention will suffer the same fate
as the Geneva Protocol of 1925, and the Security Council will deal with the reports
of on-site inspections under the new Convention as it did with the report of the team
of experts despatched by the Secretary-General to the Islamic Republic of Iran.

The 1972 Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and
Stockpiling of Bacteriological and Toxin Wezpons and on Their Destruction, apart from

not being comprehensive, neglects such important aspects of the matter as verification
systems.

AS can be seen in the report of the United Nations experts, especially the last
paragraph of page 7, one or several countries have helped Iraq in manufacturing
chemical bombs; Irag is not tcchnically able to make even the casings which were

_described in this report. Those countries that supply Iraq with such weapons are
equally if not more responsible than Iraq before the human community. The Islamic
Republic of Iran calls upon the responsible members of the present Conference to urge
in any possible way the United Nations Secretary-General to conduct investigations to
determine which countries have participated in supplying these weapons to Iraq.
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As we have repeatedly mentioned, negligence in taking serious measures against
the violation of important international conventions will encourage the violator to
continuc his violations. The price of this negligencc as regards the prohibition of
attack on residential areas has been paid in the past three years by thc Islamic
Republic of Iran through the loss of the lives of so many of its innocent and
defenceless citizens. For your information, only yesterday, 17 of my dear compatriots
were martyred in the bombardment of the city of Piran Shar by the Iraqi reginec.
Another negative effect of such negligence is that the violator is encouraged to
commit morc crimes and aggressions. There is no doubt that this has been one of the
main factors that has encouraged the Iraqi regime to use chemical weapons. :

While in international legal terms we have a free hand to use chemical weapons
against Iraq, we declare that, duc to humanitarian considerations, we shall not
embark upon such retzliatory action. But, as you know, while the Unitced Nations
experts werc in Iran and even after the distribution of the Unitcd Nations report on
the usc by Irag of chemieal weapons against Iran, and the condemnation of this war
crime by the people of the world, Iraq continued its use of lethal chemical weapons.

Is the human conscience able to tolerste this sttitude 6f negligence and failure
n the pert of the nations to take serious measures to this effect?

Mr. President, do you not think thst, at 2 time when the pecple of my country
ire the target of extensive use of chemical weapons, the people of the world,
gpecially my compatriots, should deduce that the super-Powers' long and
nconclusive talks and negotiations and the many plans they propose are in fact
wpocritical measures taken by the super-Powers, 38 the mein producers of chemical
jeapons, in order to deceive world public opinion and evede their own direct
sesponsibility for the use of chemical weapons? Is the indescribable enthusiasm
»f the super-Powers, especially in this Conference, anything but croccdile tears?

Should the silence of certain countries and their refussl to condemn the use
»f chemical weapons in general terms be interpreted as anything but their consent to
the production and the extended use of chemical wespons? Is there any political
sonsideration more important than the security of the whole internztional

sommunity?

The position of certain other countries thet have somehow relzted the use of
shemiczl weapons to the wer is not much better than the position of the countries
to which I have just referred. If this illogical linking between the two does
not directly suggest thet the use of ohemical weapons is permissible in certain
conditions, a2t least suck a thing is indirectly understood from it. In this
connection, I refer to the declaration of the Buropean Community. It is
astonishing for us to see that the victims of the inhumer use of chemical wespons
in World Wer I, who have since then prohibited the use of chemical weapons have,
wnile tacitly condemning Irag, linked the stoppage of the use of chemical weapons
to-the conditions for ending the wer. Of course we have a lot to say about the
causes of the continuation of our legitimate defence, but this meeting is not the
right place for such a2 matter %o be Giscussed. We wish to ask the countries who
have signed the Genevas Protocol of 1625 if the continuation of the war for any
reason could justify Irsq's commission of wer crimes. Do you not think thet in
these circumstances, negetiating with such 2 regime would mean that chemical
wespons are effective?  Such an sdmission would certazinly tend to encourage their

use in the future.
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We heve 211 witnessed how certain countriss, whose delegestes are present in
this very conference, refrsined from the implementation of United Natione
Genersl Assembly resolution No. 37/98 D of 1982, concerning the use of chemical
wespons. Is it not =n adequate reason to suspect the goodwill of such countries
as regards the sdoption of the convention now being prepared by the Ad Hoc
Working Group on Chemical Wezpons? The lack of a verificstion system for
continuous internstionsl cont¥ol is an impertant defect in the existing:
internationsl conventions that should be eliminzved from the new convention.
What is more important, we strongly ccll for guarantees and priorisy to be given
to the inclusion of the question of the uce of chemical weapone and the proper
verificetion measures it requires in the future convention on chemical weapons.
Otherwise whzt is the benefit of commitments undertaken on peper but not carried out
and verified? Such verification should, in order to be effective, include 2ll.
the different stages of development, production, stockpiling, acquiring end
transfer of technclogy of such wespons, and mere especially their use. We
propose that the use of chemicel weapons should be considered as s war crime for
which the perpetrators would be internotionally punished.

Certain countries, especially the United Stﬁtes, argue that they ere obliges to
build up their arsensls of chemical weapons in order %o oblige other countries to
git at the negotiating tables. This, we believe, amounts to the elimination of the
bad by the worse. Such en ergument is as baseless end pointless as the other
gide's claim that chemical=-weapon-free zones, such as Europe for example, should be
created. How is one to believe that the United States, which has allocated to
chemical weapons scme seven billion dollars by 1987 and some eight more billion
dollars for the following five years, really means what it says concerning the
need for the prohibition of chemicsl weapons? And how can we accept that the use
of chemical weapons is prohibited in Burope while their production gtockpiling end
use is permitted in the Middle East or the Far East?

The vast gap between words and deeds has made the climate of intermational
meetings gloomy and bleak and is frustrating the last rays of hope. The
international community is still hopeful with regard to more positive future
developments that the Conference on Disarmament may bring about in its efforts to
face the great responsibility assigned to it.

Certainly the international community will follow the efforts of this
Conference with enthusiasm.

I hope that the present Conference would respond positively to this
expectation by expediting its deliberations.

In conclusion, I wish to express my gratitude to His Excellency
Javier Perez de Cuellar, the United Nations Secretary-General, for the measures
he has taken; I wish also to thank the experts of the United Nations team
despatched to Irsn and their respective governments as well as the countries that
have condemned the use of chemical weapons by the Irsqi regime agsinst the
Ialqgic Republic of Iran and those countries that have supported the report of the
Secretary-General's expert team. And finally I have to express appreciation to
the countries that have provided medical care for the injured Iranians.
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Mr. Erdembileg, Mongolia)

Finally, I should like to add a few words to what I said in my statement of
last Wednesday, 18 April, concerning the negotiations on the prohibition of chemical
weapons.

The Mongolian delegation attaches great importance to the questicn of
verification in any real disarmament measures. In this connection we advocate a
principled, reasonable and realistic approach to working out an effective
verification system, but without going to extremes and without preconceptions. We
have advocated and continue to advocate a verification system which takes into
account mutual interests and is based on the principle of equality and equal security.

Seen from this viewpoint, the so-called "open invitation" inspection proposed
in the United States draft convention dces not, in our opinion, respond to the
above principles. To agree fo such an approach would be tc harm- the interests of

States‘and would represent a crude viclation cf their sovereign rights.
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Mr. FIEIDS (Unlted Stateg of Amer1ca). Mr. PIESldent for the United States,
the elimination of the threat of chemical weapons —— and the elimination of the
terrible reality of chemical warfare -- is a paramount objective for strengthening
international security. To this end, the United States is resolved to pursue a -
complete, effective and verifiable ban on chemical weapons.

The history of this effort is well known. In 1977, the United Staies and tha
Soviet Union began formal bilateral negotiations on chemical weapons. In 1380, the
United States moved its efforts to ban chemical weapons to this body, in recognition
that the . abolition of chemical weapons is- an issue that concerms all States. In
February 1983, after 1ong and intensive discussions both here and in Washington,
my delegation tabled its.detailed views on the conuent of an agreement. Since then,
we have elaborated our detailed views as we partlclpated in the work of this
Conference. In July 1983, my delegation also presented a comprehensive ' paper that
set forth illustrative on-site verification procedures fcr QES_‘uCtlon cf chemical
weapons. Last Autumn, further to accelerate work in this ar-_, be United States
invited member and observer delegations to this Conference to s“t an operating
facility for the destruction of our chemical weapons. Partzc;: ts gained a
first-hand look at the actual desiruction procedures used ty *ne United States’
and at the verificatiovn measures necessary to ensure effective verification of
that destruction.

Then, last week, President Reagan once again sent Vice-President Dush to
Geneva. In a new effort to create momentum in the negotiating process, the
Vice-President came before this body and presented the draft United States
convention for a chemical weapons ban. The Vice-Presifent emphasized yet again
the importance the United States attaches to the conclusicn of such' a ban. The
Vice-President also spoke of his persoanal concern, as a father and a grandfather,
and stated his personal resoclve that chemical weapons be effectively eliminated
for 21l time. This is a point on which surely we all can agree. In this context,
I want to make it perfectly clear that the United States condemns any use of
‘chemical weapons whenever and wherever it occurs.

This history shows a continuing United States effort to work hard and work
sincerely for an agreement on the effective and verifiable ban of chemical weapons,
‘the cornerstone of which effort is the draft convention which we presented here
last week. Accordlngly, I would like to take some time now to explain the major
provisions of the United States draft conxentlon.

The essence of the draft convention is in its,first article, which contains
the basic prohibitions. The parties would agree not. to develop, produce, otherwise
acquire, stockpile, retain or transfer chemical weapons. The parties would further
agree not to conduct other activities in preparation for the use of chemical
weapons, use chemical weapons in any armed conflict, or assist others to engage
in precnibited activities. In including a ban on the use of chemical weapons, the
United States has been mindiul of the imporiance attached to such a provision by
many delegations. Taken together, articles I.and XIV would ensure thai the
convention would supplement, and not replace, .the.1925 Geneva Protocol.
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Article II presents the definitioms of terms which are necessary for the
implementation of the convention. Chemicals which could be used in weapons are
divided into three categories according to the danger they pose — "super-toxic
lethal”, "other lethal" and "other harmful"., The convention would regulate these
different categories in different ways. The most important of the definitions is
that of "chemical weapons". We have formulated this definition using the definition
that was agreed to in document CD/112. Furthermore, we have formilated the
definition of "toxic chemicals" to take into account the points of view of China
and other members of this Conference. The definition of "chemical weapons" is
drawn very broadly so as to include all lethal and incapacitating chemicals and -
their precursors which are not justified for permitted purposes. It does not
jnclude chemicals which are justified for peaceful purposes, such as those used in
agriculture, research, medicine and domestic law enforcement.

Permitted uses of toxic chemicals are specifically protected in article I1I,
so that peaceful chemical activities will not be significantly hindered. In ord~r
that any misuse of these chemicals can be detected, article III also places limits
on the amount of super-toxic lethal chemicals and key precursors that any State
party may possess for protective purposes. Similarly, the draft convention provides
that the States parties may produce super-toxic chemicals for protective purposes
only in a single facility, and must annually declare all toxic chemicals for
protective purposes wkich could also be used fcr weapons. The parties also would
be limited in the extent to which they may transfer super-toxic chemicals and key
precursors to other States. Article III also provides special measures on certain
types of chemicals +hat are used for peaceful purposes, as listed in schedules A,
B and C to the converntion, to ensure that these chemicals will not be diverted to
use in weapons. :

Once the comvention enters into force, each party would file an initial
declaration of its sxisting chemical weapons, production facilities and past
transfers. Articles IV, V and VI stipulate the information that must be included
in thes=z declaraticns. The parties would be required to destroy any chemical
weapons and production facilities over a 1O-year period, and annually provide
information comcerning such destruction. There would be guaranteed access for
on~site verificaticn to monitor the chemical weapons and production facilities, as
well as the destruction processS. The effect of these various declarations and
monitcring activities would be to provide confidence in compliance by giving the
parties comprehensive knowledge of the chemical weapons and production facilities
in existence, and by confirming their eventual destruction.

The proposed convention also contains a variety of other provisions to aid
in its implementation. As suggested by this Conference, a Consultative Committee
would be established pursuant tc ariicle VIT to overses the implementation of the
convention and promote the verification of compliance with it. Through its
subordinate bodies this Committee would conduct the on-site verification
activities reguired by the convention. We have also adopted the concept of an
Executive Council, as developed by the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons
last year. This body would be delegated the responsibility for the continuing
work of the Committee.

Articles IX, X and XI provide procedures for resolving compliance issues.
Under article IX, the parties are required to consult and co-operate on any
matter which may be raised relating to the objectives of the convention, and %o
participate in fact-finding inquiries. Any party may request that the

[
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Consultative Committee conduct appropriate fact-finding inquiries, including
on-site inspections. The fact-finding inquiries must be completed within -~
two months, and if any party still has concerns about compliance which have not
been resolved, it may reguest a special meeting of the Comsultative Committee.

In article X, the parties would authorize special on-site- inspections,
whereby each party must consent, on 24-hour notice, to a special inspection of
one of the sites for which inspection is authorized by articles III, V or VI, or
of any military or government—owned or controlled location or facility. This
provision has been the object of most of the comments which my delegaticn has
heard during the past week. As Vice-President Bush stressed, the United Stiates
is offering an "open invitation" for inspection of many potentially suspect sites
in its own territory. We recognize that this provision could cpen sensitive
United States facilities and activities to international inspecticn. Nevertheless
the United States is fully prepared to accept these risks in order To ensure an
effective ban of this entire class of weapons of mass destruction. Ve have found
no other approach which can satisfactorily deal with the problexm of ‘possible
undeclared chemical weapons or clandestine production facilitiss. In view of the

gains in relation to the costs involved -- that is, the potentizl of some intrusion
essential to resolve concerns that the convention is being circarverted -- this

step is both reasonable ané prudent. There are some who have objected that

the "open invitations" approach is unfair because it may place & greater burden

on some States than on others. No imbalance is either conterpizted or desired.

The United States delegation is ready to work with others to ensure that the

"open invitation" approach applies fairly to differing ecomozic and political :
systems. Without-this or a comparable measure, no State can rest in “the knowledge
that these weapons have been truly banished. ™

The next article in the United States draft convention, article XI, authorizes
ad hoc on-site inspections. 'Such inspections may be made of all lccations that are
not covered by article X. A party must consent to an ad hoc inspection requested
by the Consultative Committee except for the most exceptional reascns, which must
be explained. Upon consideration the Committee may send the party another

request, and if this is also refused, the Security Council would immediately be
informed.

The convention would -also reguire a number of detailed provisions for its
implementation, which we propose to place in annexes to the main text. These
annexes would be integral parts of the convention. Accordingly, in addition to
the draft convention which was presented last week, the United States also
presented its detailed views on the contents of these annexes.

. Annex I provides many details concerning the Consultative Committee, including
provisions for the working of that Committee. It also contains provisions for
the creation of an Executive Council, fact-finding panel, and a technical

secretariat, as well as provisions for the convening of special meetings of the
Comrittee,

Annex II provides detailed views on verification. Section A of this annex
stipulates the detailed information that would have to be provided in the various
declarations recuired by the convention, such as the declarations concerning
chemical weapons, production facilities, and destruction activities. Section B of’
annex II is concerned with procedures for on-site verification, including
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inspections. It provides detailed rules for on-site inspections and the use of
on-site monitoring equipment, and provides rules to protect the rights of both
inspectors and host States. It also provides for the inspection and monitoring of
chemical weapons, production facilities, protective activities and destruction
activities. Finally, this section stipulates criteria to be used by the Consultative
Committee in evaluating requests for ad hoc inspections.

Amnex III provides the basis for the three schedules which list the chemicals
that have legitimate uses but which also pose a risk of diversion to chemical
weapons purposes. In addition, there is a fourth schedule, embodying parts of
document CD/CW,WP.30, to specify methods for measuring the toxicity of chemicals.

I also wish to draw attention to two actions which should be taken before the
convention can-enter into force. First, upcn signature, every State should declare
whether chemical weapons or production facilities are under its control anywhere
or located within its territory. In fact, many States have already made such
statements, including the United States. We would urge others to do so as well.
Second, there should be a preparatory commission convened once the convention is
open for signature to plan for the implementation of the convention. These actions
would be agreed in a document associated with the”convention, but separate from it.

R

. This has been a brief summary of the contents of the United States draft. I
would like to peint out what has no doubt been obvidus in your study of our draft:
that much of it has bsen drawn from the agreements which we have previously reached
in this Conferencs 2n3 the discussions we have held over the past several years in
the Committee on Disarmament. My Government appreciates and recognizes the value
of the work dore in the Committee and the Conference on Disarmament, will continue
to contribute tc i%, and has incorporated as much as possible into our draft. In
view of the length and the complexity of the provisions of the draft convention, there
will undoubtedly be many points on which further clarification may be helpful. The
United States delegaticn is prepared to undertake this task and indeed is willing
to do so. We have sponsored one question-and-answer session open to all delegations, 3
and we are prepared to provide further such clarifications on a delegation-to-
delegation basis. y :

Let me make it clear, the United States draft is not presented on a "take-it-or
leave~it" basis. It does however, illustrate our approach to a ban, and it wi%a‘
provide the basis for papers presented by United States representatives on speciliic
aspects as they are discussed. But we have no monopoly on creativity. We are
ready and willing to consider altermative approaches and alternative formulations,
so leng as these would provide an effective ban. :

'As Vice-President Bush emphasized, the United States delegation looks forward
to close and serious consultations with all delegations in these negotiations. We
are prepared to take an active and constructive role in the full agd complete
process of negotiation of the text of the chemical weapons convention.

It is disturbing that some chose to criticize the draft convention -- and the
motivations of the United States —— before the draft was actually pres?nted. Some
have charged that this initiative is only a bit of political showmanship as part
of our Presidential election campaign or is part of an effort to win approval for

. production of binary chemical weapons.
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 These allegations are simply untrue. Our goal is to aecelerzte -the =
-pegotiations.in this body, Four times in a little more than a year the Sr08
United States has made major initiatives. toward that.end. Twice during that
period the second highest elected official of my Government has come to Geneva

to emphasize the commitment of President Reagan and the United States, the people
of the United States, to the work of the Conference on Disarmament on a chemical -
wezpons ban. The United States is not afraid of criticism. . But we hope that
before others criticize our draft they will read it carefully — and come forward
with comprehen$ive'proposals of their own. : ="

b

The United States delegation is encouraged by the evidence that most
delegations are approaching the negotiations seriously and that the werk is
beginning to intensify. The important Working Paper introduced by the delegation
of China, CD/443, is being studied with careful interest by our sxperts, We were
pleased by the statement of the distinguished Soviet representaiive, "
Ambassador Issraelysn, on 21 February regarding inspection of destruction =3 §
chemical weapons and further encouraged by his statement on 18 Lpril that the
United States draft convention would.be carefully studied. Ws tzve also noted
a number of constructive suggestions contained in the Working Zeper submitted
by a group of socialist States, CD,435, entitled "improved effisciiveness of the
work of the Conference on Disarmament in the field of prohibitiorn of chemical
weapons". We hope that these suggestions will be further explored and, as
.appropriate, implemented. A number of other very useful documenis have been
introduced in 1984, such as the working papers from the delegations of the
United Kingdom, the Federal Republic of Germany, the Netherlancs, France,
Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia. Furthermore, the flexibility showm by 2 nunber -
of delegations has led to progress in-formulaiing kéy definitions. Unfortunately,
there remain important subjects which a few delegations are apparently not ready
to discuss and resolve — for example, the declaratior and elimination of
chemiczl weapons production facilities. This is to be deeply regretted. We hope
that our break will allow sober reflection on the urgent need for progress on
all fronts in this negotiation. : |

For its part the United States delegation will do whatever it can, under
the able leadership of Ambassador Ekeus, to ensure that the negctiations can
be successfully completed as soon as possible. To quote Vice—President Bush
"Our aim in these negotiations will be a practical one — to work hard za2nd-
in good faith; to build mutual confidence; to achieve real results”. :

Humanity demands no less of us. Accomplishing real results will not be
easy, but my delegation, myself, my Government and the people of the
United States are committed to the achievement of an effective ban of
chemical weapons once and for all. I know that the members of this Conference

are equally dedicated to this goal, and with that dedication, Sir, I am
convinced that we will succeed. ‘
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After that statement some delegations of Westerm States biLamed us 10T wnat they .
considered an exceedingly gloomy assessment of the intermational situation as a
whole and United States policy on arms-limitation in particular. However, the ‘
deliberations of the first par: of the 1984 session confirmed that our assessment J
was correct. The United States contimss to block any advance in the field of
disarmament end uscs its participation in the negotiations for propaganda purposes '
to camouflage its true course aimcd at achieving military superiority over the '
USSR, unleashing the arms race where it did not exist before, in outer space, for
instance, and spurring it on in those areas where it was imposed on the world long
ago by the Unitcd States military-industrial complex.

The latest, I would say, graphic example of this attitude on the part of the
United States to erms-limitation and disarmament issues is the broadly-publicized
draft convention on ths prohibition of chemical weapons submitted by the United States
delegation on 18 April 1984. Contrary to all promises, even if there are some
changes in the obstructionist position of the United States on a chemical=weapons ban,
they are in no way for the btetter. Previously, in order to bar the conclusion of an |
agreement on a chemical-weapon ban the United States insisted on a verification |
system under which other States chould at the first request allow foreign inspectors |
access to any chemical facility regardless of whether or not it has anything to do ;
with the production of chemical weavons. Now Washington proposes that States should
agree in advance and vnconditionally to unimpeded access of foreign inspectors
"anywhere and at any time'.

It lLiarcly requires very keer insight to understand that what is involved here
is not verification which is really necessary for confidence in strict compliance
vith agreements, in which, incidentclly, the USSR is no less interested than the
United States. The main point is the following—— putting forward demands on
unimnzded access to the territories ol other States to continue to block the
achievemant of ‘agreement on a chemicel-weapon bau.

In reality, the United States draft cen only throw the negotiations on a
chemical-vearons ban ma"y years back. It ot only suffers from extremism, it not only
cancels the effortc of many years made by many States with a view to elaborating
realistic solutior: o verificatio:x problems, but it is built on a blatantly
discriminatory bacis, and places Siaces with diirereat social systems in unequal
situations.~ This was also recognized in icl:y'sstatemert by the representative of
the United Statcc. It implementation would inflict damage to the economic and
defence iiterests of a munber of States, first of 211 those of the gocialist States,
but rvt only theirs.

Poday the representative of ‘me United States referred to the statement of the
Soviet delegation of 21 February. I should like to recall what was said in that
statement. J quotc from the irwlish translation. "In declaring today our readiness
in principle %o consider in 2 positive ranner ithe proposal for the permanent
presence of the represcntatives of international control at the special facilities
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for the destruction of stocks, we would like particularly to stress that our premise
ig that our partners at negotiations will also for their part prove their readiness,
not in words but in deeds, to seek mutually acceptable solutions." And now we have
before us the United States dratt, which should have taken into account, as we

hoped, the viewpoint of the Soviet Union as well, which is very well known to the
United States irasmich. as we have been carrying on negotiations with the United States
for eight years at least on both a bilateral and & multilateral basis. _ :

The question misi be asked: Wiy was it necessary for the United States to put -
forward such a proposal wiich is deliberavely unacceptable for the Soviet Union and
many other States? Inciden*ally, meny high United States officials have said that
it is deliberately unsccepteble. In fact, they could not expect that agreement could
be achieved on the basis of it. No, of course, nobody expected that. And the
achievement of en agreemeat was hardly the goal of the authors of the draft. We are
deeply convinced that the draft was submitted merely in order to try to cover by
the noisy pub.icity avound the United States draft the reality of what the American
administration ic engaging in-— the intensive preparation of the implementation of
the 10 billion dollar '"United States chemical rcavmement" programme proclaimed by
Pregident Reagan. '
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My Government takess very seriously the growing danger posed by chemlical weapois.

Not only do scme comniries hold large and:increasing stocks of these weapons, but
they have recently been used in defiance of international condemmation. At this
time, it is, therefors, more important’ than ever that we should secure a comprehensive
ban on these weapons. Agreement on a treaty, I believe it is universally agreed,
would constitute a measure of real disarmement and a major contribution to international
security. My delezation was pleased that, at least in this ‘area of.our work, we
have been able to make progress during the current session. We rapidly reached
agreement on the formation of an Ad Hoc Committee and on the formation of working
groups on particular topics. Within these.groups some progress has been made.
- Mr. Luce tabled a paper on challenge inspection on 14 February, the latest in a

series of proposals that have beer made by the United Kingdom in the Committee and
the Conference on Disarmament. We have been gratified by the interest shown in
these proposals and by the serious way in which they have been discussed, both in
the working groups and in bilateral conversations.
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The tabling lest week of the dxaft convention on the proiibiticn of chemical
weapons by the Vice—President of the United States; Mr. George Bush, was an event
of the highest significance. The British Covernment warmly supports this latest
initiative by the United Siztes, which will mad: a2 mdlestone on thp long path
towerds a total ban on these appalling weapons. My Governzent shares the Unitcd Siate.
view that stzict verification ic needed to assure 211 States that “he rrohibitions
of any future convention are being observed. My delegation wes glad tc note from
the statement on 1€ April by the distinguished representative of the Soviet Union
that his delegation was prepared to agree, in negoiiations on this subject, to a
vhole range of different verification msthods, including manlatery systemctic or
perzanent interrational on-site inspecticon; as well as inspections by cl '1len5~e.
My delegation believes that a combinaiion of these two types of verification will
be needed, beth te give confidence that all chemical weapons siccks and production
faciiities are destroyed; and, on a permanent basis, to give coniidencs that they
are not clandestinely restored or created. Ve hope that the gm.c—\. States draft, by |
virtue of its comprehensive character and wezlth of ideas, will provide 2 major _
impetus to our work in spite of the negative reazctions thet we ha'c'e heaxrd from
certain delegations this morning. The complex nature of thes tcpcsals, indeed cf
the subject itsell, hardly needs stressing, but we contimze 1o ke :
delegations to this Conference will give the draft most carel:l s;‘.;é,*,' in the weclks
to come and will return, as my delegation intends to do, readly io undertake
detailed negotiations.

}u
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The question .of a ‘chemical weaponu ban has been another basic pr1ority in the
disarmament policy of Finland. The results of our longstanding verlfication DPOJECF:
in this field have besn r2gularly presented in the Committee on Disarmament. I am
this time in a position to announce thatl a new so-called "Blue Book", which will be
entitled "Technical Evaluation of Selected 3cientific Methods for the Verification
of ‘“emical Disarmament® will Le presented to the relevant Ad Hoc Ccmmittee in June.

The contribution of Finland will this year be presented in a form that is somewhat
different from what has been the case before. It is our intention now to submit a
comprehensive analysis cf all the results that have been achieved in the course of
this ten-year project.

The Working Paper is intended to cover all aspects of verification. 1In
particular, it will discuss possible verification tasks that might be required in
the future convention and the technical means for verification of chemical agents,
containing automated monitoring sample collection, mobile field laboratories and a
central laboratory. Applications are given describing combined use of the technical
means. It does not give numerical data, ‘but desermbes the technology and is thus
comprehenszble for a lurger public. .

Recent events lnvoIV1ng the use of chemical weapons in a conflict have made the
efforts to achieve a gomprenensive ban on chemical weapons more urgent than ever. We
have noted with 1nter=st the latest developments in the Conference on Disarmament in
this matter These include, in particular, the statement by the Soviet Union in
February on some LSPECLS of verification and the presentation of a draft chemlcal
weapons .reaty introdueeu iast week by the Vice-Presicdent of the United States. We
see these developments as 2 sign of willingness of those governments to come to
grips with the difficult problems faced by the Conference on Disarmament during the
negotiations. As 2z further positive element we note that the relevant subsidiary
body has been able to start actual negotlatlons.

~ We are looking forward ‘to early concrete results from the Committee already
during ‘the cousse of th:z sumrzr session. Finland is, as in the past, ready to give

its contribution to these negotiations in particular in the field of verification
technology .
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In terms of satisfaction, the delegation of France ranks the rather rdpid -
resumpticr and expansion ol e uegotiations on chemical weapons first. We are all
aware how much is at stake in these negotiations and how timely they are" and we hope
that.,, in the not too distant future, they will lead to the nost important disarmament
treaty ever concluded at the international 1evel. & : \

A great deal of time and effort has gone into the work on chemical’ weapons..
Procedure has never prevailed over substance -- a rare occurrence indeed. “Above all,
extremely valuable contributions have been made to the negotiations. In ch-o"olozical
order the first was the statement made on 21 February by our Soviet colleague)
Ambassado” Issraelyan. The p051tion he put forward on the’ on-site inspeotion of |
operations to destroy stockpiles represents a major step forwatd in the reconciliation ﬂ
of views on a basic condition for verification.

.We have also received other extremely valuable contributions, including that by
Cbina,'which represents a,remarkable attempt at clarification and cenciliation,
particularly with regard to the problem of definitions The delegation of France also
greatly appreq.iated the technical documents submitted gy the United *(..ngdom, the
Netherlands, the Federal Republic of Germany, Yugoslavia and Czecboslovakia. It, too,
was anxious to make its own contribution. 3

Tﬁe submission by the Vice-President of the United States of the United States
draft treaty was the highlight of this session and we. welcomed it with the greatest

satisfaction. This document is of considerable~importance and we are studying it
carefully.

L The Ad Hoc Lommittee and its .three Working Groups have adopted a serious and
determined approach to the task entrusted to them. The results may appear to be.
uneven, btut the difficulties themselves were not of the same order. Undeniable
progress has been.made.on the .question of definitions.

we have great hopes that, at the second part of the seSSion, steps will be
taken to overcome certain problems and ‘derive the best p0551ble advantage from the
work already accomplished. In this connection, we expect a great deal from the
Presidency.. The .delegation of France wishes to congratulate our Swedish colleague,
Ambassador Zkéus, as well as the Chairmen of the Working Groups, Mr. Duarte,
Mr. Akkenman and Mr. Thielicke, for their efforts. It has full confidence in them
for the future,

We would also like negotiations to be held this summer on matters relating to
the prohibition of use and its verification. These issues have not been entrusted
to a working grovp, but will be discussed during the consultations to be conducted
by our colleague from Canada, Ambassador Beesley. We have confidence in him as well
and wish him every success in his work.

This work and the progress that has been made should now pave the way for a 1
new stage, namely, the drafting of a convention. The Conference now has the
resources it needs to carry out this impertant task: the United States draft treaty f
and the documents prepared under the ausSpices of Ambassador Ekéus should all be taken
into account in the formulation of the text. f
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However, thc major reason for satisfaction is the quantum leap which we have
becn able to make in the field of chemical weapons. The quick detcrmined steps
which the Conference took in February to establish its Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical
Weapons with a comprehensive and forward lcoking mandate provided tne appropriate
ambiance in which many delegations could go on record with new and constructive views.
My delegation has, in several steps, attempted to contribute to that process. But
I would also like to citc as an encouraging element that thc delegation of tho
Soviet Union has again taken a more active interest in the subject of chemical
weapons, designating it, in a statement in carly February, as one of the priority
subjects of negotiations of this Conference. The several suggestions which the
Soviet Union has submittzd, in particular in 2 major policy statcment on '

21 February, and its dcclared general readiness to contribute constructively to the
solution of all pending verification problems of the convention have becn helpful and
will play an important role in future negotiations: My delcgation has also noted
with attention the undertaking given by Ambassador Issraclyan on 18 April 1984 that
the United States draft on o chemical weapons convention will receive serious study
by the Soviet side; cven in his more critical remarks of this morning, I find
nothing that contradicts this welcome undertaking.

Heralded by Sccretary Shultz' formal announcement on 16 January, the :
introduction of the United States draft by the Vice-Prcsident of the United Statés of
America on 18 April has certainly been .thé major event of the spring part of our
session. There is no doubt that the draft represents an unprecedented endcavour
by onc of the two lcading military Powers to provide complcx solutions to the problims
inherent in the problem of banning chemical weapons. My delegation has noted with
satisfaction that the draft not only rcpresents detailed United States vicws on all
"aspects of the futurc convention but also incorporatcs contributions of many other
delegatione in thc Conferince on Disarmament, and indued the results of the
collective ncgotiating process of last year. My delcgation is convinced that the
United States draft will becom: an important basis for futurc ncgotiations and,
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indeed, one of its determining elements. The document is proof of the political
determination of the United States of America to see these negotiations to a good
end in the shortest possible time., The assurance given by Vice~President Bush

and a moment ago echoed by Ambassador Ficlds thet the United States have introduced-

their draft with every intention to provide negotiating flexibility when needed
underscores the significance of the event, :

As could be expected in such en immensely complex subject-matter, the
United States draft contains many aspects that will evoke controversy within the
Conference and in part have already done sc. Some cf the views concerning
verification are new and bold. Whatever pesition délegations might take vis-a-vis
certain parts of the recommended verification system it must be recognized that
the draft provides new impulses that should stirmlate serious argument.

In this context it is important that the United States views on verification
and especially its nev concept concerning special and on-challenge verification.
be taken at face value. The provisions on open-invitation mandatory inspections
for verifying compliance demonstirate an unprecendented measure of audacity.
Delegations that evaluate the proposal in this respect should not only look at
what the United States demanss from others but what they are prepared to give
themselves, Opennese iz offered on the basis of ‘reciprocity. It is a new
phenomenon thet a significant military Power is prepared to pay such a high price
in order to ensure compliance with a2 disarmament convention. My delegation is
impressed with the readiness cof the United States delegation to join in a mutual
obligation to open for international inspection a substantial segment of its
sensitive military installations. Whatever the final outcome of negotiations will
be, we should look at this oifer as & strength of the United Staves approach, and
my delegation would advise that all delegations remain mindful of the political
dimension of this open-invitation philosophy. It provides for a far-sighted,
indeed unique approach aiming at changing the way Governments deal with each other
in an important fielé of national security. This new concept contrasts favourably
with certain antiquated views pretending that mystification and excessive secrecy
are the nucleus of States' sovereignty. This new creative approach deserves a
thorough discussion and my delegation would wish that all delegations engage in
such endeavour in good faith,

As far as we are concerned, we are prepared to accept the challenge that the
United States draft contains. The forthcoming intersessional period will offer
all of us the advantage to study more carefully certain provisicns which on first
sight appear at variance with views our respective delegations have taken in
previous negotiationms.

My own delegztion hac submitted several wcrking papers on the question of
verification, the latest, document CD/326, already coucned in formal language,
_such as the drafting of the future treaty will require. We hgve ;lways looked
for a comprehensive and mutually balanced international verification system
where levels of intrusiveness and inspection efforts would be carefully.dosgd
end measured by the sole criterion of efficiency. From this vantage point, the
detailed verification provisioms of the United States draft deserve a generally
positive assessment.

The destruction of chemical weapons is, from the pos%tion of a Ceptyal
Buropean country, a goal of foremost urgency. The gechan;;m for a ver;f%sd 4
destruction of stockz should, however, not be complicated in a way ,that 1s no
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called for by the purposes of the Convention. In this respect we shall have to
study thoroughly and with some hesitation ihose parts of the United States proposal
that deal -with the verification of the initial declarations. I have already -
referred to the statement by the Soviet delegation of 21 February 1984 with regard

to verification of destruction of stockpiles. This is an area, where.a. consensus

in principle appears now within reach., My delegation is cautiously optimistic .
that we shall find negotiated answers to the more detailed problems of verification
of destruction of stocks. : :

't . We are equally concerned that the mechanisms envisaged for the verification
of nonpreoduction, as laid out in the United States draft, should not entail
unnecessary burdens for the civilian chemical incdustry. In the Federal Republic
of Germany, the chemical industiry is an important pillar of our over-all economic
performance. It is theraicre a legitimate consideration to seek to avoid intrusive
measures that would not directly raise the jevel of effectiveness of verification.
Our joint endeavours should be directed towards establishing a correct balance
between two contrasting principles: the first, that the convention should function
and international verification be effective; the other that the restrictions imposed
by the convention upon the performance of chemicel industry must not lead to
excessive constraints and burdensome, costly controls. On the basis of our strong
generzl endorsement for the relevant provisions of the United States cdraft
concerning the verification of non-production on a selective and random basis,
many of the details will have to be sorted out in an earnest endeavour.

The distinguished Deputy Foreign Minister of Iran has today forcefully
reminded us that our negotiations on a permanent ban on chemical weapons are not
conducted in a vacuum, but that the production and use of chemical weapons is
a grim reality of our time, in-hie Spegion ac in others. :—The Federal Gaverament
has taken note with utmost concern of the report of the experts who went to Iran
at the request of the Secretary-General of the United Nations in order to
investigate the alleged use of cherical agenis in the war between Iran and Iraq.
On the basis of this report it must be assumed that one side to the conflict
has indeed used chemical weapons. The Federzl Government has stated its position
on ‘these occurrences publicly, and in an unequivocal manner. It regrets and
condemns the use of chemical weapons as a clecr violaticn of the Geneve Protocol
of 1925 which prohibits the use of such weapons in war. The findings of the
United Nations mission underline, once mOTe, the vital importance of the early
conclusion of a comprehensive world-wide and reliably verifiable ban-on all
chemical weapons.

Let me return to a hopefully more positive aspect of our negotiations on
chemical weapons. You, Mr. President, and colleagues are aware of the invitation
jssued to all members of the Conference &s well as to interested observers to
participate in an internmational chemical weapons workshop in Northern Germany,
scheduled from aftermoon of 12 %o morning of 14 June 1984. 4s I stressed in
my individual letters of-invitaticn, it i the aim of the Federal Government
+o embed this workshop as closely as possible into the ongoing negotiatien
process, 1 am therefore particularly grateful for the lively Tresponse which
the invitation has found and I should like lc express gratitude to all
delegations who have nominated their participants. Letters to all nominees
acknowledging their kind response and specifying departure time, as well as
other elements of the programme, are currenily in the mail. My delegation 1s
looking forward to welcoming the participantz in the Federal Republic of Gergany
and hopes for an outcome of the workshop that will be conducive to our negotiations
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One of the few positive signs of the spring part of our session was the
establishment of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons with a mandate "... to
start the full and complete process of negotiations, developing and working out
the oconvention ...". As to whether we have started to fulfil the mandate,
looking at what has been done one has to admit that much more could have been
achieved in the Ad Hoc Committee and its three Working Groups had all delegations
taken an active part in their activity. At the same time, we appreciate the efforts
of the-Chairmen of -the AQ Hoc Cormmittee on Chemical Weapcms, imbasgador Ikdus,
as well as.the’chairmen of the 4hree Working Groups. Further useful
exchange of views has taken place and drafting on some aspects was undertaken.
Certain progress has been made on several questions, for example, with regard
to the scope and definitions of the futube convention. We witnessed also
demonstrations ‘of ' gocdwill on the part of many delegations as well as efforts
to bridge remaining differences. However, on the whole it was again proved
that a very limited number of delegations, even one delegation, can prevent -
us from substamtially moving ahead. But let me remind distinguished colleagues.
that we offered our more detailed views on what has‘been achieved within the .
Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons in my statement of 12 April.

I would therefore limit myself now to reiterating the deep regret of my
delegation that the important pfoposal concerning the verification of the .
destruction of chemical-weapon stockpiles, introduced by Ambassador Issraelyan. -
on 21 February has not been matched by a similar move on the part of western
countries, especially the United States. Its draft convention, introduced on
18 April, failed to bring about such a constructive step. . Moreover, while not
moving an inch towards the positions of other countries, the draft raised new
unfounded requirements especially in the field of verification. The authors
of the concept of "open invitation" not only realized but undoubtedly proceeded
from its obvious unacceptability for many countries. It is politically naive
to assume that States would be seriously prepared to open, on 24-hours notice,
all their military installations, including those of strategic significance, to
international .inspectors looking at random for "hidden" chemical weapons.

We believe that this fully applies also to the United States itself.
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The United States draft convention is also somehow behind what has been
achieved so far in the Conference on Disarmament. . For example, the definition
of "toxic chemical" used is scientifically unacceptable, using the term "chemical
action"” which is unknown to toxicologists throughout the world. The definition
of precursors is related only to production which does not imply its use as
component of binary or multicomponent weapon technology. We also miss a
definition of key precursor. - Instead one can only find an incomplete and
arbitpary 1ist of such compounds scattered in schedules A and C.

The concept of -lists without definitions and the effort to relate various
measures only to lists, as reflected also in the article dealing with perpgttéﬁ
activities, is unacoeptable for my delegation. We dre convinced that at the -
time of -signing the Coavention, there must be a clear and binding line, whitch
can be drawn only by means of definitions which are Bcientifically based,
delimited by the purpose-criterion_limited and concisely elaborated.’

Binary chemical weapons have traditionally been a taboo subject in the
United States newspapers. But it is still surprising that they are still"
ignored even in a comprehensive draft.convention:s At least in this regard, the
United States draft is "consistent". = This is very much apparent from schedule A,
where the most dangerous chemicals are said to be summarized. We maintain that
such, a schedule should contain also all key precursors of super-toxic lethal
chemicals, which, in the United States draft, it does not. For instance, the
key precursor of the most toxic contemporary super-toxic lethal nerve agent
forming a substantive part of the United States chemical arsenal, VX, that is,
O-ethyl.O-Z—diisopropylgminoethyl methylphosphinite has been "forgotten”.

The draft convention is also lacking in its undifferentiated approach to -
destruction, with no schedule of destruction according to the danger of :
particular elements of chemical weapons aimed at avoiding one-sided military
advantage during the destruction period.

A 1 an ke . E _
With regard to old chemical weapons, this proposal conserves also the
anachronistic and unreasonable view, which is unacceptable for small countries
not possessing chemical weapons and having therefore no destruction facilities. .
Such countries (and they will form the majority of States parties to the
future convention) need to have the Pight to addréss other-States parties and
the Consultative Committee in seeking know-how and/or assistance for the safe
destruction of rarely-found old individual chemical weapons, rather than being
submisted to verification ccherning whether some kilograms of toxic material
were really destroyed or illusory transferred to non-existing chemical arsenals.
Besides, a number of delegations, including mine, have serious reservations
with regard to a description in initial declarations of the exact locations
of chemical weapons. - :

If we are to achieve some tangible results during the summer part of our
session, all delegations should realize that the only way to do so lies
through an affort to accommodate each other, to find mutually acceptable
solutions and to bridge existing differences, instead of widening them.i‘
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I now wish to turn to thrze of the issues which we consider of paramount
importance, on which, I sugiest, our major efforts could be concentrated during
the summer part of our seseion. Thesc issues arc a chemical weapons treaty, a
nuclear test ban and outer space. I propose to comment also, very briefly, on
the questicn of raciological weapcns.

It is ccrron ground that it is in our negotiations on a chemical weapons ban
that the greatest progress hac been made. All members of the Conference have
contributed: first. through tide more than 200 working papers which had
been submitted Lo form the basis for ouir ncgotiation and, secondly, through the
negotiating procesc from which the ceonsensus report (CD!415) emerged last summer. |
The momentum has been sustained by a number of significant developments since the
first of the year. Thare are, of course, at least three draft treaties dating
back to 1972 and more than 20 cther working papers, including four from Canada,
pertaining to speciric aspects of 2 convention. But certainly the United States
submission on 18 April 1984 of their drarft treaty is the most comprehensive and
detailed draft treaty and onc which, if it could be put into force tomorrow,
would virtually assure a chcmical-weapon-free world within ten years.

Many have commented on the recent initiatives undertaken by both the
United States and the Soviet Unicn ia the field of chemical weapons. In our view,
they reflect a ccmron desire to proceed with a serious negotiation aimed at 5
achieving concrete results. ‘

Earlier th:s session, in our statement of 21 February, we welcomed the
Soviet proooszzl {or on-cite insmection c¢f dzstruction of chemical weapons stocks.
At the tite, speazing immediateiy after Ambassador Issraelyan, we said that this
Soviet initiative was a most welcome development in the ongoing negotiating
process on a ban on chemical weznons, and represented a significant step forward.
We also said that we hoped that this Soviet proposal had broader implications.

We reaffirm our satisfaction at this Soviet initiative, which we are confident .
will assist in providing impetus, along with the recently-tabled United States i
draft on a chemical wezpons ban, to our negotiations on this subject.

The unpalztable truth about chemical weapons is that restraint in their use
in many cases has beer motivated nmore br fear of retaliation than by legal
considerations. Whatcocr cne's legal position may be about the universality of
the legal principles embcdied in thz Geneva Protocol of 1925, we must assume that ,
there is sufficient general agreement on “ne need for the banning of the |
development, producticn, stockpiling, retention, transfer and use of chemical
weapons that there is a rzalistic prospect for agreement. Similarly, however,

. l“
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it is our view that there must be acceptance of the principle that unleas there
is adequate assurance of verification of compliance with the terms of the
Convention by all parties, States will be extremely fearful of giving up their F
deterrent.

Many are still studying the United States draft treaty submitted by
Vice-President Bush last week; many are also awaiting further elaboration of the
Soviet position on on-site inspection of the destruction of chemical-weapon
stoch3.  The test is now whether these two related proposals will give the needed
impetus to the negotiation =-:and, we trust, generil acceptance -- of the
essential agreement we are pursuing.

The Uni.ed States proposal is, as already pointed out, the most
comprehensive and, not surprisingly, the most detailed. Like the USSR approach,
it also embodies a bold step forward on the path we all wish to follow. With
respect to the United States proposal, we should recognize this initiative as a °
genuine attempt on the part of a super-Power to bring about disarmament on
chemical weapons.- Whatever the reaction to the specific provisions, the draft
treaty must be recognized as a development of major importance. While there are
stipulations, particularly in the compliance aspects of the treaty, which may be
viewed as stringent] navertheless, these provisions are intended as mutually
applicable, indzed generally applicable. By including them in the draft, the
United States has signalled, in advance, its willingness to- comply. It is
fundamental, in our view, to recognize at the outset of our negotiations on .
treaty language that the alternative to effective verification is either complete
trust cr continuing reliance on a State's own capabilities; the former is
perhaps the ideal, but is unfortunately unrealistic; the latter is the reverse
of the ideal, and it is obviously undesirable. Clearly, only very stringent
verification measures would motivate States to put their faith -- and their
national security ---in treaty provisions rather than self-help. This is an
apparent truism, hut one which warrants most careful consideration. Stringent
verification provisions may be not only our best alternative to self-help, with
all the attendant horrors, but the only alternative.

The United States initiative, which is directed at replacing deterrent
stockpiles of chemical weapons by treaty safeguairrds, thus conatitutes a very
significant contribution towards our -common goal of achieving a global ban on
chemical weapons, a long-standing Canadian objective of prime importance. We
pledge our readiness =-- indeed-our determination -- to participate actively
in achieving this objective, and we encourage all members of the Conference on
Disarmamant to apprcach the proposal in an open-minded and co-operative manner.
We mus® bear in mind that we are all here not only as representatives of our
respective gcvernments but in a broader capacity representing the international
community ac a whole. If problems are encountered, they should be met with
alternative practical suggestions.

It is esscntizl also as we see it that we recognize that a chemical
weapons convention could serve a double objective. If successfully negotiated
and concluded, it will contribute to mutual security by defining and controlling
a bar. amongst those who now possess chemical weapons. Of equal importance,
however, a treaty banning chemical weapons would have a horizontal dimension to
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complement this vertical dimension: it would regulate and control the enforcement
of a ban amongst countries not now possessingz chemical weapons. It is in this
sense of non-proliferation as a furdzmental objective, that such a treaty could
have truly universal implications. Its effectiveness, however, and even the degree
of its universality, could b= proportional to its enforceability, a point we have
already emphasized.

There is yet another consideration of potentially far-reaching importance:
while our negetiating process on chemical weapons is significant in its own right,
it may have implications going well beyond chemical weapons. Even our progress
to date provides evidence that mutual security -- and the mechanisms necessary
to ensure it -- are not simply the rroduct of a process whereby gains in security
by one or more partiies result in a lessening of the security of others. ‘Surely
it is obvious that the successful negotiation of a generally acceptable
convention prohibiting the proliferation of chemical weapons would contribute to
the security of zll.

There are, of course, political and even legal as well as practical
technical and procedural difficulties. Each zovernment has its own perception
of its respective national interests as regards a chemical weapons Convention,
and understardably so. All these interests must be fully taken into account
through the negotizting process in order to create a document representing the
highest common denominator of agreement on the essential goals we are pursuing.
If the negotiating process is to work, these difficult issues mentioned must be
faced squarely and honestly, without, I suggest, resorting to polemics or casting
doubt upon one ancther's motives.

The reality of the use of chemical weapons in some areas of the world serves |
to underline the urgency and importance of the task which confronts us. This
Conference has, we think, been wise to isclate such tragic events from our
ongoing negotiations, except as a coiistant reminder of the immediacy of our work.

Before concluding ouvr comments on the subject of chemical weapons, I should
like to poin“ out that our experience in this matter proves definitively that
we can overcome procedural problems when there is a common desire -- in this
case, perhaps a determinaticn -- to do so.

We are, of ccurse, gratifiecd that procedural problems were overcome, and
that the report of the Ad Hoc Working Group for the period 16 January - 6 February
was adopted by consencus at this seasion. We are mindful of the fact, however,
that notwithstancing the recommendation in that report that negotiations on a
chemicali-weapons convention bzgin immediately, procedural difficulties again
prevented suc): an immediate commencement of negotiations by this body. That such
procedural cdifficulties should occur, ir the light of a carefully-negotiated
pre-existing contensus document -- one of the major aims of which was to avoid
such delays -- is particularly regrettable, and, I suggest, provides a lesson
to all of us ccncerned to preserve both the effectiveness and credibility of
this forum. This is a matter to which we should give most careful consideration,

| A
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not merely because, as I mentioned earlier, we are here in a representative
capacity, but because we are all answerable -~ admittedly tc varying degrees == to
our respective publics. Like it or not, we are collectively answerable to world.
public opinion, and we would do well to remember this and ensure that this forum -
is not misused. B |

I should like to take this opportunity of singling out Ambassador Exéus as
a classic example of a "servant of the Conference" who, as Chairman of tne
Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, has shown us h9w it is possible, given
patience and perseverence, coupled with concern and commitment, to move our
work along, in the face of a series of procedural problems, some familiar and
some new. It is to his credit, and to his Working Group Co-ordinators,
Messrs. Akkerman of the Netherlands, Duarte of Brazil and Thielicke of the
German Democratic Republiic, that we have been able to resume our work which was
as we see it unnecessarily interrupted. Indeed, Ambassador Ekéus has shown us,
as did nis predecessor Ambassador McPhail, how we can pick our way through a
procadural maze, whern we are sufficiently motivated to do so.

1 might mencion that we are honoured that Ambassador Ekéus has asked Canada
te undertake consultations on his behalf to determine how the question of use
may best be incorporatec into the terms of the convention. We for our part
shall undertake these consultations objectively and impartially with a view to
achieving the best possible result for all. '

CD/PV.262
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(Mr. Sutowardoyo, Indpnesig )

On the matter of chemical weapons, I should like to say a few worus.  Kirst of
all I wish to express my delegation's sincere appreciation to the Chairman of the
Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, Ambassador Rolf Ekéus of Sweden, for his
exemplary devotion and untiring efforts in the preparation of a working structure
for the negotiations on chemical weapons.

fw;ﬁé}égapion‘yelcomes the readiness of the Soviet Union, announced by .
Ambassador Issraelyan last February, concerning the position of the Soviet Union on
the question of the permanent presence, for verification purposes, of representatives
of international control at specialized facilities during the process of the . : .-
destruction of chemical weapons stocks. My delegation likewise welcomes the draft.
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons presented by United States
Vice-President on 18 April. We hope these two important developments will facilitate
the work of the Conference so that we may have an agreed text, acceptable-to us all,
soon. The urgency of a.convention on chemical weapons has been brought home to jus
once againjinuthe'Statemgntfof the Deputy Minister for Foreign. Affairs of Iran .which-.

we all have heard here this morning.

My delegation stands ready to do its part in that process of attaining a
convention on chemical weapons. But let me emphasize here that my delegation is not
prepared to do that if it would involve in practice assigning lesser importance to
other items on the agenda to which my delegation attaches high priority.
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(Mr. Butler, Australia)

One clearly positive development during the part of the session that is closing
today was the presentation to the Conference by the United States Government of a
draft treaty on chemical weapons. On the day that that treaty was presented to the
Conference I spoke on behalf of my Government saying that the United States Covermsent
has given us an opportunity that we must not lose, and that we would not be forgiven
if we lost it. This remains my Government's view.

~ _ We reject utterly the assertions that have been made here today, that the
United States has acted in some way insincerely and that the terms of its draft
suggest that it is not serious in wanting a chemical ,weapons convention. In our
view the United States has acted in good faith and Australia proposes to take part
vigorously in the negotiation of an effective chemical weapons treaty, and we -
assume that the subatantial majority of all other delegations in this Conference
will do the same.

<



Mr. SIRJANI (Islamic Republic of Iren): The question of Irag'e request to
participate or make a statement in the plenary meetings of the Conference on Disarmement
is being raised at & time when the world has condermed Iraq's massive use of chemical
weapons against military targets as well as the civilian population, and the
Government of Irag has still not desisted from the use of such inhumane weapons which the
United Nations Organization has profoundly deplored.

Some two thousand military as well as civilian persons have been the victims of
the use of chemical weapons by Irag. This does not merely concern the Government of
the Islamic Republic of Iran; rather, what is at issue is the damage donc to the
common humzn conscience. The contemporary civilized human community cannot and should
not tolerate such crimes; we are sincerely thankful and appreciative to those delegations
who share our view and have expressed their condemnation of the continuous use made of
chemical weapons by Irag. The Government of Iraq has used chemical weapons also in the
last week, and the latest use of such weapons has been made early this week. Iraq has
never desisted from the use of such weapons although it has requested the Conference on
Disarmament to give it the opportunity to participate in its work — it did not even
jesist from using chemical weapons when the mission of the.Secretary-General was in
Iran in order to investigate the use of such weapens. ” It did not even refrain from
using chemical weapons on that occasion. This sugust body, is a disarmament conference,
and it respects and honours the very humane responsibility assigned to it. It is not
an armament conference that Irag is going to address. In the face of the grave assault
done to the conscience of all men due to the use of internationally prohibited chenmical
weapons by Iraq and the continuation of that crime, we oppose any kind of participation
of Iraq in the Conference's 1984 session, We do not believe that the Conference should
accept the humiliation done to it by this request.

Mr. HASSAN (Egypt) (translated from Arabic): During this session, the Conference
has received numerous requests from various States not members of the Conference to
participate in its plenary meetings and make general statements on the various agenda
items. The Conference has, so far, acceded to all of those requests and, although it
was sometimes felt that some delegations might have reservations concerning some of
those requests, no delegation has objected to their acceptance since.the Conference
fully recognizes the interests of all, as well as the right which the Final Document
gives to all States to express their views on jssues of vital importance such as
disermament. In accordance with this principle and in keeping with this tradition,
we had hoped that Iraq's request would be trcated in the samc manner and that Iraq’
would be permitted to make general statements vefore the Conference. However, since
we are working on the basis of consensus, the objection of a single State implies
rejestion of that request. Nevertheless, we hope thet informal consultations will
contimue in an attempt to find a solution to such problems in the future.
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_ Mr, SKALLI (Morocco) (translated from French): We recently learned that Irag
wished to meke a statement to our Conference. Already, on 2 April 1984, that ™7
country submitted a request to us that it should be allowed to participate in our
work. As everyone is aware, as a result of the objection of a member State of the
Conference, it was rot possitle to reach a consensus to accede to this request.
Today, the point.at issue is a request different from the preceding one. Indeed, in a
gesture of goodwill, Iraq wishes to express its views on & matter which concerns us
all, since there is every reascn to believe that the statement by the Iraqi .
representative will focus on the problem of the use of chemical weapons. It seems to
us that all the members of the Conference, without any excepticn, would find it
useful to hear the Iragi point of view in order to be in a position to form a clear
opinion and alsc in order to define the responsidilities in that regard.

The Moroccan delegation would like to express its sincere regrets that it was
not possible, as the result of the attitude of one delegation, to reach a consensus on
the request made by Irag to participate in our work, particularly since thus far the
Conference has never barred representatives, who so desired, from addressing us.

In view of the serious charges that have been made against Iraq, it would have
been fair and equitable to allow the Iraqi representative to come before us and
to present the point of view of his Government on the unquestionably important issue
of the use or non—use of chemical weapons.

Mr. SIRJANI (Iglanic Republic of Iran): I will make a brief statenment to respond
to the statements of the distinguished delegates of Egypt and Morocco.

Vith regard to my Egyptian colleague who said that the Conference has accepted,
on many occasions, such requests, I think that is a very good point; I think that
should be the case. But, the very fact that the Conferinsc kas o decide on such
requests reflects the concern that the Conference should have the option of making a
selection with regerd to such requests. Not every State can have the right to
comment, to take the time of this important body, wher it is itself violating
the very principle that this body is going to promote. Who is going to address the
vital matters discussed in the Conference? I ask my Egyptian colleague: Who is
going to address these vital matters that the Conference has before it? The State i
which is openly violating it? And what does it want to say here? My colleague
from Morocco says that the representative of Irag should be given a chance to come !
here to bring clerifications concerning the accusations levelled against it. r
I think, and I think everybody knows here, that the report of the Secretary-General's I

mission to Iran to investigate the use of chemical weapons 1s Very clear and contains
all necessary clarifieations. I think only that the participation of the Iraqi

repregentative in this Conference is nothing but a humiliation of this august body. i
We reiterate once again that as long as Iraq is using chemical weapons, and I gaid i
that early this week Iraq again used chemical weapons against Iranian forces, as ¥

long as this continues, there is no chance of Iraq taking part in this honoured body.
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(Tne President.

Another item of importance during this session will, of course, be continuec
work on a chemical weapons convention. le are obviously faced herc with the eminent
isk of uncontrolled :rallfierziou of these weapons to more andxore countries. It
is therefore necessary that these negotiations are carried on swiftly and efficiently

and in a spirit of constructive co=-operation. If so, a draft convention can be put
together soon and be presented to the members of the Conference and other States
for their consideration.

It is gratifying that the Conference has been able to establish an ad hoc
committee for the item of radiological weapons. With the skilled and experienced
chairmanship of Ambassador Vejvoda, there are good prospects for some tangible progress
with regard to this question.

CD/PV.263
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(Mr. Abe, Japan)

Next, I must not fail to mention the question of the prohibition of chemical -
weapons as well. L . :

Chemi?al weapons cause  far-reaching injuries and effects, extensively as well
as indiscriminately, not only on combatants. but also on ordinary citizens. The fact

(Cont'd)
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that chemical weapons are actually incorporated in the weapons systems of a rumber
of countries and are stockpiled in enormous quantities on this Zerth poses a grave
threat to the peace and security of international society. In fact, there occurred
this year an inadmissible event in that chemié¢al weapons were actually used in the
Iran-Iraq conflict. Ao , «

This is eloquent testimony of the need for us not only urgently to reduce and
destroy the existing large amount of chemical weapons stocks, but also‘to seek the
early conclusion of a global and comprehensive convention banning chemxcal weapons
so as to preclude their development and production.

In April this year, Vice-President Bush of the United States, by attending
in person a meeting of this Conference and presenting a draft convention, expressed
the positive attitude of the United States Government toward this partlcular issue.
Prior to this, in February of: this year, the Soviet Union also gave a pos1t1ve-
sign regarding verification. matters, though limited in scope to the destruction of“
chemical weapons stocks. - A :

I appreciate and welcome such concrete proposals put forward by the °
United States and the Soviet Union. Japan will continue to participate actively,
as in the past, in the deliberations and negotiations on the question of the
prohibition of chemical weapons at this Conference. I wish Japan s advanced
technologies would make some..contribution in this fleld.

CD/PV.263 .
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(Mr. Vidas, yYugdsiavii)

The'Iast contribution durlng thelspring session to the elaboration of the
convention on. the prdhlbi*ion ‘of the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical weapons-and on their destruction was made by the United States delegetiion
through the submission of their text of a draft convention. In our view, this and
other proposals considered in the Ad hoc Commlttee offer a sound basis for the i
Conference to present already this year in its report to the General Assembly the ;
first agreed provisions of the convention and to finalize it next year. Less than |
this would be equal to failure of the Conference.

L

o
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(Mr. De La_Gorce, France)

Assuraznce of this is given by the outstanding qualities displayed by our Swedish
collsazue, especially at the head of the Working Group on Chemical W.apons. The
Swedish delegation is rursuing here with the ‘greatest distinction a lofty national
tredition to which the French delegation is pleased to pay tribute. Sweden has,
indced, won for itsclf a leading place in the international community by reason of its
participation in co-oparative efiorts, particularly in the field of disarmament.

Today we open the second part of our anmual session. It is the firm hope of
the French dclegaticn that it will be marked by progress. First of 2ll in the sphere
of chemical disarmament, We are resumiig our task with proven methods and on the
basis of perticularly comprehensive documentation. Cur wish is the same as regards
radiolcgiczl weapons, &n itei on which negotiaticn mst be continued in the framework
of the Ad Hoc Committce that we hove ro—cstablished. V& also hope that the commj ttee
dezling with negative scourity assurances will be azble tc resume a task in wnich we
continue to be very Lecnly interested. Finally, the Conference will have to consider .
what is to be done with reaard %o the comprehiensive programme of disarmament,
concerning which we have also re—established an ad hoc conmitteel

PV .2t .
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(Mr. Flores Olea, Mexico)

Recant avents compel us, likewise, to accord priority to the tonclusion of 2
treaty that would completely remove tne danger of chemical warfare. lie are
encouraged by the proposals submitted in this connection by the two super-Powers.

CD/PV.264
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(Mr. Alessi, Italy)

In the negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons, Som2 progres§
was achieved during the spring session, particularly in the drafting of certaln
key definitions. Progress should also be possible in the field of the.
alimination of stockpiles and of their verificaticn. Most of us have just
rcturned from Munster, where the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany
organized, admirably, a seminar on these issues. I wish warmly to congratulate
Ambassador Wegensr and, through him, his zuthoritics on the success of that
initiative. I was, unfortunately, unable to participate personally in the
seminar, but I know that itfullyachieved its objective: conseguently, far from
being an academic exercise, it represents 2 part of the negotiating process and
will, I am sure, prove a positive contribution to its progress.
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Just before the end of the spring session, the Chairman of the
Ad Hee Committece submitted to us deccument CD/CVi/WP.81 containing compromise
proposzls drafted in the form of treaty articles. My delcgation supports that
initiative by Ambassador Ekeéus. At the present stage, the impulse-ziving and
mediating role of the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee mav prove of capital
importance. Document WP.81 reccgnizes that no thorough consideration has been
given to the structure of the future convention. We think that this gquestion, as
well as that of the procedurc to be followed in embarking upon the drafting of the
conventicn, should be tackled forthwith. Working paper CD/435 submitted by a
group of socialist countries contzins useful suggestions in that respect.

The negotiations which will be held during the summer session will have the:
benafit of the draft treaty that the Vice-Presideat of the United States presented
to the Conference on 18 April last. This draft contains a cohcrent set of
provisions regulating all aspects, down to the smallest detzils, of the highly
complex problems of a universal and global prohibition of chemiczl weapons. It
therefore takes the negotiations a stage further. It is, s rincipally

~ i} ™
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the provisions on verification that have been the subjsct of preliminzry
reactions.

It has to be recognized that the production-of chenizzl weapons is intimately
linked with production for peaceful ends in civil industry. For the monitoring
of the non-manufacture of chemiczl weapons to be effective, States parties to
the ccnvention must accept international inspection.

The oroblem of possiblc clandestine stockpiling and thzt cof possible
clandestine production exist 2nd are formidable indeed; <thz United States draft
treaty supplies 2 courageous and efficient answer to thez. Thzt znswer compels
us to think seriously, since it representé‘not only a techniczl solution but
also, above all, a new approach to inter-State relaticns in the security field.

In his statement on 26 April last, Aubassador Fields furnished ioportant
explanations, stating that the "open invitation" approcch waz not intended to
impose 2 heavier burden on some States than on othcrs. We hope that this
clarification, which indicztes that the "open invitation® approach is to be
applied fairly to differing economic and politiczl systems will be rightly
understood. It bears witness to the readiness of the draft’s authors to
nezotiate in a constructive spirit.

i Chcmical weapons remain wezpons of fearful efficiency. The use made of
them in the conflict betwcen Iran and Iraq and, probably, in other parts of the
world as well, has surprised :znd aroused pubiic copinion. %he spccialized press
recently reported the testing of new missiles specially designed to carry
chemical charges. This shows cnce again to what an extent chemical weapons
remain an important element in General Staff plans and in the gualitative
dcvelopnent of military arsenals.
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Before acceding to a convention prohibiting chamical weapons for all time,
each Statz will wish above all to make sure that the convention will be strictly
respected by all parties. : i

With the exception of chemical weapons, the other matters appearing in our
programme of work still await substantive considaration. . The appointment of so
experienced a colleague as Ambassador Vejvoda to the chairmanship of the Ad Hoc
Committee on Radiological Weapons ensures that a fresh impulse will be given to
negotiations on that subject. -A-convention prohibiting radiological weapons
would, in the present poor international climate; have a political significance
well above: its intrinsic value. - A success in this field would testify to a

revival of confidence.

' Agreement on agenda item 5 is possible, as we all know. All that is needed
is to want it. By comparison with last April, I see at least two new reasons which
should induce us to try to reach a positive conclusion to our consultations and
to establish an ad hoc committee on the prevention of an arms race in outer space.
First, there is the session of the Committece on Peaceful Uses of Outer Space which
is taking place in Vienna at this very time. Owing to a confusion as to competsnce
that we consider deplorable, the question of what is termed the ™militarization”
of outer space appears as the first item on the agenda for that session. It must
be admitted that the lack of any progress in the Conference on Disarmament, the
appropriate forum for discussing matters qg'this kind, is obviously conducive to
such regrattable dispersion of effort. s

The second reason is thz contants of the report to the United States Congreass
on United States space pclicy which was distributed to us on 12 April last. I
am sure that:all delegztions found that document as instructive and interesting
to read as did my own. It is a document of a global and detailed nature which
tackles frankly the szlisnt aspects of the military uses of OQter space. It
explains, inter alia, tne factors which, in the view of the authorities in
Washington, stand in the way of the identification of effective medsures that
could be negotiated at once. Differing opinions are, of course, possible, but
they ought to be expressed with a comparable degree of precision. If a discussion
of that kind took place within the framework of an ad hoc committee with a general
mandate of an exploratory nature, we would be able to perform the important
backzround work that is required.” By doing so we would accoimplish the first step
which, at this stage, can only be the jdentification of the questions connected
with the prevention of an arms race in outer space. A whole session would not
suffice for an in-dspth discussion of all the issues raised by the report I have
mentioned. :

- The penultimate chapter of this report contains a preliminary evaluation of
jnitiatives taken by the Soviet Union with regard to the pravention of an arms
race in outer space. If, within the framework of an ad hoc committee, the
Soviet delegation could reply to the comaments made in the raport, we could do the
work which the distinguished representative of India eloquently requested on
26 April last. ’

Furthermore, some detailed views on the subject were put forward by our
distinguished French colleague, Ambassador de La Gorce, on behalf of his
Government at our last meeting. They deserve our full attention.
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L nave tne honour teday to introduce to the Conference on Disarmament a working
document on the subject of chemical weapons with the title "Technical evaluation
of selected scientific methods for the verification of chemical disarmament"
(CD/SOS). This document is the seventh publication in the series »f technical
handbooks, the so-called Finnisk Blue Books, ‘intrnduced to the Committee and the
Ccnference on Disarmament by the Firnnish delegation since 1977 under the general
title "Methodology and instrumentatinn for sampling and analysis in the verification
of chemical disarmament". '

The prohibitien of chemical weapons continues fc receive particular attention
within Finnish disarmament policy. In cur view the conclusion »f a comprehensive
treaty on chemical wezpons would be an important contrioution, not only in
eliminating completely a category of weapons of mass destruction, but also in a
broader perspective of intermational relatinons, Recent developments irvolving the
use of chemical weapons remind us of the urgency of concluding, at the earliest
possible time, a comprehensive treaty banning chemical weapons.

The questi~n cf a comprehensive chemical wezpons ban has been on the agenda nf
the Conference on Disarmament for a long time. The complex nature of the problem
has been fully revealed in the course nf the negotiationa. The differing
percepticns of individual States on the rentral issues bave been clarified. Tet, the
process of negotiztions has demonstreted the importarse given by all parties to the
urgent conclusion of a comprehensive treaty. It hae elso yielded a degree of common
understending on the main elements to be included in it. This is well reflected in
document CD/416 describing the status »f the work at the end of the summer part of
last year's session and the many valuabls contributions submitted until tken.

(Cont'd)
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During the spring part of this year's sessinn of the Conference important new
contributions were made. I should like %o recall inter alia the statement by the
Soviet Union on some aspects of verification, the documents gutmitted by delegations,
nctably of the Federal Republic of Germeny, United Kingdom, China, the Netherlands,
Yugoslavia, ae well as the draft convention presented by the delegation of the
United States in April. The proposals made by you, Mr, President, in your capacity
as Chairmen of the A Hoc Committee on Checmical Weapons, end by the Chairmen of .the
three Working Groups equally ‘deserve appreciation.

One of the most difficult problems in negotiations on banning chemical weapons
hes been verificaticn. HMany delegatirns have focussed nn this erucial questinn in
their contributions. Finland on her part has endeavoured tn contribute to the
advancement of the negotiaticns by initiating in 1973 a project on technical aspeg v8
of verification. Our work has concentrated on the creation of an analytical 'capatity
for verificetion on chemical warfare agents. The goal nf the work has been to develop
procedures which could be internationally applied when z comprehensive treaty is
concluded.” Our purpose has been to accumulate knowledge on and develcp modern
analyticel procedures with the potential of providirg technical means for
verification. We hope such work could contribute tr the progress of the negotiations

in the Conference crn Disarmament or at least be useful once a treaty has been ,
comcluded.

' Starting in 1973 from a generzsl review of suitable zmethods and technigues',” the
work of the Finnish project ajvanced tcwards a more systematic phase comprising
develcrment and application of selected technical procedures, establishment of. a
data bank znd building up »f reference and standard compcund collections. During its
ten. years of existence, the Finnish prcject has developed deteiled procedures, for
systematic identification of nerve agents, their precursors and degradation products
as well as of potential non--phosphorous agents. Methods of sampling and the trace
anzalysis of nerve agents from environmentzl samples have been elaborated. The results
nf the work have been putlished and submitted in seven working documents to the
Conference on Disarmament, beginning in 1977. The lis%t of these Gocuments appears ab
the beginning of document CD/SOE.

The document now submitted by the Finnish delegation aims at being simultaneously
e summary of previous work and a concise description of the present state of the
methodclogy of the Finnish project. The- ot jective of the report is to evaluate
the motential of existing technical means for verification tasks requiring chemical
expertise. The report is, not meant to be a proposal for future verification
procedures, but an evaluation of the technical means cof handling possible verification
tesks, presented for the purpcse of advancing discussion. Furthermore, the report
is not a collection of detailed analysis of prccedures but a general description a1
the application of different technical means to selected verification tasks. The
parpose is to provide a picture of all ths analyticel methods needed for the completicn
of each of the tasks. . In order to meet a wide range of verification tasks a number
of analytical methods have been developed and described.
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“Chapter 2 of domument CD/505 discusses the possible verification tasks which might
be required in the future Conventicn, in the context of destruction of stocks of
chemical weapons, prchitition of. production and development and verification of
alleged use of chemical wecapons. In chapter 3 the different verification
ranges — on-site, near-site and off-site — are discussed. Chapter 4 presents u
summary of the technicel means for verificaticn of chemical agents which can be
utilized by both national and intermational organizations to ccllect information
on compliance with the Convention. Automatic monitoring, sample collection and
methods for anzlysis in twe types of labcratories, a so—called central laboratory
and a mobile field laboratory, are discussed in detail in chapters 5 to 8.

In chapter 9 it has been assumed that verification tasks could be handled with
different combinations of automatic monitors and laboratory analysis. Whenever
possible, use of tamper—free autcmatic menitors of the "tlack vax" type is preferred.
For contrcl of the destruction of stocks and of production facilities, these
monitors could be used in combination with inspectinons carried out by qualified .
inspectors capable of doing field tests and of ccllecting representative samples
for scientific analysis and identifications of prohibited compounds. Samples can
be analysed either in a mobile field laboratory or in a central laberatory.

Tme most demanding analystical task is obviously pet when only a2 small amount ,
of a previously unknown agent is found in a complex environment, such as soil,
possitly in an advanced state of decompesition. Twc aspects of this general problem
are discussed in chapter 11. '

This publication, CD/SOS, rompletes a cycle of werk on systematic identification
of chemiczl warfare agents. The Finnish prcject will now concentrate cn two areas:
first, cr the development of instruments with better performance in order tc meet
the requirements of very fast prcgress in the field of instrumental analysis, and
second, nn the speeizl requirements of verification of a comprehensive chemical
weapcns ban, particularly on developing selected monitrrs with very long time
recording capability. The selection of future pricrities will of cqurse depend not
oaly on the findings cf the project but alsc on the progress of the negotiations on
a comprehensive chemical weapcns ban in the Conference on Disarmament.
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(Mr. Turbanski, Poland)

With regerd to the question of the prohibition of chemical weapons, my delegation
is gratified that the Ad Hoc Commitiee resumed its work without delay. We hope that
the constructive spirit which characterized its first meetings will prevail in the
future. Our delegation shares the view already expressed by others that the
document prepaTred by the Committee's Chsirman, CD/CW/WP.81, constitutes a good basis
for the continuation of the Committee's work. Ve would hope that by the end of -
this session it will be possible to sgree on the scope of z future convention and
gefinitions and to reach agreement on the destruction of stocks. It should also
be possible to reach agreement on the structure of a convention. It mey be
~ possible as well to narrow divergencies on verification, provided that all
delegztions will demonstrate objectivity in their approach and readiness to
compromise and concessions. One of our distinguished colleagues has, recently and
openly, although not in this rocm, deplored the lack of political will on the part
of the delegotions of socizlist countries in these negotiztions. In this Uk
connection I should like to stress that the politicel will on their part, or our
part, exists, but not fo accept unrealistic verification concepts such as presented
in the United States draft convention.
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On 1o April of this year, the Vice-rresiaent oI tne unileu dScates, tuc
Honourable George Bush, introduced in this confercnce a draft convention for the
prohibition of chemical weapons, contained in document CD/500. This draft convention
contains the United States proposals for the contents of an agrzement that would
provide a complete and verifiable ban on chemical weapons. It was introduced in
order to help accelerate the work of the Conference on Disarmament in achieving
such a ban. The introduction of this text is the most recent in a long series of
United States efforts and initiatives. towards the achievement of this goal. Our
draft is intended as a contribution to the Confercncc's work and will provide the
basis for other papers to be presented by the United States delugation on specific
issues as they are discusscd. But, as I indicated in my statement of 26 April,..
my delegation does not have a monopoly on creativity. We are ready and willing to
consider any alternative approaches as long as they would satisfy our fundamental
objective, and that is an effective ban on chemical weapons.

The efforts of many interested delzgations hzve gonec into the process of this
important undertaking, and much more remains to be done. A week ago today, many
now in this Chamber had just returned from the chemical weapons workshop sponsored
by the Federal Republic of Germany. The workshop was a significant contribution
to our work on a chemical weapons ban, and all of those in attendance have a

(Cont'd)
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better understanding of the complexity of the problems associated with the
destruction of chemical weapons. Moreover, they have clearer insights into
the verifiability of this process and the importance of on-site verification -
of destruction of chemical weapons to the effectiveness of a convention.

We are indebted to the Federal Republic of Germany for this excellent
manifestation of its continuing support of this critical negotiation.

Today I want to emphasize our readiness to continue to work
intensively and constructively to reach a ban on chemical weapons. Not
only is my delegation here in full force, but we have brought with us several
experts, including a lawyer, who will work full~time on the Conference's
effort to conclude a chemical weapons ban SO that such a ban can be a reality
as soon as possible.

Today I would like to begin a review of the current status of the issues
involved in a chemical weapons ban, and explain how the United States draft
convention approaches each of these issues. Basically, 2 ban on chemical
weapons must deal with four types of issues: first, what a party to the
convention is prohibited from doing, that is, what it rust not do; second,
what a party may do; third, what a party must do; and fourth, the verification
measures that will be necessary to provide confidence that States are complying
with their obligations.

Today I will discuss the first set of issues -~ what a party must not do
under a chemical weapons ban. In this area agreement appears to have been
reached on the key issues, although a number of secondary issues remain.

You will notice that in this area the United States draft draws extensively
from the results of the Conference on Disarmament ‘s past work.

A statement of what must be prohibited by a chemical weapons ban can
be summarized in a single phrase -~ a party should not have anything --
anything at all -~ to do with chemical weapons. This basic prohibition
is expressed in the first article of the United States draft convention.
The parties must not develop, produce, otherwise acquire, stockpile,
retain, or transfer.chemical weapons. To understand the scope of this
prohibition, however, it is necessary to understand what is meant by the
term "chemical weapons". This term is defined¢ by article II. "Chemical
weapons" are defined as, first, "super-toxic lethal, other lethal, and
other harmful chemicals and their precursors" of types or in quantities
not justified for permitted purposes. Thus, the definition of "chemical
weapons" incorporates a general '“purpose” criterion.

"Super-toxic lethal cheinicals" are extremely dangerous and toxic
chemicals, such as mustard gas and the nerve gases, that have little or no
use other than in chemical warfare. "Other lethal chemicals™ are chemicals -
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that are somewhat less dangerous and leses toxic, chemicals such as hydrogen
cyanide or phosgene, that can be used in chemical warfare but also have uses
in the chemical industry. "Other harmful chemicals' are chemicals that arc
less toxic still, and therefore less dangerous, but which nevertheless

have potential uses in chemical warfare and which neec to be regulated.

The terr "precursors" includes any chemical which may be usecd in production
of these chemicals. I emphasize again that all of these chenicals ~=
nguper-toxic lethal", "other lethal", "other harmful", and "precursors' --
are included in the definition of chemiczl weapons. '

There arc also certain chemicals which are specifically excluded by
this definition, namely less toxic chemicals that are used for domestic
law=enforcement and domestic riot control purposcs. Also excluded arc less
toxic chemicals used as herbicides. The hostile use of such chemicals as
herbicides, however, is already effectively banned by international law.

We recognize thet many advocate the inclusion of such chcmicals in a
chemical weapons ban. In view of the widesprecad development, production,
and use of these chemicals for permitted purposes, we have not been
persuaded that including them would increase thc effectiveness of the
convention.

But the scope of the definition of "chemical weapoas” in the
United States draft does not stop with toxic chemicals. #2180 included are
munitions or devices specifically designed to causc death or harm through
the release of the various chemicals I have discussed. Thus, not only
are chemicals included in the definition of “chemical weapons', but also
any type of munitions or devices used to release them on the battlefield.
Finally, the definition of nehemiczl wcapons® includas any cquipment or
chemical specifically designed to be used in conjunction with such
munitions or devices. Thus, fer example, a chenmical specifically designed
to make a gas mask ineffective wy neutralizing its charcoal filter is
considered to be a chemical weapon.

The basic prohibition contained in article I goes beyond the
obligation that I have discussed thus far -- this articlc also provides an
obligation not to conduct other activities in preparation for the usc of
chemical weapons.. This reflects an idea proposed in this forum by the
delegation of Sweden, that such activities as the training of troops to
use chemical weapons be banned along with the chemical weapons themselves.
Further refinement of this concept is necessary to make it more precise
and to ensurec that legitimate protective activities arc hot hampered.

Subparagraph (c) of article I would prohibit the usc of chemical wcapons
in any armed conflict. This provision was incorporated in recognition of
tne importance attached by States to a provision banning use of chemical
weapons. The language proposed by the United States provides for a

T ——
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comprehensive ban without undermining the 1925 Geneva Protocol. The prohibition
in the United States draft is similar to, but distinet fron, thgnprohibition
contained in the Protocol. The Protocol bans the use of" chemical weapons in
war, although many Parties have explizitly reserved the right ‘to retaliatory use.

Articlz I must be read in conjunction with article XIV, which stipulates
that nothing in this Convention shall detract from the 1925 Geneva Protocol,
which would continue in full force. Thus, in effect, the proposed chemical
weapons convention would broaden 2 State's obligation but not replace the
Protocol. If for ‘any reason a party to the corvention should withdraw from the
chemical weapons convention, the 1925 Protocol would s=till be in place -- as
a sort of "safety net" -~ to ccntinue to regulate that party's actions.
-However, as I suggested moments carlier, the proposced prohibition on use has
several important differences from that now in existencc pursuant to the
Geneva Protocol. For one thing, combined with the prohibition on possession,
there would be effectively no right of retaliatory use of chemical weapons
after the.existing stocks of 2 State have been destroyed. Second,'thé proposed
provision prohibits use in any vapmed conflict" rather than in "war'. ‘The
concept of %armed conflict" is well-defined in the laws of war; the most
recent revisions to the laws of war containcd in_the 1977 Protocols additional
to the 1945 Geneva ‘Conventions, for example, have taken great pains to ! ‘
emphasize that they will be applicable in all "armed conflicts" rather than only

.in "wars of national liberation" where some have argued that international law
pertaining to "war® does not apply. ]

Finally, sub-paragraph (d) of article I of the United States draft is
an undertaking not tc assist, encourage, or induce, directly or indirectly,
anyone to erngage in activities prohibited to the parties. This, in essence,
is 2 non-circunvention clause, if you will. It means that no party could
circumvent the convention by aiding any other States, organizations, or
individuals in doing something that it could not do itself under the
convention. (51 Lo

Thus, we can see that article I contains 2 comprehencive set of provisions
designed to prevent chemical warfare. The situation once the treaty becomes
effective would be in sharp contrast to the current situation. States would
not have the capacity to wage war with chemical weapons, whereas today the most
common way of deterring chemical warfare is by threatening retaliation in kind.
By seeking to climinate the capacity to wage chemical warfare and not merely
to deter the use of such a capability, we are seeking a more stable
_international situation and enhanced seccurity for all.

Today I have outlined what in our view should be prohibited under a chemiéal
weapons ban. This area is perhaps less controversial than others, but it is
fundamental to a sound convention. As I have mentioned, I will return to our draft
convention in later interventions to address other aspects of the United States
approach. ’
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I should like to address briefly certain aspects of the prohibition of chemical
weapons, the working body of which is under yohr guidance.

The proposals you tabled in the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Wseapons, in
document CD/CW/WP.B1 reflect a purposeful approach towards the implementation of
the Committee's mandate. It is positive that these proposals have the form of "
draft articles of a future convention. We regard the texts in document CD/CW/WP.81
as an example of the significant work carried out in the working body on the
prohibition of chemical weapons. The continuity in the negotiations on the

prohibition of chemical weapons is a much needed element, conducive to the creation
of a businesslike atmosphere. -

A casc in point is the issue of diversion of chemical weapon stocks for
permitted purposes. The formulations on this issue contained in your document
reflect the continuity in the positions of participating delegations -- with regard .
to both the applicability of this method and to its tcchnical definition. The
delegation of the People's Republic of Bulgariz, which has made its own modest
contribution to the elaboration of this definition, considers the parts of
document CD/CW/WP.81 which deal with the issue of diversion as a very positive
development. The participants in thc negotiations have made known that they are
convinced in principlec of the technical feasibility of this form of destruction,
which is laid down in numerous documents.

Scientific circles are also unanimous with respect to the possibilities of
converting chemicals from chemical wcapons into useful products. In the course of
the negotiations, many examples have been given on the application which toxic
chemicals have in the civil industries. i

And yet one.delegation has now departed from this understanding, indeed from
its previous position. In the draft convention on the banning of chemical wezpons,
proposed by the United States (document CD/500) the issue of diversion of chemical
weapons has been disregarded.

We look upon thz issuc of diversion in a larger socio-economic aspect. The
conversion of part of the current chemical-weapcn stockpiles, to be accomplished
as 2 result of the application of a future convention, will materialize the
long-standing yeaiming of lnited Nations Member States to divert for peaceful
purposzs the means and rasources released as a result of disarmament.

i

.
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Inetead, I have asked for the floor to introduce te you three documents which
have been prepared as new lorwvegian contributions to the work of the Conference
in connection with agenda item 4 concerning chemical weapons and item 1 concermning
a3 nuclear test ban. - ; '

The first two documents of the Conference on Disarmament relate to the most
important and promising negotiations on a total ban on chemical weapons. These
negotiations are being most efficiently led by the Chairman of the Ad Hoc
Committee on Chemical Weapons, Ambassador Rolf Ekéus of Sweden, to whom we wish to
pay special tribute. Norway supports the initiative which he has taken with a
view to promoting the negotiations, including his proposals in document
CD/CW/WP.81 for draft articles for parts of a chemical weapons convention.

The Government of Korway has expressed its appreciation for the tabling of
the United States draft treaty on 18 April by Vice-President Bush, which
represents an essential and most positive element in the negotiations. It has also
welcomed the important statement made by Ambassador Victor Issraelyan of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on 21 February with regard %o verification of
a chemical weapons ban. Finally, let me today also mention the most successful
demonstration of destruction of chemical wezpons at the workshop in Munster,
Federal Republic of Germany, on 12-14 June, which will no doubt give a further
impulse to the negotiations on a chemical weapons convention.

(Cont'd)
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The Norwegian research programme on sampling end analysis of . chemicel warfare
agents under winter conditions, which was initiated in 1981, is already known to

the Conference through documents CD/311 and CD/§96, and two previous research
remeo . ' )

Working Paper CD/508, which I have the honour to present today, outlines the
results of, and the conclusions.which can be dravm from, the third part of the
research programme, which was carried out during last winter. The research report
itself is circulated as an annex to document CD/5C9.

I would like to underline that our research programme is based on experiments
carried out under field conditions., This implies thzt samples of chemical agents
are kept outdoor to deteriorate by exposure to the prevailing weather conditions,
such as wind, changing temperature and snowfall. By doing this we have wanted to
make sure that our findings have as realistic a basis as possible and that they
are of direct relevance to the verification mechanisms to be agreed upon in a
future chemical weapons convention. 1

During the winter 1983/1984 the investigations were extended to examine in
depth those chemical warfare agents which are particularly unstable, and where
verification may be a problem within a four-week timeframe. This period, we
believe, is a reasonable time for an international inspection team to be organized
and sent to select samples from an alleged contaminatec erea. Those agents are
the so-called G-nerve agent such as sarin and soman and the blister agent mustard.
In order to increase the possibility of definite verification of the two unstable
nerve agents sarin and soman, we included analysit of their decomposition products
and also the two main impurities formed during their production. In addition, we
studied the effect of droplet size and carried out several experiments under
different climatic conditions with the three warfare agents. The three research -
reports presented to CD so far contain, therefore, detaziled information on
several different factors which will influence the possibility of verification
of use of chemical agents, namely: penetration in snow, coverage of snowfall,
temperature, wind speed, droplet size and interference from baitlefield background.

Experiments carried out last year showed that temperature was a very important
factor as -regards the possibility of verification under winter conditions. Low
temperatures increased greatly the possibility of obtaining positive verification
of the three unstable agents, whereas temperatures close to zero led to rapid
deterioration of tne samples. In the latter case verification by means of
decomposition products or production by-products proved most important and
greatly facilitated the verification efforts. It should also be mentioned that
as regards mustard gas, verification was made easier the larger the droplet size.

The experiments carried out so far prove that use of selective and sensitive
analytical methods make it possible to verify use of a number of agente —— which
are specified in the research report and in the Working Paper -—- well beyond
four weeks. .

During the winter 1983/84 a new line of investigation was also initiated in
order to gain proctical experience in the problems of sample collection, sample
preparation and transportation of samples. The first experiment took place
100 km from the main laboratory, whereas a second test took place 1,400 km from
the laboratory. The results from these experiments seem to be interesting and
highly relevant to the role which the Consultative Committee and its subsidiary
bodies may be called upon tc perform within a future convention.
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The results show that with regard to effects there are large differences
between the different methods of preparing the samples for transportation. ¥ithout
any special effort to preserve the samples the unstable agent will deteriorate
within 24 hours. As an example I can mention that from samples of mustard gas
only 2-9 per cent was left after 24 hours of transport without any precaution.

It is clear that this finding has a very significant beering on the future
procedures to be selected for sampling and transport of any agent. A good method
was shown to be extraction of the snow samples with an orgamic solvent. Furthermore,
I should like to emphssize that extraction of samples was found possible even

with simple equipment and under improvised field conditions. This is a

consideration that must be given due emphasis in this respect.

I hope that the conclusions of the Norwegian research programme so far, as
described in documents CD/508 and CD/509, <an be of use for the work of the
Conference on Disarmament, including its Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons.
As I have already stated, our main focus has been to assist the Conference as
regards the elaboration of the role of the Consultative Committee and its
subsidiary bodies within the framework of e chemical weapons convention.

CO/PV 2&3
7

(Mr._Fields,_USA)

In my stztement before this Conference on 21 June, I discussed z fundamental
requirement for any successful chemical weapons bzn, the requiremert that such a2 ban
be comprehensive. I explained how the United States dreft convention would provige
such a comprehensive ban. I described, ir essence, what we believe that a party 1o
e convention must not do. I mentioned that certain "permitted activities" are not
included in our proposed ban — in other words, there are certain things thaf a
perty may do. In Ty remarks todsy I will describe more completely the United States
views on permitted activities under the chemical weapons conveniion.

let me begin by stating our ovjective in this regard. The primaxry objective of'
211 the participants in the chemical weapons negotiztions is to achieve a comprehensive
end verifiable ben on chemical weapons. but many of us also share another objective —
an important objective —- that the legitimate, peaceful chemical activities in owr
countries be allowed to continue and expand wiihouw being unduly hindered by &
chemical weapons convention.

(Cont'd)
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These legitimate, peaceful usces of toxic chemicals generally are regarded as
uses for "permitted purposes". This term is defined in paragraph 2 of article II of
the United States draft conveniion. By "permitted purposes" we mean, first,
industrial, egriculturzl, research, medical, or other peaceful purvoses. Uses of
chemicals for such purposes have otvious benefits, not only to the countries
represented in this distinguished forwm, but to 2ll menlkind. The use of certain
pesticides, fcr example, can greatly increase the yield of agricultural lands, thus
enabling the world's population ic be nourished better.

The problem with permitied uses of toxic chemiczld is that they pose a potiential
for misuse and a corresponding problem for verification. We all want peaceful uses of
chemicals to continue, but none of us wents such activities to be used for clandestine
chemiczl weapons produstion. This is a very sericus protlem, since many chemicals
that are used in industry can also be effectively used in chemical varfare. Thus,
we recognize that 2 certain degree of regulation ol permitted activities will be
necessary in any convention banning chemical weapons. The United States prcposal
for euch regulaticns, and their implementation, is presented in article IIT and
annex IIT of our draft convention. Irn paragraph 1 of article III we propose that a
party may only possess or use chemicals for permitted activities in types and
‘quantities consisten® with such purposes. Thus, if snyone, whether linked to the
government or not, purports to be engaged in permi tted activities but possesses
chemicals inaporopriate to that zctivity or in amounts in excess of that legitimately
needed for the activity, then that would be a violaticr of the convention. :

Moreover, although any chemical may be used for one or more permitted purposes,
there are some specific chemicals whi~h pose special risks for diversicn to chemical
weapons purposes, and we believe that these chemicals rust be subject to particuler
regulation, depending on the degree cf risk they pose ani the degree to which they
are used in industry. To this end. fnnex III presents +three schedules of chemicals
that are subject tc special regulation if they are uged for permitted purposes.

First, there are some chemicals — for exarple, super-toxic lethel nerve gases —
that a2re extremely dangercus, but alsc have limited applications for research,
medical, or protective purposes. These chemicals are listed in Schedule A.

Paragraph 7 of article III proposes ithat the production and use of sucn chemicels
shall be in "lzboratory quantities", that is, a few kilograms. I other words, no
large-scale commercial uses of such chemicals would be allowed.

Second, there are other chemicals, such as hydrogen cranice and phosgene,
which are used for permitted purposec in large guantities, yet which also pose a
particular risk for diversion to chemical weapons purpuses. This category includes
both precursors and toxic chemicals. These chemicals are listed in Schedule B.
The United States believes that each party should be required to make annual reports |
concerning the production and use of such chemicals. Because of the lgrgefscale
production end widespread use of these chemicals, more stringent verification measures,
such as on-site inspection, would not increase confidence in compliance.
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Finally, there are some chemicels which are used for permitied purposes that
are not as widely used as those listed in Schedule B, ané which pose a greater
risk of diversion to chemical weapons purposes. These chemicals are listed in
Schedule C. They are largely "key precursors', 2lthough some toxic chemicals should
also be included. The United Statec proposes not only that production and use of
such chemicals be declared, but azlsc that their production should be subject to
systematic internziional on-site inepection on the basis of random selection of
facilities. Our approach in tnis area is based cn ezriier proposals by the
delegztions cf the United Kingdor and the Federzl Republic cf Germany.

.

But the list of achivities that sheuld be permitied dees noi stor with these
peaceful uses that I have discuseed thus far. We believe that any convention must
also have provisions, such as those in articles II anid III of the United States
draft, which allow the use of certain chemicals for "protective purposes".
"Protective purposes" zrc defined as a subget of “permitted purposes’'; they are
purposes directly related to protection againsit chemicel weapons, rather than
directly related to the weapons themselves. For example, while a party mey not
produce nustard gas so as to be 2%tle to engage in chemical warfare, it may produce
a small amount of musterd gas necescary %o test clothing designed to protect ites
troops from chemical attacik.

Obviously, o prevent a party from using th® "nro tective purposes" exception
to meintzin an inherent chemical weapons prcduction capability, the amount of
chemiczls that a perty may have for "proteciive purposes” must be’ carefully
regulated. This is true for all toxic chemicals, tut especially fcr super-toxic
lethzl chemicals and their precursors. Paragraph 2 cf article III of the
United States draft provides for such detziled limitavicns. Specifically, the amount
of super-toxic lethal chemicals and key precursors that 2 party mey produce or use
for these purposes is strictly limited ic the amount that can be justified for
protective purpuses, and in no event may the total amount exceed one ton per year.
Once a pazrty has produced or acquired its one ton limit, even if it has used scme
of that amount, it may not produce or acquire additicnal chenicals wntil the
following year. If a party chooses to produce super-toxic lethal chemicals cr key
precursors for protecctive purposes, such production may only occur at “"a single
specialized facility"; that is, 2 single, declared facility of limited cavacity.
This facility wculd@ be sutject to special verificziion measures. Vhile a party
may trenafer sucih chezicals for prctective purposes 1o ancther party, the amounts
of such iransfers are limites, zn¢ such chemiczls may neT be transferred %o a
non-party State or re-transferred to a third State. If & party trensfers such
chemicals for proteciive purpocez, it musi declars these transfers.

: Thus, a2s is clear from paragraph € of article II, the United Svates believes
that permitited activities should ipclude those related to peaceful uses of chemicals
in our chemical industries and to protective activities. Paragraph 8 also includes
es a "permitted purpose" any military purrose that does not make use of the chemical
action of a toxic chemical to cause death or injury. This ic an important, but
relatively technicazl exception, vhich permits, for example, the military > use a
toxic chemical as a rocket fuel, This provision would not provide a party with a
capability for chemical warfare, since the chemicals involved are not suitable for
this purpose. ' .
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There are two other reascnable activities that would be zllowed under the
United States draft convention. Paragraph 4 of article III sllows one party to
acssist another in the destructicn of chemical weapons. Also, paragraph 5 of
article III specifically prctects activities for economic and technical development
and co-operation in the field of peaceful chemical activities, including the
exchange of toxic chemicals and eqguipment for peaceful purposes, from undue
interference.

Though it is imporiant not to hamper unduly the activities of cur chemical
inductries, we must ensure that such indusiries are nctrmisused for the clandestine
production of chemical weapons. This is the most importan’ unresclved issue in the
area of "permitted purposes”. In attenpting to develop a general approach. for
providing assurance of the proper use of a party'e chemical indusiry, a number of
constructive and comprehensive proposals have been mede by western delegations. But
there have been no responses to these proposals nor any counter-proposals on this vital
question. Progress simply cannot be made when members of the Conference choose not to
partizipate actively ir this crucial area of discussion.

I believe that I have demonstrated today that the United States approach would not
unduly interfere with necessary, permitted activities and yet would be effective in
ensuring that such activiiies were not zbused for prohibited purposes. We look forward
to receiving comments from other delegations on the United States approach tc this
important issue. I will centinue to explain the United States draft convention in
subsequent statements.

—
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The Group of 21 wishes to cxpress its satisfaction that the Conference
has pursued itz negotiating mandate and made progress in the elaboration of a
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. The Group considers that
in view of recent events the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons should
continue the drafting of the convention with the greatest urgency and with a
view to ensuring that a draft text of the convention should be submitted in

the report of the Conference to the thirty-ninth session of the United Nations
General Assembly or as Boon as peossible.




CD/PV 269
7

(The President)

The talks on the prohibition of chemical and radiological weapons also offer
little hope for success. The latest developments on these issues hardly advance
the negotiations towards mutually apceptable agreements. '



e
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(Mr. Brunner, Switzerland) |

Following these remarks on arms control and disarmament in general, I should T

like to make some observations on chemical weapons. |

The threat which these weapons represent is at present once again sadly
topical. . The ¢anger they constitute is enhanced for two reasons. Firstly, the
technology of chemical weapth'is relatively simple and cheap, and is therefore
within the reach of many States which might face greater temptation to employ them.
Secondly, the effects of such weapons are such that it may-justifiably be asked
whether they should not be tlassed in the category of particularly hateful weapons
in that they provoke unnecessary suffering. : .

Switzerland was one of the first States to sign the Geneva Protocol of :
17 June 1925 for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or - "
Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, which it ratified on |
12 July 1932. It is also a party to the Convention on the Prohibition of
Bacteriological Weapons of 10 April 1972, which it ratified four years later. h

The value of the Geneva Protocol is undiminished. It is therefore important "m
for all States to accede to it, so that it can be’ genuinely universal in scope. A
Switzerland therefore urges all States which have not yet acceded to the Protocol
to take that step as rapidly as possible. The Geneva Protocol will thus become,
while awaiting something better, a general prohibition on the first use of such
weapons. 2

However necessary it may be, this international instrument on the prohibition
of use is not enough to eliminate the danger of the use of chemical weapons in case
of armed conflict. Only disarmament measures which include the unqualified abolition
of this category of weapons and the destruction of existing stocks will make it
possihle really_to eliminate the danger.

ﬁ'This type7of"&gsue is inherently one which must be settled primarily at the
world and universal level. Only if a universal prohibition cannot be negotiated
should one fall back upon a less ambitious level. As far as we are concerned,
this might be the Stockholm Conference, and we have taken in this spirit the
- proposals to that effect made in the Swedish capital. Switzerland thus attaches
enormous importance to a convention on the general and universal prohibition of
chemical weapons. It welcomes the efforts made in this field in the
Conference on Disarmament to achieve this goal, and hopes that the negotiations on
this supject will be ¢rowned with success. For its part, my country remains
determined to con?pibdte actively to the work of the group on these weapons within
the Conference. . .

Our interest in the conclusion of such a convention stems from security
considerations,ﬁénd this implies in particular that the convention should include
suitable verification procedures, a condition sine qua non for the renunciation
of costly national measures of protection and defence. :
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Switzerland is nevertheless aware of the fact that such work requires time,
time which the alarming situation in this sphere mey not allow us. Irmediate
intermediary measures appear essential. Thus, if a general and universal agreement,
whose technical modalities could give rise to lengthy discussions, cannot be signed
shortly, Switzerland proposes that all States should forthwith make & solemn
undertaking, in a suitable universal forum, to renounce the use of chemicazl weapons.
Such an undertaking, of a political nature, which could be made under tne auspices
of the United Nztions, for example, would immediately palliate the fact that not
all States are parties to the Geneva Protocol. It would therefore make it possible
to await with greater peace of mind a general convention to eliminate the threat
of chemical weapons for all time, and solemnly‘confirm the undertaking made by the
States which have ratified the Geneva Protocol.

4s you lmow, Switzerland, which possesses a highly developed private chemicals
industry, nevertheless does not produce any chemical weapons, and therefore does
not export any such weapons. Furthermore, Switzerland has not acquired chemical
weapons abroad. Thus it does not possess any stockpiles of such weapons. Our
army's equipment serves solely to protect combatants against the effects of toxic
chemicals in case of conflict. Army training is confined to the proper use of the
available means of defence. Civil defence is aimed at ensuring that in the event
of conflict the civilian population is protected against the effecis of chemical
weepons and other means of mass destruction.

To conclude, I should like to invite members and cbservers of the Conference
on Disarmament %to visit, during the first part of the 1785 session, the Swiss Army's
laboratories for protection against chemical weapons &t Spiez. They will be zable
. %0 visit ap institution that the present times render necessary, and one which
would be useful for verification purposes if a general convention were signed.

CD/FV.270
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(t*r. Boutros Boutros Ghali, Egyvt)

" Egyot looks forward to pooling efforts in order to speedily conclude a conveniion
banning chemical weapons which provides principles and provisions that enhance its
credibility and reinforce the security of its parties. We have no doubt that building
up on what has been achieved so far will contribute to the Conference's efforts to
attain this goal.
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Mr. President, today I will continue my series of statemente to the Conference
explaining how the United States draft convention on the prohibition of chemical
weapons approaches each of the four major issues involved in a comprehensive and
effective chemical weapons ban. Today I will consider the issue of what a party
must do under such a ban. it

There are two main actions that a party is required to take under the
convention. First, a party must declare its activities related to chemical
weapons and declere the areas and facilities where these activities take place.§
Second, ¢ party must destroy the production facilities and stockpiles that
provide it with a capability to wage chemical warfare. I will deal with each
of these requirements in turn.

In order to establish the locations and facilities that will be subject to
systematic verification, article IV of the United States draft convention requires
a party to provide detailed information concerming all its activities that have &
bearing on its capabtility to wage chemical warfare. The first of these
"declarations" would occur even before the convention has entered into force

(Cont'd)

_'!"!_..
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for a party. The United States bas proposed in document Cp/500, its draft
convention, that & party be required to state when it signs the convention
whether chemical weapone or cnemical weapons production facilities are located

on its territory or are under its conirol any-'nire i ~he world.: This declaration
would provide a foundation for eiding the vewification of thc convention and
would be an important confidence-building measure.

Thirty days afier the corvention has ertered into force for a party, more
detailed declarations must be made concerning a party's chemical warfare
capability, If a party in fect po3sasses cheni.cal weapzns, that party must
precisely state the location cf ihose wa2apons and tae inventory of chemicals
- and weapons. at each locaticn by name, cheminal structural formula. toxiecity,
and weight. Moreover, a party must declare whether it has any super—toxic
lethzl chemicais cr xey precursors for protective purposes. since these chemicazle
have a relationship io a2 party's capability to wage chemical warfare and thus
must be closely moni*ored and reguizted. if a party does not possess chemical
weapons, this murt clsc be declazed.

To'give z more ccupleite desczipiion of & partyis poteatial chemical warfare
capability, other %ypes of shemicals shat pose a risk of being giverted to chemical
weapons purposes muet also be Geclared on an annual basis. The extremely
dangerous chemicals on schednlie £ of {the éraft ccnventicn, tnsugnh permitted in
very small quantities for reseexrch, medical.. or prcieciive purposes, pose &
high risk for civersion Te caczical weanors. Informatisn on tne perscns
‘authorized to possess shuse ckzmicale and the gaantity produced and uses made
of them must be reporied armuzily- Chemicals on schedule T have large-scale
peaceful purposes but also posc a parvicelar risk for diversion to ‘chemical
weapons. Annual repcris nusi be made cn ths guantitiec of these chemicals
produced, imported, and c:ported, and on tneir end us.s- Anmual revorts on
. chemicals listed on scheaulc C, which alsc pose 2 particular risk of being
diverted to coemical weapons, tius’ be submitted on the amount produced, imported,
or exported, if that amount exceeds a gpacific limiv per year- -4

Thus, the United States draf% convention requires information of varying
detzil on all the chemicals that harz some beering cn the capability of a party
to wage chemical wa-fare. Thir information is nccessary to ensure that these
chemicals are being destroyed, used, or monitored in accordance with the
provisiocns of the convention.

It is equally necessary to have detailed information on production facilities
that produce cr have produced chemicals which could be used as chemical weapons.
The definition of a "chemical weepons prcduction fac'lity! is contained in

" paragraph 10 of article II. Tie United States drafi convention would reguire
parties, within 30 days of entry into force, in declare iheir cherical weapons
production facilities ana give their lccsiioa, nature, and c-r city, along with
other information specified in annex II. Annex II requires that chemical weapons
production facilities be declared even if “hey have been desiroyed or convertad
to peaceful purposec, or were ov ese dual-—purpose facilities. Conversely, a party
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must declare if it does not have any chemical weapons production facilities.
The convention also requires the declaration of any production facility of
super-toxic lethal chemicals and key precursors for protective purposes and of
any facility producing the chemicals on schedules B and C. Declarations must
also be made concerning facilities used for developing and testing chemical
weapons. All the facilities declared are those either directly comnected with
chemical weapons or those producing chemicals that pose a particular risk of
being diverted for chemical weapons purpcses.

The information contained in the declarations would not only be necessary
to help the Consultative Committee in determining which locations and facilities
on the territory of a party would be subject %o systematic international on=-gite
verification. It would also help specify those facilities and:chemical stocks
that will have to be destroyed under the provisiens of articles V and VI of the
draft convention. These articles require a party to destroy all of:its chemical
weapons and all of its chemical weapons production facilities. . : ;

Along with the initial declaration concerning its chemical weapons, & party -
must submit a detailed plan for their destruction, including the locations and
manner of their destriction, schedules of quantities and types of chemical
weapons to be destroyed, and the end-products of the destruction process. Pursuani
to article V, destruction of chemical weapons must begin not later than 12 months
and finish not later than 10 years after the convention enters into force. This
destruction process would be subject to systematic international on-site
verification, including the continuous presence of inspectors and the continuous
monitoring with on-site instruments. In accordance with article V, a party
would also be required to make annual reports concerning the implementation of
its destruction plan. s 2

Paragraph 1 (E) of article V provides that the destruction of chemical
weapons is to be controlled by a time-table contained in annex II. This time-table
is not specified in the United States draft and needs to be the topic of negotiations
here in the Conference on Disarmament. It is vital that the time-table for the
destruction of chemical weapons be such that, during the destruction -period, no
State can gain a military advantage over another due to the pace of its destruction
activities. The negotiation of this time-table will require the eonsideration
of many factors to achieve a fair and balanced result. Because of the importance
of this time-table to a party's national security, it is necessary. that it be
specified before the convention is opened for signature. We cannot delay
consideration of this crucial provision of the convention until after entry
into force, as some have suggested. I urge delegations to begin to examine
this basic iasue. ' ;

Before leaving the subject of destruction of chemical weapons, I would
like to discuss one other issue. Some delegations have urged that diversion of
chemicals contained in chemical weapons to permitted purposes be allowed in
addition to destruction. The United States has opposed the oconcept of diversion,
primarily because of concerns abouti how to verify that the items involved are
not placed in clandestine chemical weapons stockpiles. Clearly, additional,




CD/PV.270
20

(Mr, Fields,United States)

very intrusive verification measures would be necessary to ensure that such a
prohibited action was not taking place. In view of the concerns expressed by
the Soviet Union and others about international on-site verification, the

United States chose the approach which would minimize the need for such
inspection, that is, to require that all chemical weapons be destroyed. However,
the United States delegation is willing to consider any proposals for diversion,
as long as these proposals specify in detail what could be diverted and the
verification measures that would apply to such diversion. This would enable
members of the Conference on Disarmament to determine whether the requirement
for effective verification will be satisfied by those proposals. '

Article VI of the draft convention requires a party to cease production
of chemical weapons immedietely and then to desiroy its chemical weapons
production facilities within 10 years. A party must sutmit 8 plan for the
destruction of these production facilities that explains the method that will
be used to close and destroy the equipment and structures comprising the
facility, and that specifies the time periods when each specific production
facility will be destroyed. As with chemical weapons, production facilities
must be destroyed in accordance with an agreed time-table that ensures that no
State will gein a military adventage during the destruction process. This
time-table would also have to be negotiated before the convention is opened for
signature. The destruction of these facilities would be subject to systematic
international on-site verification, and annual reports on the destruction
process would be also required. : i

Pursuant to the definition of chemical weapons production facility in the
draft convention, parties would not only be required to destroy facilities that
actually produce chemical munitions. Parties would also be required, with
one exception, to destroy any facility that was designed, constructed, or used
since 1 January 1946 to produce for use in chemical weapons any toxic chemicals
or key precursors. The only exception to this broad requirement would be for
facilities that in the past produced a toxic chemical listed in schedule B of
annex III that was™ used for chemical weapons purposes.

The effect of the combined action of article VI and the definition of the
term "chemical wedpons production facility" can best be illustrated by a few
examples. A facility that was built for the production of toxic chemicals solely
intended for chemical weapons but that was later converted to other purposes
would have to be destroyed, since it was designed and built for chemical weapons
purposes. A dual purpose facility — that is, one that produces toxic chemicals
for both chemical weapons purposes and for permitted purposes — would also have

“to be destroyed, in order to provide complete confidence that it will not
clandestinely produce chemical weapons in the future. These examples illustrate
the requirement to destroy facilities that have had a direct connection with a
party's ‘chemical warfare capability.

On the other hand, e facility that has produced hydrogen cyanide — & chemical
listed on schedule B — and, in the pest, sold some to the military for chemical
weapons use, would not have te be destroyed under the United States draft
convention. Since the chemicals on schedule B are produced in such large quantities
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for permitted purposes, requiring the destruction of a facility that at one time
in the past happened to sell such chemicals to the military would not increase
confidence in compliance. In any event, the production of schedule B chemicéis
is subject to the verification requirements contazined in annex III.

Some have argued that the United States approach on this issue requires
the destruction of too many facilities that are put to peaceful uses in addition
to uses involving chemical weapons. But the United States objective in these
negotiations is to eliminate nowand forever the capability of a party to
wage chemical warfare. In order for there to be the highest degree of confidence
that this objective has been achieved, it is necessary that all chemical
facilities that were either designed, constructed, or used for the production
of chemical wezpons be destroyed. My delegation acknowledges that there might
be some economic costs in connection with this approach, both to other countries
and certainly to the United States. However, the United States is willing, and
believes other countries will be willing, to pay this modest cost in order to
assure the world that it will not be possible for a party to this convention
%o wage chemical warfare. : i

" The most important unresolved issues regarding declaration and destruction
involve chemical weapons production facilities.* Belatedly, in this fifth year
of the negotiations of the Conference on Disarmament on chemical weapons, serious
efforts to define this term have begun. We welcome these efforts and urge that
they be continued and expanded. Also, positions remain far apart on both the
timing and the content of the declarations of these facilities. Scme delegations
have not presented any views on important aspects of this problem, arguing that
these issues should be dealt with at a’later time. We cannot make progress in
this way. I hope that those delegations will begin to participate actively in
efforts to find solutions to these unresolved problems.

In brief , the United States draft convention provides that a party must
supply detailed information on its chemical weapons, chemical weapons production
facilities, and other activities that relate to its capability to wage chemi cal -
warfare. Once that information has been provided, the draft convention provides
that a party must destroy its chemical weapons and those production facilities
that have a direct relationship to its chemical werfare capability. These
two actions that a party must take will, along with other provisions of the
draft agreement, provide for a comprehensive and effective ban on :chemical
weapons. L P

In my next statement, I will continue to examine the manner in which thg
" United States draft convention addresses the major issues involved in a chemical
weapons ban. - . it

S R M————
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This objective may appear unrealistic or illusory. However, it 13 in faet Lue
sole objective which can bring peace to mankind. The captious argument to the
effect that nuclear weapons already exist and cannot be-disinvented should not be
accepted as valid. If this reasoning were sound, it should have prevented the
adoption of, for example, the Convention prohibiting bacteriological weapons, and
should now lead us to give up any attempt to prohibit chemical weapons, which have
also been invented.

cn/3¥.271

(Mr. Pdrez de Cudllar, Secretzry-General of the United Nations)

] note with satistactlon Tnat erlective negotlatlons nave begun Tregarding-:- -
a convention on the prohibition of the production of chemical weapons and the
destruction of existing stockpiles. This has been received as evidence of a
laudable political will. Without underestimating the complexity of the problems
involved in this question, I would urge that all the necessary efforts should be
made to negotiste realistic compromises in the interests of mankind. The time

has come to conclude this convention, for which the world is waiting,
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We all know, nevertheless, that the work of the Conference has been beset
by great difficulties and that progress has been slow. Let me assure you,.-
nevertheless, Mr. President, that the German Bundestag and putlic of the
Federal Republic of Germany watch the proceedings of this Conference closely, !
It is the wish of my Govermment to contribute to the proceedings to the best
of its ability. Only recently the German Bundestag has forcefully supported
the commitment of the Federal German Govermment to a world-wide verifiable
interdiction of all chemical weapons. In this spirit, the German Bundestag has
welcomed all recent initiatives that have been submitted teo this Conference,
most recently the draft convention submitted by the United States.

In the views of the legislators of the Federal Republic, this draft with
ite built-in flexibility provides a concrete and realistic contribution to the
permanent abolition of a whole category of weapons. The German Bundestag and i
the Federal Govermment are unanimous in their position that a global interdiction i
of chemical weapons for all times is vastly superior to any regional solution,
for example in terms of chemical-weapon-free zones. Any regional approach would
divert attention from the global effort and, in all likelihood, prove ineffective, g
given the complexity of the verification issues. - Regional negotiations on a L
chemi cal-weapons ban would also exclude Third Wqrld countries from the solution
of a problem which they, too, perceive to be of global importance.

CD/PV.2T1
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My delegation welcomed-the establishment this year of four subsidiary bodies. It
was and continues to be ready to take active part in the work of all of them. Certainly
there are great differences in the activity and indeed in the momentary possibilities
of individual Ad Hoc Committees. But we maintain that in all four Ad Hoc Committees
useful results could be achieved if delegations from all groups of States displayed
the necessary flexibility. A compromise approach limited tc only some delegations
and groups of delegations is not sufficient in a body of a multilateral nature.

(Cont.'d)
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The largest volume of work has been done, as usual in recent years, in the
Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons. Although the spring activity of the three
working groups established within the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons was marked
to some extent by the delaying influence of some‘delegations, the groups finally
managed to undertake =zt 1east some work with texts on the provisions of the future
convention.

This trend seems to be continuing in the summer, with one improvement: no
delegation is trying to misinterpret the wording of the mandate of the Ad Hoc
Committee, which happened frequently during the spring part of the session. But let
it be noted that the progress is painfully slow. We are still witnessing the practice
whereby some delegations ignore the positions of other delegations and persistently
put forward their often maximalistic requirements without regard for the considerations
of other delegations, and exceeding by far the real needs of the convention's
implementation. Let me zive you one example. The problem of jnitial declarations has
alreacy been discussed guite extensively within the Conference. It it clear that
numerous delegations, includingz wes:.ern ones, do not consider it necessary to indicate,
apart from relatively detailed information on volume and types of chemical weapons,
the precise location of these weapons too.

It so happens that chemical weapons are very often stored at military sites,
relating not only to chemical warfare and having general importance for the
maintenance of national security. ¥oreover, if a country wanted to hide some
stockpiles of chemical weapons it would be much easier not to declare them. Various
alternative proposals for the verification of stockpiles have been advanced.
Nevertheless, some delegations stubbornly continue to press for the inclusion of
description of localities in the initial declarations. Thus, an absolutely superfluous
requirement continues to compliicate unnecessarily negotiations on a given aspect,

In this connection I would like to stress that we fully understand tne desire
of the United States delezation to propagate its draft convention submitted by
Vice-President Bush on 18 April. It is only natural that delegations defend their
proposals. But we wouid expect the United States delegation to defend its proposal
not only by the repetition of its provisions in the plenary or in the Ad Hoc Committee
en Chemical Weapons but also by reacting to questions and comments of other
delegations on the draft. In my statement of 26 April, I put forward some comments
and drew attention to certain aspects which my delegation considers inadequate for
inclusion in the future chemical weapons convention. We have already heard three ;
statements by Ambassador Fields dedicated to the explanation of the United States
draft convention. However, these statements merely amount to a restatement of basically
understandable parts of the draft, while not responding to inquiries and comments of
delegations. We also have not heard the slightest argument supporting the need for

‘the concept of verification by "open invitation". Thus, comments on all weak points

of the draft were ignored and these points were neither covered nor improved in the
statements by Ambassador Fields.
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Here I would like to say again, -that we fail to see the logic, for example, of
arbitrary_scappenins toxic chemicals and the precursora in Schedules A, B and C,
as proposed in document CD/500 and explained by Ambassador Fields cn 5 July. The
construction of these schedules is clearly overly generous to the United States:
chemical weaporis, 1In Schedule A we cannot find QL, which is the key precursor for
the most dangcrous chemical warfare agent VX which forms, as is well known, 2
substantial part of the United States chemical arsenals. This generosity, however,
is not accorded to chemicals supposed to be important for the arsenals of other
countries.

Mich has been said in the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons about confidence.
Toe notion of confidence is not a simple one, but T do not intend to go into details
now. I would simply like to stress that con{idence, or lack of it, is the result of
mwany factors. Thus, it can hardly inspire cenfidence that, as Scientific American
of 26 April puts it: ... Wrile Bush delivered the olive branch in Geneva,
administration officizls in washington were cajoling Congress to brezk a l5-year
moratorium on new chemical weapons anc spend $y5 million to wake binary nerve g as
munitions ...". These weapons are certainly not meant to be put in a museum, il
produced. The words of General Bernard Rogers,'published in Jane's Defence Weekly
recently, are quite clear in this regard. The NATO Commarder-in-Chief considers that
NATO should deploy bimary rounds being developed in the United States; NATO needs
both long-range rounds with a long-acting lethal chemical, which would be carried by
bombers or as a missile warhead, and a shorter-range artillery shell loaded with a
jethal chemical of shorter duration.
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The Australian delegation is inscribed on the speaker's 1list today to address
the subject scheduled for this week =- that of chemical weapons.

Hardly a plenary meeting goes by without some speaker emphasizing that this
body, the Conference on Disarmament, is a multilateral negotiating forum. My
delegation shares the regrets of those delegations which lament the fact that so
1ittle negotiating is, in fact, taking place. We are pleased, nowever, to note that
chemical weapons is one area Wwhere such negotiations are currently under way.

It is of the essence of negotiation that one seeks to define clearly the areas
where consensus has becn reached and, then, to consider remaining areas of divergence
with a view to achieving compromise or agreement. Unfortunately, this does not
always seem to be the case in our present negotiations. I am thinking particularly
‘of areas where consensus has been reached only to be eroded.

I am also thinkinz of instances where a number of cogent arguments in favour of
positions have been put forward by different delegates and other delegations have
refused to address or to rebut these arguments. Accusations that one or another
delegation is specifically at fault in this regard are, in our view, pointless. '
The point really is that we should simply, all of us, participate in the negotiation -
in a positive and constructive manner.

There is an urgent need to make progress in the chemical weapons convention.
We must make every effort to resolve those areas of the future convention on which
divergences of view remain: that must be our priority. We have an opportunity to
demonstrate the capability of the Conference on Disarmament to negotiate -- to
negotiate a treaty as important and as complex as the chemical weapons convention.
It is an opportunity that must not be missed.

(Cont'd)
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- I peferred earlier to areas of agreement and areas of divergence. In our work on
this convention we have established agreement on the principles governing most areas.
We have agreed, primarily, that the purpose of the convention is to make it impossible
for the peoples of the world to use chemical weapons to wage chemical warfare. To
achieve this, we are in agreement that the single most important step is the
destruction of -existing stockpiles and facilities. This destruction should .start as
soon as .possible after entry into force of the convention and be completed within
10 years. Destruction must also proceed according to a schedule to be determined, and
must encompass a balanced reduction in the capability of States to carry out chemical
warfare. of 5

Tnus far we are in agreement. However, the countries of the world need to be
assured that the purpose of the convention has been fulfilled, and to this end each
stage of the destruction process must be verified.

As we have said ihe measure of agreement that exists already is quite considerable.
This could be extended if thought were given to what may be called the interdependence
of all aspects of the destruction of chemical warfare stocks and facilities.

Destruction must be: verifiable; : balanced; complete; and it must be carried
out in a manner that is visible to the countries of the world.

This will only be possible if declarations and plans. for destruction are detailed
as to quantity, type, lccation, etc. Time-tables for destruction cannot be worked out
in vacuo but must be based on detailed knowledge of what exists, where it is, and
how it will be destroyed.

Provisional plans for destruction will be deposited with the Consultative
Committee soon after entry into force. It would seem logical, however, for these
plans to be revised by the Consultative Committee, in order to fulfil the requirement
for a verifiable, balanced, complete and visible destruction to take place. Thus,
States possessing chemical weapons should expect the Consultative Committee or its
executive body to revise time-tables. and specify verification procedures. This type
of revision will only be possible after entry . into force, when all details of stocks
and facilities are available to the Consultative Committee.

General principles relatinz to a phased and balanced destruction can be negotiated
and laid down in the convention. However, detailed plans and time-tables must be
achieved by consultation between the Consultative Committee and those States which
possess chemical weapons. - Detailed plans must -be based on a detailed knowledge of what
is to be destroyed. ' s ;

The principle of a balanced destruction of stockpiles and production facilities,
so as not to afford any State a temporary military advantage, is accepted. However,
States not possessing chemical weapons will be to some degree at a military disadvantage
until the process of desiruction is complete. Trese States will be interested to,
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enswre that the chemical capacity of States possessing these weapons is reduced as
fast as possible. The concept of a balanced destruction of chemical stockpiles
b..wecn possessor States could be fulfilled if old, obsolete stocks were destroyed
first. Such a procedure would, however, be unacceptable to States not possessing

sucih weapons, since the parly years of implementation of the convention would involve
very little reduction in chemical capability.

The equation for the phased destruction of stockpiles and facilities will be very
complex. A prime consideration must be that chemical capability is reduced as rapidly
as possible. Thus, operational weapons and operational facilities must be destroyed
early in the period of implementation of the convention.

WHere obsolete stocks present a hazard to the environment, they should be disposed
of expeditiously. It is to be hoped that the destruction of such stocks will not
await the entry into force of the convention.

.We are aware from Workshops held in the United States and the Federal Republic
of Germany, which have made a valuable contribution to the work of this Conference,
that such stocks are at present in the process of destruction. It is conceivable
that obsolete stocks may be largely destroyed before entry into force. Should this
pe so, it would reduce the complexity of the equation needed to bring about a phased
and balanced reduction in chemical capacity. There is also the obvious corollary that

if cbsolete stocks are destroyed prior to entry into force, this would substantially
raduce the burden of verification. s :

We muét exercise ingenuity in devising effective regimes which produce the
pinimum degree of intrusion and the minimum effort in terms of manpower. This aim

is zchievable, but an effective regime must be based on the maximum amount as .
information possible.

The power of computer techniques is such that it would be possible for an
sxe~utive subgroup of the Consultative Committee to store all data relevant to the

yrocess of destruction. It would then be possible to follow this process, and
.nterrcgate on-site computers as ‘appropriate. fLe

Much thought will be required to set up appropriate procedures, which to date
ta have addressed only in rather general terms. It seems self-evident that
repification will be effective and not unduly burdensome if procedures are worked out
m as complete a data base-as is possible. This will require a maximum frankness
nd openness in the early stages of the convention. States are accustomed to thinking
f national security in terms of protection of information private to the State.

n the situation presented by the convention, national security will be best served
y full and detailed declarations.
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The maintenance of a central computerized data bank would ensure that all States
parties can feclilow %he orderly process f Gestruction. Regular updating by remote
sensing techniques, verified by revorts frcm inspection teams, would monitor all
stages. The computer-controlled process which we envisage would pe similar to that
used by manufacturing industry. The techniques are known, and can be zdapted to
the requirements ¢ the Consultative Committee.

At this p2int. it may be asked whéther the computerized control of the destruction
process would cbviatc the need for continuous on-site inspection. Sucah an icdea
would involve a miscunception of the capability of' computers. Computers are an
extension of the huzman mird, not a substitute for it. They can reduce manpowver
requirements, and should do so in the situstion of verification of destruct.or. They
cannot, nowever, rarlace it. In particular, tnese techniques should reduace
anxieties as to complianze, and therefcre reduce the number of challenze inspections.
However, the czontirucus precsence of the human intelligence in the forzs of an
inspection team wils =0t be cSviated by eveu the mest sophisticated monitoring regime.
Verification would be greatly simplified if this style of control were ippiexented.

In suwmary. ny delegation is svggesting that the process of destruction should
be controlled Sy a cen:ralized computer facility. To be effeciive this will require
that the maximum zrsunrt of information regarding s%ockpiles and fzcilities be
available when the prcgrammes are written.

In conclusion. the Australian delegation wishes to emphasize zand recognize
that the tasks of mcnitoring of destruction and the verificatiom of compliance of
a convention are extremely complex cnes. It is essential that we meet the challenge
and seek vractical solutions. Our intervantion will, we hope, provide a basis for
discussion of scme aspects cf these tasks. We can make progress through constructive
dialogue on these and other issues.

The delegaticn of the United States has recently made several very useful and
informative statemeniz in the pLeucry :evicwing uiac carrent status of the issues
involved in a chemical weapons ban and expiaining how the United States draft
conventicn apprnaches each of these. These statements have been a positive
contribution to the worx of the Conferance. ¢ is our hope that other delegations
will put forward propcsels which arz equaily well defined and relevant to the
negotiation of a comprehensive convention.

For our part. the Australian delegaticn intends to continue to participace
ictively in these aego:icti-ns. The Australlan Government is committed to the
sonclusion of a ccavention which will eliminate chemical weapons -- a convention
shich will ensurz :ha% chemical weapons can never again be used.
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Of these disarmament issues, 1t 1s chemical weapons TneT 1E On unie agenua
for today's meeting, and I shall now address that question. It is an issue
which is not only on the agenda for today's meeting but which, following the
shocking events which have recently occurred in the Gulf war, is acquiring a
tragic dimension which should lead some of us to make every effort to find a
solution as rapidly as possible. In this connection, of course, I must once
again pay tribute to Chairman Ekéus, who has devoted himself unstintingly to
this objective, and I should like to 1ell him how grateful we are. ..

Belgium believes that all the conditions currently exist to bring the
negotiations on chemical weapons to a successful conclusion.

With regard to substance, major proposals are on the table. The
United States has submitted the most complete draft treaty to be presented
so far, and our colleague from the United States has declared that his proposal
is negotiable in all its aspects, thus demonstrating his readiness to settle
the issues which have not yet been resolved. In a series of statements. here,
he has been illustrating and spelling out the United Statés proposals,. and also
answering the gquestions which those proposals must have Taised, Your country,
Mr. President, the USSR, has made various proposals, some of which, in particular
as regards the definition of the scope of the convention and the verification .
of the destruction of stocks, indicate a possibility of agreement.'

{

With regard to the structure of the negotiations, the Ad Hoc Commi ttee on
Chemical Weapons has set up ihree well-conceived Working Groups, thus making
it possible to wori methodically and study systematically the main aspects of
the convention. The Chairmen of these Working Groups are experienced diplomats,
and I pay tribute to their dedica®ion and competence. I have in mind not only
the Chairman seateé behind me, Mr. Duarte, but also our other colleagues, who

have impressed us by the energetic manner in which they are carrying out their
functions. '

Despite these favourzble points, however, the state of the negotiations
is unsatisfactory. With regard to substantive issues, the discussions for the
most part amount to the reiteration of already familiar positions, which gives
the impression that we exe wandering in 2 kind of maze. 4s for the
negotiating methods, they give an impression of mebulosity which prevents
those concerned from obteining a clear view of the present state of the problems
entrusted to them.

In such complex negotiationms, method is a crucial element of success.
The structure of the convention has been agreed upon ge facto since 1980,

The Belgian delegation believes that it would be best to adhere to it, and
henceforth focus the discussion on the remaining critical issues. I would
venture to suggest that this should be done with the help, for example, of
documents giving & clear synopsis of the alternative proposals on the
fundamental questions outstanding. I suggest that the Chairmen of the

three Working Groups should be systematically associated with the miltilateral
negotiations at all levels.

~
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At the risk of incurring unpopularity here, I would also suggest thzat we
should raise the question of the desirability of convening the Ad Hoc Committee
on Chemical Weapons after the closure of the session for this year and before
the resumption of our work in 1905. There must be some way in which, during
the very long period between September and February, useful meeiings could be
organized which could considerably speed up our work,

In any event, I think that it is essential to preserve what has been
‘achieved in our work over the last four years. One solution would be that the
report of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons on its 1984 session should
systematically add to the 1983 report, issued as dbcument CD/416, and I would
recommend this suggestion to Ambassador Ekéus, We would thus begin the
1985 session on the firm basis of the results already achieved, thus motivaiing
ourselves rather than becoming demoralized by the awareness that the work of
one session is largely neglected at the next.

The problem of verification is obviously a key issue, Here, as elsewhere,
as regards verification, a subject which is inherent in all disarmament
negotiations, the difficulty is tco reconcile the situation of an open society,
such as ours, with the situation of a closed society, that of the Eastern
countries. We all know that there is virtually no possibility that a serious
violaetion of the convention would not immediately be detected in our Western
societies, On the contrary, the secrecy characteristic of the Eastern countries
warrants suspecting the worst as much &s hoping for the best: however, we mst
concern ourselves with the worst-case hypothesis. When the security of our
States and the freedom of our citizens are at stake, we must be able to guarantee
to our peoples that the other party hac, without any possible doubt, performed
to the letter the obligations it hac undertaken, and that the two situations are
symmetrical as regards security.

I should like to add here thot the gquotation which our colleague from
Czechoslovakia has just made from General Rogers' statement did not seem %o me
to be complete. General Rogers, whose statement I read but do not have before
my eyes, pointed out that if the negotiations on a chemical-weapons ban failed,
it was necessary for the Atlantic Command also to have modern chemical weapons.
I do not think that he went beyond that.  He adopted the pessimistic hypothesis
that our negotiations might fail.

The convention on chemical weapons must therefore have effective
verification machinery. Such machinery must operate on two levels? The
first is that of systematic on-site internmational verification: this concerns
the entire process of elimination of stocks of chemical weapons and chemlcgl'
-weapon production facilities. + is also necessary, with different modalities,
to ensure that chemical weapons are not produced in civilian industry. So
far the negotiations have only seriously tackled the question of the
verification of.the elimination of stocks of chemical weapons. I believe that
it is high time that the other two aspects of the problem were also tackled.

The second concerns verification in case of suspicion or complaint by .
one State party with regard to another. There is no questicn, in our opinion,
of impinging on the national sovereignty of States by providing for a sgstem
of verification at will, in which States would have immediately to submit,
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without argument, to arbitrary checks dreamed up by meddlesome inspectors. It
will be necessary to establish objective conditions, time periods, and prior
consultations to be specifiec in the current negotiations. We must also be
aware that the final ccnsequence of a refusal of international on-site
inspection (a refusal, and therefore a hypothesis, that cannoi be ruled put) at
the request of the Consuliative Committee following a complaint, could be the
denunciation of the treaty. This seems to be the balance of the respective
legal obligations. ’ v

On these difficult iesues, for which greatér serenity shculd prevail in the
negotiations, we consider it essential that dialogue be resumed between the
two major Powers pocsessing chemical weapons. We welcomed the offer made by
Vice-President Bush for the holding of bilateral consultations on this subject
with the Soviet Union.

Belgium believes thai bilateral consultations between the Soviet Union and
the United States on disarmament ere a demonstration of those two States'
awareness of their outstanding responsibilities for the maintenance of peace.
These negotiations cannot fail to benefit miltilateral negotiations, and
such bilateral consultations beiween the Soviet Union and the United States are
therefore always to be encouraged, in our opinion.
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= 4. FIELDS (United States cf fmerica): Mr. President, in my statement today, \
I wilT begin my explanation of how the United States draft convention addresses the
1ast of the four majcr issuc~s involved in a comprenensive and effective chemical
weapons ban. This is the vital issue of verification.

Chemical weapons are much too dangerous a means of warfare to permit any
uncertainty in an agreement banning these weapons. An agreement with the objective
of banning chemical weapons that is not effectively verifiable would be less than
worthless. It would, in fact, be dangerous. If such an agreement entered into
force, there would be inevitable and continuous concern and uncertainty whether -the
other parties to the agreement were living up to their commitments. The uncertainties
and lack of conficence that would flow from such an agreement would create tensions
in the internationazl community and could weaken confidence in other existing and -
proposed arms control agreements. Thisz situation must and can be avoided.

Wnile acknowledging that effective verification provisions are necessary for a
successful chemical weapons ban, we must acknowlcedge at the same time that
negotiation of 'such effective verification provisions will not be easy. -Chemical
weapons are not very different in appearance from conventional munitions, .except
on close inspection. Also, chemical weapons production facilities are not easily
distinguished from peaceful chemical production facilities.

There is aiready widespread recognition in this Conference that nationa
technical meéan3 of verification will not be sufficient to assure confidence in
compliance with a chemical weapons ban. This task will require, therefore, a more
intrusive means of verification, in particular, on-site measures. The United States !
has not sought and is not tecking absolute verification. But the United States is \
seeking those measures that will provide the necessary confidence that the chemical
weapons ban is being complied with. :

In his specch before this body on 18 April of this year, the Vice-President
of the United States, the Honourable George Bush, citec four points with»regard to
which parties to a convention must be assured that the relevant provisiens of the
convention are being complied with. Let me cite these four points again: first,
that 211 declared chemical weapons production facilities have been destroyed;
second, that all declared chemical weapons have been destroyed; third, that the
declared chemical weapons -indeed constitute zll of the chemiczl weapons of a party;
and fourth, that the declared chemical weapons production facilities are all suéh
facilities possessed by a party. The verification requirements regarding thecse
four points can be described within two broad categories. First, the declared
chemical weapons and production facilities -- that is, the chemical weapons and
production facilitics whose eristencc and location have been declared by a party :
pursuant to the applicable provisions of the convention -- will be subject to systematic
international on-site verification. Second, fer assurance that undeclared chemical
weapons or chemical weapons production facilities do not exist, or that prohibited .
activities are not occurring, States must rely largely on challenge verification
procedures. Today, my statement will focus primarily on the regime of systematic
international on-site verification that would be established by the draft convention.

Pursuant to the provisions of the United States draft, chemical weapons would
be subject to systematic international on-site verification from the moment they
were declared to the moment they were destroyed. A party's declaration would be

IR e
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subject to an initial on-site inspection to confirm the accuracy of the declarations.
Then the chemical weapons would be subject to continuous monitoring by on-sitc
instruments and periodic on-site inspections to ensure that they are not removed

from their declared locations except to be moved to 2 declared destruction facility.

At this time I would like to introduce a United States Working Paper on the
declaration and monitoring of chemical weapons stockpiles, which my delegation is
tabling today. This VWorking Paper contains a detailed outline of one possible
approach for declaring chemical weapons and for monitoring them until they are
destroyed, based on the approach contained in the United Stztes draft convention.
The Working Paper focuses on types of on-sitec monjitoring devices that could be
utilized for this purpose. We hope this Working Paper will stimulate discussion on
this important issue in 2 way tnatl will 2id in resolving it as soon as possible.

Becausc of the danger of diversion and cther forms of evasion during the
destruction -process, the United States has proposed that the actual destruction of
chemical weapons be monitored continuously not only by means of on-site instruments
but z2iso by the continuous presence of inspeciors. Inspectors would always be on
hand during destruction cperations to monitor the destruction process itself znd to
ensure that the monitoringz instruments werc functioning properly. Thus, under the’

draft convention, chemical weapons would Le closely monitored until they ceased to

The types of procedures the United States beldeves are necessary for the
destruction of chemical weapons were described in Working Paper CD/387, tabled by -y
delegation on 6 July 1983. These procedures were demonstrated during the Workshop
which was held at Tooele army depot in Utah in November 1983. The briefings
presented to the Workshop were distributcd to the Conference as Working Paper CD/424
on 20 January 1984.

- While still on this subject, I would like to refer to the Soviet statement made
on 21 February that the Soviet Union is willing to accept the continuous stationing
of international inspection teams at locations where certain types of chemical
weapons are being destroyed. We welcome the explanation of this Soviet proposal
that is contained in document CD/CW/WP.78, dated 2 April 1984. We would like to ask
the Soviet delegation to clarify two points in regard to its proposal. First, would
the continuous presence of inspectors during the destruction of chemical weapons be
supplemented by continuous monitoring with instruments? Second, under the Soviet
proposal, would continuous presence of inspectors be limited only to the destruction
of super-toxic lethal chemicals 2nd their corresponding munitions and devices?

We look forward tc recciving answers to thesc two important gucstions.

In our draft convention, the facilities for producing chemical weapons would
also be subject to systematic international on-site verification from the moment,
their location is declared until they are destroyed. This verification will censure
that thc production facility ceascs to produce chemical weapons and that it is
eventually destroyed. During the initial inspection after declaration, the
international inspectors will prepare an inventory of key 2quipment at the chemical
wcapons production facility. When the facility is destroyed, the inspectors will
make sure that this key egquipment is also destroved. Unlike the destruction of
chemical weapons, inspectors need not be continuously on site during the destruction
of chemical weapens production facilities. However, on-site instruments will have
to monitor the plant continuously to ensure that the facility remains inoperative
during the destruction process. Of course, inspectors will be permitted to visit
the facility periodically during the destruction proccss.
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In addition to chemical weapons and their production facilities, systematic
international on-site verification would be applied to other facilities that are
designated in the draft convention. The single specialized production facility
envisioned by the draft convention for producing tuper-toxic lethal chemicals and
key precursors for protective purposes would be subject on on-site verification,
consisting of both on-site sensors and inspectors. - Also, facilities producing the
chemicals listed on Schedule C would be subject to periodic on-site verification
based on a random selection of facilities. The purpose of these inspections is
to ensure that the chemicals produced by these facilities are not being diverted
to chemical weapons purposes. H

Mr. President, the issue of which verification measurces are to be applied to
chemicals of types listed on Schedule C and those produced by the single specialized
production facility is one of the important unresolved verification issues. The
United States and Western delegations have proposed methods for verifying that
such chemicals are not beingz used in a manner prohibited by the draft convention.
However, other delegations have neither responded to these proposals in detail nor
made their own comprehensive proposals on how to deal with such chemicals. This
iscue of verification of "non-production” can bc resolved only if these delegations
actively partidipate in exchanges of views on this important matcer, so that a
mutually acceptable solution can be negotiated in this body. I hope those
delegations will soon make their positions known-on this important issue.

There are a great many detailed, tcchnical provisions that need to be negotiated
in order to implement systematic international on-site verification. Annex II of
the United States draft convention contains an outline of the provisions that we
see as necessary for the successful operation of the verification regime. For
example, to cnsure that inspectors can effectively perform their functions, they
need to be granted specific privilcges and immunities. Inspectors should be
granted entry visas promptly. Although a party subject to an inspection has the
right to have its representatives accompany the inspection team, these representatives
must be ready to accompany the inspcctors immediately. The international inspectors
should not be delayed beczuse the host party clzaims its ropresentatives are
temporarily unavailable. Also, nc bureaucratic constraints -- for example, the
need for approval by the host party for inspectors to travel to the location to be
inspected -- should be allowed to delay the inspectors. Of course, the inspections
themselves should be carried out in such a2 way as to avoid hampering the economic
and technical activities of a party and to be consistent with the safe operation
of the inspected location. Manv other details will have to be worked out between
the Executive Council of the Consultative Committee and the perty that will be
inspected. For example, they will need to agrec on subsidiary arrangements that
specify in detail how on-site verification will be applied to each location subject
‘to such verification.

These proposals for proccdures to implement systcnatic international on-=gite
verification represent what the United States bclieves is necessary for the
successful operation of this verification regime. They are subject to further
modification, elaboration, and refinement. Wz hope other countries will have
their own ideas on this subject and will put them before the Conforence on
Disarmamcnt for consideration. We look forward to developing the contents of this
part of Annex II in conjunction with our colleagues in the Conference on
Disarmament.

R T
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The regime of systematic international on-site verification that I have
outlined today is designed to ensure that declared chemical weapons and their
production facilities are destroyed and that prohibited activities do not take
place at other declared locations and facilities. We believe that this regims is
both comprehensive and effective, certainly as it applies to those declared
locations and facilities. However, the regime I have outlined today is inadequate
by itself to provide the necessary assurance of compliance required for an
agrecment banning chemical weapons. It must be complemented by an effective
challenge inspection system. In another statement, I will examinc the challenge
inspection provisions that the United States believes arc necessary for a
coxprehensive and effective ban on chemical weapons.

The subject for this week on theé programme OI WOrk Ol Our coliereiiie 4o wvae
which has long been of great importance to my Government, that of chemical weapons.

The Geneva Protocol of 1925, which outlawed the use of chemical weapons, has
been and remains of inestimazble value to mankind. There has, however, developed
a broad consensus that the prohibition of usc in the Protocol needs to be buttressed
by a convention under which parties would undertalle not to possess or manufacture
chemical weapons. Recent confirmation by the United Nations of the use of these
weapons in the war between Iran and Iraq reinforces the urgent need for the conclusion
of such a convention. Work on this subject here in the Conference on Disarmament
over the past five years has identified a very considerable measure of common ground
on the contents of such a convention. This common ground was set out clearly in
the report of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons last year, document CD/416.

My delegaticn is most grateful to this year's Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee
on Chemical Weapons, Ambassador Ekéus of Sweden for the hard work that he has done
to transform the common ground identified last year into a form to facilitate further
progress this year. My delegation warnly supports his tireless:efforts to build
on what has already been achieved with a view to the early conclusion of the
convention to bzn chemical weapons complately. My delegation pledges its full
support to him and to you, Mr. President, for the accomplishment of this important
task. The tabling on 18 April by Vice-President Bush of the United States of a

draft convention on chemical weapons has already been warmly welcomed by my Government
and by this delegation. i

The United States document (CC/500) is a far-reaching one. My Govermment
congratulates the United States Government on its scope and comprehcnsive approach.
It builds upon the flow of ideas and initiatives already on the table to which the
‘lnited Kingdom has contributed. It sets out clearly the fundamental requirements
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for a comprehcnsive and fully verifiable ban, to enable us finally to rid the
world of all chemical weapons. My delegation is grateful to Ambassador Ficlds
for his valuablc serics of statements, 6r‘wh1ch we have heard the latest today,
explzining in detail the thought benind the provisions of the United States drzft
convention. : : : : AL ‘

My Government have considcred the text of document CD/500 with great care.
It is our firm view 'that its approach, particularly on verification, points to the
direction in which we must go, if we are to find the peans to assure full coumpliance.
My delegation therefore stands ready to proceed with others along the path
identified by document CD/50C. Just as thé United States delegation has already
indicated its readiness to consider alternative approaches, we too shall be flexible;
we shzall try to be imaginative, where imagination is required. . In our view, . _
effective compliancc can be achieved, if there exists the-political will to agree to
a solution guaranteeing it. ' > -

There is 2 broad consensus among all dclegations round this table about what
needs to be prohibited. But we 211 need to work together to develop provisions
that will create confidence that all parties are fulfilling their obligations under
the convention. This confidence is needed to make it possible for governments to
sign-and parliaments to ratify the convention, and to mzive it stability after its
entry into force. The need for provisions to ecreate confidence that all parties
are fulfilling their obligztions is inereased by the nature of the ichemical w2apons
themselves. Some of those which have.actually been used in past conflicts are
based on simple chcmical substzances, which are not difficult to make, and. in some -
cases are made and used on a substantial scale for iegitimate civil purposes, with
which none of us intends, or, indeed, would wish to interferc. Even the :
super-toxic nerve agents can be made from fairly readily accessible materials of
sinple chemical structure. The practical difficultics of manufacturing them stem.
frou the super-toxic character oi the. azents themselves, which necessitates complex
safety arranscmento. In addition, chemical munitions, once they have been made,
are not difficult tc conceal, because they ocan only be conclusively distinguisned
from other munitions by close¢ inspcction. In order, therefore, to give assurance
that 2 -chemical weapons ban is not being evadad by the clandestine maniufacture
of chemical weapons and chemical warfare agents, or by retention of undeclared stocks,
it will be '‘necessary to embody in the convention 2 number of mutually reinforcing
verification methods on lines th2t have been z2lready indicated. It will be necessary
to build up confidencc in the convention by all possible means if it is to ctommand
wide acceptance. ' :

Ir this connection, my delegation welcomes the tabling by the distinguished
representative of Finland of document CD/505, the latest in the se¢ries of blue
books embodying the results of the research of Profcssor Miettinen and his
collaborators on scientific methods for the verification of chemical disarmament.
This valuable contribution, which represents the .fruits of 10 yecars of research,
provides the Conference a2t an opportune moment with a compreéhensive picture of the
techniques available as a result of the latest scientific advances. The instrumental
mcthods they have .developed could play a valuable part in reducing the neecd for the
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presence of inspectors on the ground. It should be our aim to make use of
instrumental methods where appropriate, both for reasons of economy, and to
reduce the intrusiveness of verification. The physical presence of inspectors
will, of course, still be needed to maintzin the instruments, as well as for the
on-site inspections which will bc¢ required to ensure compliance with the
convention. v

One essential element in the verification regime must be provision for
challenge by a party which is not satisfied that znother party is fulfilling its
obligations under the convention. The views of the United Kingdom Government
on this subject were set out in detail in Working® Pzper CD/431 which was
introduced on 14 February this year by Mr. Luce, Minister of State for Foreign
and Commonwealth Affairs. The system of challenge leading to on-site inspection
provides the ultimatc assurance that States parties will not be able with impunity
to evade their obligations under it. It would be esscntial that any suspicions
of non-compliance should be rapidly and conclusively zllayed. This challenge
system would apply to all aspects of the convention and would thus provide its
safety net. It is howaver important to the stability of the convention that
assurance of compliance should be based as far as possiblc on routine methods of
verification, which involve no suspicion, and do not thereforc weaken the
convention; and that too much weight should not be put on the safety net
provided by challienge verification.

The first type of measure of routine verification in noint of time must be -
the verification of destruction of existing stocks of chemical weapons. In
this field the conference has made some progress. Members of the conference had
& welcome opportunity to see on thc ground how chemical weapons can be completely
and safely destroyed at two workshops organized by the United States Government
at Tooele last year and by the Federal German Government this year at Munster.
My delegation is grateful to the host governments for an opportunity to see these
plants at work, and, in particular, for the way in which it was made clear that
the destruction can be carried out in a manner that lends itself to verification,
by impartial observers, that the declared stocks have indeed becn destroyed. I
think that it was clear to all of us who visited the plants that it would be
necessary to have obscrvers on the spot throughout the pcriod of destruction at
the site chosen for the purposc. The statement on 21 February by the distinguished
representative of the Soviet Union that his Government would in principle be
prepared to accept the continuous presence of observers on site while chemical

weapons were being destroyed gives grounds for hope that this aspect of the
problem will be soluable.

A related problem, also limited in time, is thc verification of destruction
of production facilities which has been actively considered in Working Group A of the
L? hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons. My own Government demonstrated to the s
Tembers of the Committec on Disarmament in 1979 the complete demolition of the only
facility in the United Kingdom for the manufacture of nervc gases after the remaining
stocks of these agents had becn destroyed. '
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In order to give stability to the Convention it will also be necessary to
include in it provisions to give assurance that chemical weapons are not being
made clandestinely, espceially after the destruction of existing stocks has been b
completed. To this end my delegation introduced last year document CD/353 i
on the verification of non-production of chemical weapons. This included j
suggestions for declarations on thc production for civil usc of caertain compounds, g
and, in some cases, verification by random routinc inspections of the declarations, y
and of the fact that the compounds in question were not being transformed into |
chemical weapons. This type of random routine inspection was proposed for |
certain key precursors, which are not themselves chemical warfare agents, but are [
important intermediates in their syrnithesis. The aim of such routine inspections
would be to provide assurance that chemical warfare egents were not being
clandestincly produced by providing a routine check on the main synthetic pathways
by which such agents might be made. :

The annex to the United Kingdom Worlcing Paper CD/353 contained a 1ist of key
precursors which nad previously been drawn up a2t a meeting of experts, under the
aegis of the Chairman of the id Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons, |
Ambassador Sujka. Document CD/35% contained a request to other delegations f
for information about the extent to which thcsc compcunds were made in other '
countries for civil purposes. . We are grateful to thosc delegations which have
responded. Some of the data they gave us were circulated at the end of the
1983 session in Working Paper CD/CW/WP.57. We hope that other delegations will - f
provide similar data in time for inclusion in a further working paper at the
end of the current session.

After consideration of these data and discussion with other delegations, the
United Kingdom delegation has now circulated a further Working Paper with the
symbol CD/514, which I have pleasure in introducing today. In this Working Paper
a classification of compounds is proposed according to the risk that they might
be used as chemical wzrfare agents or as precursors for them. It is hoped that
this classification, based on cbjective criteria, will help the Conferencc towards
a consensus on the identification of compounds thzt need to be subject to declarations
and monitoring. The delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany has rightly
drawn attention, in its Working Paper CD/439, to the fact that a similar list is
required in connection with the transfer of key precursors to other countries.

As pointed out in that Working Paper, some of the compounds in gquestion have
significant civil uses. In the view of my delcgation it would not be possible to
exclude from control all substances in this category. We 21so share the doubts

of the delegation of the Federrl Republic of Germany as to whether it would be
practicable to determine the list of kev precursors entirely on the basis of
theorctical criteria. These would be helpful in guiding the choice of compounds

for the list or lists, but we believe th~t for opcrational purposes, whether
declaration, export control, or routine inspection on the territory of a State :
party, it will be important that the compounds be listed by name. The United States
delegntion has used this zpproach in the schedules contained in document CD/500.

The initial lists would clearly need to be agreed as an integral part of the cenvention
we are negotiating. My dclegation believes, howcver, that a mechanism for modifying
the list or lists under the aegis of the Consultastive Committec should be incorporzted
into the convention to take account of possiblc future advances in technology. The
present paper is designed to stimulate discussion of thesc issues and providec a

basis for further work.

The need to agiree internationally a2 list of thesc important precursors has
been underlined by confirmation by the United Nations of the use of mustard and the
nervc agent Tabun in the Gulf war. In the light of this report the United Kingdom
Government has imposed new export controls on compounds which could be used to
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pake ‘such” weapons. Similar action has been taken by other -governmants,. in particular
by the governments of our partners in the European Community and by the United States
ani Canada. The need for this action has emphasized more than ever that a mechanism
is required for the verification of non-production of cheaical weapons to give
agsurancc that these precursors arc not being made in guantities unjustified by civil
uscs and transformed into chemiczl weapons.

In the view of my delegation a regime on these lincs to verify non-production
would make a valuable contribution to confidence in the convention without intruding
unnecessarily in th:z chemiczl industry of States parties. The Netheirlands delegation
has provided 2 valuctle analysis in their Working Peper CD/454 of the practiczl
implications of such arrangenents. The size of the inspectorate required for this
purpose would scem to be =z menagecable onc. Unlike the verification of destruction
of stocks and of production facilities, which would be limited in time, it would be
a continuing task for the Consultative Committec and its sacretariat, which would
also have th: scparate task of monitoring the possession and very limited production
of super-toxic lethal compounds for permitted purposcs.

Close consultation with national chemical industries will be nesded both in the _
formulation and in the implementation of arrangements for verification of non-production.
The example of the IAEA system of safcguards shows how inspections can be carried out
in close co-operatien with the industry being inspected. The IAZA secretariat cnjoy
the confidence of the nuclear industry in the wido range of countries all over the
iorld where their safeguards system is in operation. At .the scme time they command
internationzl respect for the thoroughness and reliability of their operations. My
own Govecrnment has consulted fruitfully with representatives of the British chemical
industry, throuzh its co-ordinzting body, the Cheisical Industrics Association. We have
becn heartened by their positive response and encouraged by their interest in our
negotiation for a convention to ban chemical weapons.

The ta2sk of concluding a chemical weapons convention is an urgent one. All
delegations agree on the end in view and the Confercnce has made substantial progress
towards it. We should redouble our efforts with a view to reaching early agreement
on the complete text of a convention to eliminate chemical weapons entirely fron
the arsenzls of the world.

On 14 February, the United Kingdom linister responsible for arms control and
diszrmament, Mr. Luce, said in this Chamber that the international community has
placed squarely upon this Conference the heavy responsibility to agree upon such a
convention banning chemical weapons completely. He urged the Conference to discharge
its responsibility with despatch and to present at the carliest pessible moment to
the United Nations =zn effective convention for signaturc and ratification.

The following week, thc zroup of socizlist countries said in document CD/435
that thc negotiations on the prohibition of chermical weapons within the ad hoc l
subsidiary body should start as early as possible and should proceed without being
limited by the time-frame of tne work of the Conference, in other worde, the
possibility should be envisaged of continuing them, if necessary, z2fter the spring and
summer parts of the session of the Conferencc. We would chare that view.

Since February th~: neced for a convention has become even more urgent, because
since then we have seen the use of chemical weapons confirmed. If we can mAkKe progress
on the principles of a convention by further contact -- albeit informal -- in New York
or Geneva later this year, then we should grasp it, so that when the Conference resumes
its work in carly 1985 we may be that much nearer to the conclusion of a convention.
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The pacrticipanle iu the roscow meeting relterated the extremely topical
significance of such proposals of the socialist countries as that on the reaching
of agreement on a general and complete nuclear test ban; on the prohibition of
the militarization of outer space and the use of force in outer space and from
outer space against the earth; and on the world-wide prohibition and elimination
of chemical weapors. Other exceptionally important proposals include the proposal
to conclude a treaty on mutual ron-use of armed force and maintenance of peaceful
relations between the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty and the States members
of NATO, as well as the Soviet Union's appeal to other nuclear-weapon Powers
which have not yet done so.to renounce the first use of nuclear weapons.

CD/PV 274
9
(Mr. Wegener, Federal Republic_of_Germany

The main purpcse of my intervention tcday is to introduce Working Paper CD/518
that records the results cf the recent Workshop on the Verification of the
Destruction of Stocks of Chemical Weapons organized by the Gevernment of the
Federal Republic cf Germany in Minster, Lower Saxony. The Workshep, to which member
and observer delegations cf the Cunference on Discrmament were invited wae intended
to acquaint these delegatiuns with the procedures used by one of the few exdsting
destruction facilitics of chemical weapons, and to provide a forum fer discussion
of all aspects relating tc the destruction of such weaponry. The destruction
facility in Mtster undertakes to eliminate 0l1d stocks of chemical weapons that
were found after World Wars I and II. The Federal Goverrnment had chusen to devote
its 1984 Workshop to the verification of the destruction of chemical weapons because
it holds the view that the destruction of stocks deserves a particulaxly high
priority in the negotiaticns on a2 future chemical-wecapons ban. The current threat
emanates in the first instance from existing chemical weapons stockpiles.
Furthermore, the Federzl Government considers the verificaticn of the destruction
of chemical weapons sicciis to be a key problem of the entire verification complex
of a future chemical weapone convention. If it proves possible to reach agrcement
on the verificatiocn issue, it should azlse be possible to agree cn the necessary
inspections fur the other areas of the convention.

The Federal Government drawc the following conclusions from the Workshop in
Minster: r

Firstly, the requirement of effective verification of the destruction of stocks
of chemical weapons can be met only with 2 monitoring system cperating on a2
" continuous basis;

Secondly, a continuous monitoring system should comprise a mutually
complementary combination of checks by inspectors and monitoring by tamper-proof
measuring devices;

Thirdly, the integration of technical monitoring dcvices should aim at reduging

the mumber of inspectors required to be present at all times, thus diminishing the
degree of intrusiveness that inspections can imply;
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Fourthly, at the present juncture, ail technclogical prerequisites exist to
solve the verificaticn prchblems inherent in the destructicn of chemical weapons.

e failure or success of eny workshop depends lzrgely on the contributions
that ccme from the participants themselves. I chould like to express cur gratitude
to a1l thcse delegaticns who enhanced the effect of the workshcp by their valuable
participaticn.

Few will dispute that workshops of this nature — and aside from the visit tc¢
Muinster, I would equally like tc mention the workshop in Tooele, Utzh, of late last
year —- provide interesting insights and learning experiences. But what is the
direct relevance to our negctiating tasks in the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical
Weapcns? I realize that this question has frequently been asked, and the question
certzinly deserves &an answer. Obviocusly, it is nobody's intention to write into a
future chemicel weapons cenvention norms which cblige the parties to the treaty to
embark on particular techniczl processes, OTr to buy and employ specific apparatuses_
of particular brands. But the link is there, and it is direct. Workshops of this x
K¥ind demonsirate both the necessity and the feasibility of certain technical e
processes. They thus show how planned prescription can be transleted into
lwwhﬁ%aﬁmmaMatmmcmt %e@ﬁ@ﬁ%tMpuﬁ%amtOﬂ@ﬂ&e
jn the future treaty will Ye simple. They will be expressed in zbstract legal
language. But behind the normative language, ¥ncwledge looms. Negotiators, with
the 2id of such technical experiencc as the workshops have given them, have assured
themselves that it is possible to translate treaty obligaticns, such as are now
envisaged, into effective action, and that the most practical and least costly and ..
intensive apprcach has been chcsen in defining obligations and selecting legal

Xanguage.

If we attempt to digest the negctiators' lessons cut of the Tooele and Munster
experiences, the usefulness of the exercises is anmply born out. On the basis of a
generzl consensus that is forming ¢n the subject matter in the field c¢f the :
verification' of destruction of stocks, formulations like the one in -
irticle V (1) (£) of the draft convention conteined in document CD/500, or the
corresponding draft provisions in document CD/326, now prove themselves to be so
drafted that, if accepted, they would stend the test of eventuel implementation with
the assistance of current-state technolcgy, ard at low and adequate cost levels.

Tf satisfacticn 2nd, indeed, a measure of sccomplisghment derive from the recent
technical workshop in Minster, my delegation is much less optimistic with regard to
the general level c¢f progress in the chemical weapons negotiations. Al though the
negctizting process is manifold — if somewhat over-complicated in its structure —
the generazl state of negotiations is hardly encouraging and leaves much to be
desired.

- This is all the mcre deplorcble because this year we should have been
particularly concerned abcut making prcgress rapidly. The findings of a team of
experts charged by the Secretary-General cf the United Naticns in conformity with
the relevant United Nations Gener:zl Assembly resclutions, revezled that chemical
wezpons had been used in the conflict between Iraq and Iran. However, not even the
zctual use of chemical weapons in an cngoing conflict and the unfcrtunate likelihood
sf further vrcliferation of these barbaric weopons have prompted the Conference on
Disarmamant te speed up negotiatiuns and to produce decisive results. Yet, the 1584

larly favouradble ccnditions. The work of the
A3 Hoe Curritice on Chemiczl Weapens was placed under the skilful and ccmpetent
guidznecs of its Chairman, Ambassadnr Ekéus ~f Swadzn. Mr. Akkeorman of the
Netrzrlands, Mr. Duarte of Irazil ard Dr. Thieclicke cof the German Democratic Republic
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have once again proved their high zbilities in chairing their respective Working
Groups. Many delegationc have introduced impurtant working papers cr initiatives.

(9]
»
B

In spite cf these favourabpls ditions, the positive mementum that had
narked previcus years of weri is it t3 peter out. My dzlegaticn has o
explanation for this unfortunzte state of affeirs. It cammot but uree all
delegaticns to contribute fully to the negotiations by demcnstrating mcre
flexibility and readiness fc comprcmise. The urgency of achieving results dues not
only bear upon the chemical weapcons convzntion itself. This segment of cur werk
constitutes an impcrtant test case for theover-all commiiment of governments to the
task of disarmament.

In spite of a negativeover-zll assessmert of the negotiaticns my delegation,
of -course, does not wish to belitile the efforts % come to a closer understanding
in certain areas of the convention and the prigress that has been achieved sc¢ far.
In the area cf elimination cf stccks a conssnsus is now emerging. My delegaticn
is equally hopeful- that a svlution sf the question of verification of initial
declarations can be found on the basis of discussing further the ideas of
subjecting the declared stocks to verification measures either at intermediate
storage sites or at the destructicn facility. My delegation alsc welcomes the
endeavour to provide a complete structure for the future chemical weapons
convention as has skilfully been eleborated by Amhassader Turbanski of Pcland.

One obvicus task before the negotiatcrs at the present moment 1s to 1look to
the scheduled end of the annuzl session. The fcrm and status of their report will
be of great importance for the further course of werikc. The primary responsibility
of the necgotiators shculd be carsfully fc preserve the results of the work
accomplished dvuring the previous sessions as well as during the present one. The
forward movement mzy have been limited, but no backward movement should be allowed

to occur. We must make sbsolutely sure that the next round of negotiations will
start on the basis of present accomplishments, and does not embark on yet ancther
round of needless end frustrating rehashing of past work. The decisive

contribution of Chairman McPhail during the preceding sessicn was his skilfu
compilation of-the results of the 1983 session in one comprehensive document which
all delegztions could underwrite. This has been the conceptuzl basis of our
negotiations this ’year asnd largely foreshadows the shzpe and contents of the future
convention. It is therefore of overriding impcrtance that an amplified and developed
version of his cormprehensive puper, in the mors advanced versicn which we owe to

the Swedish delegaticn, in document CD/CW/WP.67, be accepted as the general formet

of the report of the Ad Hoc Committee cn Chemical Weapons for this sessicn.

My delegation is grateful %o the Chnairmzn of the Ad Hce Cumrmittee,
Ambassador Ekéus, for having given ccnesidereble thought tc the anmual work preduct
¢f his Committee. Meny of his ideas are fertile, and greatly to the credit cf his
own delegation. It is without dcubt within the prercg-tive of the Chaolrman to
formulate his own views and instill them intc the future negctiating process under
Lis own responsibility. It is, however, even mCIS irpertant that the structure of
document CL/CW/WF .67 is preserved and further dsvelcped. The vitel feature of the

comittee's report at the end of the session cshould be 2 comprehensive consensus

text which cen fully serve as a rcfsrence dscument, accepted by all, for the next
rcuni of our negeotiations. My delcgaticn will find it difficult to agree to any
document that would not comply with these criteria.

s

N —
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The annuil repcrt of the Conmittce is not an end in ihae
be - tool to facilitate further work. Concentraticn cin its elgboratios ;
therefore, not deduct frvm our onpeing negetiztion effurt and should not proclude
reflections cn the future timeframe of negotiations.

One of the interesting features of the present negotiating phase is
interaction between scheduled meetings of the varicus working unite, and
number of bilateral consultstions betwesn delegations. The latter cre chexacteristic
of a very advanced negctiading process. Delegativne find that theve is (e
detailed discussicne desiged to plm-o the viewpcinte of pariicoular delzgaticns.
Their frequency is thus a positive sign, provided that the findings wf delegaticns -
a.re cha.nnwlled Da.cl’ .,.1 150 the rmltilatersz) process. This appearys even mOIC necessary
vericve working wnitc are themcclves i Folved in
oonsultatlcns uf th..-.s kind. It is certzainly the prerogative of these Chadrmen to
obtain the fullest pessible informaticn by contact 2 i th delegations, as mach as it
is their cbligations to bring their uwalque quality aeg cfficers of the Confercnce 0
bear in ihe interest of progress and compromise. HoweveT, particular care should
be taken ihat the trenspzrency znd raltilatersl nature of these processcs be fully
observed. In the view of my delegotion it would thercfore apvear indigpeneeble that
the Chairmen of the weriring organs previde a clear picture o all deiegnmux:s ang
at all times about their particulsr transacticns. Tt 1o wlso d\;-f:ir;-zblc — ¥
indeed, indispensable in this multiloteral fram w\r:r"{ —~ that 2ll negetinting
activities conducted by the Chairmen themselves are in i rinciple u_m—\-,xd 23 and
accessible to all delegsticne that heve a legitim :1:" intercet in 1)‘«,1‘t1<“' vation.
I am confident that the osfficers c¢f the Al Hoe Comm tc& cn Chen
aware of these nc ics, cnd that they will contimze pr(-:ser\'\.. thu
{ransparency of the negoticiing process during the rcm:-'nder of cur sessi

N
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The more negoiizticns on chemical WCLpPOns PrOLTesns and the more tne treaty W
which all delegaticnz zspire cumes within reach, the mors it ie ix:»,cc-ngracus-‘l,u«-.'u
we indulge in thie ses=ing luxury »f{ adjourning nege iations en early in the year t©
resume them only fuwr T five n‘or-’chs later. The need for negotiators o pause and
reflect, and to seeXx ingirvctivns is cbvicus. But such long intermiseions are cquite
evidently to the diirizent of the ne f-'ufl&bl-.‘ scmentum and may even imply a DLackward
movemeni. It is alsc seyond the comgrehension of our gen eral puopulaticn 1
the need far urge At e u-c:z vhile the ncgotiztors have dis :persed and seen
tiating tekle. '

....

(=0

From tie viewpcint Ci the chemical wesprins nopotiodiung, then, the annual
meeting cycle of thie body is highly unsatisfuactory. T reslize Hat remedice ¢
not easy 0 find, znd that earlier attenptis to gchedule rosumed segsions of the

chemical weopons working group hove not proved conclunivi. maer the capervision
of a Mame—duck” chaimmar who hod slresdy soba tted e final repord, and witheut
the necessayy political inte wraction wd;"-., 3 il baneons prvoonce of Cenference
delegintes, these meeting:s on the level of tezchnical exchonges, and produced
very little movement. It ie lwperative —— and i1l becsme more so during the 'lr.ul
negotiating siages of tle cfni'-.rf-:.v*-.’r.;i.-':rf; — to luok tor a fox vhich will to sumES
extent bridge the time gop bHelween oificinsl ’mnuzf; sugaivna, ond yei generabc tiue
political momentum. This need mu:t be teken intc account w’f;-:.n the Confercnc iwkas
another look at i%s generzl woridng potiorn. My Aclegation is roady to participa
in any appropriaztce new furmat, even 1f it deviabes from owie ing I"c"h\’ll nabi ts,
implies additicnal szerifice in terce of mee ting time.
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ixr. FZ1DS (United Siates of America): 1. President, in my statemcnt on
12 July, I began to address the last of four major issues involved in a comprehensive
and effective chemical-weapcns ban, that is, the vital issue o1 verification. I
described in detail the regime of sysienmatiic internationzl on-site verificztion
sstarliched by the United States draft convention in decunment C‘/jOO. T alsc stated

that thet regine, by itselfl, would be inadequate tc provide the reguired assurcnce of
cenrliance wiin all the provisions of the éraft convention. Teoday, I will examine
the sysiasm for dealing with compliance issues that is a necessary and vitzl complement

tc the systemaitic verification regime I described last week.

In the United States vicw, the future chemical weapoins conventicn shenlid set
forth a range of actions thait can be taken by o party %o resolve cocpliance concerns.
The convention should 2lsc set forth the obligatiocns of a party tc co-cperate in ith
pro=pt resolution of such concerns. The arrengenenis shculd be dealg“yd wo prevent
dilatory tactics and to promcte clarification at the lowest possitie poliiiczl level.
However, the right o escalate an issue poclitically, if necessaxy, should be Luild
intc the arrangements fo serve as an important stimulus %o provide resoluiicn of
complience rproblems. 4 party should be able to select the ccurse cf cetion 1t
believes will xe solve its concerns rnost effectively and expediticusly.

The United States draft convention incormorates z number cf provisicns for
dealing with “qullunce COnCEerns. Tuese proviczions are contairnzd in articles IX, X
and XI, as well @s in annex II. Teken 1 b‘.thei, these provisions would provide an
effective system for resclving compliances concerns.

Should a party %o the conveniion have reason to teligve izt ancther pariy is
not completcly f£1fi _lng itm cormitnents under the conveniicn — il, for sxammdle,
thes periy suspecis that eniccl weapons axe bheing stored et a location that vhe

Ly, T

other party had noi de rlurc to be & chemical weapons storage location -- then that

party cculd initiate bilatersl consultetions with the oiucr party, as provided in
article IX. .Jrticle IX would require the part3 “ccelvgng such an inquixy to provide
sufficient informetion to the ingquiring wvarty resolve the latter's doubtis
concerning compliance. If both parties so a&s;red article IX would pernit then to
errange a bilateral inspection to 2id in resclving eny lingering questions.

When necessary -- if, for ezanple

there ccniinueé to be concerns over whether
the periy was complying with its comniin

T
trents under the conventisn — either party
rolved in the dispute could req the Executive Council of the Consuliaiive
Committec to initiate fact-findin ocedures. ugon receiving such a request, the
bBxecutive Council would reguest the naruy whose actions were suspect to clarify thes
actions. If the clarification provided still did not resolve the guestion, the
fact-finding panel of the Exccutive Council would immediately begin an ;nvegtigatlon.
The rersrt of its investigotion would then be made available to all partics to the
conveniion. If still unsatisfied, the inquiring party could initiate = special
zeeting c¢f the Consultztive Commitice to consider further ihe compliance question.

o
(0]

It is hoped that most complinnce guestions can be resolved through information
exchanges that occcur either tilaterally or through the Consultative Committee.

Hovever, in some instances assurances ncre persuacive thern the uncorroberated
statements of a party will be necessary. In other ceses, the assurance will be
required more rapidly than ihs timz periods coniazined in article IX. Lrticles X

and XTI of the draft convention were designed %o meet the needs of such situations.

Under article X of the draft conveniion, procedures for special on-site

insgection will apply Vo any facility e_ther alrocdy subject to systematic
international nu -sito inspaciisn pursuant o other ariticles of the convention or o
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any facility or location owned or sontrolled by the govermment of a party, including
military facilities. Annex II would contain provisionc aiding in the specification

¢ such facilities and locations. For these locations gna facilities, a party to the
convention is deemed to have issucd an "open invitation'" with regard tc the possibility
of their inspection. This means that a party must permit an on-site inspection of the
location or facility within 24 hours of receipt of a request from a member of the
fact-finding panel-for such an investigation. Members of the panel could initiate such
an inspection on their own or on behalf of a party nct represented on the pancl. 4
party cannot refuse a request for a special on-site inspection.

My Government recognizes that these special on=site inspection procedurcs will
reguire an unprecedented degrec of cpenness on thc part of all countries that becone
parties to the convention. The United States also recognizes that such openness could
potentially pose a risk to gsensitive activities not related to cherical weapons.
However, the United States strongly believes that 2 comprehensive and effective ban
on chemical weapons, which would provide sutstantial security benefits, must, if it
is to be truly effective, contain an "open invitation" inspection scheme along the
lines I have sketched out today.. Thus, the United States hos decided thet the benefits
flowing from such an inspeztion scheme greatly cutweigh the rigks.

The United States seriously considers that any risks can be minimized and managed
through appropriate procedures for initiating and conducting special on-site
inapections. The United States draft contains a number of provisicns designed to do
just that. In the United States view, the inspection procedures should be designed
to resolve the issue at the lowest possible level of intrusion. For example, the (
inspectors' access should be uninpeded, but the procedures could stipulate that the
least intrusive steps be taken first. More intrusive steps would be implemented only
t» the level nceded to resolve the specific issue in gucstion. We would welcome other
suggestions for minimizing the risks that might result from & special on-site inspection.

T want -to assure all delegations in the Conference on Disarnmament that oy
Government did not take the decision lightly to ircludc this "open invitation" provision
in our éraft convention. There should be no guestion that the United States is willing
to accept the consequences of thesc provisions. I hope that other States will display
2 like amount of political will and accept this "open invitation' concept, because it

is essential for an eoffective chemical-weapons ban.

I would also like to respond to some criticisms that have been publicly voiced
concerning the article X provision or special on-site inspection. The statement hos
been made that, since the provision applies t2 governnenti-owned or government—controlled
facilities, it discriminates against some economic and political systems. The
" ergument seems to be that, since the civilian chexmical industries in some socialist
countries are owned by the governnent, thesec facilities would be subject %o article X,
wherezs the chemical industries in the United States or other western countries, sin@e
they are privately owned, would not be coverad by article X. In paseing I would like
to note that the countries voicing this and other criticisms of the convention have
done so without accepting the invitation of my delegation to meet with any interested
delegation to cxplain fully our draft convention. If they had availed themselves of
this opportunity tc meet with -us, this matter could have been clarified privately.
Lrtisle X covers not only those locations and facilities that are owned by the
government, but also those controlled hy the government, whether through contract,
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other cbligations, or regulatory requiremcnts. The privaiely-owned chemical industrics
of the United States are sc heavily regulated bty the United States Govermment-‘that this
cquaies to tlic tern "controlled” as ased in the draft convention. Thus, the private
chemical industry of the United Stuiec ic filly subject to the inspection provisions

cf articlie X.

In addition, I will ropeat a statement made many tines by re and by other
representatives of the United States Government., Ne imbalance in inspectiion cbligation
is either .ecired, intended, or condained in any provisions of the Unitec States draft
conveniion banning cherical wespcns. iy delegztion welcones any suggesiions conceriing
wayo o ipprove the wwescdures for the "open invitation” ingpections, &5 long as an
coguivalenl level of confidence iz mainlained, It is easy to criticize a proposal. It
is much harder o worlk out rmiuzlly acceptable solutions Vo difficult problems. I
hope that delegaticns tiwt have concernc about the "open invitaticn" arcrcach of
article ¥ will join with us in a ccnstruciive manner to scek cffective sclutions.

Tsr locations ard facilities not subject o erticle X, "ald hoc on-sitc
inspections" are provided by ariicle XI of the United Statcs drazft. L party may -
request the Consulietive Committec, at any fime, %o conduct sucn inzpections in order
tc resnlve doubts and eoncerns. The fart-finding parnel shell convene within 24 hours
tc deternine whetlier such an inspecction shoulld be granted. The panel will nake its
decision based on guidclires conizined in annex II. If the panel decides tc request
ah inspection, the requested party shall, except ip the most extroordinaxy
circumstances, provide zvcess to the inspectors. If a party refuses an inspecticn, it
mist fully explain its refusal and suggest concrete alternative methods for resclving
the compliancce concern. The fact-finding pancl will yeview thesc explanations and
suzgestions to determine if they rescive the guestion raised. If the problen is not
deemcd to be resolved, the venel can egain request an ingpection. Ifiit is refuscd
agoin, the Chairmon of the Consultotive Jommission shall immediately infornm the

Sccurity Council of the United Wations.

4is with systematic intemational on-sitc ircpeciion, there arc nany Cetailed,
technical proccdurcs governing the conduct of smecial and gd Loc on-site inspeciions
thot need to be ncgotiated. GSzction H.of annex II contains o list of the arcas wherc
the Tnited States believes theme rmust be an agreement on procedures. Some examples cf
theose areas are: a roquircment for definiticn of the area ¥o te inspecied, typcs of
cguinment to be used, and protection cf proprietary or confidential information. These
prncedures should be negotiated in conpection witih our considerction of the inspection
provisicns contained in ardicles X and XI.

)
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T two statonents I heve outlined in Zetzil the provisions contained in the
United Statcs draft conveniion dealing with the verification icsue. The regime of
systenatic internztionzl on=-site inspection, and the compliance resolution system
outlined today, combine to provide the confidence in compliance necessary for a
comprehensive and effcctive ban on chemical-weapons. Thesc provisions are cenvral to
the TUnited Statew draft conveniion. No chemicazl weapons convention can be achicved
witnout sgroement on effective provisions fer verificeticn.

This statement also concludes ry sceries of statcmenta dealing with the four main

igzues involved in a ecerpreliensive end cffeciive chemical weapons btan. I have cxplained

how the Uritcd Statec drafi convention dcols with what o party must not do, whot it nay
d., what it must do, and finclly the veorifiection provisions that provide confidence

in compliance. I hope these stotements have Leon helpful. My delegation is ready

at any time and ony vlacc to vark with any dclemation to arncwer uvuestiong concerning
mar draft convention anl e tay to achicve rotuelly accepiatle solvticns to the many
protleme in this arca which remadin to he soelved.
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Littla, if anything, has thus far been achieved in this yecar's sessions of

the Confarance, despite the 2fforts of delegations to move forward, but, in some
areas prograss has bezn made. During the spring part of the session, for example,
a sound basis was laid for substantive work on a comprehensive chemical wz2apons ban.

Let me mention in particular the tabling by the United States of a full

draft treaty of such a chomical weapons ban at the end of the spring part of our

session. My deleszation walcomes this initiative as a particularly valuable

contribution to our work in this ficld. This draft provides us with 2 detailed

analysis of ways and mz2ans to rid the world of an entirc class of == indeed

appalling == weapons. On an sarli-r occasion my delgmzation already expressed its
satisfaction on the Soviet willinsness to accept permanent on-site inspection of

the destruction of stockpiles. W2 2xpr2ss our sincarz hopa that it will be
possible to recach agreament on a chemical we2pons treaty in the near futurs.

‘In due ecourse, I hope to address the subject of chemical.weaponS'in detail.
I now only wish to pay tributz to thc perseveroence with which Ambassador Ekéus,as
hairman of the Ad Hoc Committec on Chemical Weapons, furthers a succeasful outcome

of our work during this session. Parmit 2. to add that, in our viaw, the
importance of an early conclusion of a ch2mical weapons ban would warrant a
continuation of our work during the autumn, provided we could reach agreement
before tha end of this session on 2 suitable basis to do so.
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Cnce azain I would like %o devote my intervention %o the question of chemical

wa2apons, concentrating on some aspects of the onzoinz process of negotiations.

I think,

the Ad Hoc Committee on Cnemical Weapons is at the stage of determining exceptionally
important questions. This is perhaps the reason why the rasults of its work are not
at present as visidble as one would wish them to be. On the other hand, some problems
under active consideration hecome more and more clear and mo:re and more understood
by thoss most concerned. There is no doubt that further contisuation of bilateral

and other informal consultations between the most interzsted delegations will
contribute to the achievement of batteir results by this Conference.
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I would like to thank, as a number of other colleagues did earlier, the
Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee, Ambassador Ekéus, as well as the Chairmen of the
Working Groups who, in organizing numerous meetings and informal consultations,
spare no efforts to achieve as much progress as possible. It seems at the moment
that if the Committee could agree on the most important questions rezarding the
destruction of stockpiles and on the verification of this process, together with the
procedure on submission of the initial and detailed plans for destruction, then
the question of how and what to do with faciliities would also be easier to solve.
L=t me say that an understanding on the questions mentioned above would make it
possible to establish the main trunk of the future convention. The Polish delegation
persistently works towards this end. Of extreme importance at the present stage
would be the elaboration of guidelines for initial plans for destruction. Based on
such agreed guidelines, the States signatories of the future convention who are in
possession of chemical weapons could, after its entry into force, agree between
themselves the detailed contents of such plans and submit them to the
Consultative Committae. Any action in this respect at present would enhance an
outlook on the whole process of destruction and verification. In other words, we
consider that further work in this field will be botnh prospective and useful in all
respects. :

I would like to devote also a few lines to the question of the diversion of
stocks. As is well known, different misunderstandings or lack of understanding
concerning this problem have impeded progress of negotiations. We note therefore
with satisfaction that a considerable dezree of mutual understanding is emerging.

It was especially encouraging to hear in this connection that the United States
delezation would show flexibility to consider any proposals in this respect.

All of us should have in mind that regardless of destruction or diversion, both these
kinds of elimination of chemical weapons will have to be exactly reflected in future
plans of destruction which the States parties concerned will have to submit at the
mutually agreed time to the Consultative Committee. Thus the problem as such will

be in full sizht of all participants to the convention.

It is obvious that the diversion process will have to be adequately controlled.

Let me say also a.few words on the forms of verification, particularly in the
context of the United States draft convention contained in document CD/500. As I
observed in my intervention on 15 March this year, no verification, however intensive
and elaborate, can provide absolute certainty that no violation, even the least
meaningful, occurs. The United States draft contains and proposes the widest and
most demandinz system of verification. Has it been justified by a real need or
by an excessive care for the oblizations to be fulfilled by future signatories of the
convention? I shall try to make a short analysis of different reguirements for the
verification systems. Out of numerous requirements, the following could be mentiqned:

- first, correspondence of the verification system with international law and

with the provisions of law of the States parties concerned;

- secondly, correspondence of the verification system with the principle of
the inviolability of security interests of the States parties concerned;

- thirdly, the intrusiveness of the verification system should be reduced to
minimum and justified only by the nature and the dimensions of the scope; |

- fourthly, the verification system should be reasonable in the sense of costs
invelved which are to be covered by the future signatories.
| J
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We are of .the opinion that the most appropriate verification system is one
which ensures in practice the effectiveness of verification ou one hand and is
acceptable to the interested partiés oo the other. It seems, in this connection,
that:the intrusiveness of the system proposed by the United States is incommensurable
with neal needs. Some proposed methods of verification overlap, although that
does not double the control effects and does not increase the volume of information
achieved. As an example I gquote from the statement of Ambassador Fields on 12 July.
What .is proposed is "... systematic,international on-site verification of chemical
weapons, from the moment they Qere declared, to the moment they were destroyed ...".
In a system thus proposed there should be: immediate verification of the initial
declarations, verification of the declared cstocks between the declarations and
elimination, and the verification of the destruction of stocks. In fact, such a
system could allegedly redqce'to a minimum the eventual cases of violation of the
convention but, on the other hand, it may bring distrust among States parties as
to the real intentions for conductinz at least some on-site inspections. What
can be achieved as a result might be the preluctance on the part of certain States
to participate in the convention. This result would be exactly the opposite of
what I believe we want to achieve.

In another statement, namely that of 19 July, the distinguished
Ambassador Fields tried to answer some criticisms and dispel some legitimate
questions and doubts many delegations including mine, have with regard to article X
of the United States draft convention by saying, inter alia, that v... the private
chemical industry of the United States is fully subject to.the‘inspection provisions
of article X ...". I must say, however, that our doubts have not been dispelled. '”
They are further strengthenecd by the opinions of some United States experts; for
example, in a serious work on the subject entitled "Arms Control and Inspection in -
American Law", an American author, Louis Henkin, sugzests that the gquestion of '
on-site inspections in case of.pbivate industry, and thaq'would of course pertain
also .to chemical industry, may Zo even as far as to require amendment of the
United States Constitution. ' ®

During the-last plenary meetings we have listened with great attention also to
several other statements devoted to chemical weapons. Some of them, containing
interesting ideas, are subject %o careful study by my gelegation. Today, without
going into details, I would like to dwell on two of these thoughts. We have no
doubt that chemical weapons must be destroyed, and this should be done as soon as
possible, without any artificial complications. Thus we sympathized very much
with the idea voiced by the delegation of Australia that obsolete stocks of chemical
weapons, which sooner or lster will have to be disposed of, could be destroyed as '~

..an act of goodwill, before entry into force of the Convention.

Such a step could not only reduce the burden to be carried by verification
but would alsc build up the confidence necessary for the early elaboration and
implementation of the convention banninz the chemical weapons.
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We are also in favour of the practice suggested by Ambassadcr Wegener in his
plea that we should take more care in preserving the results of the work
accomplished during previous sessions. Indeed thz proposals of the past should
serve not only future research workers but also, and in the first place, the
negotiators.
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Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
The Soviet delegation would like to dwell today on a question which seems to be
raised most often at plenary meetings of the summer session of the Conference on
Disarmament. This is the question of the prohibition of chemical weapons. 1
think, however, that all will agree that in the broad range of problems concerned
with the limitation of the arms race, the problem of the prohibition of chemical
weapons does not have the hizhest priority and is not the most important. Like
the majority of delegations, and like the overwhelming part of the world community.
we regard the prevention of nuclear war as tae primary issue of contemporary world
policy. At the same time, chemical disarmament can play an important positive
role in resolving the tasks connected with the limitation of the arms race and
disarmament.

The majority of those who have spoken on the subject of the prohibition of
chemical weapons, while noting some progress in the negotiations on this question,
have also expresséd dissatisfaction with their pace and character.

We share this feeling. On the one hand, the negotiations are continuing and
the Soviet delegation recognizes the efforts of, and personal interest in the work
taken by, the Chairman of the Committee on. the Prohlbitlon of Chemical Weapons,
Ambassador Ekéus and his staff. On the other hand, however, these negotiations
are still very far from the ultimate gozl. Perhaps even furthen from that goal
than they were, let us say, a year and a half ago.

What are the reasons for this state of affairs in our work on the prohibition
of chemical weapons?

There are certainly many. In our opninion, however, there are two main reasons.
We have already had an opportunity to point out that the United States draft
convention, even before it saw the light of day, hampered the negotiations. It
is a well-known fact that in Februzry, March and April of this year, the work of
the Ad Hoc Committee was almost fatzlly blocked. It is true that at that time
delegations of one group of countries did not manifest any concern over that
situation and did not call for any acceleration in the Committec's work. If only
the matter. had been confined to that! Vhen the United Statcs of America presented
its draft convention in April,; it became clear that it was not making.a constructive
contribution to the work already done at Geneva, and that it was creating a number
of major insoluble problems which had not existed before. However much the : '
United States delegation now tries to paint this draft in the most radiant colours,
the main point is that it does not promote mutual understanding but, on the
contrary, deepens the differences between the partners in the negotlations and,
on.a number of questions, particularly with regard to monitoring, sets the
negotiations back. We have, of course, listened carefully to the eclarifications
given by the Head of the United States delegation, Ambassador Fields, concerning
the individual sections of the United States draft, but that has in no way changed
our general evaluation of this document. We shall talk about this in grecater detail

in one of our subsequcnt statements.
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Another reason for the lack of progress and even regression is to be found in
the fact that several delegations heve, in our opinisén, adopted a faulty approach.
They have begun to complicate the talks, to burden them by constantly introducing
new issues whose absence would in .o way affevs orx chemical weapons ban, cause it
to lose its comnrehensive character or make it less effective. The trouble is that
these issues in turn give tise to new questions end, as a Russian proverb siates,
the ceeper une soes into the woods, the more {irewood thers is. It is becoming
increasingly difficult for delegations to find a common language; 8econdary and
tertiary que-tions push the main issues into the background and sometimes no way
out of thie situation can be seen. It is to be hoped that this if not being done
deliberately, buv tbat doer not change the results. o’

We are resoiutely against such an approach. of courses, the future ronvention
on the prohibiticn cf chemical weapons, taking into account the object of the ban
and its specific character, will inevitably b= a complex international document.
However, at the same time, it mus< not be forgotten that we are conducting political
negotiations ained at the solution of imotty problems which would predetermine the
successful functioning cf the convention. In any event, we shall not succeed in g
torcing 2ll poseible situatiors connected with the operation of the convention
into a Proc-us*ezn bed., since life is confiderzbly more diverse thaa eny humzn
fanatasy. We are in favour of concertrating attention on the meir elements —
on the rules, not on *he excentions. It is precisely for this 1eason that
internationzl agecements on éiscymament, inciading dhe converntvion being prepered
by ur, provide for the estadlis'ment of a consulta®ive committee to be entrusted
with the furciior of examining ali situaticus that may aries, whnether they can
be foreseen or nct. That is why we also wish te put forward in our statement
today some generel considereiions concorning the activity of this very smpertant -
machinery of “he future corverntion. ;

Before touching on the spesific content o7 our nonsidera*icns, I should like
by wa;” of an esamnle to refer to & Jew juestlonu whoee censiderztion ané solution,
it seems %o u., cuuid be entrusted to the consultative committee. They are
primarily cuestiors which ar2 rlearlw not ripe Zor solutiorn af the present time.
Fer exanple,; the preposal put forward by one or o deiegztions concerning the
inclusicn in the basic pronibitiocn contained in the futnre convention of an
undertekivg by States "not tc conduct other activities in preparation for the use
»f chemical weepons". The participants in the negotiatinne have e mcre or lese
clesr id2a of the basic obligetions which they would accept under the convention:
nct to produce chemicil weapons, to destroy atocks, etc. But what are the other
activities which they should not conduct? There is no clear reply to this. It
iz not possitle to eeparate, let us say, activities in preparation for the use of
chem:ical weapons frem activities relating to the preparstion of armed forces &s
a whole. On +his ouesticn, it is clear that no progress hes been madec towards
r2aching agrecment.

Is: it not better to proceed from the basis that ths consultative committee
consisting of all perties to the convention, as a forum for discussing all questions
connected with th: implementa*ion of and compliance with the convention, might
resolve any specific probler, including that to which reference has just been made,
g8 soon as it acquired 3pecific form, of course. r = ki
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Y=t another example. It has been proposed -- by the delegation of the
United States of Amcrice -- tc prohibit in the future convention some almost
mysterious chemical, specially cesigned to intensify the effects cf the use of
chemical weapons. After persistent requestc to clarify everything invelved, it
was stated that the matter concernc substances capab-e of acting as solvents in .
chemical weapons or as thickening agents, of changing the viscosity of chemiczls
or their local stability, ¢f increasing their capacity to penetrate the human
skin or the charcoal filter cf a gas mask, etc. Ever from this list -- and it
can, of course, be expanded -- it is clear that ths matter does not concern 2
particular spvecific chemical, but 2 great nucber of chemicals. It is true that,
in this connection, we have not been given the nime of 2 single chamical. It is
proposed, consequently, that substances unknown to enyone should not be developed,
producec or stockpiled and that they should be destroyed. Can this be sericus?
Here, too, if ¢ genuine need to resolve the zbeve-meniioned question arvee, the
consultative committee would be able to take the appronriate sters.

In a word, we attach very grest importance to the consultative committee
and consider thst it and its subsidiary organs should be assigned the task of the
solution in practice of the broadest possiblc group of guestions connected with
the practical implementation of and compliancs with the convention.

Wz proceed from the basie that the consultstive committee, if reference is
made to it 2s a collective body, would receive, have custody of and distribute
informeticn furnished by States parties in acccrdance with the requirementis of
the convention, would provide to States parties -4t their roguesi assistance in
the conduct of consulteticns among-them, woull work cut recommendations and
individual technical questicns, etc.

It would also have to perform a conciderable numter of responsible functions
with regard tc the implemesntztion and co-ordinstion of zll forms of verification.
In particulsr, w: consider it important thzt the consultative committee should
work out standardized verificztion methods znd verify reports cf cases involving:
the use of chemical weapons, The convantion must also ineclude z clear provision
under which the consultative committec would dctermine the procedurc and periods
for carrying sut verificotions 2t fscilities for the destructicn of stocks and ‘
at facilities for the production cf super-toxis lethal chemicals for permitted
purposes. It wculd take into zccount the size and charzcteristics of the stocks,
data an the destruction faciliti=ss and or the permitted production, and a great
deal more. .

A most important task under the future, convention will be the proper
orgenizction of the working interaction between intermnationzl and national
monitoring bodies, They should complement one ancther znd assiet cne another,
for otherwise, unless cne is under the illusion ¢f "constantly valid invitations!,
moritoring might prove to be imperfect., In this regard, too, it is clear that the
‘consultative committee mignt h=ve an outstanding role te pley. It will have to
concern itself ever with such mctters as the spccisl training of nationa2l staff
for carrying out inspections, the scaling cf chemical weapons production
facilitics, the ‘handling of sesls, etc. w

One wculd hope that these considersticnc will facilitate and speed up the
preperation of tho seetion of the future convention devoted to the ccnsultative
committee,
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In connection with thc consultative committee, I should like to draw attention
to a matter of primary importance =-- thc composition of its main subsidiary organ,
the executive council. We propose that this council should consist of 15 members,
representatives of States parties to the convention, 10 of whom would be clected by
the consultative committec on the principle of 2 two-year term for cach party,
five mcmbers being replaced each year; the remzining five sects would bc set aside
for the permanent members of the Szeurity Council parties to the convention.

This machinery should be scen primarily as an earnest of the effectiveness of
the future convention, ensuring compliance with the principle of not ciuangering the
security of any of the parties. . ;

A very important problem is the elaboration of z procedure, acceptable to all
the States parties to the future convention, for the adoption by the consultative
committee and its subsidiary organ of dccisions relating tc substantive questions.
Many far-reaching oroposals of every kind have been submitted on this subject, but
no reply hac yet been forthcoming. This is not surprising. since the question
really is complex. Yet, in our opinion there is a solution -~ as in many other
questions which have arisen in the process of elaborating 2 convention on chemical
weapons, it lies in a realistic view of matters. We proceed from the basis that
the best means of adopting decisions is by consensus. dowever, if it is not possible
To reach a2 consensus within strictly stipulated periods, reckoned in some cases in
days and in others in hours, then, in our opinion, therc is only one practical =-- I
repeat, practical -- possibility: to bring to the notice of the party or parties
the individual views on a given gquestion of the members of the consultative committee
or the executive council. The opinions of Stat:as, set out in thc manner established
by international 1aw, would together constitutc for many States a serious political
factor which it wculd not be possible to ignore. As a last resort, it would always
be possiblec to use other procedures, which would be provided for in the convention.

Those are some considerations which the Soviet delegzation would likc to put

forward in connection with “he nc¢gotiations on the prchibition of chemical weapons
at the Conference.
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(v, Nguyen Thucng, Viet Neo)

Following nucleer disa—mament in these varicus respects; the greatest efforts
should be deployed feor arms limitotion and disarmament measures concerning other
weapons of mass destructicn. Overconing demcgogical, vascillating manceuvres,
"the Conference on Disarmanent must press towards the finzlization of the convention
on the prohibition of the develcpment, rroduction, stockpiling and use of chemicgl
weapons, among which binary wezpons are the subject of a resclution adorted by the
United Nations General Assembly at its thirty-cighth session. Ls the victia of the
biggest chemical wer in recert decadss, Viet Nem is perticulerly interested in this
issue and infcrmed the Committee c¢n Disarmament of its experience last year.
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Mach work has been done by this Conference in the field of chemical weapons,
whose topicality was sadly spotlighted by recent events. Austria is formally
bound not tn possess nor acquire nor tesi chemical weapons under any circumstances.
It is thus greatly interested that this category of weapons be banned altogether.
We trust that under the able guidance of the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on
Chemical Weapons the momentum achieved can be carried further. We take the
readiness in principle to accept permanent on-gite verification of destruction of
chemiczl weapons expressed by the Soviet delegation on 21 February 1984, and the
tabling of & full treaty text by the United States in April, as good signs thet
in this difficult area real progress wen te aclievad,

CD/PV 278

(The President)

Although the Committece on Disarmament had no completed agree@ents to show ror
its five years of work, it madc substantial progress in one very important field.
It laid the foundations for a convention on chemical weapons, designed to rid the
world completely of one whole class of weapons; long regarded wit? a particular
abhorrence, which found its expression, after the appalling experiences of the
First World War, in the Geneva Protocol, concluded in this city in 1925. I
hope that the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons under the able and tireless
chairmanship of Ambassador Exéus will be able to report to the Conference further
progress in this field in time for inclusion in the report of the Conference
to the General Assembly; and that we can then look forward to the conclusion of
a Convention in 1985.
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(Mr. Yalschap, Belgium)

The adoption of concrete and verifiable measures-ghould also De possioie IoOr
the Conference on Disarmament. The intensification and reorganization of
negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons would be a step in that
direction, to which we attach the greatest importance. To a lesser, though still
significant, extent, the time for compromise arrived long ago in negotiations
on the prohibition of radiological weapons. Otherwise, we will have to resign
ourselves to failure ... probably for a long time to come. We are still hoping that
the Western proposals on mandates for subsidiary bodies on-a nnuclear test ban and
the prevention of an arms race in outer space will nelp prepare negotiations at a
later date.  If not, if we do not begin to tackle the heart of the matter, we
shall have to admit to a state of default which is as alarming as it is regrettable.

.

o
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A chemical weapons convention is also a high priority objective for the
Australian Government. We believe there is a genmeral will within the Conference
on Disarmament to estatlish a convention requiring the declaration and destruction
of existing chemical weapons and the means of producing them. Such a convention
would prohibit the mamufacture, stockpiling or use of such weapons and set up

an effective system of international measures 1o demonstrate full compliance with
all these provisions. an . § - ) : :

In this connection, the Australian Government particularly welcomed the
tabling of a draft convention by Vice-President Bush of the United States in
April. That action gave new impetus to the objective of achieving such a
convention. The United States draft contains (by and large) the prohibitions
which the Government of Australia would like to see in the future convention -~
in particular, an absolute prohibition on the use of chemical weapons. It also
provides verification and compliance provisions of the standard which Australia
believes is necessary if such a convention is to attract the adherence of all
relevant States and to be fully effective in its physical and political
objectives. ¢

Australia wants an intensification and acceleration of the Conference's
work on chemical weapons. The critical task is to resolve differences over the
verification provisions. A striking example of this has arisen in connection
with the United States draft convention and its provisions for ad hoc and
special on-site inspections. Some delegations have argued that the draft
provisions make a distinction in the verification regime from one country to
another, depending on the degree of State ownership of the chemical industry.

- The Australian Government holds that the verification provisions of the
future Convention should apply with equal effectiveness to all countries,
whatever their economic, social and political systems, and that comparable
facilities should be subject to comparably effective controls, regardless of
their ownership. ‘

These are thoroughly legitimate, realistic considerations. The United States
delegation has, I understand, said that no such imbalance was intended and that it
is ready to work with others to ensure that its verification proposals apply
fairly to differing economic and political systems. I suggest to the delegations
most concerned to address the difficulties which they see in the United States
draft by proposing alternative arrangements which are equally effective but do
not suffer from the problems they see in the present draft. This would be an
act of positive negotiation, and such proposals would be considered.

I should like to mention briefly Australia's contribution to verification.
In the field of chemical weapons, Australia has long been conscious of the fact
that the 1925 Protocol lacks verification provisions. For this reason we
supported the General Assembly resolution initiated by France (37/98D) inviting
the Secretary-General to establish a list of experts and laboratories on which
we could draw to investigate allegations of the use of chemical weapons.

Following adoption of the resolution, Australia nominated the Materials
Research Laboratory of the Australian Defence Department to the Secretary-General's
list. We are now making plans to expand the capabilities of that laboratory to:
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contribute such expert services to international verification of reports of
use of chemical weapons. ' Indeed, even hefore the Secretary-General had
completed the task of implementing resolution no. 37/9%D, he had occasion

to establish an investigatory team of specialists to investigate reports of
the use of such chemicals in the Iran-Iraq war. Australia contributed an
expert to that;mission.' By virtue of our geographical-location, Australia

is in a position to make a unigue contribution to verification and information
sathering related to the implementation of nuclear-arms control.
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Mr. DHANAPALA (Sri Lanka)

The subject of my statement today is item 4 of our agenda, Chemical Weapons.
In focusing on this issue I would like to make it clear that my delegation is by
no means signifying any priority to this issue. We continue to uphold
United Nations General Assembly resolutions 38/62, 38/183D and 38/183G which
regarded nuclear issues as the priority issues in the discussion of disarmament.
This priority was reflected in the statement dated 28 June of the Group of 21.
However it is a fact that in the 1984 session, while we remained locked in
disagreemant on the nuclear issues, we have witnessed a heightened interest in
achieving an effective and verifiable ban on chemical weapons. It is perhaps
not without significance that the first ad hoc committee to be established this
year was on chamical weapons -- even before we had reached consensus on the term
for the designation of our subsidiary bodies. Thereafter we heard the important
statement of Ambassador Issraelyan on 21 February on the verification question
of a chemical weapons ban. On 18 April the Vice-President of the
United States of America introduced document CD/500, a draft convention for the
prohibition of chemical weapons, various facets of which have been elaborated
upon by Ambassador Fields in a series of statements. As we approach the end of
the current session it appears to my delegation that if any progress has been
achieved by us at all it is under item 4. Perhaps for the first time in the history
of the Conference on Disarmament we have actually begun drafting a treaty. This
is not an inconsiderable achievement, even though we may have a long way to go.

My delegation is pleased to note the signs of progress in negotiations on
the prohibition of chemical weapons last year and this year. The progress
achieved signifies not only the collective will of the international community
to outlaw this particularly odious and abhorrent form of mass destruction, but
also the vitality and viability of the multilateral process of disarmament which
is very often brought into question by the manner in which we conduct our work
in this forum. The wide acceptance now enjoyed by the proposal to include a
prohibition of the use of chemical weapons in the future convention is a clear
example of the effectiveness of the multilateral process of disarmament negotiations.
My delegation does not consider that the inclusion of an undertaking in the =
convention not to use chemical weapons will in any way undermine the importance
or utility of the Geneva Protocol of 1925. It should not be beyond our negotiating
capacity to formulate a provision in the convention which establishes an L
appropriate link with the Geneva Protocol. After all, what we seek in prohibiting
the acquisition, stockpiling, retention or transfer is the prohibition of use
in the final analysis. Chemical weapons are most often manufactured in developed

countries but used in developing countries. This is a tiansfer we can well do without.

!

)
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We support the prohibition of the manufacture and transfer of chemical weapons.
The use of chemical weapons under any circumstances and not merely in armed
conflict, should be banned. Pending this global ban, the proposal to ban the
use of chemical weapons in certain regions should be implemented, if at all,
first in the regions where they have been used and then extended thereafter.

There is 2 considerable degree of agreement on the substance of the treaty
elements relating to definitions and scope. The degree of agreement is the
cumulative result of five years' work. This is not to say however that one should
belittle the importance of remaining issues which may or may not relate to these
particular elements. I refer here to the questions relating to irritants,
herbicides, etc. It is to be hoped that solutions to these questions could be
found without having to erode the degree of conserisus already achieved. In )
this regard my delegation would like to pay tribute to the distinguished Chairman
of the Ad hoc Committee, Ambassador Ekéus of Sweden, and the Chairmen of the
three Working Groups for their efforts at building upon the progress reflected
in the document CD/416. My delegation particularly commends the drafting efforts
of the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee "in order to arrive at workable definitions".
Considering the interrelationships that exist between various elements of the
conventior, such concretization will certainly help overall progress of negotiations.
Whilst on the question of methocology, my delegation would like to draw attention
to» the useful suggestion made by the distinguished Ambassador of Belgium on
10 July with regard to the desirability of having a "clear synopsis of the
alternative proposals on the important questions outstanding". This would not:
only facilitate a clearer picture of the present state of negotiations but would
also help orientate negotiations in a problem-specific manner.

I referred earlier to the questions relating to definitions. As regards
herbicides my delegation agrees that this question could best be handled outside
the definitions in view of the conceptual and practical problems, including
verification problems, it entails. This should not however, belittle the need
for the future convention to take cognizance of the concerns exprassed. Coming
from a tropical developing conntry where the natural cover and ecology is an
important element of our agro-based economy, we share the concerns about the
hostile use of herbicides. We therefore believe that the absence of an undertaking
against such use will be a lacuna in the convention. There is an important need ,
to define permitted purposes and activities in such a manner that no loopholes
are left, while recognizing that loopholes will always be found where the political
will to honour a treaty is absent.

There is agreement that one of the most important elenents, if not the
most important of the convention is the elimination of existing stockpiles and
facilities. The negotiations in Working Group B showed that there is also agreement
that elimination of stocks should be undertaken according to an agreed schedule
which takes into account the security interests of all States. We also would like
to be optimistic about the emerging consensus on on-site monitoring of destructioh
or diversion of stocks. These areas of agreement however cannot mask the )
differences that remain. The issues relating to the timing of declarations and
locations of stocks should be addressed in a realistic way in accordance with the
principles already agreed upon such as the principle of having an agreed schedule
or time-frame for elimination of stocks. It is regrettable therefore that more.
thought could not be given to the possibilities of finding realistic solutlons
to these outstanding problems without indulging in circular discussions of arguing
for and against well-known positions. Whilst noting the constructive trend of
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emerging understanding on the question of verifiable diversion of components

of existing stocks, my delegation regrets the lack of similar understanding on

the need to have as comprehensive information as possible with regard to the plans
for destruction. It would be important for the States parties who do not possess
chenical wecapons as well, tc know that chemiczl warfare capability is reduced

and eliminated without prejudice to> the security of any State party. This would
promote the stability of and wider adherence to the convention. It is to be hoped
that an aceceptable compromise could be found on the basis of the suggestion for
the redeployment of stocks before declaration. We welcome the willingness
displayed to share expertise over the destruction of chemical weapons.

Document CD/513 of the delegation of the Federal) Republic of Germany and the

kind invitation of the Government of Switzerland to the Conference on Disarmament
to visit the facility in Spiez are examples of this. So also are the statements
of the representative of Finland on 19 June and the representative of Norway on

25 June.

Much has been said about verification. It has been accepted by all that
absolute verification is a chimera. Let us therefore save our energy by not
chasing after it. There is no doubt that a convention as complex as the one being
negotiated now should necessarily have a carefully worked out verification procedure
to promote confidence of States. The technological capacity to verify a chemical-
weapons ban is not in doubt so long as the political will to comply with the ban
and mutual confidence exists. My delegation regrets the political debate on
verification which has blocked progress on more than one disarmament agreement.
Refusal to accept nothing less than total intrusiveness or rejection of that
optimum degree of the intrusiveness necessary for the viability of the agreement
would not be compatible with the declared commitment to outlaw these weapons in
the interest of all States. We should also bear in mind the necessity of not
burdening prospective States parties with cumbersome and expensive verification
procedures relating to monitoring of production for permitted purposes. Similarly
verification must be protected against misuse through irresponsible, mischievous
and provocative challenges which could lead to counter-challenges and a consequent
over-burdening of the verification machinery as well as a jeopardizing of the
stability of the Convention. If the Convention is to be of a truly multilateral
character, it should not give rise to additional investments on the part of the
developing countries for the settinz up of institutional mechanisms to monitor
the civilian chemical industry. The common denominator of verification should
be found not only among the possessors of chemical weapons but also among the
possessors and non-possessors. With regard to the Consultative Committee and
the institutional arrangements envisaged for verification, my delegation would
like to see the principle of universality maintained with democratized decision-
making procedures. We cannot subscribe to the view, that has been disproved over
and over again, that power begets responsibility, justifying a weighted scheme
of decision-making. Peace and security is the common right of mankind. It is
too important to be put in charge of a few countries who happen to monopolize
weapons of mass destruction.

As our scssion draws to an end, it is important that the deliberations of
the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons should continue at least informally.
The momentum must be maintained. My delesation shares the concern of
Anbassador Depasse in his statement of 10 July and Ambassador Wegener in his
statement on 19 July that negotiations on chemlcal weapons should be restricted
to the time-table of the Conference on Disarmament. We are aware that the Chairman
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of the Ad hoc Committee, Ambassador Ekéus, has certain proposals in mind and my
delegation would be interested in these when they are formally presented to the
Conference on Disarmament. The task of achieving a chemical -weapons ban is too
urgent to allow our negotiations to be interrupted by a five-month interval between
our 1984 and 1985 sessions.

The Sri Lanka delegation continues to believe that disarmament is an
{ndividible continuum. It is manifestly wrong to identify one area for negotiation
to the exclusion of other issues. We have however embarked upon a negotiating
course on banning chemical weapons on which consensus exists in the Conference on
Disarmament. Let us conclude this course while at the same time pursuing our .
discussion of other issues, includingz the priority nuclear issues. Sri Lanka
has been spared the horror of chemical warfare in her history. However, ia the
‘eloquent words of Wilfred Owen, perhaps the finest war poet in the English language:

"Foreheads of men have bled where no wounds® vere

I am the enemy you'killed, my friend".,

Sighificantly, Owen, who wrote on the "pity of war" and whose "poetry is in the
pity", fought in World War I where chemical warfare was widespread. We need a
convention, and now. As the distinguished Secretary-~General of the United Nations
stated in this forum on 10 July, "The time has come to conclude this convention
for which the world is waiting".
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In my delegation's opinion, efforts to prohibit the development, production
and stockpiling of chemical means of warfare should be placed within the setting
of the general concern of States to outlaw all weapons of mass destruction, above
all nuclear weapons. The convention on chemical weapons should therefore be global
in character, covering all toxic warfare substanees, including non-lethal ones,
the means of using them and production facilities, even those which at present are
not operational but may become so within a very short time. We believe that the
basic undertakings of the future convention should cover the prohibition of the. use
and the threat of use of chemical weapons. At the same time, the convention should
encourage the broadest exchange possible of technical .information as well as
co-operation in the peaceful use of the chemical industry, above all for the benefit
of developing countries. Special provision should oe made to guarantee open and
free access for all States parties to the processes and licences required both for
the destruction of stockpiles of chemical weapons anc for the verification and
monitoring of the oblizations undertaken, the starting point being, naturally, the
experience already acquired by some countries in this field. At the same time, the
convention should permit the production, transfer and storage of toxic substances
and their precursors, in strictly specified quantities, for protection, as well as
for industrial, agricultural and medjcal uses, etc. It may be assumed that the
chemical agents in this category should not exceed 1,000 kilos per year ana that the
national authority responsible for implementing the convention will inform the
Consultative Committee in writing each year ol these activities. The production. of
these agents should be carried out within a single industrial unit, designated by
each State and subject to verification.

It is in this light that we have appreciated the Working Paper submitted by
the United Kingdom delegation (document CD/514, of 1984) on the verification of
non-production of chemical weapons, as a suggestion for ensuring that such activities
do not become a source for the production of chemical agents for hostile purposes.

The convention should allow the tiansier of toxic substances used for protective
or research purposes to member countries which do not possess production facilities.
Such transfers should not exceed a total of 1,000 kilos and should be monitored by
the Consultative Committee, with a view to preventing the acquisition of stockpiles
througn purchases from several suppliers. .

Concerning the declaration of stockpiles, production facilities and transfers of
chemical agents, we support the idea that each State party should report, within
30 days at the most following the entiy into force of-the convention, on quantities
of toxic warfare substances, according to categories, types and characteristics, as
well as their means of use, year of production and origin. In our opinion,
declarations should also indicate programmes for the destruction of stockpiles of
chemical agents and their means of use. The respective operations should begin at
the latest within six months .of the entry into force of the convention and should ;
continue, though not oeyond a period of 10 years. In addition, provision should be
made for dismantling facilities for the production of chemical warfare agents and
for the filling of chemical munitions.

The verification of the substantive provisions of the future convention vaturally
represents a fundamental element of this international instrument. In the opinion of
the Romanian delegation, verification should consist in a combination of national and
international means, including an obligatory system of systematic inspection,
includinz on-site inspection, as an important instrument for creating and maintaining
a climate of trust between the States parties. An important role should be attributed
to the national authority, which each State should constitute with a view to

|
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acquiring appropriate instruments for the analysis and rapid appreciation of all
relevant developments. The structure and composition of this authority should be:
such as to permit both specific activity on an internal plane and efficient
co-operation with other similar agencies and international verification bodies.
We attach full attention to the impoirtant pioposals supmitted in this respect by
the Yugoslav delegation (document CD/432}.

The Romanian delegation considers that, in order to increase the credibility
of the destruction of stockpiles of chemical weapons, as well as of production
facilities, national measures should be supplemented with international means,
including cn-site inspections. We also support the setting up of a
Consultative Committee and of subsidiary bodies, based on the principle of the
equality of dll States rarties to the Convention, working on a basis of consensus.
In the opinion of the Rcmanian delezation, the task of the Consultative Committee
could be to verify the declarations of States, to co-operate with national
authorities and ensure an exchange of information, to analyse requests for on=site
inspection, to resolve any differences which may arise and to inform all the
States parties each vear on thne way problems related to the Convention have
developed. We would also like to record our support for the idea of setting up an
interim body, tc prepare the zpplication in practice of the Convention prior to its
entry into force. Setting up such a body, through a General Assembly resolution,
the same as would open the Convention to the signature of all States, would in our
opinion be a good solution.

I would not like to conclude my remarks today without expressing our
appreéiaﬁion to Mr. Serzio de Quéiroz-Duaite of Brazil, Dr. Hubert Thielike of
the German Democratic Republic and ifr. Robert Jan Akkerman of the Netherlands for
their untiring and skilful efforts as Chairmen of the three Working Groups set up
within the Committee. We owe them a great geal and I would like to assure them of
our feelings cf gratitude.

At this moment it would bde presumptuous of me to try to draw conclusions
regarding the activity of the Ad _Hoc Comnittee on Chemical Weapons, chaired with
such skill and devotion by Ambassador R. E:éu~ of Sweden. The Committee itself will
review its activity in the report which it will shortly be adopting. Nevertheless,
I would like to say that the Romanian delemation has appreciated the generally
constructive approach to discussions on subjects which have at times been very
technical within the Ad Hoc Committee. We received many explanations and we think
that a positive appreciation is appropriate for this activity, to which many
delegations have contributed both throuzh their statements and through the submisaion
of various working papers.

I would also like to take this opportunity to thank the delegation of the :
Federal Republic of Germany for the working meeting organized in Minster, in
Lower Saxony, from 12 to 14 June 1904. The demonstrations provided anc the
discussions which took place undoubtedly contributed to a better understanding of

- the many aspects of the verification of the destruction of stockpiles of chemical
weapons. We warmly thank Switzerland for its invitation to us to visit the
facilities at Spiez.: '

One of the most important guestions at this point of our work is to consider
how we may continue our activities on chemic2l weapons. It would be advisable, in
our opinion, to avoid interrupting negotiations for too long 2 period, so that
next year the Ad Hoc Conaittee on Chemical Weapons may continue efforts already
under way. For this purpose, we believe that both in New York and in Geneva

L
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multilateral contacts at expert level should be continued. 1In addition, we are
convinced that the most active delegations will take this opportunity to undertake
bilateral consultations. Finally, the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons should,

in our opinion, resume its activity before the beginning of the Conference’s work,
for example, towards the m1ddle of January 1935.

He are of the opinion that in this way our Conference way next year take the
decisive step expected of us and submit a first draft convention on chemical weapons
to the General Assembly. The submission by the delegation of the Polish People's
Republic of a draft structure for the future convention will no doubt help. to -speed
up our efforts in this direction, and we thank the Polish delegation for the
proposal. The Romanian delegation considers that all the conditions-are now right
to achieve this objective. There only remains for us together to produce the

necessary political will to outlaw as rnpidly as possible these weapons of mass
destruction, .hemical weapons.

-rUl IV.L.-IV
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Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Pepublics) (translated from Russian).

Mr. President, in its statement today thc Sovict delegation would like to address
once again the issue of banning chemical weapons.

About two yesrs a2go the Sovict Union submitted to the Conference draft basic
provisions for a2 convention on that subject. We have since repeatedly adjusted and
suppicmented important elements of that draft sp as to accommodate the positions
cf the parties to the negzotiations, in particular with regard to the scope of the
ben and its verification. This was welecomed at the Conference. The Soviet
dclegation is firmly convinced that the proposals of the USSR provide a real basis
for a rutuzlly acceptable agresment on the totality of issues relatzd to a chemical
w_oarons ban, incluaing, naturally, those of wverificction.

However, 2s in the casc of many other arms limitation and disarmament
negotiaticns, certain declegations made verification of comrliance witn the future
convention a major obstacle to the conclusion of an zgrecment on this issuc. The
Soviet delegation thercforz feels obliged to prescnt oncc more our views on the
issue of verification.

The main purpose of verification is to promote the implementation 9f arns
1imitation and disarmament ~grecments. OQur assumption in this context is that the
very conclusion of an internctional agreement is itself an expression of mutual
trust beotween the parties to the agreement. As to the verification provisions, they
should increase that confidence through the presentation of relcvant 1n-ornatlon on
the practiesl and cffective compliance with tiic convention and by carryinz out other
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adequate forms of verification. For all their importancc, the verification measures
have only a secondary role, while the central role belongs to the agreement itself
which provides for arms limitation and reduction and should be subject to
verification. If isolated from actual arms limitation measures, verification loses
its meaning and becomes pointless. It should 2nhancc the security of the parties,
rather than undermine it.

The existing arms limitation treaties and agrecments bear no cvidence to the
undisputable priority of national technical means of verification -- I repeat, the
undisputable priority of national technical means of verification == which are best
suited to servc the security interests of States. At the same time the Soviet Union
believes that, where necessary, additional measures may be adopted (depending on
the nature of possible arms limitations) to increase the effectiveness of
verification. However, in no case should those mcasures be used to interfere in the
internal affairs of States or to damage the security of any of the parties. The
Soviet Union is interested in effective and reliable verification as much as any
other nation, including the United States. Naturally, this also applies to the
prohibition of chemical weapons, in view of the current large-scale United States
programmes for chemical rearmament.

As is known, the Sovict Union has proposed using diverse forms of verification
to provide assurance of compliance with a chemical weapons convention. Those would
be in the first place national verification measures, which are especially useful in
view of the extremely broad scale of chemical production in virtually all countries
of the world. In addition, there are national technical means which are now already
fairly varied and will doubtless improve in the future. In this connection we
assume that the parties having such national technical means in their possession can
make available to the other partiec, as necessary, the information obtained by those
means which is important for the purposes of the convention. We also have in mind
systematic international on-site inspections in connection with certain provisions
of the future convention; and finally, on-site verification on request, the role
of which is hard to oversstimate in view of its very broad nature.

Our approach to verification is confronted with another approach, one that can
hardly be called anything but extremist. Its most striking elcment is the so-called
"open invitation" concept formulated in the United States draft chemical weapons
convention. This concept has already been mentioned repeatedly in the statements
of many delegations. We too would like to set forth our views regarding that
concept. -

In the firat place it is unrealistic. It kas to be taken into account that
every State in thc world has certain arcas of nntivity, agcncies, instituticns
‘and facilities, an open access to which would require a change in their existing
legislation. It would be sufficient to cite the national gold reserve and security
depositories, institutes that use sensitive devices and equipment kept in special
premises and madc accessible only at strictly defined time intervals, or archives,
not to mention military facilities and defence agencics having nothing to do with
chemical weapons. The adoption of this concept would result in the disclosure of
the political, economic, scientific, military, commercial and other secrets of the
States parties unrelated to the production, stockpiling and storage of chemical
weapons, and the disorganization of various branches of industry.
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Secondly, this concept discriminates against partics with State-owned or
partly nationalized industry, puttinc them in an uncqual position compared to the
States where private enterprise predoainatis. Thie has repeatedly peen pointed
out in the Conference, including at the meating on 7 August. Such an approaCh is
especially unacceptable given the possicility of the production of binary weapon
components by private enterprises. ' : :

Thirdly, ‘this concept i3, in our opinion, inherently flawed since it proceads
from total distrust between States and iz an cxpression of outright ninilism with
regard to internaticnal law. The irnfeircnce prescnt in this concept that any Stat:
partymay be axpected from tho outsct to violate its internationzl otligations
means that anv State can be regarded as potentially in violation of international
law. The application to thc States of a conc.pt.contrary to the praosumption of
innocence would be counter to the principie of the voluntary nature of internutional I
obligations. By embracing this approach wc would call into question the binding i
nature of .the orinciple "Pacta sunt servanda®™ which is one of the foundations of
internationzl law, or what is known as “jus cogens', norms that no State can
disregara if it is to remain 2 part of the international community.

'And finally, thc adoption of this concept can only complicate international
relations and even give rise to international friction and conflicts. Hardly
anyone rails to perceive that an intcrnztional incpection conducted under thc
"open invitation™ scheme, for example, at military facilities that have nothning
whnatever to do with chemical weapons, would provokc countermeusures on 'the part .
of the State subjected to such an unwarranted inspection. -Th2 conscquences of
this kind of an "inspection' are difficult to foresce. : .

The Soviet delegation shares the concern expressed on: this subject by
Ambassador Dhanapala of Sri Lanka, who said on 7 August: "Yerification must be .
protectcd against misuse through irresponsible, mischievous and proveeative. .
challcages which could lead to counter-chcllenges and a conscquent overburdening
of the verification machinery as well as a jeopardizing of the stability of the
cenvention". The “open invitation" conccpt. is an attempt at achieving absplute
verification. Herec arain we support the view expressad by Ambzssador Dhanapala, -
who called such absolute verification a chimera. He sugscsted that.we save our .
energy by not chasing after it. We call upon cveryonec to responc¢ positively to
this appeal. : o

For all thess »easons tho Soviet Union, like many other countries, rejects
the %“open invitation" concept. It has to be added that this concept is also an
oxpression of the United States demand that other States, and the Soviet Union
in the first placc, snall open up their entirc territories and disclosc their
military activities. And this is being demanded at the very moment when a
froenzied anti-Soviet campaign is under way, when the Soviet Unicn has been called
the "empire of cvil®" and plans for an all-out or a flimited” nuclear war againse
it are being discussed. It would bc at least naive to expect tihe Soviet Union to
meet such a demand. Indeed, that demand is only advanced in the calculation that
it will inevitably be rejected, thus complicating or even disrupting the
negotiation of a checmical weapons ban. : : ZERI

: : g s . :

The problem of verification must not becomz an cbstacle blocking the way to
a chemical weaponz convention. As the General Secretary of the Cantral Committece
of thc CPSU, and President of the Presidium of the Supremc Sovict of thc USSR,
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K.U. Chernenko, put it, "when there is a real desiré to agree on arms reduction
and disarmament measures, verification has never been and cannot be an obstacle".

The Soviet delegation suggests that the A¢ Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons
should concentrate first of all on working out measurcs and forms of verification
that would be both effective and practically feasible, rather than indulge in
discussions around extravagant and deliberately unrealistic and irrational
proposals. There is still plenty of serious and vitaily important work to be done,
including even in such apparently "advanced" areas as the destruction of
stockpiles or permitted production at a specialized facility. We are convinced
that a considerable potential for progress exists also with regard to the
procedures for taking deeisions on verification in the Consultative Committee and
its organs, the procedures for conducting the actual inspections, etc.

I shall now deal with another fundamental problem related to the future
chemical weapons convention. The Soviet delegation, like many others, is firmly
convinced that the question of banning binary chcmical weapons as a qualitatively
new, and most dangerous, type of such weapons, described by its creators as tne
weapon of the future, should be among the central issues of the future convention.

However, a look at the United States draft reveals that the question of
banning binary weapbns is obviously being downplayed. The United States
representative, Ambassador Fields, said in one of his statements at the Conference
that the convention should ban “any type of munitions or devices used to release
the chemicals on the battlefield". One possible understanding of this formula is
that it covers the binary chemical weapons as well. But if so, why is this most
advanced type of chemical weapons not referred to by its proper name, while it is
included in the United States chemical rearmament programmes quite independently
and is regarded as most promising?

One cannot avoid the conclusion that all this vagueness and lack of
definition serves to conceal the intention to leave open a possibility of mounting
the mass production of this latest generation of chemical weapons in the
United States. The repeated statements by the NATO armed forces commander,
General Rogers, regarding the importance of binary chemical weapons being deployed
in Europe only confirm this understanding of ours.

The time has come when the question of banning binary weapons must be
elarified once and for all if we are to move forward in our negotiations. We
consider it necessary, in particular, to work out, for the purposec of the convention
a definition of a "key component of a binary chemical system” so that it could not
in somec way or another entirely vanish from the scope of the convention, and then
to compile, on the basis of this definition, a 1ist of such components which should
pe kept in mind when formulating the relevant provisions of the convention. <

There is another issue in the negotiations on banning chcmical weapons that
must be completely clarified. It is the question of prohibiting the use of
herbicides in military operations, as well as the use of irritants in military
and other conflicts. Their exemption from the ban is counter to the Geneva
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Protocol of 1925 and is aimed at legalizing the production of those chemicals
which, as we all well remember, were widely used by the United States in
Viet Nam.

We support the position expressed on this subject by Sri Lanka, Indonesia,
Argentina, Viet Nam anc some other States and believe that the convention we are
discussing should absolutcly ban the use of herbicides for military purposes.
Regardlesz of the eventual decision on the relationship of the convention with

-the Geneva Protocol of 1925, the Convention on thc Frohibition of Military or

Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques and other .
international agreemcnts, such a ban on the usc of herbicides would introduce
utnost clarity and would tnerefore be very useful. KNsturéliy, the future
convention should also ban the use of irritants in armcd and other conflicts.

As to the possible use of irritants for "riot control®, which includes
suppression of peaceful public rallies (demonstrations, meetings, etec.) the -
Soviet side believes that such a provision would be far-fetched, incompatible
with the dignity of people and tending towards humzn rights violations.

I would also mention that from our study of the proposad United States
definition of chemical weapons we have been unable to understand the
United States position on incapacitants, namely, whether their use for law
enforcement should or should not be banned. -

I should also like to point out the following. In the context of permitted
activities, the United States draft convention focuses entirely on the relatively
small quantities of supertoxic lethal chemicals that could, under the future
convention, be produced or retained by the parties for protective purposes. At
the same time the draft actually ignores the same chemicals, regardless of their
quantity, once they are officially intended for pezceful purposes. Production of
such chemicals is permitted at all commercizl enterpriscs, with no restrictions
whatsoever on the number of such enterprises or on the transfers of such chemicals
The proposed quantitative limitations are also unclear. This approach provides a
basis for any State, should it choose to violate thc convention, to produce the
most dangerous of the prohibited chemicals in any amounts it might need.

And finally, I will touch upon one more issue which the Soviet delegation
gave special attention to in its last statement on chemiczl weapons. I am
referring to the tasks and functions of thc Consultative Committee to be
established under the future convention. As we havc already emphasized, we
attach great importance to formulating the provisions on the organization and
functioning of such a Committee. In order to facilitate further negotiations on
this issue, a group of socialist countrics intends to submit to the Conference a
. working paper devoted to the organization and functioning of the Consultative
Committee. We hope that the working paper of the socialist countries will be .
taken ‘as a basis for the solution of this issue. : %

These are our viecws on a number of important issucs rclating to the future
sonvention on the prohibition of chemical weapons; tney stem from the desire
f the Soviet delegation to make progress in resolving the problems concerning
-he prohibition and abolition of those weapons.
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rhe reason for my taking the floor today is to introduce, on behalf of a group
of socialist States, a working paper, to which Ambassador Issraelyan refgrred 1n.hls
statement today, entitled "Organization and fungtioning of the Consul@atlve Commi ttee
of a CW Convention", issued under the symbol CD/532, as well ac CD,CW)WP.84! and as
you undoubtedly noted, distributed at the beginning of today's plenary meeting.

The paper's main outlines arc based on previous pr@posals of socialist Sta:es
as well as on proposals of other delegotions. It contains algo some n§w.e1eyen s
such as for example, on co-operation of international and ngtlonal verification
bodies., This subject is covered in Chapter III of the Working Paper.

In our view, closer co-cneralion between.these bodies shoull contribute to
implementation of the Conveniion.

By introducing this document we would alsc lilke to contribute tc thie further
jevelopment of the concept ¢f the orgenization and functioning of tue
Consultztive Cormittee.

The basic provisions of the Werking Pzper are contzined in three chapters
concerning: General provisions ané structure; functions: and co-operation with
the national verification bodies of the Ctates Farties.

I should like to stress that we are ready td co-operate and to work together
with all other delegations in the search for mutually acceptable solutions for the
work of the Consultative Commiitee.

Again in this respect the socialist States are ready to demonstrate their
flexibility, willingness to compromise as well as understanding of other
delegations' positions, and we hcpe that such an approach will be reciprocated.

Our aim is to establish the machinery of the Consultative Committee such as’
would ensure the best possible co-operation among the States Porties to the future
Convention in order to preveni any posesibility of its violation. This should be
secured by means .of consultations, broad exchange of information and effective
co—ordination of the werk of the international and natiocnal control and verification
bodies.

The first chapter of the document contains general provisions, such as, those
relating to the establishment of the Committee, revresentation of the States Darties in
the Committee, its sessionc, decision-making, and presentation of the results of ite
sessions. It also contains a structure for the Committee, the structure of the
Executive Council, ond <he Technicol Secretariat, as well as the way in which decisicns
will be mzde by the Executive Council, : 3

The second chapter deals with the functions of the Consultative Committee.
Chief among these are the following: co-ordination of &ll forms of verification;
elaborating standard verification techniques; receiving, storing and disseminating
information on compliance with ané implementation of the convention; consultations;
determining the modalities and time-frames of international on-cite inspections;
verifying reports on the use of chemical weapons; and considering requests for
on-site inspections.

The third chapter touches upon a problem which so far has not been disgussed, or
only to a small extent, in the ad Hoc Committee on Chewical Weaponc. It relers to one
of the impcrtant, practical elements of the future convention.

In that chapter the sociclict countries try to provide a pre}iminary.description
of the principles on which the co-operation between the Consultctive Committee with
the national verification institutions should be based.

-
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To sum up, I wich to emphasize zgzin that our document contains all the basic
provisions regarding the Consultztive Committee, provisions which sre considered to be
our contribution to the wide-ranging discussion of the concept of that Committee, in
a epirit of good co-operaiion and mutuzl understanding.

Cb/Py 280
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Mr. MONTASSIER (France) (translated from French): Mr. President, on 5 April
the French delegation presented its general views on-the elimination of stocks of
chemicel weapons and the dismantling of their production facilities; these views
and proposals are set forth in document CD/494.

In a matter of weeks, under the very active chairmanship of Ambassador Ekéus
and spurred on by the Chairmen of the Working Groups, to whom my delegation wishes
to pay tribute collectively, some progress has been made, some problems have been
identified more clearly, and it would appear that opinions have developed in e
direction which favours the speeding up of negotiations.

Finally, the draft treaty submitted by the Vice-President of the United States
on 18 April was brought to our attention and we have studied it carefully. The
French delegation stated at the time that it considered the draft treaty a
positive contribution to our work. It believes that the assurances given by the
United States delegation concerning its willingness to find mutually acceptable
solutions on a number of points which have been raised in the course of our
discussions confirm the interest of this document, which is the only coherent and
complete draft and remains, in our opinion, an essential basis for pursuing our
work .

Taking account of all this work, not to mention the other highly interesting
contributions of other delegations (Federal Republic of Germany, Japan,

Great Britain and China) and the extremely instructive visit organized in
Minster by the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany, my delegation today
wishes to outline some suggestions for resolving a number of difficult issues.

I shall therefore successively deal with some problems of definition, aend then

of co—ordination of plans for destruction; "and I shall also comment briefly on
the prohibition of use and the organization of the Consultative Committee and

its subsidiary bodies. ;

With regard to definition, we have often run up against a particularly
difficult problem: that of key precursors, a crucizl pcint at which the problems
of stocks, production and verification all meet. There are two opposing
viewpoints on this subject:; those who wish to negotiate on lists of products,
category by category; and those who call for a global definition to serve as a
universal criterion. After carefully studying various possibilities, my
delegation proposes a combination of the two approaches: it suggests a generic
definition which would identify families of products and make it possible to draw
up lists of products. In the case of each product, it will be necessary to carry -
precision to the point of determining, first, the degree of toxicity and therefore
of risk; then use, exclusively militaxry or partially for civilian purnoses, and
finally conditions of production; and control over it.

The French delegation intends to submit, at the next session, a technical
document in which this outline will be developed.

With regard to the destruction of stocks, useful work has certaiply been
carried out at this session in bringing us nearer to reasonable solutions.
However, two points deserve particular attention.

The French delegation has long stressed the dangers inherent in all
reconversion formulas. It is nevertheless ready to dieplay a spirit of compromise
and accept the possibility of the conversion of toxic warfare stocks for
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peaceful purposes, on two conditions: that lethal supertoxic chemicals and
single-purpose precursors should be destroyed and not converted, apart from those
produced for permitted purposes; encé that the conversion process should be
subject to strict comtrol.

The fact remains that the destruction or conversion of stocks could not take
place instantaneously. It would therefore be desirable to provide for
co—-ordination among States which declare that they possess chemical weapons to
enable them to harmonize their destruction plans. What is at stake here is
something essential: nothing less than the security of each State.

Side by side with the negotiation of the -Convention, and throughout the
process leading to its signature and subsequent ratification, it will be
necessary to ensure this co-ordination of destruction plans. This is a
fundamental point: it is sometimes just as important to know how and at what
pace the clauses of the conventlon will be implemented as to define flawless
machinery. .

The disappearance of stocks and production facilities is obviously the
best guarantee against recourse to chemical weapons in case of conflict; in the
interim, a threat will always exist, and current events demonstrate that this is
not a theoretical ‘danger. To avert this thredt, which will last as long as there
are chemical weapons which can be used, and which will reappear rapidly once a
signatory State decides to withdraw from the Convention, protection exists in the
form of the Geneva Protocol of 1925. It is therefore in nc one's interest to
weaken this bulwark.

Furthermore, the Geneva.Protocol can itself resolve some problems which have
arisen from time to time to complicate the drafting of the convention.

From this standpoint, it is quite useless to cover these various points in
the convention, provided, of course, that the authority of the Geneva Protocol
is expressly maintained and that it is clearly interpreted.

My delegation therefore proposes the inclusion in the convention of a clause
which would provide for: "the exclusion of the use of chemical weapons in any
armed conflict by the implementation of the provisions of the Convention, which
are complementary to the Geneva Protocol, the prohibitions in which must be
respected by all States Parties to the Convention".

We are aware that a formulation of this kind may perhaps have to be altered
to take account of the legal system in some countries, but as far as substance is
concerned the idea must be retained, however it is set forth, as a general formula
such as we have suggested, or a more detailed clause.

Finally, I should like in a few words to comment on the institutional
machinery of the future conventlon, in particular the Consultative Committee and
the Executive Council.

In our view, every signatory State will be an ex officio member of the
Consultative Committee, which must take its decisions by consensus, like the
Executive Council. On the other hand, the membership of the future Executive
Council seems a more difficult matter. We should not try to seek a magic formula,

but rather be realistic, in order to be effective. What, then, are the ways open
to us?
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The regional approach as a way of selecting the candidates for the Executive
Jouncil is certainly not to be rulec¢ out. The desire for effectiveness also
suggests that, whether & regionzl or some other criterion is-adopted, the States
whose technological, financial and military potential make them essential partners

in the sphere of a chemical weaponc convention

shculd be permanent members.

=

Thirdly, the possibility of access to the Council for all States Parties to the
convention by means of clccil:n =Dz 14 obviously be recognized,

Consequently, to combine these various criteria it cannot be ruled out that
the membership of the Executive Council must be raised to 20, perhaps 25, but

certainly no more.

I shall not dwell at any greater length today en the details of the problems
raised by the draft convention on chemical weapons. In a later statement my i
delegation will deal with all the problems raised .oy veriiication, whether of
stocks, production facilities or the use of chemical weapons. It will also put
forward its views on the institutional machinery of verification. These are
controversial and thorny problems which show us how great the task before us would
be even if it were merely a question of settling those questions alone.

Unfortunately, many other controversial issues remain outstanding. These
considerations, which cannot be disputed, lead us to make a dual appeal: ‘for the
acceleration of the negotiations and the prolongation of our work. Of course,
these two appeals-are linked: there would be no point in meeting if it were to do
nothing. However, with prospects of progress, it might be considered that at an
appropriate period, in October-November, the discussions could be pursued in Geneva,
and our work at the beginning of the winter session might be brought forward,
although this is a matter for discussion. My delegation would support such
proposals, while remaining open to other suggestions, as we are all well aware

here that every solution has its drawbacks.

In any event, at the end of this session, which has brought us some moments
of hope as well as the usual series of disappointments, we must more than ever
call upon that contradictory virtue to which we owe our best progress, namely,

reasonable impatience.
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My delegation is not happy with the work done
negotiating a convention banning chemical weapons.
statement made by the distinguished representative
year which showed forward movement on the question
had also expressed the hope that the United States
convention would provide added impetus to our work
regretfully note that this has not been the case.

Mr s t

at this year's session towards
We had earlier welcomed the

of the USSR in February this -
of verification. My delegation
draft of a chemical weapons

on the subject. I must v
The work in the Ad Hoc Committee

on Chemical Weapons has reached a stage where we can well do without polemicsf It
is most important that the delegations cease to view the issues involved in an :
Eagt-West context. The Ad Hoc Committee on Chemiqal Weapons has been fortunate in
having a Chairman of the calibre of Ambassador Exeus, but the extent of success

that a Chairman can achieve depends in very considerable measure on the co-operation

that he receives from other delegations.
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hree wecks ago I addressed nuclear issues and outer space in my first speech
vaforc this Conference. Today my jntervention will be devoted to the other major
jesuc of the Conference on Lisarmament, chemical weapons.

T believe we all agrce on the urgent character of the negotiations on chemical
weapons. For too long the goal of a corvention effectively and comprehensively
banning chemical weapons has remained elusive.

It is cbvious that, in particular with respect to the verification of the
future ban, ccrtain immensely Gifficult hurdles must be overcome. This prompts
me to focus in my interventicn on some general aspects of the role of verification
in a chemical weapons ban, ac well as on some of the main related problems.

Let me state at the outset that it is no surprise that questions of
verification cortinue to present major obstacles in the search for a chemical-
weapons agreement: chemical weapons have only too effectively been used throughout
this century end even in the recents past we have been witness to the horror of
chemical war. Chenmical weapons have been and continue to be stockpiled in
militarily relevart quantitics, thus forming a threat to mankind. Eradicating
chemical weapons would therefore amount to a major disarmament effort aiming at the
removal cf a2 redoubtable and viable weapons-system. It is only too understandable
that for such an effort tc be successful, confidence ir the compliance with the
provisions of the agreement should be assured. = This can only be achieved in the
form of a2 set of inevitably elaboratec and in themselves unprecedented verification
arrangements.

This alone would sufficiently explain the formidable task the present
negetintors are confronted with, Unfortunately, however, there arc other
complicating factcrs inherent in the nature of chemical weapons themselves.,

A greet many pctentiel chemical warfare agents and precursors thereof are
produced in the civilian chemical industry and for perfectly permissible and
legitimate purpcses. On the one hard we recognize that measures to verify the
rion-production of those agents and precursors for hostile purposes in the civilidn
industry should not interfcre with production for legitimate purposes -- production
wrich takes place, moreuver, in a highly competitive context. On the other hand
we must ineist that measures to contain and reduce the risk of circumvention or
evasion of the rules are essential, especially in an arca where possible loopholes
appear to be abundant,
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An additional related complicating factor is the emergence of highly developed
chemical industrial activities for civil purposes in an increasing number of
countries. Thus there is an increasing risk of prcliferation of chemical weapons
to be taken into account., This underlines the importance of 2z truly multilaterzal
egreement.

Do these complicating factors render our goal well-nigh out of reach? Thie
certainly is not the casec. We witness progress in the Ad Hoc Committee and in
working groups. We have listened to very constructive and thoughtful interventions
on the matter in these last weeks. I mention the very interesting and comprehensive
clarifying contributions made by Ambassador Fields of the United States, and by
Ambassador Cromartie of the United Kingdom, the important observations which the
Australian Minister for Foreign Affairs, Mr, Bill Heyden, made in particular on the
verificetion issue, 2s well as Ambassador Dhanapala's lucid remarks that brought -
certain problems into their proper perspective. Permit me alsc to mention the
interventions of Ambassador Issraelyan, on 9 August, Ambassador Datcu of Romania,
Mr., Montassier of France and the State Secrctary for Foreign Affeirs of Switzerland,
Mr. Brunner, to whom we are grateful for inviting us to visit his country's
protection facilities in Spiez.

We share the views of those who stated that obtaining a hundred per cent
assurance of compliance is beyond our reach. The other day Anbassador Issraelyan
made the plea that "presumption of innocence" rather than mutual mistrust should be
the guiding principle in our werk fcr the convention. We wish to add, however,
that "presumption of innocence" is only valid once a verification regime will ensure
that the present alarming situation, which certainly did not arise out of acts of
innocence, will effectively be tackled.

In our view, we should seek, so to speak, "adequate" assurance of compliance
through a package of verification measures which complement and mutually strengthen
each other. At the same time, we should not dissimulate that ultimately the
decision whether or nct to agree on any draft of 2 chemical weapons convention it a
political one, requiring both courage and, of course, confidence., Courage,
because certain risks cannot fully be covered. Confidence, because, after all,
the most likely risks under 2 regimc banning chemical weapons will have been dealt
with and the remaining risks can be minimiged.

Let us take a closer-look at some of those risks, The first such risk ie the
continued existence of stockpiles, in contravention of the ban. Therefore parties
to the convention should first be enabled to assure themselves that declared stocks
fully coincide with existing stocks. There is a limit to the degree of certainty
that can be obtained, because the possibility for a State to hide stockpiles can
never totally be precluded, But provisions should be such that a State '
contemplating doing so -- in militarily significant quantities -- would be deterred |
by e serious risk of detection warranting a challenge inspection.

We believe that therc seems to emerge 2 consensus that international on-site
verification of the declaration of stockpiles could be made less sensitive by
having it organized at relocation sites where chemical weapons will be regrouped,
in lieu of in military arsenals.
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Howcver, go far, no agreement has been reached on thc time span within which
and the schedule according to which, all dcclared stocks would have to be open
for verification.

Aobassador Dhenapels exvressed scme views on this matter, underlining the
need for comprehensive information with regerd to the plans for destruction and for
e phasing-out scheme that would not prejulice the sccurity of any Ctate perty. We
agree with him, Indeed, we think *hat we should seek agreement on a phased scheme
for verification of declarations of stocks, to be put on a parallel with a time-table
to be agreced upon for the phascd dectruction of stockpiles. Such time-tables
should mect cerizin criteria, so as to ensure: fLirst, thst the mcst dangerous
chemical weapone will be destroyec in the early phase; and second, that cach
country will gradually and proportionately dispose of its stocks.

TIn order to mect the first criterion —— most dangerous weapons first — the
toxicity of each category of weapons should be a2 determinant, while 2t the same
time & distincticn must be made between agents tlaced in weapons and those stored in
bulk form. With respect to the latter distinction we agree with the approach
chosen by the representative of iustralia, Mr, Rowe, on 19 July, when he rightly
pointed out that operaticnal weapons must be destroyed first. The operational
utility of a chemical agent is greater if weapons have been filled with it and such
weapons pose a greater risk than those stored in bulk, Also the percentage which
a particular category constitutes of the total over-all stockpile of a State should
be taken into account when determining its relative -danger.

As to the second criterion -- the proportionate reduction for each party --
this appears to be important, in order to leave to each possessor State a
proportional share cof its stocks during the interim pericd. Declarations and
verifications should, moreover, in each phase precedc destruction. Thus the
location of a party's entire chemical-weapon stockpile would not have to be declared
at once and would thereforc not be exposed to the risk of attack, in case of a
breakdown of the convention, unexpected delay in the implementation of its
provisions or other unforeseen adverse developments.

In short, we think.that we should seck formulas for destruction schemes through
which the most dangerous weapons will first be destrcyed and wkich, on the other
hand, ensure that the mutual security of possessor States will not be reduced.

Parties should, of course, be assured that declared stockpiles are actually
being destroyed. Here again agrcement scems tc emerge on obtaining such assurance
by a combination of permar.ent on-site inspecticn by international inspectors during
‘the entire destruction operation and the use of monitoring irgtruments for the most
dangerous chemical weapcnc., The question remains whether an equally stringent
monitoring of chemical weapons in a lower risk category ic necessary. We on ouz
side believe that a ressonable solution tc that question can be found without too
much difficulty.
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Mcre complex, however, is ihe question under what conditions a diversion of
certain chemical warfare agents outside the supertoxic range can be accepted for
pernitted purposes. On this the representative of Freorce, Mr. Montassier, made some
pertinent remerks. ‘Two typec of approach tc this iIssue are under discussicn, The
rogime for diversion could be generzlly applicable 1o all non-supertoxic agents, in
which case the quentities involved and the operations carried out would be declared
ané verified ir. accordance witk the relevant regime to verify non-production.
Alternatively, diversion should rather be treated as an exception ané be verified
according to the arrangements applicable ic the verificaiion of destruciion of the
same agenis. '

Ve believe that already for cconczic reasons (iigh costs) diversion to civilien
purposes will remsin an exception. We suggect that a epecific regime shoulé e
estatlished by the relevant Staites poscecsing chemiczl weapons for categeries cf
specific agents for which diversion could exceptionally be envisaged. In our view
a stricter regime would apply to zgents that pose the grezter risk, alsc in the
marmer in wkich they are stored, in other words, those tlaced in munitions. Agenis
in bulk pose the same risk, irrespeciive of their ultimate purpose. In that case
the same verification regime could apply, namely the less sitrict regine for the
verification of non-productiorn.

Besides the stocks of checmical wezpons, the capacity to produce chemical
weapons poses a mzjor risk. The significance of the destruction of stockpiles
would severely be reduced if readily zvailatle production capacitiec are left
untouched. Therefore, destruction of stockpiles shculé be seen in cozbinzstion with
measures tc prevent production.

We believe we 2ll chare the view that facilities for the production of chemical
weapons should be closed down ané eliminated after enizy intoc force of the
Conventior. A list of especific types cf facilitics should de drawa up including
indications of the modalities of elimination that seez to be zppropriate for each
type of facility (e.g. tctal physiczl destruction, pertial physical destruction,
re-use of components for permitted purposes etc.). I this context the feasibility
cf temporary conversicn of production facilities intc destruction facilities could
and should be further studied.

There is still z lot of worz to be done in this field and abundant material
to be investigated without delay. It cannot be denied, of course, that progress

in other fields of the Convention which I addressed before will foster a fzvourable
climzate for progress on the question of production facilities. However, we would
have serious objections to the suggestion of postpcning the considerztion of the
facilities issue, pending progress to be made ir other fields, which, if I undexstood
him well, wac Ambassador Turbanski's suggestion. Linkages of this sort could only
delay the ultimate ocutcome.

For the effcctive elimination of chemical-weapon production facilities, 2
solution must alsc be found for the sizeatle prcdlem of the residual capacity to
produce chemical warfare agents in the civilian chemical industry. The spresd of
advanced chemical and pharmaceutical industries to the developing countries peints
to the truly global nature of that problem. Ve believe that the size of the problen
may make it very difficult to enter into elaborate verification arrangements on a
continuous or semi-continuous basis. The competitive nature of the chemical and
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pharmaceutical market forces us mecreover to admit that highly intrusive arrangements
arc undesirabie and unrealistic, By the same token, however, the scope of the
problen cannot serve as a pretext to simply ignore it.

We believe that 2 differentiated approach baced on risk assessment, as proposed
by the delegation cf the United Kingdom in document CD/514 can bc a viable one.
In document CD/445, submitted by my delegatior some months ago, ar attempt was made
to demonstrate that such an approach would be manageable from an institutional and
organizational point of view. The inspection scheme for high-risk chemiczls would
have to function on 2z random bacis, using weighing factors depending inter alia on
the size of the plant. Tor medium-ricl: chemicals.less intrusive verification
srrangements, such as surveillance by the Consultative Cormittee based on data
exchange on production statistics, should suffice. »

Wo arrangement or set of arrangements of a routine nature can be considered
to provide "adequate" assurance of compliance with the treaty. It is for that
reason that we need a challenge inspection mechanism as well. Such a mechanism
should serve both ac a generally applicable verification device, and ac 2 safety-net
to be used in case of lingering dcubts, after more rcutine type verificaticn
procedures have been exhausted.

In the view of uost delegations the Consultative Committee would play a central
role in such a challenge procedure, Challenge reguests should not be allowed to be
frivolous in nature; they chould contair 2ll facts that prompted the request.
Unfounded allegations can adversely affect the viability of the Convention. As a
general rule, a country ought to accept requests for an on-site inspection resulting
from a challengc made. We believe, however, that in exceptional cases a State Party
may have legitimate reasons for refusing such a reguest, In that case it should
provide an indication of the nature of those reasons. The question then remains
of what step should next be teken if such a refusal only adds to the existing doubts
on the Party's compliance.

At this stage I do not wish to enter into the subtleties of arbitration or
other procedural mechanisms in situations which, we hope, will prove to be
exceptional cases, The procedures to be elaborated should in our view be such that
they contribute to a maximum extent to preventing a break-out from the conventicn.
It is the threat of the ultimate break-down of a convention that may provide us with
the most forceful incentive for the settlement of such issues.

Mr. President, allow me also to dwell for a short while upon sonme of the remarks
made by the distinguished reprecentative of the USSR in his statement of 24 July.
He suggested thet the present negotiations are somewhat hogged dovm on issues, some
of them new, of minor detail, perfectly dispensable in a chemical-weapon convention;
Ambassador Issraelyan argued that those issues can be adequately catered for by tiie
Consultative Committee once the conventicn ic ir force. \

My delegation agrees with the underlying assumption in the Soviet statement
that certain unresolved issuec could be left to the inetitutions of the convention.
However, matters to be dealt with in 2 chemical-weapons ban arc so scrious that we
cannot be saticfied with the establichment of a sort of "cadre-agreenent", leaving
major policy issues to the diccussion of & future Consultative Committec. Often our
present dispute over the very issucs mentioned in the Sovict statement is a mere
reflection of deeper differences on fundamental questions of substance. Ve fail to
see how the Consultative Committce would be better equipped to solve thesa problens
than we ourselves together with our experts, here and now. I note, in passing,
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that a discussion on the decisicn-making powers and the functioning of the
Consultative Committee and the Executive Council could perhaps be more productive,
once we agree on the major outlines of the morec substantive provisions of the
agreement we arc aiming at.

I think nc delegation having participated in the three Working Groups or in the
drafting sessions under Ambassador Ekéus' wise supervisicn would upoen reflection
maintein that the major differencec have been resolved. However, progress is being
made., Our assessmcnt of the work in this summer pari of the session is not
negative., But progress in such a complex arca as that of a chemical weapons bar
is necesscarily slow ard painstaking, demanding a maximum effort of participating
delegations. ~

The time-table of the Cenference on Disarmament with its regular interruptions
when the yearly spring and cummer parts of the session ené, conctitutes an
undesirable loss of momentum in the chemical weapons negotiaticns. In the past the
Netherlands has proposed that the Conference on Disarmament should remain formally
in session the year round. Thus its subsidiary bodies would, apart from other
advantages, be allowed maxirmm flexibility to define their own schedule of meetings.
In the two years behind us a hesitant attempt in this direction has been made when
the session of the chenmical wecapons subsidiary body was extended for a period of two
or thrce weeks in January. This experiment has not been very preduciive, however,

My delegation is interected to hear the views of Chairman Ekéus on how this year
we can prevent an abrupt interruption of the work for four or five months. We
understand that many amongst us wish the nesotiations to be continued this autum.

We on our part would be prepared to paerticipate in any mecting of the Ad Hoc
Committee on Chemical Weapons to be convened in Geneva between 15 October and the
beginning of December, 1984, In informal consultations on thic option we have so
far heard two main reservations. One concerned manpower problems, in view of the
coinciding session of the First Committee of the General issembly. We submit that
+he importance of early progresc on chemical weapons negotiations in itself outweighs
the cbstacles of a practical nature, which cer be overcome if the political will is
there to resolve those difficulties, Iow can we convince the public at. large that
we mean business, if at the same time we fail o produce the experts to condu ct that
business? Another observation we heard is thzt no effort should be made to meet in
the autumn unless there-arc good prospects for resulis. This argument does neot '
appear to be convincing to my delegation, If we were to lend any credit tc such
reasoning, we would set another precondition to the conducting of negotiatione in

the framework of the Conference on Disarmamcnt and in so doing, put the cart before
the horse.

Geneva would be our preferred location r the nmeeting in the autumn, where
"delegates could concentrate on cubstantive work, whereas irn New York their attention
‘may be diverted to matters pertaining to the First Committeec.

As I stated earlier, the very serious issues at stake in the negotiations on a
chemical-weapons ban warrant a continued effort to bring them to a successful
solution. At a time when, alas, the use of chemical weapons is, in flagrant
violation of the Geneva Protocol, a bitter reality, we, as negotiators, should not
be held responsible for any undue delay.
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The mechanisms for disarmament established by the first special session, of
which the most important is this Conference, have sought to discharge their grave.
responsibilities with zeal. However, due to the narrow limits for negotiations
imposed by the national will of the great Powers, such fora have only exceptionally
fulfilled the objectives assigned to them. For this reason, I acknowledge with
satisfaction the ongoing progress in the work on the negotiations on the prohibitior
of chemical weapons, which allow us to expect, in not too distant a future, the
realization of an important step toward genuine disarmament in the field of weapons
of mass destruction. Such an outcome would greatly contribute to stimulate
other concrete measures in the priority field of nuclear weapons. :

CD/PV 283
41

The PRESIDENT: I thank the representative of France for his statement. Does
ary other delegation wish tc take the floor?

If that is not the cass, as announced at the cpening of this plenary meeting,
I intend now to put before the Conference for decision the request, addressed to us
by the Chargé d'Affaires cof Irag, to mcke a statement 2t a plenary neeting during
this session in comnection with the agenda item dealing with the prohibiticn of
radiological-weapons. Is there any cbjsction to this request?
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In expressing our view on the question of the lragi regime's request, I would
like to remind the Conference of the very controversial nature of that request, by
calling attention to the following facts of direct relevance to the issue under
consideration,

Firstly, the Iragi regime has been proved, by the recent report of the
Secretary-General's expert team, to te in gross violation of the 1925 Geneva
Protccol banning the use cf chemical weaporns in war, although veing a signatory
to tizis Protocel; but what is even mor: *c he condemned is the fact that within the

SEort Perlcd i nusalaratrie e vrmitaar, TSNt e, maie i s digpeich of the expert teazm to
Iran on 13 March 1984 up to 292 bay 1934, the Iragi reginme has made use of chemical

L

wcapons 27 times,

- Secondly, thc Iragi regime has failed to respend tc the Secretary-General's
purely humanitarian request nct to use chemicel weapons, (Security Council

document 5/16663, dated 22 June 1984), in spite of the fact that the President

of the Islamic Republic of Iran cormenied the eppeal and immediately forwarded

Lis positive respcnse. 4 much mere serious indication of the Iragi regime's
failure to respond to the Secretary-General's appeal is the horrifying conclusion
that the Iregi regime intends to make further use cf chemical weapons in the future.
It is cbvious that such blunt menifestations of intentions to violate internmational
law and codes of cenduct is significanily more detrimental to the fate of
international peace and security than low-profile, clandestine violations of

those principles.

Therefore, Mr. President, in view of the unprecedented notions that we have
experienced and learncd about the irresponsibility and unreliability manifested
by the Iraqi regime, out of respect for international law, my delegation, in
accordance with the intermational obligantions and undertakings of the Islamic
Republic of Iran, and out of respect for the values and principles vital to
the interest of all nations, is bound to strongly reject the highly hypocritical
request of the Iragi regimc,

B el -
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One of the few more or less positive aspects of ‘the 1984 session now coming to
a close has been the work of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, whose mandate
is directed towards a specific objective "... to start the full and complete process
of negotiations, developing and working out the convention eeee In reply to the
question "Have we bezun to fulfil this mandate", we must acknowledge that much more
could have been achieved in the Ad Hoc Committee and in its three Working Groups.
This year saw a further usaful exchange of views and many informal consultations,
and work was finally begun on drafting and compiling the texts of some articles
relating to certain aspects of the future convention. For all these efforts we
should like to thank the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committez, Ambassador Exéus, as well
as the Chairmen of the three Working Groups. At the same time, like many other
delegations, we 'should like to draw attention to the fact that the position adopted
by a very -limited number of delegations or, to be more precise, by one delegation,.
which so far has not displayed sufficient flexibility and good will and is not
making the necessary effort to overcome the remaining differences, may in future
constitute an obstacle to progress in negotiations on the pirohibition and
elimination of chemical weapons.

Mr, FIEIDS (United States of America): Mr. President, earlier this summer
I made several statements outlining the provisions of the draft chemical weapons
convention presented on 18 April by the United States delegztion in document CD/500.
Now, as the 1984 session of the Conference draws to a close, I want to return to
the subject of prohibition of chemical weapons. :

I want to emphzsize at the outset that my Government is not satisfied with the
snail's pace at which the Conference on Disarmament is progressing toward a :
completed convention. Over the last 18 months the United States has made a series
of mejor initiatives in an attempt to speed things up. And we welcome such
initiatives by others — for example, the recent proposals by a number of
representatives that negotiations be conducted in the autumn rather than having
2 hiatus of zlmost six months. This is a very constructive move that the
United States strongly supports.

“In this connection, I am very disappointed that the United States draft
convention — & noble contribution presented to this Conference by the second highest
official of my Gotermnment —- has not been given serious attention by the Soviet
delegation. There has been no response to the offer made by Vice-President Bush
on 18 April -- and repeated since — to meet with the Soviet delegation members
to explain any provisions that might have been unclear. Nor, judging from the
Soviet statement of 9 August, have they taken any sccount of the explanations
provided by the United States in its plenary statements. Rather than a constructive,
positive response, “he Umited States initiative has received only rhetorical
questions end critical comments from the Soviet delegation.
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Most recent plenary statements about the chemical weapons negotiations,
however, heve been more constructive in character. ©Specific suggestions and
proposals have been put forward. Among these are recent statements by the
representatives of Australia, Belgium, France, the Federal Republic of Germany,
the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Romania, Sri Lanka, and the United Kingdom. Yet,
on & few occasions charges have been made that some delegations are deliberately
complicating the negotiations, that proposals are being made which are designed
to be rejected, and that efforts are being made to create loopholes for continued
production of chemical wezpons. Such statements are demeaning and are frankly
unworthy of this Conference. Questioning the motives of one's negotiating partners
in fect can only poison the atmosphere and make ‘successful negotiation more
difficult. A ' ,

I appeal to all to put aside inflammatory rhetoric. My delegation is not
here to ettack, ridicule or summarily dismiss ideas or proposals put forward by
other delegations. We are here to negotiate, as I trust are most of the members
in this chamber. Therefore, let us all devote our energies to .finding mutually
acceptable solutions to the many complex and difficult issues remaining in this
important negotiation. And in particular, let us focus on the truly pivotal
issues — the issues whose resolution is the key to progress. In simple terms,
let us negotiate with each other, rather than nag at each other!

At the current stage of the negotiations, three issues seem to my delegation
to be the keys to progress. One is the declaration of locations of chemical-weapon
stocks and chemical-weapon production facilities. A second is how to help ensure
that chemical weapons are not produced under the guise of commercial chemical
production. The third is what approach to take to challenge inspection. Today
I shall discuss each of these pivotal issues in turn.

The United States has proposed that the locations of chemical-weapon stocks
and of cherical-weapon production facilities be declared within 30 days after a
State becomes a party to the convention. In itself such a declaration could
contribute greetly to building confidence that States are prepared to reduce —
and eventuelly eliminate — their reliance on chemical weapons. But declaration
of locations is also an essential element of the verification measures designed
to provide confidence that all stocks and facilities have been declared, as well
as to provide confidence that the declared stocks and facilities are not misused
before thzy are destroyed.

let me elzborate. The completeness of declarations cannot be assessed unless
& basis for such an assessment has first been established. With adequate information
about existing stocks and faecilities that have been declared, parties will be able
to obtain adequate confidence that there are no stocks and facilities that have
not been declared. Declared locations are essential to such an assessment and
thus to building confidence in compliance. Once locations have been declared,
then any stocks or facilities discovered at undeclared locations would clearly
represent a violation of the convention. Furthermore, the systematic international
verification measures needed to provide confidence during the period between
declaration and destruction cannot be carried out unless such locations are
declared., For example, it is obvious that international sealing of stocks or
production facilities to prevent their illicit use would not be poesible unless
these locations are known to the technical secretariat.
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We note, however, that the approach proposed by the Soviet Union is quite
different. As my delegation understande it, no information on the locations of
either stocks or facilities would be provided until just before their destruction.
In the case of stocks, the location declared would be adjacent to a destruction
facility, whose location would already be known. Thus, no meaningful information
sbout the location of stocks would be given. In the case of production facilities,
under the Soviet approach no information on locations would be made available for
the first eight years of the convention. :

This approach makes sense only if one assumes that verification would be
solely the responsibility of the State possessing stocke and facilities — in other
words, that the only means of verification would be self-inspection. No one,
however, is proposing such an absurd system.

Even the Soviet Union has proposed that national technical means of verification
and challenge inspection be key aspects of the verification system for monitoring
stocks and fecilities. Therefore, the Soviet position regarding the. declaration
of stocks and facilities and the verification of thie declaration appears to be
internally inconsistent. How, for example, can one use national technical means .
to confirm that production facilities are inactive if their locations are unknown?
How can one tell if a State is attempting to hide stocks if it refuses to reveal
the location of those that have been "declared"? <If the location of each chemical=-
weapon stockpile and production facility is not separately specified, it would be
impossible to know whether any particular stockpile or production facility had been
included in a party's declaration. Without declaration of locations, neither
national technical means nor challenge inspection would have any utility in
verifying the completeness or accuracy of a party's declaration. :

Nor do the reasons given to justify unwillingness to declare locations hold
up under close examination. It has been argued that the declaration of locations
of stocks,will reveal the location of front-line military units and make the stocks
vulnerable to attack in the event of war. It is highly unlikely that 2 prudent
military command would store the bulk of its chemical weapons with front-line units.
Most of the stocks would normally be in regional end central depots. Furthermore,
considerable information is already available about the location and identity of
front-line units. Moreover, in the event of war, all ammunition storage sites are
subject to attack, whether or not they have been specifically identified &s
chemi cal-weapon storage sites. ) :

In developing its position on declarations, the United States carefully conducted
an analysis of the military implications of declaring the locations of chemical-weapon
stockpiles and production facilities. My Government reached a conclusion
diametrically opposed to that put forward by the Soviet Union. In the United States
view, the benefits of assuring an effective convention far outweigh any military
risks flowing from the disclosure of locations. The fact that the Soviet Union
apparently considers the military risks of disclosure to be very high suggests

that chemical weapons play a much larger role in Soviet military plans than in
Western plans. :

For all of the above reasons, the Soviet approach is simply not realistic.
Only if locations of stocks and. production facilities are declared promptly, as
proposed by the United States, can a practical and effective verification system
be put in place to provide the necessary confidence in compliance. Would any
Government rest its security on anything less? -
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In an effort to meet the concerns expressed by the Soviet Union, the
United States is willing to oonsider the possibility that a party could move its
chemical-weapon stocks before declaration from their original storage sites in
combat units to regional depots. Since only these regional depots and not the
combat units would contain chemical weapons, only the locations of these depots
would have to be declared. Thus, the locations of combat units would not be
revealed. The location of such depots would be declared within 30 days after the
convention ernters into force for the State.

The second pivotal issue I want to discuss today is the problem of providing
confidence that chemical weapons are not being produced under the guise of
commercial chemical production. The United States strongly supports the approach
outlined by the United Kingdom in its recent Working Paper CD/514. High-risk and
* medium-risk chemicals would be identified in lists. The level of verification
would depend on the level of risk, with high-risk chemicals being monitored by
systematic international on-site inspection on a random basis.

This approach would provide effective verification without jeopardizing
comuercial secrets. We believe that it should meet all of the concerns expressed
ty the Soviet delegation about misuse of the chemical industry.

The Soviet delegation has repeatedly emphasized the importance of ensuring
that commercizl facilities are not used for the production of chemical weapons.
But what is the Soviet solution to this problem? To the best of our knowledge,
no comprehensive Soviet proposal has yet been presented, although the problem
has been recognized for years. .

The Soviet Union has proposed to prohibit production of methylphosphorus
compounds for commercial purposes. The stated objective of this proposal is to
eliminate the possibility that certain nerve-agent precursors, which contain
methylphosphorus bonds, could be produced clandestinely in commercial chemical
plants. This proposal, however, does not take into account the realities of
modern chemical technology. In fact, chemical plants which produce ethylphosphorus
campounds could, in most cases, easily produce methylphosphorus compounds. But
under the Soviet proposal such plants would not be affected at all.

Here again, the Soviet position esppears to be internally inconsistent. It
would fail to achieve its stated objective. Yet at the same time, it would
interfere substantizlly in the important and legitimate uses of chemicals for
peaceful purposes. f

Progress on this pivotal issue requires first of all that the Soviet Union
present a clear and comprehensive proposal of its own, if it disagrees with the
proposals of the United Kingdom and the United States. In developing its position
I hope the Soviet delegation will reconsider its urworkable proposal to ban the:
production of methylphosphorus compo unds . >

The third pivotal issue is challenge inspection. I have already described
the United States "open invitation" approach in my statement of 19 July. This
approach has been rejected by the distinguished Soviet representative,
Ambassador Issraelyan, as unrealistic, discriminatory, nihilistic, tension-
provoking, and purposely unacceptable. But Ambassador Issraelyan has not denied
that our proposal would be effective. To paraphrase Shakespeare, "the (gentleman)
doth protest too much, methinks".

While the Soviet position has not been presented to the Conference in a clear

ani comprehensive way, its outlines are readily apparent. It is an approach
desifgmed to provide absolute protection from any challenge inspection that the

| 1
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Soviet Union does not want to accept. It would allow the Exeocutive Council to
endorse & request for challenge inspection only by consensus. In other words, the
State to be inspected would control whether a request was even made. Furthermore,
even if a request were made, the State to be inspected would have, under the

Soviet proposal, complete freedom to reject the request whatever the circumstances.

The Soviet approach can only be termed as a "double-veto" approach. There is
no other term for it. Except possibly the term "totally ineffective". It has a
built-in guarantee of failure. It would produce a convention with noble aims but
no effective mechanism to ensure compliance. It would thus fit the lamentation of
Macbeth — "full of sound and fury, signifying nothing".

. It has been wisely said in this body — by Ambassador Dhanapala of Sri Lanka
and others — that parties to a chemical weapons convention must accept scme risks.
A convention without risk cannot be achieved in the real world, mnor can it even

be designed. I completely agree with that. Absolute verification is fantasy and
we should not waste time pursuing illusion. The United States recognizes that
even the most effective verification system that can be conceived does not
eliminate all risks that any deliberate violation of obligations undertaken will
not be detected. The United States is prepared to accept such risks.

There is another fantasy that must be avoided — the notion that an effective
verification system can be designed to eliminate all risks that that system might
be abused or that some confidential information might be disclosed. While steps
can and should be taken to minimize the potential for abuse and for disclosure of
confidential information, it is inevitable that risks will remain. The United States
is willing to accept these risks to obtain the benefits of an effective
verification system. Those countries that desire effective verification should
also be willing to accept such risks. :

If an effective verifiable chemical-weapons ban is to be achieved, all States
must be willing to accept risks. -But we must not let the twin fantasies of absolute
verification and risk-free verification consum: ocur encrgies. Let there be no
doubt however that we will prese for the most effective and verifiable convention
that can be negotiated.

The purpose of my statement today has been to promote a common effort to
identify and resolve the pivotal issues in the chemi cal-weapons negotiations. I
have presented the proposals of my delegation and commented on the proposals made
by the Soviet Union. In each case I believe a fair comparison shows that the
proposals of the United States are more effective and realistic. But my delegation
welcomes constructive comments from others, both positive and negative. That is the
process which will lead to solutions that will be acceptable to all. If there are
proposals for other ways to achieve a chemical-weapons ban that would provide the
same level of confidence and effectiveness, the United States is ready to consider :
them. ‘ :

In conclusion, I would like to remind the Soviet delegation of the words of
the late leonid Brezhnev in his statement to the second special session of the
United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament:

"Everything should be done to eliminate chemical weapons from the warld.
The Soviet Union is a convinced champion of this approach. We are prepared
to reach agreement without delay on the complete prohibition of chemical
weapons and destruction of their stockpiles."

I trust that the Soviet delegation will match his words with their deeds.
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With regard to the statement today by the representative of the United States,
I think that the Soviet delegation has given a more than sufficient assessment of
the American draft convention — the assessment which it deserves. We shall not
give any other. The draft has set the negotiations back, and we shall once again
see this confirmed next week when the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical
Weapons is adopted. I do not intend now to return to comment or the United States
draft merely because there is no need whatsoever to do so. Perhaps the
United States delegation would have liked the United States draft convention to
have become, so to speak, the centre of the universe, the basis for all
negotiations in the Conference on Disarmament. It will not be the basis of the
negotiations. If it pleases anyone, in particular some allies of the United States,
we have no objection. That group of States can sign among themselves whatever
convention they please. But if you wish to have a multilateral, universal
convention, then it is necessary to take account of the positions of other
countries too. Generally speaking, the United States delegation gives the :
impression that it believes that it can expect a special attitude from other °
delegations to its proposals and to its draft, while it can pass over in silence
and without comment the proposals snd drafts of other States. I should like to
ask through you, }r. President, what was the reaction of the United States
delegation to, and how often did it comment on, the Soviet draft treaty on the
complete and general prohibition of nuclear weapon testing which was tabled in
the Conference. They just said one sentence. I should like to ask the
United States delegation through you, Hr. President, how often and in what manner

it cormented on the Soviet draft treaty on the prohibition of the use of force in
outer space and from space against the Zarth, which has been tabled in the
Conference. I should like tc ask the United States delegation through you,
¥r. President, how often and in what manner it commented on the Indian draft
conveation on a muclear-test ban. I should like to ask thrcugh you, Mr. Presidens,
how often and in what depth the American delegatiocn commented on the Swedish drafti
treaty on the prevention of nuclear weapon testing. I should like ta ask the
United States delegation through you, Mr. President, how often and in what marner |
it commented on the Pakistani draft international agreement on strengthening the
security of non-nuclear-weapon States. The United States delegation considers
that it has the right to remain silent on the proposals of other States. But
now that it has submitted a nrooosal, it considers that we must all devote our
" statements only to the United S%ates proposal. 3By what right, I should like to ask
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wn no issu: have [ spent more time quring tnis year and tne precsding Twv
than on the vital and urgent task of banninZ forever chemical weapons.

Over these three years, under the able leadership of Ambassadors Sujka,
MacPhail and Exéus, a certain arount of progress has been made in d2fining the
{ssues and .possibl2 approaches %to them and producing a clear record of the areas
of agreement and disagreement. This year, Anbassador Ek3us has led the work
into an important new phasz, that of preliminary drafting of provisions for a
future convention. My delezation velcowss and strongly supports this development .

I regret that. the work on the chsmical weapons conventisn has not mads the
progress that mariy of us had expacted. ~ The United States has invested a great deal
of effort over the past two vears =- the detailed views presented in .earky 1983,
the verification workshop held in Tooels, Utah, in late 1983, and culminatingz in
the draft convention tablad by Vico-President Bush in horil 1984 -- and we had
high hopes that these efforts would stimulat: progress, but, unfortunately,
such has not peen the case. This is certainliy no reflaction on the Chairmen
of the Ad Hoc Committee on Cheaical 'leapons and its working groups. They have
laboured long and hard. My dalegation is haopy and proud to have peen associated

with them in this effort.

ey
-
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tr. WEGENER (Federal Republic of Germeny)

On 19 July, I tried to evaluate the progress in our negotiationa‘on.a lzan on
chemical weapons and arrived af a moderately positive agsessment. Indced, the ;
report of +he Conference's Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weagons, as.now succesaﬁﬂrlf :
agreed and about to te formally adopted, provider the negotiaters with a sosin,
comprehensive reference document, largely in treety language, that constitutes an
unpreceden<ed qualitative improvement. For the first time, the final_annual work
product of our negotiating. process is fully structured— sub=divided 1n ?reambular
waphs and articles of *he future conveniione gnd._cg-nta;’.ns,_',whe;e_v_é_;ijig;,enc.es,
still subsis®, juxtaposed versions of various articles ip__f:q:mu}_a_ted_}_le‘,ga_.l: language.

Thaet document will become a precious tool in our preparations for the next an

round. ALl delegations should seize the pecessity at this j\.mcf-:ure to put a;ide
parochial perspectives of their own, even whe—e it means deviating from working

oS -
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documents which they themselves have submitted, and should now prepare for a meeting
of minds on the greatest cormon denomimator of all delegations, provided their .
essential security interests are, in an objective view, fully ocovered. I need not
reiterate the fervent commitment of my delegation to the early conclusion of a
permanent and comprehensive, reliably verified chemical-weapons ban. I feel confident
that when the Conference resumes its negotistions by mid-January —— the early meeting
date towards which my delegation had worked = all- delegations, by intensive and

- conscientious work in capitals will have created the prerequisites for making next
year's anmual session into an even more fruitful endeavour towards the final objective
of a fully negotiated ccnvention. This time we have been able to smoothen the
transition into the next session by agreeing on the mandate of our negotiating organ
and about its future chairman ahead of time. With'my gratitude to Ambassador Eksus
for his farsighted stewardship in 1984, I would like to combine my good wishes to

the representative of Poland, Ambassador Turbtanski, for a successful termure as the
Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapcons in 1985.
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On 18 April 1984, Vice-President George Bush presented to this Conference
the draft text of a comprehensive convention banning chemical weapons. He stated
that the draft both represented the views of the United States and incorpcrated
the views of many other delegations reflected in years of deliberation on this
subject ir the Conference on Pisarmament. Most importantly, he stressed that our
text is negctiable and my delegation is ready — indeed, eager —— to negotiate with
our colleagues in this Conference an effective and verifiable ban on chemical
weapons. Let me say once 2g2in that our text is negotiable. Its words, and
the approaches to its objectives, are ours. The draft represents our best effort
to accomplich the type of convention wnich, we believe, is the shared desire of
all delegations., But if there are other approaches cr words to acccmplish an
effective and verifiable tzan, then we are quite pi=parsd tc corzidesr them sericusly.
This, after all, is the very essence of negotiation.
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With regard to the agenda item concerning the prohibition of chemical weapons,
the socialist countries deplore the meagre results that were achieved during
this session despite strenuous efforts to make progress. The work of the Ad Hoc
Committee on Chemical Weapons does not zllow for catisfaction. We are firmly
convinced that the proposals introduced by the Soviet Union and other socialist
countries provide a realistic basis for a mutually acceptable pgreement on banning
chemical weapons. Verification problems should not be used to impede reaching
such an agreement. Unfortunately, the draft proposed by the United States
delegation (CD/500) has set the talks back by its unrealistic demands in the
field of verification. Verification measures should not be discriminatory and
in no case be used to interfere in the internal,affsirs of States or damage
their security. The primary” task of the £d Hoc Committee in this respect is to
work out such measures and forms of verification thet would be both effective
and practically feasible. We reiterate that if there is the will to agree on
specific disarmament measures, the guestion of their verification has never been
and cannot be an obstacle. Furthermore, the banning of binary chemical weapons
should be among the central issues of the future convention. Statements by
representatives of the United States Administration and top-ranking NATO officials
about the importance and the substantial role played by these weapons in military
plans only confirm that binary wezpons must be clearly and specifically banned
by the convention.
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' In the framework of the issues concerning the Conference on Disarmament,

during the course of this yeer events occurred which were unfortunate both fron 8
globel and 8 nationsl point of view. From the globel point of view, 60 years sfter
the date of the estzblishment of the Geneva Protocol of 1925, this Protocol was
violsted by the mossive use of chemicsl weepons on the pert of a Member Statcs At
the scme time, from the point of view of my country, this has been ¢n unfortunate
yeer as it wes the victim of chemical worfarc. 1t should be sppreciated thot for
the first time in history the use of chemicsl weapons woo discussed, reviewed and
scknowledged by internationzl orienizotions.

(Cont'd)
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This savage action was reflected in the internstionsl mass medie snd various
countries of the world, while condemning such & vile act, placed their medical
poscsibilities a2t the disposal of those afflicted by chemicel wespons. The
International Committee of the Red Cross and 2 number of specialists end medicazl
laborstories did not fail to condemn thic sct.

It was encouraging to note thet within this Conference itself & number of
esteemed Ambasssadors and other high-rankins dignitaries condemned this act in their
statements 2nd called for urgent steps to curb such genocidal acts. Of course, s
number of countries, for reasons known to gll, heve refreined from reflecting their
views and opinions. : ‘

Although tie reaction of the world with regard to the use cf chemical weapens
was apprecisble, yet, with regard tc such a regime which deems itself not bcund bty
international law 2nd rprinciples, even those to which it is itself a signatory, it
does not appeer to have been sufficiens. The inadequacy of the resction is
reflected in the non-adherence of the Iragi regime to internetionsl undertskings by
the re-use of this weapon sfter the return of the Representative of the
Secretory-General of the United Notionc from 2 fact-finding visit te the
Islamic Republic concerning the use of chemicezl weapons by Irag. These wespons
have, since then, been used on more then 24 occasions agzinst my country, the latest
being two weeks ago asgainst the city of Abedan. Another stetisticel example of the
inadequacy of the werld resction with rezerd to the use of chemical wespons is the
refusel of Irsg to answer the call of the Secretery-General of the United Netions
to renew its pledge to respect the 1925 Genevs Protocol celling for a ban on the
use of chemicel wespons.

In his sppeel, the Secretary-General points out thot "It is a deplorable fact
thet chemicel wespons heve been used in contravention cf tke Geneva Protocol of
1925, as substanticted by the specialists' mission in Msrch 1984". Then he voices
his serious anguish bty the following words: "For those reasons I cannct remein
indifferent to the zdvsncing indicstions that such wezpons might be used sgain"
ard he makxes the appezl thef "... in order to slleviate the inhumanity of warfare,
each undertzkes a solemn comnitment not to use chemicsl weapons cf zny kind for any
resson". The Secretary-=General rightly concludes his appesl by the just
indicstion that "this will be highly significent not only for its immediate effects
but slso for its future implications for other Stetes which might be involved in
conflict",

The President of the Islamic Republic of Irzn commended the eppezl made by
the Secretary-Genersl znd responded immedistely to his request. The response from
the President of the Islemic Republic of Irscn pointed out that despite the feact
that the Iraqi regime, in contraventicn of all internmotionel norms snd conventions,
has resorted to extensive use of chemical weapons agzinst our people, the Islamic:
Republic of Iran is by no mezns inclined to meske use of such weezpons of mess )
destruction. '

An 2lerming indication of possible future uses is to be inferred from this
situztion. The refussl is expressed in s menner so blunt s to indicate the
horrifying intention on the part of the Iragi regime to make further use of chemical
weapons todzy ond in the course of the future.

It is becausc cf these scd developments thet we are of the view that.in the
new convention on chemicel weapons, effective internmetional messures and collective
actions should be envisuged to provide assistance to the victims end to punish

B |
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violators on every occasion that such s viclation might occur. Otherwise the new
convention will suffer the samc fate ss the Geneve Protoccl of 1925 and other related
instruments. Due to the importaence and urgency cf the preparation of 2 new
instrument on the prohibition of chemiczl weapons every effcrt should be made te
speed up the processes of finolization of the convention.

The Islamic Repubtlic of Iren is of the view that prime importance should te
given tc the prohibition of the menufacture, the acquisition, the stockpiling eznd
use of chemiczl weapons, and serious speedy measures should be taken to realize these
objectives. One of the main elements in guaranteeing the non-use of chemical weapons
ie the elimination of existing stockpiles and facilities. The ides of cn=-site
ronitoring of the destruction and diversicn of existing stockpiles is & sound one and
we believe it should be given unreserved support. In this respect we all cowe 2
great deal to the velusble contribution of the Government of the Federal Republic of
Germary which arranged a workshop in Munster in June 1984. '

The countries which fall victim to the use of chemicel weapons or are sutjected
to the threst cf such use should be supported by cther Stetes in the eliminaticn of
the grave conseguences of the use of chemical weazpons by whichk they have been
afflicted. One suggestion in that regard is that they should be assisted in every
possible way to combat the effects of these horrible wespons ty defensivc and
protective measures znd thst they should be equipped medically to provide care for
the victims who have been so afflicted.

We propese that a fact-finding tcsm should be sutomatically sent out by the
Executive Council in response to 2 reguest mede by e State Party which is the victim
of the use cf chemical weapons, for inspection to be cerried out in territories under
its control. In this regard the impertsnce of the existence of a permznent fact-
finding team which can act promptly on suck requests is evident.

I would like to refer to psracraph 7 of the recent stetement -of the Group cof 21,
contzined in document CD/513 in wkich the Group, confronted with the complete
violations of the 1925 Geneva Protocol by Irag s reflected in the report of the
Secretary~Genersl's Expert Team who visited Iran (Report No. 8/16433) declared that
"in view of recent events the-Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons should continue
the drafting of the convention with the greatest urgency" and I hereby convey the
sincere sppreciation of the delegation of the Islamic Republic of Iran to the
Swedish delegoticn, perticularly Ambasscdor Rolf Ekdus, for the excellent
chairmenship of the work of the A2 Hoc Committee on Chemicsl Weapons and to the
Cheirmen of the Working Groups, IMr. Dusrte of Brazil, Mr. Akkermsn of the Netherlands
and Mr. Thielicke of the German Democratic Republic.
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Mr. EKEUS (Sweden): Mr, President, as I indicated to you I will also add,
at the end of my statement, some remarks as the representative of Sweden with
regard to the work of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, but I start with
the submission of the Report.

As Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemiczl Weapons I have the honour
to submit the report of the Committee to the Conference on Disarmament,
document CD/539, which has been distributed earlier today. The report with its
annexes was adopted by the Committee on 28 August and thus agreed to by all
members of the Committee.

Before I continue I will draw your attention to a mictake on page 6,
paragraph 10 of the report, on the second line from the bottom. The words
"during the 1984 session of the" should be replaced with the words "in the" so
that the entire sentence reads "Annex III contains some proposals introduced in
the Conference on Disarmament as formulated and presented in Conference Documents,"

Delegates will recall that the Conference at its plenary meeting on
28 February 1984 adopted a mandate, contained in document CD/440, to the effect
thet an ad hoc subsidiary body (on 8 March designated "Ad Hoc Committee") be
established "to start the full and complete process of negotiation, development
and working out the convention on chemical wezpons, except for its final drafting".
The Committee, thus provided with a negotiating mandate, had to define and
develop procedures for pursuingz negotiations irside the framework of this
miltilateral body, as now, for the first time since the Committee on Disarmament
was established in 1978, actual negotiations on the text of a Convention were to
be embarked upon. :

I will give a short description of the negotiating process followed Ly the
Ad Hoc Committee.

The starting point was the report of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chem
Weapons on the 1983 session (CD/416) which was reorganized to get a more
convention-like structure and presented to the Committee as CD/CW/WP.67. ° 8
of this report were presented by the Chairman to the three Working Groups
the Committee, charged with addressing specific aspects of the Convention .
follows: :

1., Working Group A on Sccpe, Chairman: Mr. Duarte of Brazil.,
2. Working Group B on Elimination, Chairman: Mr. Akkerman of the Netherlands.

3,  Working Group C on Compliance, Chairman: Dr. Thielicke of the
Germzn Democratic Republic.

The Working Groups dealt with the material thus provided by the Chairman
of the Committee as well as with other material introduced by the Chairmen of
the three Working Groups. The results from the Working Groups were presented
in reports to the Committee by the Chairmen of the Working Groups. These
reports reflect different views held by delegations. The Chairman of the
Committee then drafted cormromise proposals in treaty language on the basis of
some of the materizal from the reports of the Chairmen of the Working Groups.
All delegations were invited to give their comments upon these comprom%se
proposals by the Chairm:n, Extensive eonsultations were undertaken with those
delegations which expressed views on the proposals.
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At this stage the Chairman of the Committee convened end led regular

drafting sessione on thir material constituting possible wordings of articles or
parts of articles tc a Convention proposed by him on the basis for the
consultations just mentioned. All delegations were informed about time and
place for the drafting sescsions. For practical purposes the drafting language
used was English.

The drafting has resulted in texts for parts of a convention. Differing
or alternative positions of delegations are presented within brackets in the
texts. The articles or parts of articles thus drafted are organized following
the preliminary structure for & convention which was introduced in the Committee
during the second parti of the session. In this connection I want to thank
Ambassador Turbanski of Poland who undertook the work of elaborating this
structure.

The preliminary structure complemented by the likewise preliminary drafted
texts can be found in Annex I of the report. Such texis are marked with
two lines in the margin of Annex I. Other texts, which have not been subject
to extensive drafting, but which have to az varying extent been consulted upon
by the Chairman of the Committee or by the Chairmen of the Working Groups also
appear as articles or parts thereof in the preliminary structure. Such texts
are marked with one line in the margin of Annex I. As is stated in the Annex,
these texts, whatever their status, are not binding for any delegation.

Due to the extensive and complicated nature of the substance and the limited
time available, it was not possible to consider all parts of the convention
during this session. Those parts of CD/Cw/WP.67 which have not been dealt with
during this session are indicated in Annex I by the respective heading and the
numbers "67" in the margin. It was, however, possible to draft the main parts
of the scopc of the Convention. An interesting development with regard to the
problem of herbicides took place as it appears that this problem can be linked
to a prohibition of the use of herbicides under certain circumstances. S5till
remaining in the context of scope is 2 solution to the question of how the
prohibition of use should be formulated in the convention. Here I wish to thank
Ambassadcr Beesley of Canada for the work he undertook to solve this difficult
problem.

The crucial issue of the definition of chemical weapons appears eseentially
to be solved. Furthermore, a solution to the question of the concept of
chemical warfare agents hac been formed.

The issue of declaration of chemical weapons has partly been subject to
drafting. Consultztions with regard to the declarations of locations of such
stocks are under way. The probler of destruction, including the guestion of
diversion, as well as schedules for a balanced destruction of chemical weapons,
has been elaborated upon. The issue of production facilities, especially
so-called single-purpose facilities, has for the first time been treated in

parts,

Concerning compliance, considerable work has been done, the result of
which appears in the Annex as material which has been the subject of
consultations. In addition a first text, concerning the Freparatory Commission
to be entrusted with the task of preparing the work of the Cousultative Committee,
has been elaborated and consulted upon.
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The reports of the Chairmen of the Working Groups can be found in Annex II to
the report. They give, in a comparison with Anmex I, a picture of the amount of
material which has been treated in different ways — be it drafting, consultation
or otherwise — in the framework of the activities of the Committee.

Annex IIT represenic a political soluticn to the problem of how to present
extensive material emznaving from delegations within the framework of the report.

If delegations consider it useful, and if they présent‘actual proposals to
this effect, the Chairmzn hac the intention of .up--Cating document CD/CW/WP.£7 as
regards the presentation of the position of delegations. Such a revision would

then be dones before the January session. _;

The report containc a recommendation that the Committee continue its work
during three weeks.immediately before the beginning of the 1985 session, and "that
the work cover the two specific issues of permitted activities and verification on
challenge including related issues with regaré to the Consultative Committee, as
well as further negctiations on the material in Annex I which has been subject to
preliminary drafting"”. 4As Chairman, I will prepare this resumed session by
underteking consultations in the meantime.

The report further contzins a recommendation that a decision be taken in the
first part of the 1925 session concerning intersessional work also between
September 1985 and Januery 1986 so that this period "is mcre fully utilized for
negotiations". The words "more fully" reflects the wish expressed by some
delegations that this period zhould amount to something like six weeks.

Another important recommendation of the Committee is that Ambassador Turbanski
of Poland should be appointed Chairman for the 1985 session. I sincerely wish
him success in this important task.

Mr. President, I would not conclude my introduction of the report of the
Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Wczpons to the Corference without expressing my
gratitude to 211 the delegates of the Committee for their excellent co-operation
with me and my delegation. Izy I note the serious and constructive approach by
the delegates in the extremely complicated and sometimes zrducus consultations,
drafting seesions and cther meetings within the Committee work structure. I am
deeply impressed by the energy and the co-opevztive spirit demonstrated by
delegates from all sides of the political spectrum, I also wish to especially
mention the three Chairmen of the Working Groups, Mr. Duarte of Brazil,
Mr. Akkerman of the Netnerlands znd Mr. Thielicke of the German Democratic Republic
for their exemplary siill and energy displayed in the difficult tasks entrusted
on them, as well as for their support and advice to me, not least in the context '
of the work of the Bureau of the Committee. :

I would like to direct special gratitude to the other member of the Bureau
and Secretary of the Committee, Mr. Abdelkader Bensmail, for his commendable work
for the Committee during the whole session, characterized by a combination of
the highest profesegionzl skill and sound judgement in all situations. The
willing support of Mr, Bencemzil and of his staff, in particular Ms. Sue Johnston,
as well as of the interpreters, contributed in an indispensable way to the
endeavours of the Committee,
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ANt el WAL et (Mr, Exéus, Sweden)

With that, Mr. President, I have concluded the submission of the report but
permit me now, as the representative of Sieden, to make some reflections on the
work of the 43 Poc Committec cn Cremical Weapons. :

I would like to pciﬁt out anl underline three important results of the work
during this sescion.

First, e method for multileterzl negotiations has been developed, with a
view to arriving at a full text of = conver*ion. 4s this is the first time since
its establishment that the Comm:ttee hac been entrusted with a negotiating mandate,
it ie obvious that the mcthode ncw developed coulé be refined. The approach so
far has beer to start by using zvailatle besic material from the work during
eerlier years (CD/CW/WP.67) which %o 2 verying degree has been transformed, through
elaborations in the Working Groups, into treaty language. The Committee Chairman
has thereafier reworxed thal material into compromise proposals, which have been
consulted upon-.and then subject to drafting. The result of this process is
preliminsry drafted treaty texts, centaining alternative language.

Thies process facilitates an cverview of the development of the negotiations
on differert elements of the conventicn anc makes possible z reasonable
co—ordination of the process. In this context I wish to siress that the
preliminary structure will be a useful tool fcr the organization of the future
negotiations and the text of the conventior, .

Second, there is an undisputable tendency towards convergence of views on
several or mc.’ &rezs of stbsiance in the Committee woril, However,  differences
on a few iseues have ariser. IHevertheless, the work during the year must be
summed up as steady but slow progress. The report speaks for itself in this
respect. It must be kept in mind thet the substantive material, in the process
of being transformeé 1rom descriptivs langvage inio treaty language, has been
quite thoroughly peneirated znd now is better prepered and ripe for decision and
instructions from the capitals. ' ]

I consider it a lerge step forvurd that the definition ol chemical weapons
is now essentizlly worked oui. This will fecilitate the further development
and solutions of cutstzuding issues. Tt should therefore be possible to
considerably speed ap vork during tke 1985 session., oy

The serious iension between ithe two major Fowers has made itself felt in
the Committee, especially during it: fipal week. It is therefore very importznt
and satisfactory that it was possitle, literally within minutes of the conclusion
of the work, to adc:t ¢ subsianiive repori.

Third, there is a coar.nsus in the Committee that more time should from :
now on be devoted to the negotiztions on a chemical weapons convention. A :
definite decision hat not been talen ret as to exactly how this agreement in
principle should be transformed into 2 deteiled work plan. The recommendations
adopted by the Commi%tee choulé however be enough for delegations to plan their
resources to this effect in a preliminary manner. :

If the Conference approves the. recommendations of the Committee, a first
modest step will be taken with the plaaned meeting of the Committee for
three weeks in January., This is e short time, and therefore it is necessary that
the meeting should be well preparec. ¥ *his end the Cormittee has recommended
that I undertake consuliatione. It ir q2rieinly my intemtion to do so and I
hope thatl delegetions will Te prepared ¢ Nll; participzte in such concultations.
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o IO, : (Mr, Exéus, Sweden)

Due to the short time available for the Commi ttee meeting in January, it is
not my intention to re-establish the Working Groupe within the Committee, Instead
I intend to use the services of the Chairmen of the Groups to the fullest possible

extent for the consultations envisaged during the meeting.

Mr. President, let me a2dd to these three observations the importance of time,
The dangerous international situation is a continuous and mounting threat
to our negotiations. Use of chemical weapons in ongoing or future conflicts can
Jeopardize. the progress of the negotiations. And worse, a breakdown of our
negotiations would have most serious implicetions, and most certainly open the
way for an arms race in chiemical weapons with the gravest consequences for all
aspects of all disarmament and arms control efforts. All delegations must
therefore continue to work ccnstructively — and with the greatest speed.




cn/gg.zeé

A oo B B e e 07 ' (Mz, Naumov, USSR)

However, the Soviet delegation has now asked the floor not so much to give
its opinion of the results of work on the prohibition of chemical wezpons in
1984, as to correct an omission which has appeared in the report, due to the
atmosphere in which the last meeting of the Committee took place yesterday
afternoon.. I am referring to Annex III of tHe Report of the Committee to the
Conference on Disarmament, which reflects the positions of individual delegations
or groups of delegations. Ome of the documents contained in the Annex indicates
one of the positions presented in the negotiations from A to Z, so %o speak,
covering 21l aspecte of the future convention. With regard to the other
document contained in Annex III, reflecting the other position and zlso tabled
for consideration by the ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, i.e.
document CD/294, in section III, dealing among other things with the
Consultative Committee, this omission has occurred on page 7 of the English text.
In paragraph 3 of the subsection in question it is stated: "Other questions
relating to the organization and procedures of the Consultative Cormittee, its
possible subsidiary bodies, their functions, rights, duties and methods of work,
its role in on-site inspections, forms of co-operation with national verification
organizations znd other matters are to be elaborated." Thus, document CD/294
sets forth the position as it existed when this document was submitted. A
somewhat different situation now exists, and there is the cdocument of a Group
of Socialist States which was submitted here in the Conference, containing their
position on the whcle range of issues which I have just quoted from
document CD/294. - Conseguently, without this document Annex III would not
fully reflect the regl state of affairs. The Soviet delegation therefore
considers that it would be correct to include that document in Annex III, as
indeed it intended to do yesterday when the relevant proposzls were submitted,
but it was subsequently overlooked. We consider that the inclusion of this
document in Annex III would complement the report with regard to an aspect not
elucidated in it, 2nd from every standpoint this would be a fair and correct
solution to the problem, We therefore submit this proposal for consideration
by the Conference.

Mr. EKEUS (Sweden): Mr, President, the proposal of the Soviet Union has
been the subject of informal comsultatious by my delegation today and 1 have
been informed that it appears from those consultations that there are no
objections to the proposal of the representative of the Soviet Union., I would

- therefore propose that thie additional arrangement be made with regard to :
Annex III, so that the ducument quoted, CD/532, will accordingly be reflected *
in Annex III.

Mr, MIKULAK (United States of America): Mr, Fresident, we too are grztified
to see that thc .d Eoc “ommittee on Chemical Weapons has successfully produced a
report. Up to the last minute there was, 1 think, some doubt about it end I
think we owe a lot to the skill of the Chairman and the initiative,which
finally succeeded,takenby the delegation of France. My delegation expresses
its very strong appreciation for the very constructive propocal and the skill
of the Chairman in bringing it to fruitionm.

(Cont'd)
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(Mr, Mikulak, United States)

I must say we share the view just expressed by the Chairman that the
Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons has made slow but steady progress this year.
With his untiring work and that of his associates, we have entered for the first time
into the stage of actually drafting treaty text ior a chemical-weapons convention.
This I think marks 2 real watershed in the work conducted in the Conference on a
ban on chemical weapons., .

At the same time I would also share his view that progress is much slower
than certainly my delegation would have liked; we share his sense of urgency.
And we very much welcome his expressed intention not to give up the mantle of
the Chairmanship but to continue with consultations during the autumn and to hold
e resumed session of the Committee during January. It is certainly the view of
my delegation, and I thinlt he correctly reflected the view of many delegationms,
that these negotiations are too important to allow them to lie fullow for almost
half the year., So we admire his patience, his persistence and his dedication to
our common objective, and in the time remaining before the 1985 session of the
Conference begins he will certainly have our full co-operat:.on in trying to move
these negotiations ahead.

The PRESIDINT: I thank the representative of the 'United States for his
statement, Does any other delegation wish to take the floor? If that is not
the case, I suggest now that we take up, for decision, the Report of the Ad Hoc
Committee on Chemical Weapons, contained in document CD;/539. If_ there is no
objection, I will consider that the Conference adopts the Report of the Ad Hoc
Committee, =
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(Mr. Issraelyan, USSR)

At the Geneva Conference, this tactic is being used in the talks on the
prohibition of chemical weapons. Even prior to the submission of the
United States draft convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons, .
washington officials were saying that the text would, I quote, be totally -
unacceptable to the Soviet Union and, as you Know, they were not. far from the
truth. Their only error was that the draft was to prove unacceptable not only
for the Soviet Union, but also for a significant number of States, as the summer
session of the Conference has shown. What is particularly disturbing is that
various United States political figures keep repeating that, should its draft
not be adopted, ;hg'United States will undertake the mass production of binary
chemical weapons. What can.be said about such declarations? Just one thing:
if the talks on the prohibition of chemical weapons are also_ureukéﬂ,;iffthey are
wrecked like many other talks, everybody will be well aware who is responsible.
Unacceptability for the other participants in the talks and a lack of .
constructiveness have been the distinguishing features of all the disarmament
"initiatives" by Washington of which Ambassador Fieclds reminded us yesterday. .
Is it then any wonder that the results of those initiatives are the breakdown'
of negotiations or deadlock? It would really be hard to expect anything else

from proposals that increase the differences rather than bring positjons closer |
together. The talks on the banning of chemical weapons are unnecessary proof

of that fact. The peaceful-sounding words that are heard from time to time from

the other side of the ocean == alternating it is true, with various *jokes" ==

do nothing to change the situation. As Konstantin Chernenko, General Secretary

of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and Chairman of the Presidium of the USSR
Supreme Soviet, has.pointed out, and I quote: "In politics we believe only in deeds,
not in words. Arms reduction means actual, mutual reduction. The elimination of
nuclear weapons means actual elimination on both sides. If the United States and

NATO accept that, we shall not be found wanting'.
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Mr, QIAN JIADONG (China) (iranslated from Ch:_Lnese)t

The iter on the prohibition of chemical weapons had been considered the
most hopeful one, At the beginning of this session, an Ad Hoc Committee was
soon set up and under the experienced guidance of its Chairman, Ambassador Ekéus,
and the chairmen of the various working groups, negotiations were initiated on
the drafting of = treaty and certain progress made. However, in spite of such
an encouraging start, the momentum was gradually lost and the pace of work
slowed down., There still exist serious differences on certain crucial points,
The elaboration of a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons is still :
an arduous task, . : :

CD/PV.287
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(Mr. Rose, German Democratic Republic)

Last but not least, in submitting proposals of wnien 1t Xr:ew 1n aavance tnar
they were unacceptable to he ma jority of States at this ‘Conference, the United States
has rendered the work of the committee or chemical Wweapons more difficult, to put it
mildly. Here, as in other cases, a so-called verification question has been inveated
to hide the real intentions. : R . S

e

(Cont'd)
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G9m As RO - (Mr. Rose, German Democratic Republic)

In our view, there were sound prospects for progress at the outset of this year's
cession, The work of the subsidiary body on chemical weapons had been quite advanced.
A new, {orward-looking mandate for the Committee was quickly agreed upon. The new
Chairman Ambassador Ekéus of Sweden, had carefully prepared this session of the
Comcittee. I would like to take 'this opportunity to thank him for his committed
efforts in chairing the Committee. e 4 e

" ."All in all, my delegation,-like many others, had, therefore, hoped at the
beginning of this session that the "full and complete process of negotiations,
developing an.. working out the convention" would start, as required under the new
candztc. However, the country which had been telling us for quite some time that it
wee nore chan keen on quick progress in that field in fact tried during the first
part ¢f ¢hi3 session to block the beginning of the real drafting. Then, on 18 April,
the United States delegation submitted its draft treaﬁy'td”thié Conference. Taking
{into consideration other proposals and what has been ‘worked out already in the
Corrittec, we have carefully examined this draft, on which I would like to make
the foliowing observations: o Appet o3 g e Lsi

“Iirst, we share the assessments given by the delegations of the USSR, Poland:.*
Czechoslovakia, Sri Lanka and many others with regard to tnis draft treaty. As far
as itz scope is concerned, the document contains loopholes to safeguard well=l"nown
Urited -States interests and intentions. Many of its verification provisiors,
e-peciaily the so-called open invitation conceot, are in flagrant contraventicn of
bzofe princirles of international law and represent a complete departure from the
corisensus that had been emerging on challenge inspection. Small wonder, therefore,
that thic concept has been dismissed by many delegations. In fact, we have. not
heard uny dclegation clearly supporting this concept., 2part, oi course, fron the
United States delegation; o e

A Lecond, asn far as the work of the committee on chemical weapons is concerned,
“4é héve not been able to discern any sign of the promised flexibility on the part of
the United States delegation. Instead of advancing the negotiations by joining in

the effort: to search for mutually acceptable compromises the United States is
ccuhbornly sticking to positions which are not acceptable o many delegations. Thie
z+titude becume clear again when the report of this committee was drafted, with the
Urited Stales delegation insisting by all means on the insertion of the notorious
:Arvicle X into this report. A

i.et us be quite frank with each other: negotiations are a give-and-take
process. No delezation is allowed to impose its will on others.
: "fTberefore; we appeal to the United States to review its approach to the
negotiatiqna on the prohibition of chemical weapons. Otherwise, the prospects for
progrezs may be rather gloomy. . Ry

Let me ermphasize again that, in the view of the German Democratic Republic,
greator ufforts are required {f the Conference is to make headway on the vital issues
it is czlled upon to solve. '

.
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‘Mr. de la GORCE (France) (translatéd from French):

The only issue which has been the subject of real negotiations is that of
chemical weapons. It is of the greatest importance to the international community.
Chemical weapons exist; they can be manufactured in numerous countries and, what is
more serious, they are used. The experience of this year underlines the urgency of
a treaty prohibiting chemical weapons; it underlines the need for international
verification measures relating to the various aspects of chemical disarmament and to*
presumptions of use of chemical weapons.

I would like now to make a rapid assessment of the negotiations over this year’
and submit some suggestions for the future. But I must first pay tribute to
Ambassador Ekéus, who presided over the work with great competence and skill; he
never lost heart and his good-humoured patience made it possible to overcome many
difficulties. The French delegation has pleasure in expressing to him its
congratulations and its gratitude.

(Cont'd)
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(Mr. de la Gorece, France)

It also wishes to thank the chairmen of the working groups, Mr. Akkerman, -
Mr. Duarte and Mr. Thielicke, for the remarkable work they did. We appreciate the
efforts made in the working groups to reduce the substantive problems and
Ambassador Ekéus' part in formulating certain provisions --a difficult drafting
exercise that the Chairman of th-. Cormittee more ofter than not undertook personally.

However, if we weigh the efforts against the results, we must acknouledge that
they are not equally balanced. Although the repcrt records some progress,
particularly on stocks and destruction operations, annex I, which sets out the
positions, is still studded with square brackets bearing witness to the continued
existence of divergent views. But the report reflects only a part of the truth;
it leaves aside what is undoubtedly its most important aspect.

On various deliecate points, which had harcly been tackled previously, such as
production facilities, their status and monitoring, exploratory discussions have
taken place which should bear fruit at the next session. Similarly, as regards the
institutions without which the Convention could not function, the problems have been
better defined, the possibilities of agreement better identified and outline
solutions sketched out. Those invisible steps, which no report can reflect, should

not be underestimated in negotiatlons as arduous as ours in which progress is
serforce slow.

Lastly, there has perhaps been evidence in various statements of an increased
awareness of the problems to be solved. My delegation has been impressed by the
appeals which have been made for more realism and less legal perfectionism; we .
alsc think, like others, that not all the risks can be eliminated and that the
convention cannot provide for every eventuality in the same minute detail.

However, we do consider that certain aspects should be covered by provisions
formulated with particular care; ‘the products and the production facilities, whether
prohibited or permitted, must be classified with exactitude sc that the monitoring
procedures best suited to each case may also be fullv and precisely stipulated; in
addition, the institutional structures will have to be simplified. To achieve that
most effectively, it will ro doubt be necessary to ensure that those bodies have’
by their very composition the appropriate permanent assistance in the technological
field; finally, with regard tc the methods of taking decisions, the respective
advantages of the various possible procedures, namely consensus, vote by a qualified
majority and in some expressly stipulated cases, automatic decisions, must be
carefully weighed up according to the circumstances.

The French dglegation proposes to submit at the beginning of the next session
a number of technical documents in the hope of promoting progress on certain
particularly controversial issues. It is gratified that there will be a little more
time for negotiations both at the beginning of the year and during the autumn of 1985
While we have no illusions in that respect, we can, I think, hope that on some
problems, such as that of stocks, we may reach an agreement which can be translated
into articles of the Convention and that, perhaps, on the particularly thorny
questions of production, we may make a significant breakthrough.
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