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PREFACE

PV

This volume is a compilation of the final records (PVs)
of the Conference on Disarmament during its 1988
session relating to Chemical Weapons. It has been

compiled and edited to facilitate discussions and
research on this issue.
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CD/PV.436
2

The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 1988 session and the 436th plenary
meeting of the Conference on Disarmament.

It is with deep regret that we have learnt, during the inter-sessional
period, of the loss of our former colleague and good friend,
Ambassador Ian Cromartie, who did so much to advance the work of the
Conference. He served his country with distinction, being, as he was, an
outstanding diplomat. His special personality made him respected and earned
him our esteem and admiration as he harmonized so well professional ability
with personal integrity. He served as President of the Conference, as well as
Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons. I hardly need to recall
how effectively he discharged these difficult tasks. In particular, progress
towards a convention banning chemical weapons achieved special impetus during
his quidance of the work of the Ad hoc Committee. On behalf of the Conference
and on behalf of my delegation, I wish to extend heartfelt condolences to the
delegation of the United Kingdom and to his family.

I invite you all to join me in a minute of silence as a tribute to the
memory of our good friend Ian Cromartie.

CD/PV.436
7

(The President)

e The more favourable conditions which have emerged are an encouragement to
the Conference on Disarmament to produce, at last, the concrete results
expected of it. What I have in mind, first of all, are the negotiations on
the complete prohibition of chemical weapons. The Committee, under the able
guidance of Ambassador Ekéus, has made remarkable progress. It should be
possible now, in a comparatively short span of time, to cast the agreement
that already exists on fundamental issues into additional Convention text and
to work out further details.



Ch/PV.436
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(Mr. Komatina, Secretary-General of the Conference and Personal
Representative of the Secretary-General of the United Nations)

ceo o "The prospects of a ban on chemical weapons are far more promising
now than before. The international community certainly expects that
?verything will be done to accelerate progress on this important measure
in order to achieve a convention at the earliest date.

CD/PV.436
10

The PRESIDENT: The 436th plenary meeting of the Conference on
Disarmament is resumed.

On behalf of the Conference, it is my privilege to extend a very warm
welcome to his Excellency the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Czechoslovakia,
Mr. Bohuslav Chnoupek, who will be addressing us. The Minister for Foreign
Affairs is visiting the Conference for the third time, an indication of the
interest with which he follows our work on vital questions relating to
disarmament. I gladly take this opportunity to stress the fraternal ties
which exist between my country and his, and which encompass close co-operation
in the quest for disarmament. Clear evidence is provided by our joint
initiatives for the conclusion and implementation of the INF agreement, as
well as for the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free and chemical-weapon-free
zones in Central Europe. I wish Minister Chnoupek a successful visit to
Geneva, and I am sure that members will listen to his statement with
particular interest.

CD/PV.436
17

(Mr. Garcia Robles, Mexico)

L
sl The Stockholm Declaration contains a paragraph that seemed to me to be

the most appropriate with which to close my statement, since it highlights the
concern of its authors about the future of the United Nations organ dealing
with disarmament. The paragraph in question reads as follows:

"The Conference on Disarmament, the single multilateral disarmament
negotiating forum, should be strengthened and made a more effective
instrument for achieving nuclear disarmament and for the elimination of
all other weapons of mass destruction. A convention for the prohibition
and destruction of chemical weapons should be urgently concluded. It
would also provide an example for future efforts in the multilateral
field."



CD/PV.436
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(Mr. Chnoupek, Czechoslovakia)

The prospects for the year ahead will be dictated by the determination
with which we take our next steps - the vigour with which we pursue the

process which has begun.

Above all by the conclusion, at the summit meeting planned to take place
this year in Moscow, of a Soviet/United States treaty on a 50 per cent
reduction in strategic offensive weapons together with observance of the

ABM Treaty for an agreed period of time.

By the rapid elaboration of a convention on chemical weapons within the
framework of this Conference.

CD/PV.436
21

(Mr. Chnoupek, Czechoslovakia)

The Conference's agenda for this year includes issues of major importance
to all mankind. As we emphasized at the Prague session, we consider the most
urgent issue to be the completion of the drafting of a convention on the
prohibition and destruction of chemical weapons, progress towards a complete
nuclear wearon test ban and prevention of an arms race in outer space.
Encouraging steps have been taken in these directions. First and foremost
through the Washington summit meeting. Through the Six-nation Initiative,
which was substantially elaborated upon in the Stockholm Declaration of
January this year. And also through the urgency of the calls addressed to the
Geneva Conference by the entire international community, as embodied in the
relevant resolutions of the forty-second session of the United Nations
General Assembly. I should now like to dwell briefly on these crucial issues.

The Conference has come within reach of concluding work on a convention
on the prohibition of chemical weapons and the elimination of stockpiles of
such weapons, including the industrial base for their production. It could be
finalized within a very short time - as early as the first phase of the
current session. Given, of course, political will and concentrated
negotiating efforts focused entirely on completing work on the 10 per cent or
so of the text that has yet to be agreed.

However, I wish to say frankly that we have been seriously worried by
developments running in just the opposite direction. 1In particular, the
decision to begin production of binary weapons and the intention of deploying
them in Europe, as well as arguments attempting to justify an allleged
necessity for chemical rearmament. We see in them a dangerous trend towards
destabilization of the political and military situation.

It is of the utmost importance that the negotiating process should be
expedited rather than slowed down. Already there is agreement in principle on
the scope of the future Convention, which must cover binary weapons too. All
the essential elements of the Convention are already at hand.
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(Mr. Chnoupek, Czechoslovakia)

Then let us take an absolutely unequivocal decision: to entrust the
committee on the prohibition of chemical weapons with the task of finalizing
the Convention this year. This would be fully in keeping with the unanimous
recommendation made by the forty-second session of the United Nations
General Assembly. An essential confirmation of the interest of the member
States of the Conference in achieving a complete and effective ban on the
development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons, and their
destruction.

Secondly, to reach final agreement without delay on an effective
mechanism of challenge inspections without the right of refusal; agreement in
principle has already been reached concerning the need to incorporate such a
mechanism in the Convention.

Thirdly, to build on the encouraging results of last year's negotiations
in order to reach final agreement on the overall organization of the
implementation of the Convention. Primarily with regard to the activities of
its Executive Council.

Fourthly, to complete the development of an economically and financially
feasible scheme of routine inspection of chemical industry. To take into
account in this regard the requirements connected with the economic and
technological development of States parties to the Convention, whatever their
socio-economic systems. We are now seriously considering concrete steps to
facilitate a solution to those problems.

We most insistently urge the earliest possible final settlement of all
the pending issues relating to the Convention. For our part we are determined
to do truly everything in our power to that end. As we clearly confirmed in
the joint declaration of the States parties to the Warsaw Treaty in Moscow
last March. This also includes a readiness for reasonable compromises. As
well as the openness that was demonstrated so strikingly by the presentation
of Soviet chemical armaments at Shikhany in the autumn of last year.

I wish to mention in this context the proposal made by Czechoslovakia and
the German Democratic Republic for the establishment of a chemical-weapon-free
zonea in Central Europe. And in particular to emphasize that we do not regard
this as a deflection from efforts to ban these weapons worldwide. Never have
we placed global and regional approaches to arms limitation in opposition to
one another. On the contrary - our attitude is based on their dialectical
unity.

Moreover, this also relates to our similar proposal for the establishment
of a nuclear-weapon-free corridor. The same applies to concrete measures to
reduceion the level of military confrontation and strengthen confidence,
including removal of the most dangerous types of offensive weapons by the
States along the line of contact between the two military political alliances
in Europe. We advocated the adoption of these measures at the Prague session.
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(Mr. Chnoupek, Czechoslovakia)

We believe - we are convinced - that the establishment of the proposed
chemical-weapon-free zone would be a universal beneficial step of indisputable
political importance. Both at present, when it might make a contribution to a
global solution, and after the conclusion of the Convention, when it might
become the proloque to its implementation in our region.

It is our opinion that while pursuing the priority task of elaborating a
convention on chemical weapons, the Conference should focus in a much more
purposeful fashion on the entire set of problems of nuclear disarmament. This
is where the Conference should demonsrate most clearly its ability to be the
centre of, and the generator of, the practical internationalization of
disarmament negotiations, with the participation of all nuclear States and the
whole international community. Thus playing a decisive role in the process of
building a nuclear-weapon-free and non-violent world, as a fundamental
pre-condition for the survival and development of civilization.

We consider that in this year's negotiations, important tasks lie ahead
in the field of the complete and general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests.
We are ready to work flexibly and constructively towards the solution of
problems relating to the establishment and the mandate of the relevant working
body of the Conference. The time is truly ripe for starting substantive
consideration of the future treaty, whose basic provisions are on the table.
Progress in such talks would be facilitated by the setting up of a special
aroup of scientific experts to prepare without delay practical proposals for a
system of verification of the non-conduct of nuclear tests. We believe that
the drafting of such an overall agreement within the framework of the
Conference, and the full-scale Soviet/United States talks that have opened in
accordance with the understanding reached in Washington, will be mutually
complementary and lead to the same objective.

CD/PV.436
26

(Mrs. Theorin, Sweden)

The important role of the Conference on Disarmament was underlined by the
six, as well as the urgency of concluding a convention banning all chemical

weEapons.

(continued)
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(Mrs. Theorin, Sweden)

oo The agreement at the Stockholm Conference in 1986 on confidence- and
security-building measures in Europe, and progress in negotiations on a
convention on chemical weapons, illustrate a dynamic multilateral process.
The breakthrough made on important aspects of the verification issue gives
hope for new opportunities to conclude disarmament agreements.

CD/PV.436
29

(Mrs. Theorin, Sweden)

Over the years, major efforts have been made by the members of this
Conference to negotiate a multilateral convention on the complete and
effective prohibition of chemical weapons.

The early and successful conclusion of these negotiations is now
crucially important. Chemical weapons are being developed, produced and
used. Failure to reach an agreement soon on a total ban on these frightful
weapons would greatly increase the risk of further proliferation, horizontal
as well as vertical, with grave consequences for the international community.

Complete and effective international prohibition would, on the other
hand, improve the security of nations. Furthermore, such a convention would
amount to a breakthrough in multilateral disarmament diplomacy. It would
eradicate a whole class of weapons of mass destruction. It would break new
ground in the field of international verification. And it would clearly
establish the Conference on Disarmament as a capable and viable multilateral
negotiating forum for security and disarmament matters.

(continued)



CD/PV.436
30

(Mrs. Theorin, Sweden)

My delegation is pleased to note that last year a number of important and
constructive steps were taken and agreements reached in the negotiations on a
chemical weapons convention. Most problems of political importance have now
been solved. Measures were also taken to support and enhance confidence in

those negotiations.

Admittedly, intricate technical problems remain. With the draft
Convention before us, its conclusion is, however, no longer a distant goal but
a close possibility. I urge all negotiating parties to make full use of the
extraordinary opportunity we have to conclude a major disarmament agreement at
this session.

When speaking in this forum, I have consistently stressed how important
it is that States should demonstrate their commitment to the common goal of
the Convention by desisting from the production of chemical weapons.
Considering the advanced stage of the negotiations I wish, once again, to call
upon all parties to refrain from any action that may complicate our
negotiations.

Some issues related to the negotiations on the convention have been dealt
with in direct contacts between the two major military Powers. I trust that
these bilateral talks will prove useful in helping to solve some remaining
problems.

It is clear that only a multilateral and comprehensive agreement can
safeguard the interests of all States and provide for effective and viable
prohibition. Obligations to be assumed and advantages to be gained must be
valid for all.

The need for universality has also been the guiding principle in Sweden's
consistent cautioning against resorting to partial measures in this field.

In their Washington statement the leaders of the United States and
Soviet Union reaffirmed the need to intensify negotiations on a convention.
This commitment must be honoured by active promotion of the negotiations in
the Conference.

The need for results is urgent. The specific political conditions for
chemical disarmament are as good as they are likely ever to be. Now is the
opportunity. It must be seized, speedily and with determination.
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This spring we have perhaps a unique opportunity to prove the relevance
of the Conference on Disarmament and to demonstrate the potential of
multilateral disarmament negotiations. We can do so by achieving concrete
results on the items on our agenda. Our achievements can give direction not
only to the special session but to multilateral disarmament efforts in years
to come.

Two steps would be particularly significant: agreement by the Conference
on the outstanding elements of the chemical weapons convention, and a start by
the Conference on practical work on all aspects of a comprehensive test-ban
treaty.

These would be small steps for us, but could be one giant leap for the
cause of disarmament.

Mr. EKEUS (Sweden): Allow me to associate myself with the words of
welcome expressed to yourself by Ambassador Theorin, and the thanks to your
predecessor, as well as with the words of welcome to our new colleagues.

I regret to be starting my intervention by expressing my condolences to
the delegation of the United Kingdom on the death of my predecessor as
Chairman of the Ad hoc Commitee, Ambassador Ian Cromartie. I had the
opportunity in early October to visit Ian Cromartie in his apartment in
London. During our long conversation Ian Cromartie demonstrated his grasp and
insight in the negotiations and his strong belief in our efforts to conclude a
complete ban on all chemical weapons.

(continued)
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On 27 August I had the honour to introduce to the Conference the report
of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons on work done during the regular
1987 session (CD/782). Following the submission of that report, the
Conference decided that work on the chemical weapons convention should be
resumed under my chairmanship, as follows:

"Firstly, in preparation for the resumed session, private
consultations should be undertaken in Geneva by the Chairman during the
period 23-27 November 1987 with delegations present;

"Secondly, for that purpose, open-ended consultations of the
Ad hoc Committee should be held between 30 November and
16 December 1987 ...

"Thirdly, the Ad hoc Committee should hold a session of limited
duration during the period 12-29 January 1988."

Today, in my capacity as Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical
Weapons, I wish to present the Committee's report to the Conference on
Disarmament on work done during the inter-sessional period, as contained in
document CD/795, which has just been circulated to delegates. The report was
adopted in its entirety by the Committee on 29 January, and thus has been
agreed to by all the members of the Ad hoc Committee.

Although the time period set aside for inter-sessional work by the
Committee was fairly short, the work proceeded in an intense and concentrated
manner, generating substantive and constructive results. These have been
registered in the report by an updated version of the draft Convention, the
so-called "rolling text"™ contained in appendix I to the report. Appendix II
contains papers reflecting the results of work, which though not yet ready for
inclusion in the "rolling text" of the draft Convention, are made available as
a basis for further work. This part too has been updated in the light of work
done during the inter-sessional period. Furthermore, the report includes an
appendix III, reproducing some papers of a technical nature with the aim of
facilitating further work on the issue of toxicity determination.

Thus, the report I am introducing now clearly reflects the results of the
negotiations so far and the advanced stage in which we now find the draft
Convention.

During the inter-sessional period time was devoted to the issue of
verification of the destruction of chemical weapons. Agreements reached
enabled us to include a whole new section on this question in the annex to
article IV, prompting a reorganization of the entire annex. Fur thermore, I
was able to continue consultations on another major issue contained in that
annex, namely the question of the actual order of destruction of chemical
weapons. Some further useful steps were taken, with the consequential
updating of the relevant part of appendix II. More work is needed on this
politically, militarily and technically intricate question before we can
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register consensus and include the new text in the draft Convention. I have,
however, good reason to believe that this will prove possible before too
long. This being done, all the major political questions pertaining to
existing chemical weapons will be in place.

Continuing negotiations during the inter-sessional period also covered
the various issues pertaining to future non-production of chemical weapons,
i.e. in particular, article VI and its annexes. The politically, as well as
technically, painstaking search for solutions and compromises continued in.
good spirit. Further progress was registered, resulting in a revision of
considerable parts of the annexes relating to article VI of the draft
Convention. Furthermore, in appendix II you will find what I believe to be a
useful report on how to define "production capacity", which is the result of
consultations between technical experts.

The outstanding issues in the area of future non-production of chemical
weapons require that delegations devote more time and effort to the questions
involved, while keeping in mind the need for a balance between security
concerns and other national and international interests. With most of the
directly military elements of the Convention in place, the so-called
industrial questions now require particular attention.

The same goes for article VIII, dealing with the international
organization to be established for the implementation of the Convention.
After having been put on the back burner for some time, this issue re-emerged
in focus during the inter-sessional period, with detailed work being done on
the powers, functions and interrelationship of the various organs of the
international organization. The state of affairs has been registered in a new
text of article VIII which is included in the "rolling text™. More work is
needed on the various aspects involved, but judging from past weeks, it now
appears that delegations have developed a much clearer perception of what kind
of organization they wish to create. This augurs well for the remaining
tasks. 1In this context I also wish to mention that work continued at the
expert level on the elaboration of various models for agreements to be entered
into with the international organization, concerning activities at specific
facilities. Two new such models have been included in appendix II for further
consideration by delegations.

Under article IX work continued on the major outstanding question,
challenge inspection. Following the major political advances made during the
summer , the consultations during the inter-sessional period were aimed at
transforming this progress into concrete practical solutions and translating
agreements reached into treaty language. Although well under way, this
process requires some further compromises before it can be completed, in
particular as regards the procedures to be followed after the completion of an
on-site inspection on challenge. The present state of affairs, as I see it,
is reflected in appendix II.
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puring the inter-sessional period work was jnitiated on two more articles
which had not previously been the subject of negotiations. I am referring to
article X, on Assistance, and article XI on Economic and Technological
Development. The possible contents of these two important articles were
intensively discussed and various approaches were suggested. Appendix II of
the report contains material that I believe will be useful in the continued
search for common ground in these two areas.

The sum total of the work during the resumed session, as well as previous
sessions of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, is embodied in the
report I am submitting today. It is a document which the Conference can take
pride in. The draft Convention contained therein is no small achievement by
this multilateral negotiating body. It speaks for itself and states clearly
that the full and complete process of negotations in which we are involved has
reached an advanced stage. We have good reason to approach what remains with

confidence and optimism.

In this context I wish to thank all delegations for the efforts they have
put into the negotiations, and for the spirit of co-operation in which they
have worked. A special tribute is due to the three item co-ordinators,

Mr. Philippe Nieuwenhuys of Belgium, Mr. Pablo Macedo of Mexico and

Dr. Walter Rrutzsch of the German Democratic Republic. With unfailing energy
and patience they have conducted the work in their respective areas, bringing
us tangible and important results.

I would like to express special gratitude to the Secretary of the
Committee, Mr. Abdelkader Bensmail, for his commendable work for the Committee
during the inter-sessional period and indeed during my whole tenure as
Chairman. His work has been characterized by a combination of the highest
professional skill and good political judgement.

My thanks go also to Ms. Darby and other members of the secretariat for
their indispensable and effective support.

The world community expects us to conclude this work urgently and
responsibly. During the last session of the General Assembly of the
United Nations, the international community adopted for the first time one
single consensus resolution (resolution 42/37 A) on the issue of our
negotiations on the complete and effective prohibition of chemical weapons.

In the resolution the General Assembly expresses its conviction

"of the necessity that all efforts be exerted for the continuation and
successful conclusion of negotiations on the prohibition of the
development, production, stockpiling and use of all chemical weapons and
on their destruction"”.
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Furthermore it

"takes note with satisfaction of the work of the Conference on
Disarmament during its 1987 session regarding the prohibition of chemical
weapons and in particular appreciates the progress in the work of its

Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons on that question and the tangible
results recorded in its report", and

"expresses again none the less its regret and concern that
notwithstanding the progress made in 1987, a convention on the complete
and effective prohibition of the development, production, stockpiling and
use of all chemical weapons and on their destruction has not yet been
elaborated."

Finally, the General Assembly

"urges again the Conference on Disarmament, as a matter of high priority,
to intensify, during its 1988 session the negotiations on such a
convention and to reinforce further its efforts by, inter alia,
increasing the time during the year that it devotes to such negotiations,
taking into account all existing proposals and future initiatives, with a
view to the final elaboration of a convention at the earliest possible
date, and to re-establish its Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons for
this purpose with the mandate to be agreed upon by the Conference at the
beginning of its 1988 session".

I took the liberty of quoting at length because I think this resolution
is an expression of a shared sense of urgency created by concern that the
risks of chemical warfare are increasing. The international community expects
us to live up to the responsibility assumed and to bring the negotiations
conscientiously to a successful conclusion without delay.

The consensus resolution is also an expression of universal support for
the draft Convention embodied in the "rolling text" and for our remaining
work. The complete and effective prohibition of all chemical weapons is
clearly a matter for all States. The truly multilateral character of the
future Convention is at the same time the very prerequisite for the
prohibition to become comprehensive, complete and effective. The report which
I am submitting to the Conference today, on behalf of the entire Committee,
goes a long way in achieving just that.

In handing over the task of carrying the work further to the incoming
Chairman of the Committee, I wish to pledge to him my full support and that of
my delegation.
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The Soviet delegation intends to put forward our detailed ideas regarding
the current session of the Conference at one of our for thcoming meetings.
Today we have asked for the floor in order to introduce two documents which we
have submitted to the Conference on Disarmament, CcD/789 and CD/790. They both
deal with an issue that occupies an extremely important place in the work of
the Conference, the prohibition and elimination of chemical weapons.

We consider finalizing the chemical weapons convention as an urgent task
for the Conference on Disarmament. The Soviet Union is in favour of stepping
up the negotiations to the maximum. At the same time, success in moving
towards a convention also depends to a great extent on what is being done
outside these negotiations, and above all on creating an atmosphere of trust
and openness in the field of chemical weapons.

Today the Soviet delegation is introducing as an official document of the
Conference on Disarmament a working paper entitled "Tnformation on the
presentation at the Shikhany military facility of standard chemical munitions
and of technology for the destruction of chemical weapons at a mobile unit",
which took place on 3 and 4 October last year. The document contains the
information which was provided to those who participated in the visit to
Shikhany. This document gives a fairly complete picture of our system of
chemical weapons and contains information on all the toxic substances and
standard chemical munitions that we have.

The other document (CD/790) is the text of a statement by the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs of the USSR, published on 26 December last year in connection
with the initiation of the production by the United States of a new generation
of chemical weapons - binary weapons. I would like to draw your attention to
the important fact that in this statement the Soviet Union, acting in a spirit
of good will, was the first of the States which possess chemical weapons to
declare the size of its chemical weapons stocks, which do not exceed
50,000 tons of CW agents.

We expect that the United States will also declare the size of its
chemical weapons stocks in the near future.

In trying to justify the initiation of binary weapon production before
world public opinion, United States representatives usually refer to the
alleged chemical threat from the Soviet Union. In sO doing, they have cited
absolutely fantastic "data” on chemical weapons stocks in the USSR, which
allegedly enjoys superiority over the United States in this field several
times over. We believe that publishing data on the real size of our chemical
weapons stocks has revealed how unfounded such "arguments® are.

(continued)
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Making public the size of our chemical weapons stockpile is also a step
towards further confidence-building. I would like to emphasize that we have
taken this step in spite of the fact that the United States binary programme
is quite incompatible with the emerging process of confidence building in the
chemical weapons field. Yet we are not slamming the door in response to the
beginning of the practical implementation of the programme, and we shall
continue to strive for the earliest possible agreement on the complete
prohibition and elimination of chemical weapons.

Our attitude is based on the fact that progress achieved recently at the
negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons has brought this objective
so much closer that there can be no going back.

Convincing proof of the fairness of this assessment is the report of the
Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, introduced today by its Chairman, the
Ambassador of Sweden, Mr. Ekéus. In this connection, I should like to point
cut the great personal contribution Ambassador Ekéus has made to the process
of widening areas of agreement on the future Convention. The "rolling text"”
in its present form represents an excellent basis for the very rapid
conclusion of work on the Convention. The Soviet delegation considers that it
is essential for the work of the ad hoc committee on the prohibition of
chemical weapons to resume as soon as possible to avoid any waste of time or
loss of momentum in the negotiations, in order to perform an important task:
to prepare as rapidly as possible a convention which would completely prohibit
one of the types of weapon of mass destruction - chemical weapons.
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The President of the United States, Ronald Reagan, has.conveyed a Tessage
to the Conference on Disarmament as it begins its 1988 session. I am please

to read this message:

ses @ "The Conference on Disarmament has an impressive agenda. Of special
importance is your effort on a convention banning chemical weapons.
Progress has been made in narrowing differences of principle; you now
face the arduous task of working out the details and finding solutions on
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issues which affect vital security interests of all our countries.
General Secretary Gorbachev and I have reaffirmed our commitment to
negotiations in the CD which would result in a truly effective,
verifiable and global ban on these terrible weapons.
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The joint statement also addressed the jssue of the chemical weapons
negotiations, an issue that is a direct concern and responsibility of this
Conference. This issue, important in its own right, assumes added impor tance
in view of the imminence of the third special session of the United Nations
General Assembly devoted to disarmament, the Preparatory Committee for which
is even now meeting in New York. As we all recognize, later on in the first
part of our 1988 session, the Cenference will prepare a report for that
special session.

Of all the items on our agenda, clearly the item of most importance for
that report, and for our work in the coming weeks and months, is chemical

weapons.

Our deliberations this week should be opening on a note of bright
promise, enthusiasm and hope, reflecting the energy and dedication of the
delegates for achieving progress this session. Instead, a pall of negativism
and discouragement exists, in our opinion, which does not bode exceptionally
well for prospects here. This atmosphere has been created, most sadly and
tragically, by a series of events, agitated by the Soviet Union.

(continued)
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On 18 July 1985, shortly after the United States Congress funded the
United States' chemical weapons modernization programme, the Soviet Union
issued a press release designed to "kill" production of binary chemical
weapons (CD/615). Using distortions, the statement accused the United States
of stalling on chemical weapons negotiations in the Conference on
Disarmament. The United States at that time was forced to use this
Conference's valuable time to set the record straight. Subsequently, of
course, the unprecedented progress enjoyed in our neqotiations, and the role
the United States has played in achieving that progress, has further
discredited the 1985 Soviet assertions.

During the ensuing months, it became necessary on more than one occasion
to take the floor to call upon the Soviet Union and others to moderate their
rhetoric and stop misrepresenting the facts and the intentions of other
delegations. We have repeatedly pointed out that this counter-productive
approach not only wastes valuable neqotiating time, but also sours the
negotiating atmosphere. We have made clear that we will set the record
straight whenever United States policies are misrepresented, but that the
Conference on Disarmament would be better served if such misrepresentations
were never made.

We thought that perhaps we had put our point across, because everyone
seemed to take a relatively constructive approach to negotiations during 1987,
enabling us to make unprecedented progress toward a chemical weapons
convention.

We were disappointed, therefore, to see that the Soviet Union has once
again launched a propaganda campaign against United States CW modernization.
Typical of this effort is yet another Soviet Foreign Ministry statement,
released by TASS on 26 December 1987, which has been circulated as CD/790.

Predictably, once again we are here to set the record straight, point out
what a time-consuming, counter-productive exercise these exchanges are, and
suggest that all delegations concentrate on the task at hand. Let us examine
some of these Soviet allegations.

In the latest Soviet statement, the United States' CW modernization
programme is described as a step toward a new twist in the chemical arms
race, Chemical arms race? With whom has the Soviet Union been racing? Not
with the United States, which did not produce a single chemical weapon for
18 years. Nor is there any other chemical weapon threat which would warrant
accumulation of the large chemical weapons stockpile the Soviet Union has
acquired.

The TASS article states that the United States modernization initiative
was unprovoked. As we have pointed out many times, modernization was
necessary because the adequacy of the United States' chemical deterrent
capability had become a matter of grave concern. During the long period after
the United States ceased production of chemical weapons, existing stocks
deteriorated. Less than a third of the United States' chemical weapons
stockpile is now usable, and most of that small portion has only limited
military value.
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The Soviet Union, in the mean time, was amassing a formidable chemical
warfare capability. The Soviet Union has by far the largest CW stockpile in
the world. Further, the Soviet Union has an even greater edge in the number
of military personnel, chemical units, decontamination units and training
facilities. this Soviet chemical warfare capability is far qgreater than would
be required for solely defensive purposes. It is this threat that prompted
the United States to take action.

Throughout the unilateral Soviet build-up, the Soviet Union reacted to
inquiries about its possession of chemical weapons either with silence or with
denial. On 29 May 1986, the Soviet Union denied that it possessed chemical
weapons, then, a few months later, announced it had ceased production of
chemical weapons. The Soviet official who publicly proclaimed that the
Soviet Union possessed no chemical weapon stocks subsequently had the
contradictory assignment of displaying for the delegates of this Conference
19 different types of Soviet chemical weapons at Shikhany. And now we are
told that the Soviet Union has as much as 50,000 tons of these chemical
weapons they denied possessing only 19 months earlier. The decision to
modernize the United States' chemical weapons stockpile was made long before
these recent revelations, and that decision was predicated on the CW threat as
the United States assessed it. These Soviet revelations buttress the wisdom
of that decision, and contribute to our resolve to continue the rehabilitation
of our ability to retaliate against a CW attack.

We know the Soviet Union has a decided advantage over the United States
in chemical warfare capability, and even if the most optimistic forecasts for
completing a chemical weapons convention are borne out, the Soviet Union would
continue to enjoy that advantage, in all probability, for the remainder of
this century. The United States also shares the concern of others regarding
chemical weapons proliferation. We are unwilling to face a growing CW threat
with a diminishing retaliatory capability.

The Soviet Union also knows that the binary programme does not mark the
expansion of the United States' chemical weapons stockpile. By the very terms
of the legislation authorizing the binary programme, and as certified by the
President, every binary chemical weapon produced must be of fset by the
destruction of a serviceable unitary artillery shell from the existing
arsenal. The number of munitions destroyed pursuant to this destruction plan,
which, I repeat, is mandated by law, will be several times the number of
binary munitions to be produced. Ultimately, all unitary munitions will be
destroyed. This destruction plan is ready now to be implemented.

It is also significant that the United States has been completely candid
about this modernization programme, and no one who has read the ample public
reports and followed the legislative process of this programme could seriously
believe that the United States intends to maintain anything more than a small,
safe, modernized CW retaliatory capability.
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We believe the binnary programme increases the likelihood of a chemical
weapons convention. Modernization of the United States deterrent diminishes
the value of the Soviet chemical weapons arsenal by making its use less
attractive, which, in turn, makes it more likely that the Soviet Union will be
willing to give it up. This small United States retaliatory capability
provides leverage at the negotiating table. Anyone who questions this should
remember that it was only after the Congress funded the binary programme that
the Soviet Union began to permit these negotiations to move forward.

Which brings us to another distortion by the Soviet Union: the assertion
that the United States is impeding the chemical weapons negotiations, while
the Soviet Union is doing all that it can to complete the convention.
Negotiators who have participated in these talks over the years know better.
Those who have not followed CW negotiations closely need only compare the
United States draft convention (CD/500) with the "rolling text", and read our
various papers, to see that it is the United States that has made significant
contributions to the present text. On the other hand, a review of the
Ad hoc Committee's annual reports reveals that the Soviet Union did not
produce a single CD document directly contributing to treaty text during the
almost four years that have passed since CD/500 was introduced. Indeed, the
Soviet Union, individually, has produced only three CW documents at all., One,
of course, is the recently submitted information on the Shikhany visit found
in CD/789. This is a welcome confidence-building measure, to be sure, but it
does not suggest a single word of "rolling text". The other two Soviet
documents are the two propagandistic attacks on binaries. That is the extent ‘
of Soviet CW documents tabled since the United States presented CD/500 almost
four years ago. ‘

Paradoxically, the major contribution of the Soviet Union to the chemical
weapons negotiations is that they recently quit saying no to some of the
substantive proposals of others. This is a welcome development, and we
encourage it. It is more productive than assaults on the integrity and
intentions of other delegations.

Such simplistic and inflammatory arguments as we find in CD/790 will
neither curtail United States chemical weapons modernization nor lead us
closer to our goal of a chemical-weapon-free world. The crux of the matter is
that there is no inconsistency in seeking the ultimate elimination of all
chemical weapons while, in the interim, insisting upon the preservation of
national security. That is what the United States is doing.

Our delegation acknowledges the pace of negotiations has slowed during
the past few months. When the Soviet Union accepted the United States
proposal for mandatory challenge inspection, many delegations perceived, for
the first time, that a chemical weapons convention was indeed possible. In
this light, States that formerly played a less active role in the negotiations
are now enunciating national positions and expressing reservations and
concerns. We do not have more unresolved issues, we ‘are simply discovering
what some of the divergencies are. The natural consequence is more discord
and less agreed text. But this is a phase of the neqotiations that has always
been inevitable, and the fact that we have reached that point when we are
candidly debating the hard issues is, to our delegation, a sign of progress.
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1t is understandable that some become frustrated and impatient for more
tangible results. But, as our delegation has cautioned before, and as recent
sessions confirm, we have many serious issues yet to be resolved - issues such
as whether challenge inspection should involve a right of refusal; how to
verify the accuracy of declarations; how to monitor the chemical industry so
as to ensure non-production; what to do about old stocks; which chemicals
need to go on the various lists; the organizational structure and the
mechanics for administering a convention; allocation of costs; economic
development and technical assistance; the protection of confidential
information; security during the destruction phase; prior multilateral data
exchange; and what production will be permitted where. No single State, or
even group of States, is blocking progress on any of these issues. The fact
is that we cannot expect consensus on these issues until national views are
formulated and enunciated, and until differences are resolved through serious
debate. This will take considerable time, as anyone determined about these
negotiations knows. For this reason, it is not only unrealistic but
unproductive to speculate that a convention can be completed before the
third special session or by some specified, artificial deadline. Experience
shows that such reckless assertions merely engender disappointment and an
illusion of failure when the optimistic speculation proves to be wrong.

It is this same consideration that militates against any change in the
mandate of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons at this time. A review of
the unresolved issues confronting the Committee must lead to the conclusion
that we have not reached the stage of final drafting, yet the suggested
changes to the mandate would create a different impression. It is better to
avoid creating unreasonable expectations. The present mandate in no manner
inhibits, obstructs or impedes the work of the Ad hoc Committee, and it can
easily be changed when change is appropriate.

The United States delegation will continue to be active in all our
deliberations because we remain committed to negotiation of a verifiable,
comprehensive and effective international convention on the prohibition and
destruction of chemical weapons encompassing all chemical-weapons—capable
States.

Until we can achieve that goal, however, the United States will maintain
a small, modernized CW retaliatory capability as a necessary deterrent against
the threat of chemical attack.
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I wish to join others who have paid respect to the late
Ambassador Ian Cromatie. As a predecessor of the current Chairman of the
Chemical Weapons Committee, Rolf Ekéus, Ian Cromatie had a major influence on
the negotiations. His personal qualities - his dedication to the work, his
feeling for fair play, his good humour - have been adequately described by
others, and I can only echo Ambassador Solesby's words concerning how much we
would have liked him to witness the successful outcome of the negotiations.

I welcome colleagues who have recently joined the Conference. We look
forward to close co-operation with them.

The reason I have taken the floor at this moment is that I wish to thank
Ambassador Ekéus and the Swedish delegation for the excellent way in which, in
a crucial period, the work on CW has been conducted and stimulated.

We are extremely grateful to Ambassador Ekéus and his staff for the work
they have undertaken, for leading us to the point where we now stand. We
often praise one another here in this room, and that makes it more difficult
to differentiate in our laudatory comments. But I think we all agree that
what Rolf Ekéus and his staff have done has been exemplary. We also wish to
thank Mr. Nieuwenhuys, Mr. Macedo and Mr. Krutzsch for the good, solid and
important work they have done as item co-ordinators in their respective areas.

This morning Ambassador Ekéus has given an interesting overview and
evaluation of the situation. It is now up to us members of the Conference to
use the building-blocks that have been prepared to continue on the road
leading to our common goal, a comprehensive and effectively verifiable ban.

Mr. NAZARKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from the
Russian): I would not like to begin with polemics on the first day of the
work of the session of the Conference on Disarmament this year, and I shall
try not to do so. I am obliged to take the floor because the statement by the
Ambassador of the United States, Ambassador M. Friedersdorf, contained several
inaccuracies, to put it mildly.

(continued)
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He asserted that the Soviet Union until recently denied that it possessed
any chemical weapons. That is an incorrect assertion. Until last year
official Soviet representatives neither asserted nor denied that we have
chemical weapons. This is not a new formula. The United States, for example,
uses this formula with regard to the presence of nuclear weapons on its
ships. This is the first inaccuracy which the Ambassador of the United States
permitted himself.

The Ambassador of the United States also stated that the Soviet Union has
the largest stockpile of chemical weapons in the world. We have declared the
size of our stockpile. Certainly, if the United States representative really
wished to compare Soviet and United States stockpile, it would be logical to
cite data on the size of the United States stockpile. As long as that has not
been done, we consider statements that the Soviet Union has the largest
stockpile to be unfounded.

I intentionally did not raise the question of the mandate of the
Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons at this meeting because this issue
remains the subject of consultations between delegations. But as the
representative of the United States has raised the issue, I will also briefly
set out our approach to the future mandate of the Ad hoc Cmmittee.

The United States insists on keeping last year's mandate, which contains
a restrictive condition - it does not allow for the Ad hoc Committee to
complete its work on the Convention. OQuite frankly we fail to understand why
it is necessary to keep this restrictive provision in the mandate, bearing in
mind the progress that has been made in the negotiations.

The United States said merely that in the course of this session, if the
need arises, the Conference could amend the mandate of the Ad hoc Committee by
removing the restrictive provision. But the point is - why waste time on
procedural discussions in the course of the session if this issue can be
settled now? Naturally, in deleting this restrictive provision the
participants in the negotiations are in no way obligated to embark immediately
on the final drafting of the text. When the need arises in the course of the
session, the Ad hoc Committee will be free to get down to drafting the text of
the draft Convention. In any event there is a need to delete a provision
whose sole function is to hinder the completion of work on the Convention this
year. The Soviet delegation considers that it would be desirable to delete
this restrictive provision from the mandate at the present stage, so as not to
waste time on reviewing the mandate.

My last point concerns the initiation of binary weapon production in the
United States. At a time when real prospects have emerged for the conclusion
of the Convention this step by the United States is in our view nothing other
than an attempt to torpedo the process of chemical disarmament, a
manifestation of lack of respect for the efforts of States participating in
the multilateral negotiations on the prohibition of this type of weapon of
mass destruction, and for the repeated calls of the General Assembly of the
United Nations to step up these negotiations. This was the assessment given
by the Foreign Mnistry of the USSR in its statement of 26 December 1987.



CD/PV.437
>

Mr. Kusuma-Atmadja, Indonesia)

As testimony to our political will and commitment to ban chemical
weapons, which are second only to nuclear weapons in their lethal power,
Indonesia acceded to the 1925 Geneva Protocol without reservations as early as
1971. Remnants of old chemical weapons found subsequently in Indonesia were
those left behind by the Dutch army during the Second World War, and these
were destroyed with the exemplary co-operation of the Government of the
Netherlands in 1979.

It is therefore natural that Indonesia, as a country which has never
possessed chemical weapons, seeks the early finalization of the ongoing
negotiations on a chemical weapons convention. Such an accord should not only
ban these weapons but also provide for a sound verification régime, including
provisions for a fact-finding mission to be sent upon request to a site where
serious non-compliance is suspected. Furthermore, the Convention must uphold
the principle of equality of nations. 1In this respect it should ensure that
all States parties have equal rights and obligations in overseeing its proper
implementation. For this purpose we should establish a General Conference or
Consultative Committee whose decisions will be upheld by States parties and
the organs of the Convention. Finally, while preventing the future production
of chemical weapons, we should also ensure that the Convention will not unduly
interfere with the activities of States in the field of chemical industries
for peaceful purposes. On the contrary, it should in our view promote and
foster international co-operation in the advancement of these industries for
the benefit of all countries.

I am pleased to observe that the negotiations are moving encouragingly
towards these goals. At this juncture, I would like to extend our deep
appreciation to the Chairman of the Committee on Chemical Weapons,
Ambassador Ekéus of Sweden, and his assistants Dr. Krutzsch of the German
Democratic Republic, Mr. Nieuwenhuys of Belgium and Mr. Macedo of Mexico, as
well as the members of the Committee.
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In recent years the question of prohibiting chemical weapons has rightly
cormanded the attention of the participants in the Conference on Disarmament.
To the satisfaction of all of us, the elaboration of the draft agreement has
been progressing markedly. Nevertheless, I now feel obliged to voice concern,
as the latest round of talks and events outside their framework fail to hold
out much promise for early conclusion of the agreement.

Hungary continues to stand for complete prohibition under strict
verification and control, and for the complete destruction of stockpiles. It
is regrettable that the compromise proposals which the Soviet Union and other
socialist countries put forward last year have not yet produced the rightly
expected results.

I wish to pay tribute to the Soviet Government for having opened last
year the chemical weapons facility at Shikhany to the delegations
participating in the talks and to the international press, as well as having
published data on Soviet stockpiles of chemical weapons. Such moves make a
significant contribution to strengthening mutual confidence and improving the
atmosphere of negotiations.

However, the success of talks is by no means promoted by proposals to
maintain rather than destroy the existing stockpiles, or even likely to result
in their increase. The chances of agreement are impaired by the decision to
start the production of binary chemical weapons in the United States. Such
unfavourable developments are warnings that the Conference on Disarmament
should redouble efforts for the speedy elaboration of the agreement.

Speaking on this point I should like to confirm that the Hungarian
People's Republic has no stockpile of chemical weapons or industrial
establishments manufacturing such weapons. It does not carry out any sort of
research on chemical weapons, nor does it intend to possess such weapons in
the future. Furthermore, I can reaffirm that no other country stores any kind
of chemical weapons or carries out any kind of related activity in the
territory of the Hungarian People's Republic.

We believe that openness regarding the possession or non-possession of
stockpiles of different weapons serves to contribute to the strengthening of
confidence. It would therefore be welcome if other countries did not keep the
international community in a state of uncertainty. In the spirit of the draft
agreement being elaborated, I can now inform this Conference that of the key
precursors of chemical weapons, the following two are produced for civilian
use in Hungary: chemicals containing a P-methyl and/or P-ethyl bond, at one
plant, and methyl and/or ethyl esters of phosphorous acid, at three plants.
All of these products are used exclusively for peaceful purposes.
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Italy intends to work for peace and disarmament, at a time which it
considers to be important for the future of mankind. We deem that, at this
stage, we must specially intensify our efforts where our contribution can be
more direct and immediate. I refer to those multilateral negotiations dealing
with issues of primary importance for international stability: the
negotiations on conventional forces, and on the global elimination of chemical
weapons.

We have, therefore, come here to express our hope and to urge that the
result attained on 8 December by the United States of America and the
Soviet Union on intermediate nuclear missiles can also be achieved in the
field of chemical weapons: the global elimination of an entire class of
armaments. The Washington Treaty - and it is worth while stressing it once
again - is of a significance which goes far beyond the number of weapons
destroyed. It marks the reversal of a trend, signalling as it does not the
mere cessation of the endless growth of highly destructive weapons - which
throughout the last four decades appeared to be almost inevitable - but a
significant reduction in the number of offensive systems threatening Europe.
For the first time balance has been restored at a lower level and not,
according to the easier ways of the past, at a higher one.

This development is of enormous political significance and importance.
In fact, from a general viewpoint, new trends seem to be emerging in the
context of East-West relations - with possible positive repercussions on the
continuation of the disarmament process. From what I would term a more
technical viewpoint, the Treaty can serve as a model for ongoing or
forthcoming negotiations in other disarmament fields, within a bilateral
context as well as a multilateral one.

Allow me, at this juncture, to make a special reference to three concepts
which I would consider to be part and parcel of the East-West dialogue on arms
reductions, and which may be also extended to the field of chemical weapons:

Asymmetry in reductions, all the more important in the case of chemical
weapons, as the initial composition of each party's arsenals - however

assessed - seems to us anything but identical;

(continued)
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The globality of their destruction, as in the case of INFs, shunning the
illusion of partial balances, all the more if we consider the possibility
for these weapons to be quickly transferred from one location to another;

lastly, verifiability, which must be all the more rigorous and strict,
the more closely related their components are to the industrial
production process - as is the case for chemical weapons.

We are all aware - especially as Members of this Organization - of the

i1 to sustain the present fast pace of the negotiating process through rapid
tangible results. The two major Powers have imparted greater speed to

ir bilateral dialogue, in line with the timetable they have drawa up for

mselves, starting with the Moscow summit, which should take place within
first six months of 1988.
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The INF Treaty, in fact, constitutes only a first step, which must be
followed by others, entailing the drastic reduction of strategic armaments,
the elimination of chemical weapons, and the re-establishment of the
conventional equilibrium at lower levels. The conclusion of the Washington
Treaty, to which the Europeans have made a fundamental contribution, must
therefore be considered as a first move - and it is thus considered by Italy
and Western Europe - in a long process aimed at achieving a more stable and
transparent military balance. We certainly recognize the difficulties of this
prccess, and are aware of the logical connections between its phases, though
these should not be seen as the motive for insisting on a rigid time
secuence. It should be clear to all, however, that negotiations should aim at
es-ablishing enhanced security, which is not merely the other party's
insecurity. My presence here today, together with the Foreign Minister of the
Federal Republic of Germany, is intended to bear witness to the firm political
cormitment which Italy strongly feels and wishes to fulfil vis-d-vis the
entire international community for the attainment of this goal.

In the conventional field, Italy is participating in Vienna - together
with the 22 other countries whose forces have an immediate bearing upon the
military balance in Europe - in informal talks aimed at starting a new
negotiation on conventional stability, at lower levels, from the Atlantic to
the Urals.

The disparities and asymmetries existing in the field of conventional
forces indeed constitute a traditional source of tension and of serious
distress in our continent. It is therefore necessary to redress them; and,
as an urgent priority, capabilities to launch surprise attacks and to initiate
large-scale military operations should be eliminated, so that we may
concretely and effectively promote conditions of increased security, and of
improved mutual confidence.

Chemical weapons increase general insecurity. Historically, they were
the first arms which Burope's conscience rejected, considering them to be
incompatible with the degree of development reached by our societies. This
was done at a time when antagonisms were at a peak. Concerns on chemical
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weapons gave the lead to the first serious thoughts on multilateral arms
control, even though in 1932 the impossibility of agreeing upon appropriate
verification methods prevented an attempt at banning their production. 1In the
context of East-West relations, these weapons increase existing asymmetries,
and render uncertain the nature of the response they might provoke, thus

inter alia increasing the likelihood of the use of nuclear weapons.

In the case of regional conflicts, chemical weapons represent a constant
temptation to escalate hostilities to levels which would justify the greatest
alarm on the part of the international community. Their possession
presupposes simple technology, not unlimited resources, and even a superficial
training. Their components are internationally tradable, while nuclear arms
are subject to extremely severe controls. The possible proliferation of
chemical weapons poses a grave threat to mankind.

In recent years, regional conflicts have shown to us some of the
devastating effects of chemical weapons. In Italy, we had direct evidence
thereof when providing treatment to some victims of the Iran-Irag conflict.

On the basis of the conclusions reached by United Nations experts, the Italian
Government has already expressed its strong condemnation of the repeated use
of chemical weapons, especially against civilian populations. I personally
have had the opportunity, in the past, to express my concern on the matter to
the Iragi Minister for Foreign Affairs. This is why I would like to restate
once again, in this forum, the importance of safeguarding and strengthening
the 1925 Geneva Protocol, and to reiterate a strong appeal to all countries to
refrain from the use of these means of mass destruction, in whatever context,
and above all against unarmed populations.

For many years, Italy has had no chemical weapons, nor does it station
them on its territory. It further believes that conditions should be created,
as soon as possible, for the generalized and genuine renunciation of such
weapons - or, even better, their rejection by all States.

After the traumatic experiences of the First World wWar, the Geneva
Protocol was the first tangible expression of the conscious acknowledgement of
the horror caused by chemical weapons. This Protocol, however, has not always
proven to be sufficiently effective; hence the need for urgent steps towards
the total banning of such weapons.

What I have been saying constitutes the rationale for the Italian
Government's special activism in this field, starting with our February 1979
proposal concerning the establishment of an ad hoc working group for the
thorough examination of a set of still unresolved problems - such as the
purpose of the Convention, the destruction of arsenals, and the formulation of
an international system of verification.

Our participation has always been guided by the hope and conviction that,
step by step, we would come closer to achieving the final goal - as, indeed,
has happened - of a convention envisaging the total prohibition of the
production of new chemical weapons, anywhere and forever, as well as the
complete destruction of existing arsenals, within well-defined time-limits.
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Today, this goal is within our reach. Although it is difficult to
foresee any deadline for the conclusion of negotiations dealing with this
complex matter, and although it would be inappropriate to sacrifice the goal
of arriving at a truly effective and verifiable convention for the sake of
saving time, I none the less believe it necessary to impart a decisive impulse
to the negotiations. This can be done by availing ourselves of the important
conceptual rapprochements which have recently occurred, and of the favourable
international circumstances I mentioned earlier.

The remaining obstacles are mainly connected with the problem of
verification, since - in this field more than in any other - only an effective
system of controls can give all the signatory countries the certainty that the
Convention will truly be implemented, with the appropriate mechanisms for
ensuring general compliance. With respect to the ban on chemical weapons, we
are convinced that this verification system should provide for:

Verification of the accuracy of the initial declarations;

Verification of arsenals, from the moment of the initial declarations to
their destruction, and during transportation to the destruction sites;

The means to ascertain the destruction of existing arsenals and
production plants;)

The means to ensure that banned chemical warfare agents are no longer
produced, either at old plants or at new ones, and that other chemical
compounds which might constitute a risk according to the Convention are
adequately controlled;

All evidence that member States do not obtain chemical warfare agents
from external sources;

The prompt detection of any possible suspect activities.

Since verification poses great technical problems, whose solution entails
the involvement of scientists, I would suggest that they be asked to
contribute - perhaps through a forum open to top specialists from all
countries.

This meeting could be held in Rome or in Erice, in the same spirit as the
meeting on the peaceful uses of nuclear energy we organized at the Ministry
for Foreign Affairs in the autumn of 1986.

The further obstacles which still hinder the conclusion of the Convention
are for the most part of a technical nature, although one cannot neglect their
underlying political implications. I will mention only three of them.

In my view, the time has come to take up again a matter which has
recently - and perhaps wrongly - been set aside: I refer to the matter of
definitions (article 11 of the Convention). This is clearly a central issue
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whose consequences have a direct impact on the entire subject-matter of the
Convention. As of now, we favour the setting up of groups of experts, limited
in their composition, for the thorough examination of this issue within a
time-limit to be agreed upon.

The destruction of existing arsenals, too, presents problems to be solved
in a reasonably short time. The clear political will of all the participants
in the negotiation to provide for the global elimination of arsenals in a
l0-year time span must now be translated into the establishment of detailed
procedures and modalities. We also believe that all production must
completely stop upon the conclusion of the Convention. On this point, a
greater negotiating flexibility - always taking into account the legitimate
security requirements of all - might allow us to overcome the existing
obstacles on the basis of solutions envisaging a quicker rate of reduction for
the larger arsenals.

In the third place, if we really want to enhance the credibility of the
Convention, then we must see to it that - through a mechanism of rigorous
verification - no diversion of commercial products towards possible military
uses can occur. This question, which pertains to the field of verification,
must be addressed and solved comprehensively.

I believe that these measures, of a general and not discriminatory
nature, should not raise excessive preoccupations for the industries of the
most advanced countries. On the contrary, the higher the level of industrial
deve lopment of a country, the greater its responsibilities and moral
commitment to avoid the incorrect use, domestically or externally, of its
industrial capabilities.

I note with satisfaction that on the question of challenge inspections it
has recently proved possible to achieve a considerable rapprochement between
diverse positions, including those of the United States and the USSR. I
therefore suggest that every possible effort be made so that the convergence
which has been taking shape is extended and translated in timely fashion into
the formulation of a text capable of securing general consensus.

Lastly, as regards the institutional and organizational structures which
will be entrusted with the implementation of the Convention, Italy considers
that they should first satisfy the criterion of effectiveness, and of adequate
and equitable representation of all States.

If we do not wish to waste what we have achieved over the years, the time
has now come to make a conclusive effort, which Hans-Dietrich Genscher and I
myself, together with other colleagues, have come here to urge, also through a
possible acceleration of the work of the Ad hoc Committee. Some have proposed
reducing the intervals between sessions; others have suggested a permanent
session. I would like to propose reviving the institution of the "Friends of
the President", each of whom might be given a specific task. Or we might
decide to set up as many working groups as there are articles in the
Convention. At this point, a limited group might even be given the task of
expeditiously formulating proposals on ways and means of productively
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accelerating the proceedings of the Ad hoc Committee. I do not think there
should be any opposition in principle to this proposal, also considering
that - it would seem to me - the groundwork exists for reaching a solution to

the satisfaction of all.

The Italian Government is firmly convinced that, within the framework of
global and stable arms reductions, the elimination of chemical weapons is a

priority.

However, we are certainly aware that the task of the Conference on
Disarmament is not to deal only with chemical weapons to the exclusion of
other problems. It is called upon to thoroughly examine numerous other
important issues linked to arms control. We would like to see the negotiating
dynamics which we note elsewhere applied to their solution too.

CD/PV. 437
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The early conclusion of a convention for the global prohibition of
chemical weapons continues to be a matter of high priority, in our view.
reality, they are not weapons, but devices for destroying man and nature.

In

(continued)
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These devices must be destroyed. It is a gruesome coincidence that some of
the most terrible nerve gases were discovered by chance during research into
insecticides.

Chemical weapons are not regarded as a deterrent in the war prevention
strategy of the Western Alliance. As stated in the Federal Defence Ministry's
White Paper of 1983, NATO relies mainly on conventional and nuclear forces
even as a deterrent against the use of chemical weapons by the Warsaw Pact.
Only a limited amount of chemical warfare agents is thus kept ready for
retaliation in the event of a chemical attack. Since chemical weapons do not
therefore perform any function in the North Atlantic Alliance's strategy for
the prevention of war, there will be no need to possess them when the stocks
of all other countries have been destroyed under a chemical weapons convention.

The Federal Republic of Germany does not possess any chemical weapons,
and gave a solemn pledge in 1954 not to produce any. My country also
unconditionally recognizes the Geneva Protocol of 1925.

Even in peacetime, chemical weapons pose a considerable risk. A chemical
weapons convention must curb the alarming proliferation of these weapons. It
must counter the danger of chemical weapons becoming "cheap weapons of
destruction”" in third world trouble-spots. The suffering of the victims of
chemical warfare brings home to us the urgent need for action. We followed
very closely the remarks by non-aligned representatives at the recent Pugwash
Conference to the effect that the third world in particular considers itself
exposed to the danger of the use of chemical weapons and is thus interested in
a global convention prohibiting such weapons. This bears out our view that
regional solutions are not desirable. It also confirms our conviction that
most countries will accede to the convention from the start. Our common task
will be to urge all States to accede to the convention as soon as it has been
concluded.

Chemical weapons must not have a future. This basic consensus of the
Geneva Convention on Disarmament must not be called into question. My
Government welcomes the fact that the declaration issued at the Washington
surmit on 10 December 1987 reaffirmed the need for intensified negotiations
towards the conclusion of a truly global and verifiable convention on chemical
weapons. In the summit declaration of 21 November 1985 too, the two sides
agreed to accelerate efforts to conclude an effective and verifiable
international convention on this matter. Now is the time for a practicable
consensual solution on the basis of the thorough preparations by this
Conference thus far, and not for introducing new concepts.

The Conference has before it a draft convention which, thanks to the
energetic efforts of the delegations, already contains formulations on large
parts of the subject-matter to be covered by the Convention. On virtually all
problems, carefully considered proposals have been presented in the form of
workxing papers drawn up by delegations and by the chairmen of the
Ad hoc Committee and its Working Groups. We knew from the beginning that
verification issues would cause the greatest difficulties. This is not a new
problem. The right solution to this problem would not be to dispense with a
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chemical weapons convention, but to seek stringent verification arrangements
which effectively preclude the creation and possession of a militarily
relevant chemical weapons potential. At no stage over the years have we
ioubted that effective verification mechanisms can be developed through joint
sfforts. Moreover, the effectiveness of the agreed verification measures can
»e examined during the 1l0-year destruction phase and improved if necessary.
Za the light of the results achieved at this Conference to date, we are
confident that such a verification system can be attained soon. The
conditions for this have improved.

On the dif ficult issues of challenge inspections and the so-called
control of non-production, the Geneva Conference on Disarmament has made
palpable progress in recent months. At this point I should like to thank
ambassador Ekdus of Sweden, who in his capacity as Chairman of the
z#d hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons has greatly helped to advance the
negotiations by dint of his excellent direction of them.

The greatest advances have been made in the area of challenge
inspections. The Soviet Union's readiness to accept in the context of arms
control and disarmament the mandatory on-site inspections proposed by the West
mas had a positive impact in this respect. An important development was the
announcement here by Foreign Minister Shevardnadze in August 1987 that the
Soviet Union consents to mandatory challenge inspections - in other words,
international on-site inspections at short notice, whenever and wherever
requested by another participating State. This must now be translated into
concrete textual proposals. All countries are now called upon to reach
agreement on a suitable section of the Convention, thus filling a sizeable gap
in the current draft.

In the field of verification of the non-production of chemical weapons,
+he verification regulations for the chemical industry have been largely
elaborated. As a result of the listing of chemical substances, a satisfactory
system for monitoring non-production is available and can be adapted to the
latest developments at any time by modifying the lists.

The Federal Republic of Germany has in the past contributed to the
deve lopment of effective non-production controls and will continue to do so.
In our working paper of March 1987, we suggested arrangements for the exchange
of data between national authorities and the international organization to be
st up under the Convention. In January of this year, our delegation
presented ideas concerning the registration of super-toxic lethal chemicals
‘used for civilian purposes and concerning extended controls throughout the
chemical industry in the form of ad hoc checks. We feel that with these
proposals further gaps in the verification régime can be plugged, and that the
fears voiced by numerous countries can be dispelled. My Government has the
full support of our domestic chemical industry for these proposals.

Important work has also been done in determining the nature of the
international organization to be set up under the Convention. Our aim must be
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to establish a fully functional organization which can reliably monitor the
comprehensive implementation of the ban on chemical weapons. We consider the
financial questions arising in this connection to be solvable.

Apart from progress in the subject-matter itself, it is pleasing to note
that there have been accompanying confidence-building measures which have had
a positive impact on the work of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons.
Following the intial steps by the West, i.e. the United States declaration of
details of its chemical weapon stocks in the summer of 1986, the Soviet Union
presented to the members of this Conference examples of Soviet chemical
weapons at its chemical weapons facility in Shikhany in October 1987. A
Soviet delegation was able to inspect the chemical weapon destruction facility
at Tooele in the United States. As early as 1984, we demonstrated to Soviet
experts our facility in Munster for destroying any old stocks of chemical
weapons discovered.

It is also encouraging to note that the United States is willing to
exchange data on existing quantities with the Soviet Union even before the
completion of the negotiations on the chemical weapons Convention. In
December 1987, the Soviet Union declared that the stocks of chemical weapons
on its territory do not exceed 50,000 tons of warfare agents. This step
should be welcomed. However, this again gives rise to the need to clarify the
large discrepancies between Western estimates and Soviet figures. The
verifiable disclosure of data would therefore be another step towards
dispelling distrust. Tt could simaltaneously counter the fear expressed with
regard to maintaining security on account of the different sizes of the
chemical weapons stocks existing at the start of the 1l0-year destruction
phase. In order to take account of the disparities in the chemical weapon
arsenals of participating States, those countries with the largest stocks
could first destroy some of their chemical weapons until an agreed level is
reached. Only then would linear destruction by all countries possessing
chemical weapons be commenced. At the same time as the Convention comes into
ef fect, a ban on production that is subject to verification procedures would
come into force. Energetic efforts should now be made to advance the
negotiations so that a convention on the global, comprehensive and dependably
verifiable prohibition of chemical weapons is reached as quickly as possible.

The political momentum in the negotiations must be maintained in order
that the basic consensus of the Geneva Disarmament Conference is not called
into question.
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The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 438th plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament.

es® As announced at our 436th plenary meeting, today I will put before the
Conference for adoption the report of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical
weapons, and for decision the questions of the re-establishment of the

Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons and the appointment of its Chairman. We
shall also have to consider a number of requests for participation from
non-members. Accordingly, after the list of speakers has been exhausted, we

shall hold an informal meeting to examine these questions before decisions on
them are taken at the resumed plenary meeting.

CD/PV.438
5

{(Mr. Kosin, Yugoslavia)

In saying this, I do not wish to downplay the importance of the notable
progress achieved in the Conference towards a convention banning chemical
weapons. There exist, in our view, all the necessary conditions for the
Conference to make appropriate efforts with a view to successful completion of
the negotiations in the foreseeable future. The sooner the better. The
conclusion of the chemical weapons convention would not only free the world of
this barbarous weapon, but could in many respects offer a model for future
treaties.

The developments which I have mentioned earlier, resulting in an
unorecedented intensification of dialogue both in dimension and in depth,
should not obscure the complex reality confronting us. In parallel with the
improvement of the political relationship between Fast and West - in which a
comprehensive approach to disarmament holds a prominent place - there are
tendencies and attitudes trying to impose old solutions to security problems.
The growing awareness of the common dangers has not, unfortunately, brought
about substantial change in the system of international relations. This
parallelism of positive and negative trends will no doubt last for some time
to come. The forthcomina broad international activity is gaining in
importance, in order to make this positive development of the relations
between East and West irreversible, to extend it to all regions of the world
and to bring about solutions of major global problems facing mankind.

(continued)
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The third special session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted
to disarmament is expected to provide a new impetus to the world community to
direct international activities towards broadening and expanding the
international consensus, strengthening the ties of common interest and
promoting comprehensive international co-operation. While not losing from
sight the ultimate goal as defined in the Final Document of SSOD-I, SSOD-ITT
should, in our view, be forward-looking and take into account all existing
realities of our world. Tt should chart the course of further action in
identifying achievable pragmatic measures in respect of questions where
progress is possible and where immediate international action should be
successful. Thus SSOD-IIT would contribute to better understanding of the
present stage of development and to the promotion and expansion of existing
dialogue. Such an approach would permit success for SSOD-III in searching for
the common concepts of disarmament and in mobilizing public opinion.

Therefore, we should all strive to ensure that our Conference, even in

this short period ahead of the special session, adequately contributes to
successful deliberations at SSOD-III.

The best thing to do would be to complete as far as possible the final
draft of the chemical weapons convention. No doubt there is a lot of work to
be done towards that end, but negotiations should be intensified and all acts
and actions likely to deepen mistrust and jeopardize the achieved level of
agreement should be avoided. '
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Within the framework of the security policies of the two super-Powers,
the communiqué deals with the first three items on nuclear disarmament in the
agenda of the Conference, together with the fifth item of the agenda, namely
prevention of an arms race in outer space. The joint statement also makes
specific reference to the negotiations under way on chemical weapons, thus
covering the fourth item on the agenda of the Conference on Disarmament, that
is to say the convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. Finally, the
statement includes some ideas on the negotiations on conventional weapons, and
in sebsequent sections refers to the two leaders' analysis of human rights
questions, régional problems and bilateral issues.
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Mr. FRIEDERSDORF (United States of America): Today the Conference on
Disarmament is accepting from its Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons the
report of the work carried out in the inter-sessional meetings of the
~ommittee (CD/795). The United States delegation is pleased to join in the
adoption of this report, which represents a further step forward in the
afforts of this Conference to negotiate a chemical weapons convention.

Our delegation would like to take this opportunity to congratulate the
Chairman of the chemical weapons Committee for the 1987 session,
Ambassador Rolf Ekéus of Sweden, one of the most able and experienced
diplomats at this Conference. He and his talented staff have worked
diligently to advance the work of the Committee, and we are deeply
appreciative of their efforts. Likewise, we extend out thanks to the Cluster
~o-ordinators, Mr. Nieuwenhuys of Belgium, Mr. Macedo of Mexico, and
yr. Krutzsch of the German Democratic Republic, for their notable
~ontributions to the work of the Committee. The latest report of the
~ommittee fairly represents the fruits of their labours, and gives us a good
basis to resume our work during the 1988 session of the Conference.

The United States has called several times upon its negotiating partners
+o declare whether or not they possess chemical weapons and chemical weapons
production facilities, and for those who have acknowledged possession to
provide further information on their chemical weapons capabilities. The
United States provided descriptive information on the locations and agents in
its chemical weapons stockpile in 1986. 1f other States also provide such
information, this will be helpful in developing realistic verification
machinery and cost estimates. Similar information will be necessary for the
chemical industry as well.

It is a positive step that others have come to recognize the value of
such disclosures. In this regard, I would like to compliment the Federal
Republic of Germany, Italy, Indonesia and Hungary for their explicit
statements, made at the plenary session on 4 February that they do not possess
chemical weapons. I would compliment Hungary as well for providing additional
information on its commercial production of relevant chemicals.

One of the complicated issues needing further work this session is
development of an effective monitoring régime for the chemical industry that
will provide confidence that chemical activities not prohibited by the
Convention are not used for production of chemical weapons. Article VI of the
draft Convention contains monitoring régimes for three categories of chemicals
that are deemed to pose a special risk to the objectives of the Convention.
The three categories of chemicals represent different levels of military
significance and therefore different levels of risk. The stringency of the
verification régime associated with each category should be proportionate to
the risk posed by the chemicals in that cateqgory.

Delegations have generally aqgreed that, below some minimum level, or
"threshold", the production, processing or consumption of a chemical will pose
no significant risk to the Convention's objectives. Logically, the threshold
level will depend on the amount of the chemical that would be militarily
significant. Thus, for example, the threshold should be lower for
schedule [1] than for schedule [2].
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(Mr. Friedersdorf, United States)

While the concept of thresholds is generally accepted, several different
approaches have been put forward to define the relevant thresholds of
production of chemicals. These include those of the Netherlands, Brazil, and
the German Democratic Republic.

In our continuing efforts to promote progqress in our negotiations, and
assist work on this issue, today I would like to introduce a suqqested
aoproach to the establishment of thresholds for monitoring chemical activities
not prohibited by a convention. This approach is contained in a working
paper, which bears the designation CD/802 and CD/CW/WP.186.

In contrast to the other approaches, in the United States proposal the
thresholds do not varv from chemical to chemical within a particular list.
Rather, one threshold quantity is suggested for each of these schedules of
chemicals,

As the terms of the Convention are worked out, and especially as a need
arises to add to or delete chemicals from the lists, the threshold quantities
may change to reflect as yet unrecognized factors. Thus our suggested
thresholds and monitoring régimes governing the production of the relevant
chemicals should be considered illustrative and not absolute at this point.

Our delegation is hopeful that our working paper will serve to help
further our work on this important issue, and thus move us closer to our goal
of an effective, verifiable chemical weapons ban participated in by all
chemical-weapons-capable States.

Mr. MEISZTER (Hungary): I am taking the floor in my capacity as
co-ordinator of a group of socialist delegations to make a statement
concerning the discussion on the report of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical
Weapons.

I wish to express the satisfaction of the group at the report of the
Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons on its work during the period
12-29 January 1988, as contained in document CD/795.

This report, together with its substantive annexes, convincingly
demonstrates the usefulness and fruitfulness of the difficult, complex but
promising work we have done under the skilful chairmanship of
Ambassador Rolf Ekéus of Sweden. His personal values and devotion, patience
and diplomatic skill cannot be overestimated in assessing the considerable
work done and the results achieved during the entire past year's efforts of
the Ad hoc Committee.

May I also extend our gratitude to the Cluster Co-ordinators,
Dr. Walter Krutzsch of the German Democratic Republic, Mr. Pablo Macedo of
Mexico and Mr. Philippe Nieuwenhuys of Belgium, for their unfailing efforts
which greatly contributed to the results reflected in the report.
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(Mr. Meiszter, Hungary)

T would also express our thanks to Mr. Abdelkader Bensmail, Secretary of
the Committee, to Miss Darby and to the staff of the secretariat, as well as
to the interpreters for their untiring work.

The report of the Ad hoc Committee introduced on 2 February 1988 by
Ambassador Ekéus duly reflects the advanced stage of negotiations on a
CW convention. There are important results in a large number of areas, such
as verification of the destruction of stockpiles, the order of destruction,
and issues connected with the non-production of chemical weapons, including
questions relating to the chemical industry. Some more detailed work is still
required to arrive at results which could be incorporated in the appropriate
parts of the draft convention.

Substantive and encouraging discussions have been going on concerning the
international organization to be established for the implementation of the
convention, including the powers, functions and interrelationship of the
various organs of the organization. We welcome the fact that the state of
affairs in this field has been registered in a new text of the relevant
article in the "rolling text". Proposals of major importance have been
submitted by the delegation of the USSR during the past year concerning
challenge inspection. Active work has been pursued to translate these
proposals into treaty language. We welcome the fact that such important
issues as articles X and XI have been discussed for the first time, and will
hopefully be further negotiated along with other priority issues.

I wish to assure the Conference that the Group I represent will continue
to search actively for final solutions to all unresolved questions, and we
call upon all States participating in the work of the Ad hoc Committee on
Chemical Weapons to join us in a common and hopefully final effort to achieve
the result the international community has so much and so long awaited from
all of us.

The PRESIDENT: I thank.the representative of Hungary for his statement.
That concludes my list of speakers for today. Does any member wish to take
the floor? That is not the case.

As announced at the opening of this plenary meetina, I intend to suspend
the meeting and convene an informal meeting of the Conference to deal with the
question of the re-establishment of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons
and the appointment of its Chairman, as well as requests for participation
from non-members.

The meeting was suspended at 11.10 a.m. and resumed at 11.20 a.m.

The PRESIDENT: The 438th plenary meeting of the Conference on
Disarmament is resumed.

The Conference now has to deal with the report of the Ad hoc Committee on
Chemical Weapons, contained in document CD/795. May I now put that report for
adoption by the plenary? If I hear no objections, I shall take it that the
Conference adopts the report.

It was so decided.
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The PRESIDENT: As a result of the informal meeting that we have just
held, I intend now to put before the Conference for decision a number of
working papers which were circulated today by the secretariat.

Let us now turn to document CD/WP.307, entitled "Draft decision on the
re-establishment of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons". If there is no
objection, I shall take it that the Conference adopts the draft decision.

It was so decided. 1/
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Mr. MEISZTER (Hungary): Mr. President, we have just witnessed the fact
that, following appropriate consultations, you have succeeded in working out a
proposal for the mandate of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons which
enjoys the support of all the deleqgations in the CD. Speaking on behalf of a
group of delegations from socialist countries, I would like to thank you for
your prompt action and congratulate you on the efficiency of your efforts.

One may recall, however, that different positions were held as to the
mandate of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons. Delegations of the group
on behalf of which I am speaking would have preferred an improved mandate for
the Committee. We can observe an increasing political commitment to speeding
up the negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons, shared by the
great majority of delegations. Our group is reluctant to see anything in the
mandate prejudging the outcome of the negotiations or imposing unwarranted
limitations when such negotiations take their natural course. The least we
should have done is to delete the phrase "except for its final drafting" from
the mandate.

At the same time, our group is eager to resume substantive work as
quickly as possible and to avoid any delay in the work of the Committee. That
is why our group - seeing the resistance of some delegations to any change in
the mandate - decided to go along with the mandate you have proposed, on the
understanding that the improvement of the mandate will be considered later as
appropriate.

CD/PV.438
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The PRESIDENT: T thank the representative of Hungary for his statement.
Is there any other delegation which wishes to take the floor at this stage? I
do not see any.

In connection with the re-establishment of the Ad hoc Committee on
Chemical Weapons, I should like to state that, during informal consultations,
consensus has emerged on the appointment of Ambassador Bogqumil Sujka of Poland
as Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee. Accordingly, I now put before the
Conference the appointment of Ambassador Sujka as Chairman of the Ad hoc
Committee on Chemical Weapons. 1Is there any objection?

It was so decided.
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Mr. TAYLHARDAT (Venezuela) (translated from Spanish): On behalf of the
Group of 21, of which I am currently the co-ordinator, I should first of all
like to thank Ambassadeur Ekéus for the important work he accomplished as
chairman of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons. We should also like to
tnank the co-ordinators of the working groups working within the
Ad hoc Committe for the excellent job they have done.

The work done in 1987 and in the course of the inter-sessional meetings
~Ff the Committee on Chemical Weapons has undoubtedly given a vigorous and
definitive impetus to the negotiations. Progress has been made on numerous
aspects of the draft convention on chemical weapons, a good omen for rapid
progress towards the conclusion of negotiations on this item.

We should also like to express our pleasure at the decision just taken to
. e—establish the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons. The Group of 21 would
have liked the mandate of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons to be
improved so that the Committee could have worked with a clearer and more
precise purpose in mind, designed to complete the negotiations and to draw up
a definitive text for a draft convention. However, the Group of 21 trusts
that within the mandate adopted we shall be able to make rapid progress
towards that goal.

On behalf of the Group of 21 I also wish to congratulate the new Chairman
of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, Ambassador Sujka of Poland, and
wish him all success in his work. The Group of 21 also wishes on this
occasion to reiterate its readiness to continue co-operating in the work of
the Ad hoc Committee and to do its utmost to help ensure that the Committee's
work is crowned with success as soon as possible. Finally, Mr. President, I
should also like to express our gratitude to you for having successfully
completed the consultations for the re-establishment of the Ad hoc Committee
in this second week of the Conference's work, which is a good omen for very
effective work by the Ad hoc Committee.
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Mr. PUGLIESE (Italy): I would like, on behalf of the Group of Western
States, to congratulate Ambassador Sujka on his appointment as Chairman of the
Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons for the 1988 session. We are confident
that under his chairmanship the work aimed at the conclusion of an effective
CW convention as soon as possible will be vigorously and efficiently carried
forward. He can rely on the full support of all members of the Western Group.
We also pledge our active support to the Chairmen of the three working groups.
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Mr. FAN (China) (translated from Chinese): I am very glad that under
your guidance the plenary meeting has decided today to establish a fourth
Ad hoc Committee, the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons. I wish to extend
my thanks to the outgoing Chairman of the 2d hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons,
Ambassador Ekéus. Under his able and patient quidance much progress was made
in the work of the Committee. The Chinese delegation has always adopted a
positive attitude towards the negotiations on the chemical weapons convention.

I wish also to extend my congratulations to the newly appointed Chairman
of the Committee, Ambassador Sujka of Poland. The Chinese delegation and
myself wish to assure him of our full support in the performance of his duties,
in order that, through the joint efforts of all the members of the Committee,
the Convention on Chemical Weapons may be concluded at an early date.
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Mr. MEISZTER (Hungary): I would like to congratulate Ambassador Suijka of
Poland on his election to this very important post of the chairmanship of the
Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons at this crucial period. I do so on
behalf of a group of socialist delegations. I wish Ambassador Sujka and the
members of the bureau to be set up success in their work for the earliest
possible finalization of the chemical weapons convention, and I pledge the
support of the entire group to its work.
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(Mr. Lechuga Hevia, Cuba)

®e s Opportunities will not be lacking. In fact they already exist. Our
programme of work contains such items of major importance and urgency as
chemical weapons, the cessation of nuclear tests and the militarization of
outer space. There is no reason why the treaty on the prohibition of chemical
weapéns should not be completed this year. It is a measure which
international public opinion has been clamouring for, and substantial progress
has been made in the Ad hoc Committee, though important matters remain pending
for satisfactory completion of the negotiations, as set out in the mandate of
the Ad hoc Committee, which we were indeed not able to improve upon, despite
the majority opinion of the Conference. This situation is further complicated
by the decision of the United States to begin to manufacture binary weapons in
the very middle of negotiations, an action which obviously complicates the
process further. A happy conclusion of negotiations this year will offer
proof of the sincerity of the approach to the question of disarmament, of
whether words - propaganda - and deeds follow the same path.

CD/PV.439
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Mr. PUGLIESE (Italy):

eee Today I would like to make some remarks on behalf of the group of Western
countries, on the occasion of the re-establishment of the Ad hoc Committee on
Chemical Weapons for the 1988 session of the Conference on Disarmament.

It remains a matter of high priority to the Western Group that an
effective, verifiable and comprehensive convention on a global ban on chemical
weapons be concluded as soon as possible. Thus we note with satisfaction the
progress which was achieved during the inter-sess’onal period.

(continued)
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(Mr. Pugliese, Italy)

We thought it would be helpful as we resume our work to address briefly
some of the remaining issues. It is the view of the Western Group that our
work in the upcoming months should concentrate on many yet unresolved issues
in our negotiations. These issues are encompassed within such broad
categories as non-production, institutional issues, challenge inspection, and
destruction of chemical weapons and their production facilities. Vigorous
ef forts are needed and we must address these issues, working to take into
account national concerns and to resolve differences through serious debate.

For example, progress has been made on non-production over the past
months. We believe work should continue to elaborate the régime and
schedules [1], [2] and [3] of article VI as well as the procedure for amending
them. In doing so we should be guided by the consideration that we need to
arrive at solutions which are at the same time practicable and effective. We
must also work toward a solution to the question sometimes referred to as
schedule [4]. Furthermore, we consider it necessary to review the
verification of non-production as a whole. The régime in article VI should,
while taking due account of legitimate economic interests, raise to the
highest possible level confidence among States parties that there is no
production for chemical weapons purposes.

On institutional questions, the work on article VIII dealing with the
international organization to be established for the implementation of the
Convention has resulted in a new version of article VIII in the "rolling
text". This provides a basis for further work on this aspect of the
Convention, and more detailed work needs to be done with regard to the powers,
functions and interrelationship of the various organs of the international
organization, including their composition. We will also need to address the
expense of administering the Convention and a formula for allocating those
costs.

On challenge inspections, the consultations carried out in this field
have been helpful. The paper on this issue prepared by the Chairman of the
Ad hoc Committee, Ambassador Ekéus, which appears as appendix II of
document CD/795, provides a basis for developing a challenge inspection régime.

On the destruction of chemical weapons, useful work has been done on
article IV. However, one question which will require particular attention in 1
coming weeks is the order of destruction of chemical weapons. A solution to
this issue must be consistent with the requirement that the security of all
States parties should remain undiminished during the entire destruction period.

Another significant security concern that will have to be addressed is
the potential problem of chemical-weapon-capable States remaining outside the
Convention.

In addition to these four examples, other important issues also need to
be resolved, such as multilateral data exchange. While some work has been
done on assistance, economic and technical development during the
int2r-sessional period, further discussion on these issues should continue

with a2 view to developing realistic formulations which are consistent with the
hbar3zic thrast of the Convention.
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(The President)

I have been asked by the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical
Weapons to announce that the first meeting of the Committee will be held
tomor row, Friday 12 February at 11 a.m. in Conference Room IXII. He also
informs me that, in principle, the programme of meetings of the Ad hoc
Committee for the coming week will be as follows: I3

Monday 15 February 3 pems Room III Ad hoc Committee on CW:
Working Group C

wednesday 17 February 3 p.m. Room III Ad hoc Committee on CWs
Working Group C

Friday 19 February 10 a.m. Room III Ad hoc Committee on CW:
Working Group C




CD/PV. 440
6

(Mr. Yamada, Japan!

Our agenda item 4 - chemical weapons - represents the most intense aree
of work in the Conference on Disarmament. There has been remarkable proaress
in the negotiations in the past several years. I wish to join all my other
colleaques in expressing my appreciation to the Chairman of the Ad hoc
Committee in 1987, Ambassador Rolf Ekéus of Sweden, whose untiri;a—gzzwardship
for the past year has greatly inspired us, and to his collaborators,

Mr. Philippe Nieuwenhuys of Belgium, Mr. Pablo Macedo of Mexico and
Dr. Walter Krutzsch of the German Democratic Republic, who have made
invaluable contributions to the progress of our work.

We have indeed come very far in this marathon of a negotiation. We mav
in fact be approaching the state of mind of a lone runner for whom the
critical decision is approaching of whether to spurt his way through to the
goal in a final burst of energy at the risk of running out of breath, or to
continue at a steady, measured pace.

1, for one, believe that it is precisely because we are entering this
critical phase of the negotiation that we should exercise caution and good
judgement lest we stumble into pitfalls or get bogged down in detail.

For so many years now, we have conducted negotiations going into the
minutest details, but so often we have been groping about in the darkness. So
little is as yet known about the existing chemical weapons and production
facilities, as well as chemical industries. Greater openness and transparency
on the part of every participant are essential for the successful conclusion
of the negotiations.

At this important juncture Qf the negotiation, I wish to recapitulate
what my delegation believes to be the guiding considerations which should see
us through to the completion of our work.

The basic consideration is that the ban on chemical weapons has to be
global, effective, verifiable and workable. For this to be realized, a proper
balance needs to be struck among the highly complex and technical aspects of
the Convention. Most importantly, the twin objectives of the Convention, that
is, destruction of existing chemical weapons and related production
facilities, and non-production, meaning prohibition of the future development
or production of chemical weapons, need to occupy balanced places in the
convention régime.

We should constantly remind ourselves that the first order of business is
to effect the actual destruction of existing chemical weapons and related
production facilities. These weapons of mass destruction have to be totally
eliminated under strict international control. It is also important that the
destruction during the l0-year period should proceed in a manner which does
not impair the security of any nation or group of nations.

(continued)
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To the extent that there are asymmetries in the chemical weapon stocks of
different groups of nations, there is a legitimate concern for ensuring a
balance of security during the destruction period. However, this should be
done without jeopardizing the framework of strict international control and
destruction of chemical weapon stocks and production facilities according to
an internationally aareed formula.

A weighted approach whereby different rates of destruction are applied in
accordance with the amounts of chemical weapon stocks declared by States
parties is one way of solving the problem. If there are perceived to be
further security concerns during the destruction period, we should guard
against the possible risks of dealing with them in a purely tit-for-tat or
Cw-for-CW approach.

On the non-production side, there remains substantial work to be done in
elaborating the appropriate verification and monitoring régimes to be applied
to the different schedules under article VI. There are two important points
to be considered in this regard. The first point is that the production of
schedule [1] chemicals will be prohibited except up to one metric ton per year
for research, medical or potective purposes, while it is envisaged that the
production of the chemicals on other schedules will continue, subject to
appropriate monitoring or verification régimes. The second point is that,
unlike destruction, which should end after 10 years, the non-production
monitoring and verification régimes will need to be operational in perpetuity,
probably requiring great manpower and technical as well as financial resources.

A corollary of the first point is that we should exercise particular care
not to impede the legitimate activities and development of the chemical
industry for peaceful purposes, especially with respect to schedule [2], [3]
and [4] chemicals. This would involve effective arrangements to protect the
confidentiality of commercial information. From the second point it follows
that the non-production verification and monitoring régimes need to be
realistic and cost-effective both to the inspecting body and to the industries
concerned, if they are to remain viable for many vears to come. This would
especially be the case for schedule [4].

In order to find workable solutions in this regard, I consider it
necessary for us to have, at this juncture, some estimate of the number and
size of the industrial facilities involved, based on the relevant thresholds
to be worked out. My delegation will be ready to join others in providing
such information as may facilitate the negotiation.

Article VIII, on the organization, is another area in which we have to
build on the verv useful work done during the inter-sessional period to
resolve a complex set of issues: universality, smooth and efficient operation
of the convention régime, the need to strike a balance between very sizeable
verification requirements and available resources, to name just a few. In the
f-amework of the commonlv emerging perception of the three-tier structure,
~onsisting of the General Conference or Consultative Committee, the Executive
~rouncil and the Technical Secretariat, we should strive to strike an
~ppropriate balance between these various factors, bearing in mind the unique
~hwaracteristics of the Convention, whose primary aim is to ban chemical
weapons.
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In this challenging work which will be taken up by Working Group €, anc
all other work, T pledge the full co-operation of my delegation in assisting
the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee, Ambassador Bogumil Sujka of Poland.

The late Ambassador, Ian Cromartie of the United Kingdom, whose passina
awav we deeply mourn, devoted himself to the cause of a chemical weapon ban.
The best tribute we could pav to him is to conclude a successful treaty.

I have stated the views of mv delegation on two priority items on the
agenda, a nuclear test ban and chemical weapons. I wish to defer extensive

comments on other agenda items to later occasions, but let me briefly mention
a few of them.
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(Mr. Dolgu, Romania)

eee I would like to take this opportunity to emphasize Romania's view that
the basic elements of this programme should include cessation of the
production of nuclear weapons and the gradual reduction of existing stocks,
with a view to their complete elimination by the year 2000; the definitive
banning of all nuclear weapons as well as other weapons of mass destruction;
the prohibition and complete elimination of chemical weapons; substantial
reductions, of at least 50 per cent by the year 2000, in conventional weapons,
troops and military expenditure; and the establishment, through agreements
between the States of the two military alliances, of progressively lower
ceilings for the principal categories of armaments.

At the same time the Comprehensive Programme should contain measures
relating to the freezing of military expenditure and subsequent reductions;
the creation of nuclear-weapon-free and chemical-weapon-free zones in various
regions of the world; the withdrawal of foreign troops within the borders of
the countries concerned; a commitment by each State not to deploy troops on
the territory of other States; the dismantling of all military bases on the
territories of other States; the simultaneous dissolution of the two military
alliances; the non-holding of military manoeuvres and demonstrations near
horders with third countries, especially when these manoeuvres involve
participation by several States.

(continued)
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(Mr. Dolgu, Romania

Romania attaches special importance to the total prohibition and
definitive elimination of chemical weapons, and, to that end, the elaboration
of an appropriate draft convention of universal scope.

At this stage, I would not wish to dwell on the matter, but I would like
to emphasize that we favour the conclusion of the convention as soon as
possible, perhaps this year. Such a tarqget has been made possible by the
remarkable progress made last year, by the spirit of co-operation that has
been demonstrated by the participating States.

We are in favour of the continuation and intensification of the
negotiations, based on the printiples that have underpinned work in this area
to date, and we are against any action that could jeopardize efforts to
conclude the negotiations as soon as possible. We would therefore like
efforts to be made to ensure that, in spirit and in letter, the convention
takes due account of the need to guarantee all States broad and unimpeded
access to scientific and technological achievements, the promotion of
international co-operation for peaceful purposes in this area.

In the view of the Romanian delegation, one contribution to the efforts
aimed at the total prohibition and final elimination of chemical weapons could
be preventive measures designed to quarantee non-proliferation of chemical
weapons in reqions where they do not exist at present.

In this connection I would like to call to mind the joint initiative by
Romania and Bulgaria dealing with the creation of a chemical-weapon-free zone
in the Balkans, as contained in a "declaration-appeal” submitted as a document
to the Conference on Disarmament in 1986.

CD/PV. 440
13

(Mr. Dolgu, Romania)

I would like to take this opportunity to state that Romania has no
chemical weapons and that there are no stocks of such weapons on its
territory. I also recall that my country was one of the first to sign the
Geneva Protocol of 1925 for the prohibition of the use of chemical and
bacteriological weapons.




CD/PV.44n
16

(Mr, Batier, Aucrtralia)

#¢¢ In the multilateral arena other significant agreements have been produced

on such subjects as chemical weapons, biological weapons, inhumane weapons
and nuclear weapons. '
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(Mr. Butler, Australia)

Another subject of universally accepted importance and on which real
negotiations are under way is that of our search for a total ban on chemical
weapons.

Last year we made good progress towards a universal chemical weapons
convention. There are in fact only a few outstanding issues, although we do
not minimize the task involved in resolving those issues.

Major steps towards the objective of a universal convention include: an
early and complete declaration of stockpiles by those who have not yet made
such declarations; resolution of the problem of verification of
non-production; agreement on an effective and credible schedule of
destruction of existing stockpiles.

We acknowledge that there are important issues of security involved in
this work, whether defined militarily or in terms of industrial or
intellectual property.

But we cannot afford to delay in working them out, especially in a world
where the threat of the proliferation and use of chemical weapons grows almost
daily.

What is needed is a convention open for signature by all States which all
States will sign.
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(Mr. Sorsa, Finland)

The broader significance of the INF Treaty will, of course, depend
decisively on what comes after it, on whether the Soviet Union and the
United States can come to an agreement that would strengthen strategic
stability at a much lower level of armaments than at present, on whether
chemical weapons can be abolished, on whether conventional arms can be
reduced. The first step has been taken; other steps must follow.

It is our hope that the momentum visible in the negotiations between the
two major Powers will take hold in multilateral talks as well. Multilateral
disarmament diplomacy, at least in the global perspective, does not have much
to show for its exertions over the past decade. A new momentum is urgently
required to achieve definite results on long-standing issues such as the
prohibition of chemical weapons and the nuclear test ban, as well as coming to
grips with newer issues such as verification. As the single multilateral
neqotiating body of the international community, the Conference on Disarmament
is in a unique position to translate ideas into action.

The prohibition of chemical weapons is a priority item on the agenda of
the Conference on Disarmament. This is rightly so. Chemical weapons pose a
risk to all of us. They have been used; they could be used again. Chemical
weapons are comparatively easy and inexpensive to manufacture. The danger of
their proliferation not only exists, it is growing.

Banning chemical weapons is a matter of security. A ban would enhance
the security of every State, whether in the North or South, Fast or West.
Finland, for her part, does not possess chemical weapons and will never
acaquire such weapons. Nor will she help others to acquire them.

Tn our view, a chemical weapons convention, to be effective, needs to be
total in its scope, global in its reach, and verifiable in its implementation.

Considerable progress has been reqgistered in the chemical weapons
negotiations over the past year or so. Many problems have been solved, some
remain, and some have only recently been discovered. But on balance, it seems
clear to us that the negotiations have now advanced to the point where
redoubled efforts are needed. The chance to get rid of these heinous weapons
of mass destruction once and for all should not be allowed to slip away.

(continued)
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It is imperative that no new chemical weapons emerge once the existing
stockpiles have been destroyed. Parts of civilian industry need therefore to
be supervised. We believe that such supervision will not be too onerous if
carefully tailored to the objective of the Convention. The verification
arrangements concerning non-production should make sure that production of
chemicals in civilian industry cannot be misused in any military significant
way.

One issue which has only recently come under discussion concerns
assistance in relation to protection against chemical weapons. A consensus
seems to be emerging that a State party should be entitled to assistance in
the event that chemical weapons are actually used against it. We share that
view. We also think that the character of such assistance should be strictly
defensive.

As is well known, Finland has for the past 15 years devoted considerable
resources to developina technical means for verifying chemical disarmament.
The results of our research have been regularly placed at the disposal of the
Conference on Disarmament in the form of so-called Finnish Blue Books.
Lately, the Finnish research project has concentrated on air monitoring of
chemical agents. On the basis of extensive studies and field tests, we have
come to the conclusion that air monitoring would constitute an important
complementary method of verification which could reliably detect and identify
atmospheric releases of chemical agents regardless of source.

In view of these research results, one type of assistance which would
seem to us well worth considering would involve provision of detection
equipment and alarm systems for air monitoring purposes. This type of
assistance would be strictly defensive in nature, and would have the
additional advantaae of being of value even before a possible attack bv
chemical weapons. 1Its mere existence might even help to deter the attack in
the first place. Moreover, air monitoring facilities could at the same time
be used to detect air pollution, thus safeguarding the environment.

Ch/PV. 441
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(Mr. Sodré, Brazil)

o--' Thus it was in San Francisco, thus it was with the adoption of the
Universal Declaration of Human Rights, thus it was with the creation of the
great specialized agencies of the United Nations system and also again with
the convening of the major international conferences on the environment in
Stéckholm, on population in Bucharest, on the law of the sea in Jamaica, on
sclence and technology in New .York. Thus it will hopefully be in Geneva, in
our negotiations to prohibit chemical weapons, to ban nuclear tests, to
prevent an arms race in outer space. Thus the growth of military stockpiles
and the refinement of systems of mass destruction will be interrupted. Thus a
new world of peace and security will be born here.
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hz3 been accomplished, and where the final result can already begin to be
oerceived, is the prohibition of chemical weapons and the destruction of
existing stockpiles of this type of armament.

A< 3 member of the Group of 21, Brazil, together with the non-aligned
countries represented in this Conference, hopes that we may finalize, before
the end of 1988, a comprehensive and effective draft convention. We are
orepared to support, be it in the substance or procedure, any practical
initiatives that might further intensify the rhythm of our work and the pace
of our consultations. We are not in a hurry. We simply refuse to waste time.

In this spirit, I wish to state anew the interest of the Brazilian
Government in ensuring that the future convention is universal and
non-discriminatory in nature and that it safeguards the right of access of all
countries to all peaceful uses of chemical industry and technology.
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(Mr. Petrovsky, USSR)

Of the items on the Conference's busy agenda, the one which is most ripe
for decision and which opens up real prospects of immediate results, is the
item on the prohibition of chemical weapons. Here the Conference can now make
basically the last spurt on the home stretch in order to reaffirm its capacity
as an effective negotiating body after a lengthy interval.

The convention on the elimination of chemical weapons and the industrial
base for their production is both a political and a moral imperative. It is
designed to become a genuinely palpable measure of disarmament and confidence
building.

The need for the speedy conclusion of the convention is dictated by the
specific situation in the field of chemical weapons. The participants in the
Conference are well aware of the reports on the proliferation of chemical
weapons, the recent initiation of production of binary chemical weapons in the
United States, the French plan for a chemical arms build-up. These are all
dangerous trends. :

We are also alarmed by the fact that the United States delegation at the
negotiations is in no hurry to take account of the positions of other
countries, but has locked itself into its 1984 position. Activity at the
negotations should obviously be measured not by the quantity of paper
submitted, but by real efforts aimed at eliminating existing divergencies -
exactly what is manifestly lacking on the part of the United States
Administration. This lack is more than compensated for by the concrete steps
taken by the United States to build up chemical armaments. Hardly had the
production of 155-mm binary artillery shells begun when the Administration
immediately submitted a request for "Bigeye" aerial bombs. Thus binary
weapons are acquiring new parameters, the United States military machine is
becoming obsessed with them, and quite naturally this does not increase the
pressure on the United States to reach an early agreement.

It may be objected that the United States delegation has stated its
desire to work on the elaboration and conclusion of a convention. Moreover,
the Soviet-United States summit in Washington confirmed the need for
intensified negotiations towards the conclusion of a truly global and
verifiable convention. Yet a legitimate question comes to mind: how do the
United States' words tally with its actual deeds?

Chemical disarmament, like any other undertaking, is a serious and
responsible matter. There can be no place here for double standards or double
moral values. The initiation of production of binary chemical weapons in the
United States most seriously undermines confidence in its declared commitment
to the drawing up of a verifiable, comprehensive and effective international
convention on the prohibition and elimination of chemical weapons.

The Soviet Union will resolutely strive to ensure that the future
convention provides for an effective ban on all types of chemical weapons and
for their destruction. We will not agree to attempts to except binary
chemical weapons from the ban and replace a comprehensive convention by
partial measures regulating chemical armaments.
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In our opinion, the French arguments to the effect that every party to
the future convention should have the right to produce chemical weapons pose a
sarious threat to chemical disarmament. Although such views are founded on
the need to ensure security, no strengthening of security actually occurs. On
the contrary - in practice, this concept threatens both the proliferation of
chemical weapons, and the transfer of the chemical arms race under the
protection of the convention, with all the ensuing consequences pernicious for
stability, confidence and, in the final analysis, for the security of all,
whather parties or non-parties to the convention.

A solution must definitely be sought to the question of the security of
States parties to the convention, particularly during the vital first 10 years
after its entry into force, but not through the stockpiling and proliferation
of chemical weapons - by negotiating a mutually acceptable order of
destruction of all chemical weapon stocks and the most stringent
verification. As far as chemical weapon stocks and production facilities are
concerned, this verification should basically imply international
sequestration.

The Soviet Union fully shares the desire of the overwhelming majority of
the participants in the negotiations to conclude work as soon as possible, and
welcomes the business-like attitude which was quite evident in the statements
made in this room by Foreign Ministers B. Chnoupek of Czechoslovakia,

P. Varkonyi of Hungary, M. Kusuma-Atmadja of Indonesia, G. Andreotti of TItaly
and H.-D. Genscher of the Federal Republic of Germany, and in the statements
we have just heard from the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Finland,

Mr. Sorsa, and the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Brazil, Mr. Abreu Sodrs.

Certainly, really serious major issues are still outstanding in respect
of the convention. Joint solutions should be sought to them - daringly, in
the spirit of the new political thinking, with each participant correctly
assessing and taking into account both his own interests and those of his
partners in the negotiations.

One of the most important tasks as we see it is to finalize the
negotiation of provisions on verification. The Soviet Union will work to
ensure that the convention contains provision for mandatory challenge
inspections without the right of refusal, with the possiblity of requesting an
inspection of any facility or any site which causes suspicion.

It is also essential to ensure the most effective systematic monitoring
of the non-production of chemical weapons in commercial industry.

I should like to assure you that the position of the Soviet Union will
not become an obstacle to agreement on the convention's provisions enhancing
the effectiveness of international verification of the destruction and
non-production of chemical weapons. We note with interest the ideas put
forward by Australia regarding "spot checks", and those of the Federal
Republic of Germany regarding ad hoc inspections. 1In our view, requests for
inspections could well emanate from the international inspectorate in cases
where the need arose, in the context of their systematic verification
activities, to clarify some insufficiently clear situations.
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The Soviet Union has great respect for other States' views and opinions
which are aimed at expediting the preparation of the convention. It is widely
held, for example, that at present the factor of openness and mutual awareness
of the subject matter of the negotiations is becoming increasingly important
for the progress of the negotiations. This was mentioned in particular in the
letters from the Ministers for Foreign Affairs of various States which we
received in response to the message sent to the participants in the
negotiations by the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the USSR last November.

We agree with this, and we confirm our agreement by practical deeds. The
Soviet Union is so far the only State to have officially declared the size of
its chemical weapon stockpiles. At Shikhany the Soviet Union presented W
agents contained in its armaments, standard munitions and a chemical weapon
destruction technology.

Today the Soviet delegation is introducing for the consideration of the
Conference a "Memorandum on multilateral data exchange in connection with the
elaboration of a convention on the complete and general prohibition and
destruction of chemical weapons". The purpose of the exchange is to
facilitate the earliest possible elaboration, agreement, signature and entry
into force of the convention, and in particular to facilitate the practical
resolution of the issues of international verification and of creating greater
openness in the field of chemical weapons.

The idea is that, as an act of good will, every State participating in
the negotiations will, in the first half of 1988, submit information regarding
its stocks of chemical weapons (indicating the approximate amount) chemical
weapons production facilities, and past transfers or acquisition of chemical
weapons and the technology and equipment for their production.

Thereafter it would be desirable for every State participating in the
negotiations to submit, at a time to be agreed, information on the number of
chemical weapons storage and production facilities, laboratories for their
development, commercial facilities for the production of key precursors and
dual-purpose chemicals for peaceful purposes, and so on.

At the same time the Soviet Union proposes that the States participating
in the negotiations should agree to designate, on a voluntary basis, one
facility each where a specially established international group of experts
could test the procedures being worked out at the negotiations for systematic
international monitoring of the non-production of chemical weapons in
commercial industry. In our view, such a measure would not only make it
possible to test in practice what we are negotiating now on paper, and to make
any necessary adjustments, but would also actually mean a really tangible step
towards establishing an international inspectorate.

These are the specific new ideas of the Soviet delegation aimed at the
early conclusion of a convention. They are dictated by the Soviet Union's
desire to achieve this within the shortest time possible - ideally, in time
for the opening of the third special session of the United Nations
General Assembly devoted to disarmament.
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The prospect of reducing the strategic offensive arms of the Soviet Union
and the United States by half and eliminating chemical weapons creates
favourable conditions for a start now, in the conference, on substantive
discussions on specific areas for multilateral efforts in the field of nuclear
disarmament.
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(Mr. Morel, France)

s*® 1t is with regard to this latter statement that I would like simply to
offer by way of reply one or two remarks on two issues more particularly,
which we thought were not presented in the most appropriate way. I refer to
security stocks, and also the question of deterrence.

Concerning security stocks, that is, the proposal that was made by my
country, we have been directly implicated in this case in a way which, I must
say, we consider distorted. What is in fact involved here? A basic point
which I think all delegations have accepted and acknowledged and emphasized,
namely that there should be undiminished security during the transitional
period of the Convention. We think this is an absolutely crucial point, which
is tied up with the very existence, the credibility, the viability and the
definitive nature of the Convention. It will not be possible to secure a
definitive convention unless undiminished security is assured throughout the
transitional period. France has been raising this problem for years. We have
made various statements on this subject, without the possibility of an
appropriate solution having emerged thus far. It is for this reason, and for
this reason alone, that we made a specific proposal for establishing a
transitional arrangement that we called "security stocks". We have been told
today, in particular in the statement by the Deputy Minister for Foreign
Affairs of the USSR, that this would lead to proliferation. I am not going to
embark on a debate on chemical weapons proliferation today. I will merely
emphasize that we did not invent CW proliferation, that we are the first to
deplore it and observe that unfortunately the risk exists and is growing. We
do not intend to contribute to this proliferation; on the contrary, our wish
is for universal accession to the-future convention, and the point is that we
will not have universal accession to the future convention unless the
undiminished security of all States parties is guaranteed during the
transitional period. So we do not think at all that we are provoking or
heightening or creating this risk. It exists, and what we wanted to do was to
face up to the situation in an appropriate way, and not by noting that a
certain country will remain outside the convention.

It might appear that our proposal is paradoxical, and I am ready to
recognize that. But I would be tempted to say that the paradox could
perfectly well lead to disarmament, and may even facilitate it. Today the
INF Treaty is welcomed. It is indeed a treaty offering appreciable benefits,
which we have emphasized. But there is no doubt that for this to be done a
number of preparatory phases were necessary in order to produce this treaty,
including the deployment of certain intermediate nuclear forces. Thus there
are situations where the well-thought-out and temporary re-establishment of a
certain equilibrium can, when it is necessary, lead more easily to the
limitation or even the complete elimination of an entire category of weapon.
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The Mongolian delegation welcomes the re-establishment of the
Ad nhoc Committee on item 4 of the agenda, although it must be said that its
mandzate should have been changed in accordance with General Assembly
resolution 42/37 A.

Like many other delegations, my delegation greatly appreciates the
contribution made by Ambassador R. Ekéus of Sweden in the success achieved to
date in the work of the Ad hoc Committee, and expresses its conviction that,
under the guidance of its new Chairman, Ambassador B. Sujka of Poland, the
Comnittee will achieve further decisive progress towards the completion of the
elaboration of a convention on the complete and effective prohibition of the
deve lopment, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their
destruction. In view of the stage now reached in the negotiations, it is
incumbent on the participants to_fully mobilize the political will to achieve
agresments, and to display openness and trust towards their partners. Such a
cons-ructive approach is exemplified by the Soviet Union's declaration of the
size of its chemical weapon stocks, and by the proposal recently submitted to
the Conference for the multilateral exchange of data on chemical weapons and
the approval of procedures for monitoring non-production of chemical weapons
in commercial industry.

It must be particularly emphasized that these important steps have been
taken despite the fact that the United States has decided to begin production
of bhinary chemical weapons. This decision cannot be viewed as other than open
disregard for the determination of States and peoples to put an end to the
chemical threat.

The Soviet Union made a useful contribution to increasing openness in the
field of chemical weapons by presenting to the participants in the chemical
weapons talks its standard chemical munitions and the technology for their
destruction at the Shikhany military facility.

Mongolia applauds Hungary's recent identification of its plants for the
production of the chemicals listed in the convention being drafted, as an
exceptionally important and timely step which will serve as an example for
others.

(continued)
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My delegation also wishes to declare that Mongolia has no chemical
weapons and does not intend to develop, produce or acquire any. Mongolia long
ago signed and ratified the Geneva Protocol of 1925 for the Prohibition of the
Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological
Methods of Warfare, as well as the Convention on the Prohibition of the
Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and
Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction, and has always been and remains a
fervent supporter of the speediest possible prohibition and destruction of

chemical weapons.

Wishing, as its modest responsibilities permit, to promote the
elaboration of the convention on chemical weapons, Mongolia has submitted for
consideration in the Ad hoc Committee various working papers on the order of
destruction of chemical weapon stocks. The importance and the complicated
nature of the solution of this problem is accounted for by its indissoluble
link with the security of all States throughout the whole period of
destruction. We hope that the principle of levelling out which we proposed in
document CD/CW/WP.182 - whereby States possessing chemical weapons would be
left after the Convention had been in force for an agreed length of time, say
by the eighth or ninth year, with approximately equal quantities of chemical
weapons, to be destroyed by the tenth year of operation of the convention -
will become a good starting-point for solving this problem. Concerning the
time frames for destroying the various categories of chemical weapon, it seems
to us that weapons in category III (as defined in CD/CW/WP.182) could be
destroyed during the first three or four years of the destruction period.

In the view of Mongolia, an important intermediate step towards ridding
the whole planet of chemical weapons and preventing a resumption of their
production might be the creation of chemical-weapon-free zones in various
regions of the world.

In this connection, Mongolia welcomes the initiatives which were put
forward by your country, Comrade Chairman, together with Czechoslovakia and
also Bulgaria and Romania, on the creation of chemical-weapon-free zones in
central Europe and in the Balkans, and considers that the creation of such
zones in various parts of the world, including Asia, would substantially
strengthen States' security and would be an important confidence-building
measure.
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(Mr. Fan, China)

*®* It is our view that the United States and the Soviet Union should first

of all conclude an agreement on a 50 per cent reduction in their strategic
nuclear weapons as soon as possible, and at the same time take steps towards
the complete prohibition of chemical weapons, conventional disarmament and the
prevention of an arms race in outer space.
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The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 444th plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament.

As the Federal Republic of Germany assumes the presidency for the month
of March, the Vice-Chancellor and Minister for Foreign Affairs,
Hans-Dietrich Genscher, has asked me to extend, on behalf of the Federal
Government, their cordial greetings to the representatives of all member
States of the Geneva Conference, and has sent a message to the Conference
which I will read out. I quote:

eee® "Our efforts in the Conference concentrate on the early conclusion
of an agreement on a global ban for chemical weapons. In this field the
preconditions exist for successfully concluding the untiring and
persistent year-long efforts of the Conference. The so-called 'rolling
text' and numerous contributions of various delegations constitute a good
basis for practically oriented and stringent solutions to the outstanding
verification issues. I call upon all member States to advance the
ongoing negotiations with determination in order to achieve a
comprehensive, global and reliably verifiable ban on chemical weapons at
the earliest possible juncture. There are no new problems today that
would justify a more pessimistic attitude towards the conclusion of the
agreement than in the past. On the contrary, the rapprochement in
principle concerning verification issues has served to surmount existing
problems. What is really new is the growing danger of the proliferation
of chemical weapons, an aspect that makes a total ban all the more urgent.
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(Mr. Vejvoda, Czechoslovakia)

I would now like to inform the Conference of a statement made by
Milos Jakes, the General Secretary of the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia,
on 24 February, on the occasion of the fortieth anniversary of the victory of
socialism in Czechoslovakia; that statement contains a proposal for the
establishment of a zone of confidence and co-operation between the

Warsaw Treaty and NATO. I quote:

®ee "In the military field this might involve the progressive
establishment of a sort of 'diluted' zone with a reduced level of
military confrontation, the elimination of the most dangerous types of
of fensive weapons and the adoption of important confidence-building
measures. Such an approach is in full conformity with the proposals
which have been submitted in the past for zones free of nuclear and
chemical weapons, and with the plans to resolve various aspects of
disarmament and to heighten confidence between the groups of European
States, within an all-European or global framework.
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Mr. Marshall (New Zealand):

see The CD, as the sole multilateral negotiating forum on disarmament, has a
unique responsibility in helping to develop a safer world. That is a world in
which ultimately no State will need to rely on weapons of mass destruction -
whether nuclear, chemical or biological - for its security. A world which
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(Mr. Marshall, New Zealand)

A world where the forces of conflict on Earth

stations no weapons in space.
That world must be

are regulated in a fair and politically mature manner.
brought into the forcus of this Conference's sights.

(continued)
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**® But it is not sufficient for other States simply to applaud this
achievement from the sidelines. The international community as a whole must
support the United States and the Soviet Union in their endeavours, but it
must also have an active role itself in the disarmament process. These
encouraging developments in the bilateral area must be matched by achievements
in the multilateral field, with the two processes working in parallel,
buttressing and underpinning each other. Many issues are simply not capable
of resolution by the two largest nuclear Powers alone. They require
multilateral action. Chemical weapons, nuclear non-proliferation and a
nuclear test ban are obvious examples.
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(Mr. Marshall, New Zealand)

28 In positive contrast to this experience, the work in the CD on chemical
weapons has been impressive. The draft Convention contains language on most
of the provisions necessary for an effective ban. There is consensus that all
chemical weapons should be destroyed. But there are continuing reports of the
current use and proliferation of chemical weapons. It is imperative that no
effort be spared to ensure that the negotiations succeed. New Zealand does
not have, and has never had, chemical weapons, and it does not permit chemical
weapons to be stationed on its territory. Chemical and biological weapons
are, in our view, equally abhorrent. Both categories should be completely
eliminated. The beneifts of doing so for other disarmament negotiations, both
on nuclear and conventional weapons, would, we think, be immense. They could
prove decisive. We think, too, that our own security would be enhanced were
chemical weapons to be eliminated. We expect that our civilian industry would
wish to co-operate fully with the agreed verification arrangements concerning
non-production of chemical weapons.

New Zealand is impressed by the scale of the negotiations on chemical
weapons and the wealth of ideas that delegations have submitted. These
include initiatives that, in recent times, have helped bring the existence of
chemical weapons into the open and to reveal the full dimensions of the
problem with which the negotiators are grappling. So, too, have there been
interesting suggestions to improve the negotiating process which deserve close
attention. So much material is available, and so many ideas continue to be
submitted, that it cannot be beyond the Conference to resolve the difficult
issues ahead. We have been pleased at the commitment to the negotiations
expressed by the major participants. With a willingness to compromise, the
details of consensus and agreement will surely appear. The goal is too
impor tant for it to be otherwise.

Nuclear testing and chemical weapons are essentially global issues. No
country, no matter how small or how isolated, is immune to them. In an
increasingly multipolar world, where consultation and co-operation are
becoming even more complicated, yet even more necessary, New Zealand is in a
special position. We have strong and unbreakable Western ties but, because of
our geography and the links we have developed with our Pacific and Asian
neighbours, we also have a role to play in helping to bridge the gaps that
divide us all.
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Mr. NASSERI (Islamic Republic of Iran):

see Unfortunately, however, we do not yet seem to have been able to take good
advantage of this momentum. On many issues on the agenda, no real progress is
foreseen and, even in the case of the convention on chemical weapons, there is
concern that the tremendous efforts and achievements made thus far are giving
way to stagnation. It is all so clear that, in most of these cases, it is not
problems of technical nature only that impede further progress. Experience
has proven, time and again, that a major essential ingredient is political
will, which, when present, makes the most difficult and complicated problems
look easy. We hope that the situation will evolve as we prepare ourselves for
the third special session on disarmament.

CD/PV.445
8

(Mr. Nasseri, Islamic Republic of Iran)

when Irag invaded Iran on 22 September 1980, it was our expectation, our
naive expectation, that the international community would express its outrage
and utilize all means provided in the Charter to "suppress" this aggression.
We continued with our naive perceptions later as Iraq engaged in assaults on
commercial shipping and civilian aircraft, and resorted to chemical weapons
and attacks on civilian populated centres. The result? Not only did Iragq not
fzce any measures of at least a deterrent nature, but it was even encouraged,
and still is, by some countries permanently represented in the

Security Council.

ese put, for the sake of humanity, and humanity alone, may I be permitted to
appeal to the conscience of the members of the Conference to employ all means
available to them to bring about an end to the attacks on civilians and ensure
resvect for the 1949 Geneva Convention on the protection of civilians in armed
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(Mr. Nasseri, Islamic Republic of Tran)

conflicts? At stake is the sanctity of international agreements and
commitments. I apologize if I sound a bit pessimistic in my first statement
here. It is not my intention at all. The intention is only to note our
concern, and hope that the painful experiences we have had to go through will
make us all more alert in our efforts to bring about new international
agreements and to ensure the highest possible respect for them.

This is particularly true for the convention on prevention of the
production, development, stockpiling and use of chemical weapons, a major
issue of importance in current negotiations. Progress continues on finalizing
its provisions, from general definitions to declarations and modes of
verification. Yet the key question remains without a definite answer. What
should be done, by whom and how against possible violations by States,
signatories or not? 1In the absence of a concrete response to this question,
the achievement of universality for the new convention remains doubtful.
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Mr. KOMATINA (Secretary-General of the Conference and Personal
3epresentative of the Secretarv-General of the United Nations): The following
is the statement to the Conference on Disarmament by Women in Action for
Disarmament, Justice and Peace: I quote:

esee We regret the lack of complete achievements in multilateral

negotiations since the first special session. We are heartened, however

by progress made in the Conference on Disarmament in the formulation of ;
convention banning chemical weapons. Women, as the keepers of civilian
populations, have suffered and watched their children suffer at the hands
of the users of chemical weapons. We urge the members of the Conference
to exercise their political will and complete the chemical weapons
convention by the end of the vear.
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(Mr. Komatina, Secretary-General of the Conference and Personal
Representative of the Secretary-General of the United Nations)

Women welcome the signing of the INF Treaty in Washington last
December and the numerous proposals that have been made in recent vyears
for the elimination of other categories of nuclear weapons and the
creation of nuclear- and chemical-weapon-free zones in most parts of the
globe. We are urging also that serious negotiations for the reduction of
conventional weapons and forces be undertaken in the various fora,
including the Conference on Disarmament. Manv disarmament proposals have
been generated by women at the grass-roots levels of non-governmental
organizations and peace movements and the men with whom they work. The
ability of these people to contribute to the negotiating process through
non-governmental organizations should be kept in mind by the Conference
on Disarmament. They seek better communication with the Conference on
Disarmament and, we believe, the Conference on Disarmament also seeks
better communication with them. We hope that more thought can be given
to ways and means. As part of this dialoque, we appreciate the
opportunity to deliver our message today. We propose that information
1inks between the Conference on Disarmament and the non-governmental
organizations be guaranteed through meetings and written communications.

CD/PV.446
4

Mr. CAMPORA (Argentina) (translated from Spanish) :

*ee The multilateral negotiating of the convention on the prohibition of
chemical weapons has reached a decisive stage. The United Nations

General Assembly has come out in favour of the elimination of these weapons of
mass destruction by adopting, without a vote, resolution 42/37 A. Moreover,
the draft convention has reached an advanced stage of preparation and most of

(continued)



CD/PV.446
5

(Mr. Campora, Argentina)

the outstandina political problems are in the process of being resolved.
Nevertheless, there are at the same time contradictorv signs which are
troubling. 1In these paradoxical circumstances, in which the goal seems to be
within our grasp and vet to be moving further away as we move forward, it is
necessary to generate a convergence in time of political will in order to
reach the conclusion of the convention as soon as possible. Otherwise, we run
the risk that the debate will become endless, the diligence in negotiation
will wane and the opportunity will be lost.

On account of the foreqoing, I must point to the support given to the
negotiations, by the Ministers for Foreiagn Affairs of the Federal Republic of
Germany, Mr. Hans-Dietrich Genscher, and of Italy, Mr. Giulio Andreotti, who,
in the plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament of 4 February, urged
us to make a final effort. Likewise, we appreciate the contribution of the
Vice-Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Soviet Union, Mr. Vladimir Petrovsky,
in submitting to the Conference a memorandum on mulitlateral data exchange and
a proposal that each State particivating in the negotiations should designate
one facility where a group of experts could test the procedures for systematic
international monitoring of the non-production of chemical weapons in
commercial industry. This second proposal is being studied by my Government.
In this connection, I would like to say, by way of general comment, that we
think it useful to try out, before the entry into force of the convention, the
verification measures that are emerging.

The Argentine Republic, as a non-aligned country, is assuming the
responsibilitv incumbent upon it in the negotiations by intensifying its
dedication to the work of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weavons. In his
turn, the President of the nation, Dr. Rail Alfonsin, has given special
attention to this question by affirming in the Stockholm Declaration of
21 January 1988, along with the heads of State or Government of Greece, India,
Mexico, Sweden and Tanzania that "a convention for the prohibition and
destruction of chemical weapons should be urgently concluded”

(document CD/807).

In our previous statement on this subject, on 6 Auqust 1987, we
maintained that:

"The chemical weapons convention as we have known it so far would be
a non-discriminatory treaty, since all the parties would be on an equal
footing once the process of destruction of chemical weapons and existing
production facilities had been completed [From that point] there will be
a single cateqgory of States with the same rights and obligations and an
identical verification mechanism applicable for all States. ... Thus we
have within reach the possibility of drawing up a treaty that would not
be discriminatory from the political and military standpoints. It is
also important that it should not be discriminatory from an economic and
technological viewpoint".

Hence, the future convention should take specially into account the legitimate
interests of States so that security is not diminished and the development and
application of chemistry for peaceful purposes is not impeded.
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The future convention should enhance the security of States parties from
the very moment it enters into force. 1In this connection, it is appropriate
to recall that the Final Document of the first special session of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament stipulates in paragraph 29 that:

"The adoption of disarmament measures should take place in such an
equitable and balanced manner as to ensure the right of each State to
securitv and to ensure that no individual State or group of States may
obtain advantages over others at any stage. At each stage the objective
should be undiminished security at the lowest possible level of armaments
and military forces".

We consider that this general principle is applicable to the case of chemical
weapons and has been recognized in the annex to article 4 by the statement to
the effect that: "The elaboration of the Order of Destruction shall build on
the undiminished securitv for all States during the entire destruction
stage”. Nevertheless, we consider it appropriate to repeat this in the body
of the convention and to extend it to the stage following the period of
destruction of chemical weapons and production facilities.

With regard to the development and application of chemistry for peaceful
purposes, the entry into force of the convention will create a framework for
mutual confidence among States parties that we hope will help to increase
international co-operation in this field. Because of their community of
objectives, the States parties should accord each other in their mutual
relations treatment corresponding to their status as "trustworthy partners".
Thus the accession of a State to the convention should be recognized as
"sufficient guarantee" to help to bring about the greatest possible exchange
of chemicals, equipment and technologies for peaceful purposes.

We must avoid the experience with other international instruments of
unilaterally or plurilaterally conditioning the commitment entered into
multilaterally by establishing additional requirements for co-operation in
peaceful uses. The fact that the guarantee of non-production of chemical
weapons can be verified will make discriminatory any other condition it may be
sought to add to the conditions accepted in the convention.

Consequently, the operation of the convention should not be an impediment
to the development and application of chemistry for peaceful purposes. This
question is of special interest to my country because the chemical industry is
becoming an ever more powerful growth factor with regard both to the
agricultural sector and to industrv and is, therefore, a source of well-being
for the Argentine people.

The provisions of the convention should not jeopardize the normal
development of this activity, nor affect the right of every State to economic
and technological development of the chemical industry in keeping with its
interests, needs and priorities.
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In view of the foregoing, the Argentine delegation considers that the
objectives of the convention are not confined to those set out in article I
but also include both the undiminished security of the States parties and the
development and application of chemistry for peaceful purposes.

In order to attain these objectives, it has been decided to create an
international organization. The report of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical
Weapons that covers the session from 12 to 29 January 1988 takes account of
this decision in the new text for article VIII. Similarly, the powers and
functions of the organs have been defined. This progress is the result of
intense debate and also of the flexibility displayed bv the Group of 21 in
accepting the exchange of the notion of "delegated authority" for the idea
that the organs' ranking will be determined by their powers and functions as
and when the relations between the organs are established. For instance, the
character of the General Conference that is the Organization's main or supreme
body should be reflected by the powers appropriate to that highest rank.

The Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America,
better known as the Treaty of Tlatelolco, is the sole multilateral agreement
on disarmament concluded thus far to have established - as long ago as 1967 -
a body to ensure compliance with its obligations. The Agency for the
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, known by the acronym OPANAL
has a structure similar to that envisaged in article VIII of the "rolling
text™, comprising three main bodies, namelv a General Conference, a Council
and a Secretriat.

The Treaty of Tlatelolco was a forerunner of what are now known as
challenge inspections in providing for "special inspections” to be carried out
by the Council when requested, the reasons for the request beina stated, by a
State party which suspects that some activity prohibited by the Treaty has
been carried out or is about to be carried out.

The experience derived from this Treaty shows the necessity of giving the
future convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons a régime of
confidentiality of information. The importance of this was underscored by the
industrial experts in the meetings held on 6 and 7 July 1987 in Geneva as well
as in the Pugwash seminar on chemical warfare that took place, again in
Geneva, on 23 and 24 January 1988.

The Argentine delegation considers it particularly necessary to establish
a régime of confidentiality of information that will ensure not only that
industrial and trade secrets are preserved, but also that no leakage of
information can give rise to the use of information for purposes that are
prohibited under the convention. Likewise, the information to be collected
should actually contribute to the needs of verification and special care must
be taken not to demand supplementary information that, while having a certain
usefulness, could reveal technological or commercial details.

The entry into force of the convention will not of itself eliminate the
possibilities of the use or threat of use of chemical weapons or those of the
development or production of such weapons. These possibilities will diminish
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as the number of States parties and the efficiency of the verification
mechanisms increase. But it is possible that chemical-weapon States will not
accede to the convention or that States that are not parties to the convention
will develop or produce chemical weapons. Nor can the possibility that a
State will violate the convention be ruled out.

On the other hand, every State has the right to provide for its own
defence and its security cannot be based exclusively on universal accession to
a treaty, which might only be attained in the long term; nor can it depend on
the accession of all States with chemical-weapon capability, for even a
country that is little developed economically and technologicallv could be in
a position to manufacture chemical weavpons.

In view of these considerations and of the objective of undiminished
security for the States parties, the right of those States to protection
against chemical weapons must be explicitly recognized in the future
convention.

These are the bases for document CD/809, entitled "Assistance in relation
to protection against chemical weapons", which the Argentine delegation is
submitting today for the consideration of the Conference on Disarmament, with
a view to helping in the drafting of article X of the draft convention. 1In
that document we list those elements that, with others, would be included in
assistance in relation to protection against chemical weapons and the criteria
that would govern the provision of that assistance.

Our approach to this matter of assistance in relation to protection
against chemical weapons is based on two criteria of application.

The first is a general criterion, according to which the convention
should ensure for States parties permanent and deterrent coverage against
chemical weapons through the granting of assistance both for the development
and improvement of protective capacity and for cases of the use or threat of
use of chemical weapons. Pursuant to this criterion, the future convention
should recognize the right of every State to research, develop, produce,
acquire, transfer and use means of protection against chemical weapons
exclusively for defensive purposes. Likewise, all States parties to the
convention would undertake to facilitate the widest possible exchange of
equipment, material and scientific and technological information for the
purposes of protection against chemical weapons, and would have the right to
participate in that exchange.

In the context of this general approach, the Technical Secretariat would
have an advisory and co-ordinating role. At the request of a State party,
experts from the Technical Secretariat would be able to assess that State's
needs or protection against chemical weapons and to provide advice about which
means and measures for protection would be most appropriate and which States
parties would be in a position to supply them.
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The second criterion refers to specific cases of the use or threat of use
of chemical weapons. Pursuant to this criterion, there would be established
in the convention multilateral machinery for the provision in such cases of
ascistance complementary to the protection that a State party had itself
developed against chemical weapons or to the assistance that it might have
received or could receive through other channels.

According to this specific criterion, the future convention should
recognize the right of every State party to request assistance from the
Executive Council - duly stating the grounds for the request - when it is
attacked with chemical weapons or considers itself threatened by such
weapons. The Executive Council would consider the request immediately and, if
it deemed it valid, would instruct the Technical Secretriat to confirm the
complaint, investigate the facts and make an inventory of the requirements by
means of an on-site inspection, if necessary and possible.

After the Executive Council had received the report of the Technical
Secretariat, it would decide whether the assistance was required and, if it
was, would instruct the Technical Secretariat to seek the aid of those
countries that were in a position to provide it, according to the needs
identified. The Technical Secretriat would co-ordinate the assistance in such
a way as to make it available as rapidly as possible and would also give
advice on the treatment of the wounded and on the preventive and prophylactic
measures necessary.

Viewed in this way, assistance in relation to protection against chemical
weapons has a humanitarian character and refers to active and passive measures
of protection against such weapons catering especially for the need to set up
an adequate system for defending the civilian population. Consequently,
assistance in relation to protection against chemical weapons does not imply
the possibility of access to the instructions for use of chemical warfare
agents or to the development or strengthening of means of attack. Military
experts are not unaware of the fact that possession of an offensive chemical
capability means mastering a whole body of operational theory and having
specific military training and vectors and systems that are suitable for
of fensive action and the acquisition of, and ability to operate which cannot
come about through assistance in relation to protection against chemical
weapons.

In conclusion, the Argentine delegation would like to take this
oppor tunity to congratulate the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical
Weapons, Ambassador Sujka, on having resumed his delicate functions, and to
wish him every success in his endeavours, which his experience will
facilitate. I also extend my congratulations to the chairmen of the Groups,
Mr. Macedo of Mexico, Mr. Cima of Czechoslovakia and Mr. Numata of Japan. I
wish to assure them all of the Argentine delegation's willingness to
co-operate fully in order to move the work forward including by making our
co-operation available for specific and expert tasks, with a view to placing
before the third special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament as complete as possible a text of the draft convention.
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We and our allies have a clear arms control agenda. This was reaffirmed
at the meeting of the North Atlantic Council attended by heads of State and
Government in Brussels on 2 and 3 March. The two communiqués issued by that
Council, the Declaration of the Heads of State and Government and their
Statement on Conventional Arms Control will, I understand, be circulated this
morning by the distinguished Ambassador of Belgium, whose country is host to
the Organization. These two documents constitute an authoritative statement
at the highest level of the policies of the 16 Governments involved.

Our joint agenda includes, and here I would like to quote:

In conjunction with the establishment of a conventional balance and the
global elimination of chemical weapons, tangible and verifiable
reductions of American and Soviet land-based nuclear missile systems of

shorter range, leading to equal ceilings”.

There are, of course, other important areas of discussion and negotiation,
including within the Conference on Disarmament. But our priorities go to the
heart of the security concerns of Britain and our allies. This is no
coincidence. Disarmament and national security are two sides of the same
coin. My Government's aim is to establish mutual security at lower levels of
armaments. For us that means in particular addressing the impressive array of
military might of the Warsaw Pact: the huge nuclear arsenal of the
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eriority of the Warsaw Pact in conventional and chemical
oviet forces hundreds of miles west of.the
capabilities for rapid capture of territory.

Soviet Union, the sup
weapons, and the deployment of S
soviet frontier with formidable

eee We and our allies have steadfastly supported the negotiations for a
50 per cent reduction in United States and Soviet strategic offensive
weaponry. In 1986, the Alliance called for conventional stability talks
covering the Atlantic to the Urals. For years we have been pressing for a
global chemical weapons ban. My Government much welcomes the new Soviet
readiness to join in serious negotiations in all these areas.

(continued)
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The most active current area of multilateral negotiations is chemical
weapons. The British Government has long been committed to work for a global
and comprehensive ban with effective verification. This remains a high
priority for us, as was reaffirmed in the recent North Atlantic Council Summit
Declaration. Britain gave up its chemical weapons over a quarter of a century
ago. We are intent on producing a strong Convention which will remove these
weapons from the entire world.

Impressive progress has been made, to which my delegation has fully
contributed. We have submitted seven major papers to the negotiations, most

recently those on challenge inspection and institutions.

(continued)
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A large number of issues remain to be solved: the list is well known to
those of us round this table. We want to reach the end of our endeavour as
guickly as possible. But I do not understand those who suggest that all we
need is a final sprint to the finishing line. Would they be content with a
second-rate convention? We would certainly not. My Government wants a good
convention. That requires a lot more work. And we think we should all be
prepared to devote the necessary effort.

Above all, we have to work out together a tight verification system. We
must be in a position to know whether States parties are playing fair. This
is a highly complicated technical problem.. We must face this squarelv. We do
not help matters by pretending that what is difficult is easy. Proposals for
putting together a credible verification régime have been submitted by a
number of countries, including my own. But we are still far from a solution.
Much more careful thought and ingenuity is required.

My authorities attach particular importance to challenge inspection. I
do hope that a consensus on it can be reached during the current session of
the Conference.

Data exchange is by this stage in the negotiations a prime necessity. We
have to know the size of the problem we are tackling if we are to produce a
convention that works. And we have to build up the confidence and trust
necessary to attract wide support for the convention. Let us establish a
habit of openness. This applies to each and every one of us. Britain gave up
its chemical-weapon capability in the 1950s, but we have a large civil
chemical industry, and as long ago as 1984 we declared the number of
facilities in the United Kingdom producing certain key chemical precursors for
legitimate industrial purposes.

The main responsibility rests on those countries which possess chemical
weapons, and especially on those with the largest stocks. The United States
has already revealed detailed information on its toxic agents and its
stockpiles. The Soviet Union made welcome steps in the same direction with a
visit to the chemical weapons establishment at Shikhanv, and with the official
admission to the possession of 50,000 tonnes of toxic agents. But this is
only the beginning. Perhaps inevitably it raises as manvy questions as it
answers. The toxic agents shown at Shikhany dated from the 1940s and 1950s.
Given the Soviet Union's great effort in the chemical weapons field, have they
not perhaps produced other agents since then? The figure of 50,000 tonnes of
total toxic agents is much lower than many estimates by Western experts. Can
the Soviet Union give us more information which might perhaps help to
reconcile this wide divergence?

The distinguished Vice-Minister of the Soviet Union has proposed a list
of data which might be exchanged on a wide multilateral basis. We are
studying the list with interest. A list may well have a useful function. But
I must make this clear. What we look for above all is provision of further
data by the country with overwhelmingly the largest chemical-weapon
capability. That is the urgent need for our negotiating process. We hope
that it will soon be met more fully.
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to the history of the involvement of non-governmental

and work on disarmament, I had in mind
that it is well established that public pressure contributed d%rectly to an
end to the First World War. The series of agreements reached 1in Genev? on
chemical weapons, on the rules of war and on inhumane weapons, to mention only

a few examples, were also shaped by public pressure.

By referring ;
organizations in policy formulation
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Extending this idea further, many of us have said that the need to
develop complementarity between the bilateral and the multilateral
negotiations is vital. 1Indeed, my delegation would argue that a review and
possible redefinition of that complementarity will be possibly the fundamental
issue to be addressed at the third special session.

What I said earlier about the need for a new agenda, for example, rests
on the notion that this complementarity and the need to ensure its
continuation in the future, is a critical issue.

There is one field of present activity which is proceeding strongly
within our Conference, is being pursued bilaterally and is serving to
illustrate in large measure the overall co-overation that can be forged when
bilateral work and multilateral work move forward in a mutually supportive
way. This is our negotiations on a universal chemical weapons convention.
Those neqotiations are vital and at present serve as a paradigm case for work
on disarmament by the overall world community, both multilaterally and
bilaterally.

We have already reached clear measures of agreement in those
negotiations, although a good deal still remains to be done. One such measure
of agreement is that chemical weapons must never be used. This agreement
supplements that of the 1925 Geneva Protocol, but goes beyond it and states a
prohibition of use, without qualification. Perhaps we should send a signal to
the world community by proclaiming that prohibition now, by reporting to the
third special session that we are agreed that chemical weapons must never be
used and by seeking endorsement of that commitment by the Assembly, by the
world community.
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I intend to speak in this intervention on chemical weapons. This is the
core of the negotiations in the CD these days. The stakes at issue are high
and the negotiations should not lose momentum.

Earlier I already expressed our warm thanks to Ambassador Ekéus and his
staff for the work they undertook last year and in January. We congratulate
his successor as Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee, Ambassador Sujka, and we
wish him and his staff, as well as the new item co-ordinators, the success
that they deserve; in fact, the cause of the complete ban on chemical weapons
deserves it.

We have listened with great attention to what others have said these past
weeks and also today on chemical weapons. I mention only the Ministers for
Foreign Affairs of the Federal Republic of Germany, Mr. Genscher, and of
Italy, Mr. Andreotti, who last month eloquently expressed their views on the
urgency of the task of completing a ban on chemical weapons.

Let me first explain why my Government considers the matter to be
urgent; why we, in fact, fully endorse the words of the resolution of last
year's General Assembly, according to which the negotiations should be
accelerated; why, indeed, we welcome the communiqué of the bilateral summit
of the United States and the Soviet Union in Washington of 10 December last
year, where the leaders of the two countries speak not only of their
commitment to an effective international convention on the prohibition and
destruction of chemical weapons but also of the need for intensified
negotiations towards the conclusion of a convention.

Negotiations have been going on now for a very long time. In fact, it
was nearly twenty vears ago that countries decided for the first time to
address the matter. I am aware that global negotiations tend to take a long
time and that, perhaps, even this is not a record of longevity. But there
still is a time span, which, if exceeded, could affect the credibility and
effectiveness of the negotiations.

The day will come when we reach the point where time begins to work
against us. There are three reasons in particular why my delegation thinks
that these are the months and this the year in which a maximum effort should
be deployed.

In the first place, the international community is witness to a
horrifying trend towards the proliferation of chemical weapons to countries
that up to now did not possess them. In his statement on 23 July last year,
Ambassador Friedersdorf said that, according to United States estimates, the
number of countries that are actual or potential possessors of chemical
weapons is increasing. On that date, approximately 15 countries were believed
to possess, or to be seeking to acquire chemical weapons. Perhaps the
estimates are even higher to-dav.

In the Gulf War, chemical weapons continue to be used. Repeatedly
delegates of Iran have informed us here in this room of terrible chemical
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bombardments killing sometimes hundreds of people. According to some reports,
so far 1,000 men have been killed by CW in the Gulf War, whereas 7,000 Iranian
civilians have suffered severe health problems following CW attacks.

In the second place, we note a trend not only towards horizontal
proliferation, but also towards what could be called vertical proliferation.
After a period of comparative osbcurity during the 1970s, chemical weapons are
now receiving renewed attention. Galloping technical developments lead to an
evergrowing potential to destroy and kill. The toxicity of modern chemical
weapons exceeds that of those used in the First World War ten to one
hundred fold. Those weapons are odourless, they cannot be sensed and their
use is hard to detect. Whether released as liquid or gas, toxics make
themselves felt in minutes and within an hour's time they kill.

In short, it will become increasingly difficult to put the genie back
into the bottle. The situation may arise in which we will, so to speak, be
shooting at a moving target. It will become more difficult to hit the target,
as effective verification may become increasingly difficult. 1If, on the other
hand, we soon succeed in concluding the convention, the convention itself, as
well as the experience we gain with its implementation, would at least provide
us with a more reassuring basis on which to consider and contain such new
developments.

Finally, the third reason why we think the political climate seems
favourable for intensifying our endeavours: the world is witness these days
to major achievements in the field of disarmament to which reference has been
made by previous speakers today. A Treaty on INF has been concluded by the
United States and the Soviet Union and the two countries seek to conclude an
agreement on a 50 per cent reduction in strategic arms. We, as others,
greatly welcome these developments. They demonstrate that the two countries
that possess also the largest chemical weapons arsenals have the political
will to do business in disarmament. But in our view they also indicate that
this is the moment when the countries represented here in the Conference
should show that in disarmament a major multilateral effort can be crowned
with success.

My words should not, of course, be interpreted as a plea for setting
time-limits at this stage. An early deadline would only work to the advantage
of those who believe that the present language of the rolling text is already
sufficiently elaborate, and we are not one of them.

On the contrary, important, extremely complicated work lies ahead. 1In
particular, we should elaborate and fine-tune a verification régime
strengthening confidence that under all circumstances the convention will
indeed be implemented. We must continue to work for a convention that is
effectively verifiable and that, at the same time, will inspire confidence
that unverified cheating is no realistic option.

We have been told that President Reagan's motto is "Trust and verify".
We indeed believe that trust, confidence, should, in the end, cement us
together under the convention. Let us not deceive ourselves by fata morganas
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of a 100 - per cent - verifiable convention. If such were our marching
orders, we should never have started the course. Even under the most
stringent inspection régime - and that is what we are heading for - there
remains the risk of cheating, ill-disposed or otherwise.

In the end, security considerations have to be weighed up. The moment
should come - not now, but neither, I hope, only in the course of the
nineties - when, on the basis of as solid a verification régime as possible,
we shall take the plunge. At some point, the security risk of a
proliferation-prone situation without a global ban will outweigh the remaining
risk, of non-compliance under a global ban. As the French say, le mieux est
1'ennemi du bien.

Turning now to verification as the major issue, I shall in particular
speak about two themes on which further work needs to be done. One concerns
challenge inspection, the other the so-called question of "non-production®,

On challenge inspection we made major progress last year. I think that,
as Ambassador Solesby has said this morning, we have gone a long way towards
accepting that, at the request of a country, a challenge inspection can be
initiated and carried out, without permitting so-called filters to affect the
mandatory nature of the inspection. 1In the Netherlands view, the inspection
should in fact be carried out in accordance with the request, even in the
exceptional case where the requested State, e.g. for particular security
reaons, objects to the access of the inspection team to the site and cannot
agree on alternative terms with the requesting State. Of course, the
inspection team should abide by certain inspection rules to prevent
unnecessary intrusiveness, given the need to protect sensitive military and
commerical data. But this should not divert us from the obligation of a
challenged State to demonstrate compliance by permitting access.

Another problem that still needs to be resolved concerns the role that
the Executive Council could or should play in the so-called third stage,
i.e. after the phase of initiation of the inspection and after the second
phase of actual inspection on the spot has been completed. This, of course,
is the decisive phase, in particular if the inspection team has found evidence
of the existence of stocks or production of chemical weapons or the inspection
team has not been able to collect evidence because the requested State has,
contrary to the rules, not permitted access to the site.

The inspection team will then present its report to the Secretariat and,
as we see it, the Secretariat should pass its findings on to the requesting
State, as well as to the Executive Council.

In this context, I wish to refer to remarks made by those who think that
the convention should contain provisions on the way in which a violation of
the rules of the convention must be determined. The advantage of specifying
that procedure is supposed to be that, on the basis of a decision, there would
be no uncertainty about non-compliance. On the other hand, the disadvantage
of any multilateral procedure, be it in the framework of the Executive Council
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or in the General Conference, would be that a legal question would be settled
by a body in which political considerations that are not related to the matter
of non-compliance might prevail.

It is for the latter reason that we think the inspection report itself
could better make clear whether and to what extent evidence on compliance, as
requested by the challenging State, has been given. It would be up to the
challenging State to judge whether it was convinced by the evidence or lack of
evidence on compliance presented by the report and to draw its conclusions
from it. Then, the Executive Council may wish to discuss and assess the
inspectors' report, and its findings in particular, and if required, act on
the basis thereof.

In the intersessional period, intensive negotiations took place on what
is perhaps one of the most, if not the most complicated subject of the
convention: the monitoring and control of the chemical industry. Progress
was slow, but not insignificant. A number of issues have been taken up which
had hardly been addressed before. For instance, only recently a group of
experts started the discussion on the definition of what is called "production
capacity”, in itself essential to determine the scope of the verification
régime.

There appears to be consensus among delegations that under the future
convention a verification régime to prevent misuse by the civil chemical
industry must be effective and, at the same time, not unduly intrusive. In
practice it proves to be extremely difficult to find a solution that strikes
an acceptable balance between those two objectives. What is to be verified
and how we can do it in the least instrusive manner are questions that trigger
of f discussions on details, for instance, on specific chemical substances most
liable to pose a risk under a future convention; on the so-called "risk
assessment” of the production of certain chemicals and on the specificity of
data to be submitted to the Technical Secretariat. The outcome of such
discussions will, of course, ultimately determine the frequency and
intrusiveness of future inspections.

A workable definition of chemical weapons is, of course, essential for
the solution of these problems. Toxicity - a dominant element in the existing
unfortunately highly insufficient definition in article II - will certainly
remain a central characteristic. Other elements, however such as the
stability of chemical substances, their capacity to be weaponized and their
volatility, are equally to be taken into account. This is also relevant to
other provisions under the convention.

It seems, for example, of little use to establish a separate inspection
régime on the chemical industry for production of chemical substances whose
only risk to the convention appears to be caused by their toxicity: few of
the hundreds of super-toxic lethal chemicals can, in practice, be used for
chemical weapons purposes, quite apart from the fact that most of them are not
produced at all, or only in very small quantities.
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Perhaps it is not so much the toxic substances that we are after, as the
facilities producing them: if today a plant produces highly toxic chemicals
that do not pose a risk to the convention, it can still be considered capable
of producing militarily-relevant chemicals tomorrow. The rapid pace of
technological developments justifies paying full attention to this issue in
the coming months.

The objective of a balance between effectiveness and non-intrusiveness
will partly be achieved by fixing suitable production thresholds. Those
thresholds, below which verification is not required, would vary with the risk
chemicals or groups of chemicals pose to the objectives of the convention:
the higher the risk, the lower the threshold under which production need not
be monitored. We welcome the excellent paper on this issue, recently
introduced by the United States delegation (CD/802). In our opinion, this
paper is a substantial contribution to our current discussion.

Progress in the past two years has made the international chemical
industry increasingly aware of the implications of the future convention for
the industries concerned. Pugwash and other informal meetings have proved to
be useful for a free exchange of ideas and information, also including the
chemical industry.

The meeting with experts from industry organized here in Geneva in July
last year gave members an opportunity to explain in detail what our intentions
are: elaboration of a rigourous verification régime to ensure compliance with
the objectives of a future convention banning chemical weapons, at the same
time protecting the legitimate interests of the chemical industry. At the
meeting and afterwards, many useful observations and suggestions were made.
We believe that similar meetings may prove to be useful in the future when
more progress has been made, in particular on article VI, concerning
verification of non-production.

I suggest that we place the problems of verification of non-production in
a proper perspective. They are important, because their solution will provide
us with a keystone for an effectively verifiable régime. They present a
challenge to experts, who in the first instance should try to find a delicate
balance between the objectives I mentioned. But let us also keep in mind that
we mainly address the problem of verification of declared facilities. Whilst
recognizing the importance of an effective régime for such declared
production, the risks of hidden production and hidden stocks are graver,
should a country not declare a facility. No verification régime, even the
most intrusive one, could provide full assurance that a country, or a producer
within that country, will not cheat. BAn interesting avenue to be explored
further and which perhaps covers part of this problem is offered by the
Federal Republic of Germany in the excellent working paper CD/791, in which a
régime of ad hoc checks is suggested to fill the gap between routine and
challenge inspection.

But sometimes we wonder whether we do not run the risk that the régime
will, in one area, become so complex that the régime as a whole, as such,
becomes less credible. Should we not beware of the risk of overburdening the



CD/PV. 446
30

(Mr. van Schaik, Netherlands)

Organization with an extremely intricate verification régime with hundreds of
seemingly bureaucratic details, while the real risk area of non-declared
facilities is covered by a challenge régime only to be invoked in exceptional
circumstances? In my delegation's opinion, the verification regime for
non-production should not become a head too big for the body, but should be
tailored to the genuine needs of effective verification.

The Washington communiqué of 10 December to which I just referred speaks
of negotiations towards a truly global and verifiable convention. Not just
global, but truly global. We agree that accession to the convention by as
many countries as possible is of great importance. It would not be realistic
to suppose that major chemical weapons countries will ratify, as long as many
other countries with a similar actual or potential capaicty will refrain from
joining the convention. On the other hand, we trust there is no reason either
for any country to wait with its ultimate decision to join till each and every
country with a chemical-weapon potential has given its final accord. No
country that is seriously pursuing the objective of a comprehensive ban can
make its policies dependent on the reservations, yes, perhaps even the whims,
of a hopefully small number of countries - if any - that still have to be
convinced.

Here in the Conference, I am sure all members are in principle prepared
to join the convention. It is therefore regrettable that so many countries
have not yet clearly set out whether or not they possess chemical weapons, or,
as the case may be, whether they have traced chemical weapons that are
stockpiled on their territory. Various speakers have already called upon
countries to follow the example of the United States, later followed by the
Soviet Union, and reveal what up to now was kept a secret. A clear "Yes" or
"No" would not only help us in the negotiations, but would also serve as a
yardstick of genuine interest and involvement in the negotiations.

This should, in our view, be done irrespective of the interpretation to
be given to the term "jurisdiction and control"” under the convention: the
notification of the existence of stocks should not prejudge the outcome of the
discussion on countries' responsibilities under the convention.

Since internal procedures may in some cases delay an early declaration,
we suggest that all countries which have no chemical weapons within their
territory, and my country is one of them, just make a statement to that effect
during this spring session. I don't wish to suggest that in this case silence
gives consent. But it would bring us closer to realities.

The interest in broad participation in the convention should, in our
view, also be reflected in the approach to certain specific subjects. I
think, for example, of the problem of assistance in the case of actual use of
chemical weapons or threat of use of chemical weapons against a State party,
on which the Pakistan delegation has made proposals in the past, and on which
Ambassador Cimpora of Argentina made some interesting remarks today.
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Attention should also be given to the aspect of stimulating co-operation
between industries on matters of technology in the chemical industry. Such
co-operation could be encouraged on a voluntary basis. Economic and
technological co-operation in general is a matter on which appropriate
language can be found, taking into account the well-known limited authority in
this field of Governments in countries with market economies.

In short, we should have an open mind to the legitimate wishes of various
countries. Let us warm the doorsteps of the convention. But such an
open-door policy should, of course, never affect the core of the convention
and the obligations to be undertaken. Neither should our interest in broad
participation be construed as an arqument for permitting proliferation in an
initial phase once the convention has entered into force. We fully respect
the security concerns of countries that consider themselves more vulnerable
than countries that are major chemical-weapon holders. But we think that
Ambassador Yamada of Japan was right when he said that the perceived risks
should not be dealt with solely in a tit-for-tat or chemical
weapons—-for-chemical weapons approach.

I think we also have an interest in the participation in the negotiations
of countries outside the CD that have important chemical industries or that,
perhaps possess chemical weapons or have chemical weapons located on their
territory. Those countries can - and some of them already do - participate as
observers to the Conference, as well as to the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical
Weapons.” In due time we may have to think about other formulas ensuring that
the views of those countries are heard before the convention is finalized.

This brings me to the broader question of multilateral data exchange
prior to the signing of the convention. For some time now, growing interest
has been expressed by a number of delegations in the exchange of data by
countries prior to the signing and entering into force of the convention.
This would not only strengthen confidence, but it would also greatly
facilitate the elaboration of details of the convention itself. Those data
should, in our view, relate not only to chemical weapons proper, but also to
relevant chemical industries.

It is clear that such early multilateral data exchange would also
increase the sense of participation of Governments concerned.
Vice-Minister Petrovsky of the Soviet Union, in his speech of 18 February,
introduced a memorandum on the subject. We appreciate this contribution of
the Soviet delegation, because it enables us to sharpen our thinking about
what it actually is that we wish to achieve and what the limits are of such a
pre—-convention exercise.

In the same speech, Mr. Petrovsky also proposed that States participating
in the negotiations agree each to designate, on a voluntary basis, one
facility where an international group of experts could test the procedures
being worked out in the negotiations for verification of non-production. Such
so-called "trial inspections" to test the verification procedures under
consideration would be in line with ideas advanced at the recent
Pugwash seminar held in Geneva in January. The workshop organized by my
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country in 1986 could serve as an example. Delegations may also recall an
earlier Netherlands suggestion for a series of so-called "familiarization
visits" to the chemical industry by inspectors once the convention is
established. This would enable inspectors to acquaint themselves with the
intricacies of particularly complex plants.

A limited exchange of data prior to the signing of the convention would
undoubtedly strengthen confidence, certainly if some of those data could be
verified in a way to be developed. But we wonder whether the system of
data-exchange, such as has been proposed by the Soviet Union, is called for at
this stage. We should reflect on the type of data on which we could usefully
have an exchange of information. Ambassador Solesby has made some interesting
remarks on this point this morning. We may also wish to consider holding a
number of voluntary national test runs, in order to test procedures for
verifying non-production. Wide participation of countries, together with
industries concerned, in such tests would seem a good starting point for the
further development of a basis for finalizing the verification provisions for
non-production.

Finally, I wish to ask attention to a few seemingly innocent words
recurring in texts that for years now have been presented to the Conference by
the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons. Those words, at the beginning of
each report, say that the draft texts contained in the report do not bind any
delegation.

In spite of all the work undertaken, we have not reached the stage yet at
which at least we could say: "Those lines, those pages are texts on which we
reached agreement". We know that the mandate of the Ad hoc Committee does not
permit us to discuss final legal texts. But even so, it is noteworthy that no
letter in the report has received our Governments' agreement in principle.

I wonder, whether it would not be wise at some moment to take stock and
conclude that there may be hundreds of square brackets which still separate us
from the finalization of our work, but that at least there are elements in the
text - of course, without brackets - on which we do agree, pending the outcome
of the negotiations on the other points? My delegation would welcome any
suggestions on formulas that would more adequately reflect Governments'
association with the achievements we have made at the end of any session.
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I would now like to deal with a number of specific aspects of the work on
a convention on the complete prohibition of chemical weapons.

Just like many other countries, the German Democratic Republic believes
that the real opportunity of eliminating, once and for all, chemical means of
mass destruction from military arsenals of States should be resolutely used.
What we are, in effect, talking about is another zero option of global
dimensions. Our aim is that no chemical weapon stocks, modern or not, should
be exempt from this ban, neither in Europe nor in any other part of the world.
This is precisely the rationale behind our initiatives. My delegation,
therefore, regards the completion of the convention to ban chemical weapons as
a particularly pressing task facing the Conference. It is for the first time
that this forum is concerned with such a comprehensive matter, representing a
unigque test to be passed by the multilateral disarmament process. This alone
compels us to set our sights "high when it comes to the achievement of progress
in our work. Any delay in drawing up the convention could have far-reaching
consequences. Those who caution against moving too quickly on that subject
should remember that the banning of chemical weapons has been on the agenda of
the Conference and its predecesor for some 20 years now. The start of the
production of binary chemical weapons has been a grave, negative decision.

Can it be interpreted as a mere coincidence that the negotiating pace has
since significantly slowed down and that the risk of chemical weapons being
spread further in a variety of ways is growing?

My delegation has, therefore, welcomed all the more vividly the statements
we heard at this forum from high-ranking goverment officials from all regions.
What they expressed was the resolve to do whatever is necessary to arrive at a
successful conclusion of the ongoing negotiations. All delegations are called
upon to translate into concrete results such political determination.

(continued)
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I assure the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons,
Ambassador Sujka, of my delegation's fullest support in his difficult mission,
and I am convinced that, under his guidance, decisive new results can be added
to those already achieved under Ambassador Ekéus. Also, I wish the Group
Chairmen: Mr. Andrej Sima, of Czechoslovakia; Mr. Pablo Macedo, of Mexico;
and Mr. Sadaaki Numata, of Japan, every success in the performance of their
important functions. What we now need most is to work single-mindedly,
concentrate on the essential and make maximum use of each and every
negotiating day.

In my view, the most important subjects to be addressed by us at this
stage are unresolved problems in respect to the challenge procedure;
determination of the size, composition and decision-making of the Executive
Council; agreement on the order of destruction of chemical weapons, with due
regard for the securlty interests of all States parties; and completion of
the verification régime relating to article VI, dealing with the activities
not prohibited by the convention, or with what is usually labelled as
"non-production”.

The proposals put forward by a number of delegations are being carefully
studied by us. Thus, my country views the Soviet Memcrandum of 19 February as
a timely initiative aimed at fostering confidence and solving the practical
issues associated with the implementation of the convention. The German
Democratic Republic, for its part, will shortly respond to the questions posed
in the Memorandum.

The Conference's intersessional work at the end of last year and at the
beginning of 1988 was marked by, inter alia, efforts to shape the verification
machinery. Important provisions, relating to the international organization
on chemical disarmament to be set up, have been formulated. And I do hope a
number of the divergencies in regard to the functions to be performed by the
principal organs have now been removed.

There are, however, topics pertaining to the machinery that have not been
addressed so far, such as the numerical size, composition, decision-making and
procedures of the Executive Council. Here, too, the time is ripe to move
forward from the stage of probing discussions. What we should seek to attain
is a political agreement that can serve as a foundation of concrete
arrangements.

For obvious reasons, the Executive Council issue is closely related to
the important and political problems of challenge inspection, a subject where
energetic efforts are required to bring about agreement, on the basis of what
has already been accomplished.

If we succeed in getting the problems associated with the functions of the
Executive Council closer to a solution, work on the challenge procedure would
undoubtedly be facilitated. Our cause would be ill served if we tackled one
issue only when the other is resolved. In fact, a parallel approach is needed.
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It is precisely because of this consideration that my delegation has
sat forth its views on the composition, size, decision-making and other
procedural matters of the Executive Council in a working paper, which has been
circulated as document CD/812. It was our understanding in preparing it that
the Executive Council - an organ that would have to be in session almost
permanently - will be crucial to the implementation of the convention.
Decisions touching upon the security interests of States parties would have
to be entrusted to that Council. A principal criterion by which the Council's
activities must be gauged is its effectiveness. It requires a relatively
small number of members. In our paper, 21 members are suggested. Such a size
would enable the body to conduct short and goal-oriented deliberations and
arrive at quick decisions.

As for its composition, political and geographical criteria, as well as
the level of development of chemical industries, should be taken into
account. The political aspect of composition is intimately related to the
security interests of the future parties to the convention.

The recognition that the convention must not impair but enhance the
security of States will secure broad adherence. For that reason, the
composition should correspond to the political balance established at the
Geneva Conference on Disarmament. Yet, the geographical aspect plays an
important role as well. The global character of the convention needs to be
adequately taken into consideration.

One cannot overlook, though, that countries having developed chemical
industries and also those with no chemical industry at all or only a weak
chemical sector will be among the future States parties to the convention.
Both groups might have certain priority interests that differ from each
other. They will have to be taken into account for the sake of constructive
co-operation. In my delegation's view, this end would best be served if the
two groups were represented in a balanced manner in the Executive Council. 1In
order to ensure that this organ can carry out its functions in the absence of
consensus, provisions should be made for a majority decision. Given a
balanced composition, a two-thirds majority should represent the common
denominator on which to rely in the search for solutions. Such an approach
would guarantee that no political group could pursue its interests without
proper regard for those of others. The delegation of the German Democratic
Republic believes in a close relationship between the Executive Council and
all signatories to the convention. Relatively short terms of office of the
members of the Council would conduce to achieving that aim. We would suggest
a two-year term, without excluding the possibility of re-election.

Furthermore, conditions should be created which would enable the
Executive Council to maintain, in its practical work, close co-operative
relations with all signatories to the convention. Therefore, it appears
essential that the Council should keep States parties informed about its
activities and that they should have the right to bring issues to the
attention of the Council and to participate in its work.
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It would be helpful if such general principles were contained in the
convention so as to serve as a basis for future rules of procedure. In
addition, they would ensure that generally recognized democratic guidelines
are followed in the Executive Council's work as well.
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Mr. EKEUS (Sweden) (speaking as Co-ordinator of the Group of 21 for
chemical weapons): The General Assembly of the United Nations adopted on
22 December 1987 its resolution 42/37 A, on chemical and bacteriological
(biological) weapons. The resolution was adopted without a vote. Thus, all
Members of the United Nations have joined the consensus on resolution 42/37 A.

The members of the Group of 21 reiterate today their full commitment to
this resolution.

The Group of 21 is thus commited to the negotiation by the Conference on
Disarmament of a convention on the complete and effective prohibition of the
development, production, stockpiling and use of all chemical weapons and on
their destruction.

Thus, the Group does not agree with limited solutions, half measures
or interim arrangements. Such steps would delay the conclusion of a
comprehensive ban on all chemical weapons.

The position of the Group, as based upon General Assembly
resolution 42/37 A, is that all chemical weapons, not some, should be
destroyed; that all chemical weapons production facilities, not some, should
be destroyed, and that all, not some, production or chemical weapons should be
prohibited.

Furthermore, the Group of 21 considers that the Conference on Disarmament
must intensify, during the present session, the negotiations on the convention
and that it must reinforce further its efforts with a view to the final
elaboration of the convention at the earliest possible date. Effective
organization of the work of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons is
essential for progress.

The Group of 21 underlines the urgency and the importance of time as
stated in the General Assembly resolution. All participants in the
negotiations must do their utmost to promote rapid progress. Proposals will
be looked upon from the point of view of their intrinsic value, as well as
whether they facilitate prompt resolutions of outstanding issues.
Procrastination and delays damage the negotiations and endanger the successful
outcome, thereby compromising the overriding aim of a multilaterally
negotiated total ban.
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The Group of 21 welcomes bilateral contacts between States, es ial
between the two which have declared themselves possessors of ch;mic:ic T
as long as those contacts are carried out with the view to promote thew:?pons'
elaboration of a multilateral convention at the earliest possible date lgai
measures, geographically or otherwise limited arrangements, could be c;unt: -
produc:xve, seriously harm the negotiations on a truly global and :
comprehensive convention ive ris i i
S chemicai geapons.e to increased security concerns and lead to

In keeping with General Assembly resolution 42/37 ig
' A, the negotiations
tn? c?nventlon should be treated by all delegations as a'matter of high =
pr10€1ty. The negotiating parties must bear this priority in mind and
cons%der all 1§su?s in the perspective of the overriding security interest of
banning all existing and future chemical weapons. 1

Thé Group of 21 will continue to work with resolve towards the early
conclusion of a non-discriminatory, comprehensive, verifiable and effective

convention banning all chemical weapons.

-The Group of 21 strongly appeals to all delegations to honour their
commitment of concluding the convention at the earliest possible date.
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With respect to chemical weapons, while we are witnessing new
developments in certain countries' positions and new elements of horizontal
and vertical proliferation, the prospects for the early conclusion of a
convention on the prohibition of such weapons are fading. As regards star
wars, preparations continue and nobody can be sure that such warfare will not
come about. That is, admittedly, not going to happen tomorrow, but the effort

is under way and it is not negligible.
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Our work on a draft convention bannina chemical weapons has proaressed
during the past year and during the intersessional veriod, thanks to the
untiring efforts of the Chairman, Ambassador Ekéus and his assistants,

Mr. Nieuwenhuys, Mr. Macedo and Mr. Krutzsch. This work is now continuinag
under the able leadership of Ambassador Sujka, to whom I pledge mv full
co-operation and that of my delecation.

Notwithstandina the progress achieved, it is clear to my Government
that, while the end is in sight, we are not quite there yet. As Soviet Deputy
Minister Petrovskv told this body on 18 February, serious major issues are
still outstanding. Some of us, conscious of the enormous strides made and
impatient to end the race, have suggested that these problems can be speedilv
resolved. I feel that implicitly, if not explicitlv, denies the importance
and difficulty of the remainina issues. As our colleaque, Ambassador Yamada
of Japan, indicated on 16 Februarv, the danger for the marathon runner
deciding to make a last desperate spurt towards his anal is that he risks
running out of breath or stumblina into pitfalls. While the moment to beain
our final sprint is not vyet here, it is not forbidden for us to step up our
pace as of now. We can and we must do so, but we should make haste carefully.

With regard to the major issues referred to bv Devuty Minister Petrovsky,
it is evident that several of them concern the central issue of effective
verification. As pointed out last month by Mr. Genscher, the Minister for
Foreian Affairs of the Federal Republic of Germanv, we knew from the beginnina
that these issues would cause the greatest difficulties. The Minister noted
that:

"mhe riaht solution to this problem would not be to dispense with a
chemical weapon convention, but to seek strinagent verification
arranaements which effectively preclude the creation and possession of a
militarilv relevant chemical weapons potential.”

We aaree with Mr. Genscher that effective verification mechanisms to achieve
this objective can be developed throuah joint efforts.

First and foremost amona the outstanding verification issues is the
question of the non-production of chemical weapons, that is, the article VI
icsue. These issues involve some of the most complex and difficult decisions
in the entire treatv negotiation process. Assumina that we aqree on the
destruction of existina chemical weapons stocks and CW production facilities
(articles III to V), how can we achieve a verification régime for
neon-production that will both be as reliable as possible and keep to a minimum
intrusion in or interruption of the leaitimate commercial activities of our
chemical industries?

In the view of the Canadian Government, the problems raised here should
not be insuperable. Several valuable and illuminatina suggestions, such as
the one recently submitted bv the Federal Republic of Germanv on ad hoc
checks, could help to fill gaps and resolve issues and thev warrant our
careful consideration. Moreover, as proposed at the Pugwash Conference last
January, equipment and procedures that would go a lona wav towards the
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achievement of our aoals exist alreadv or could be desianed and developed
within a reasonahle time. It is encouraaing to note that the industrv itself

is now activelv aware of our prohlems and positivelv inclined to help us solve
tham,

Also of direct relevance to verification are article VIII and our efforts
to Adevelnn an oraanizational structure to ensure the effective implementation
of tha convention, as well as its timelv adantation in the liaht of experience
and of neaw technological and scientific develooments. Tt is the International
Insoectorate, with its verification tasks, that will he primarilv responsible
for ensiring that the convention is, and is seen to be, effectivelv
implenented. With this in mind, my Government intends in the near future to
submit working paoers Adealina with the Interna*ional Insovectorate's personnel
and ather resource regquirements.

The wffectiveness of verification is also a relevant consideration for a
third major area of concern, namely the challenge inspection provisions
~ontained in article IX. <~e seem aareed that a challenge inspection is to be
a last resort, for when all other avenues have been exhausted. This
underlines the importance nf zstahlishing routine inspection procedures that
ar= as corwoleta and as comoirehensive as possible, With reaard to the conduct
of challenae inspections, T suaagest the most essential reguirements are that
the inspectors should have the freest access possible and all the information
they need and that their technical competence should he indisoutahle, 30 that
thev can conduct a thoronan insnection and issue a definitive report. TIf
these reauirements can bhe met, then manv of our concerns about vrocedures for
nandling inspection revmorts might well bhe allaved or disappear.

A further maijor issue is the question of exchanges of data prior to the
entrv into force of the convention. There is no doubt that exchanaes of this
kind will be essential, not onlv to build confidence, but also to assist in
making realistic assessments of the extent of verification required and the
size of the machinerv needed to carry it out. The information already
provided bv some States has been useful in this regard. We particularly
welcome the attention that the (lnited States and the USSR have given to this
issue. Here T want to note our interest in the prooosals submitted bv
Devntv Minister Petrovskv on 18 Februarv; thev contain some useful ideas
which we hone will be further clarified and built upon in the weeks to come.

The neaotiation of a comprehensive, effectivelv verifiable alobal ban on
chemical weanons would be a nioneerina achievement in the area of multilateral
arms control. Tt would be the first time the international communitv had
neaotiated a multilateral zareement bannina an entire class of weapons and
incnrooratinag detailed verification provisions touchina extensivelv on
activities in civilian industrv and involving the establishment of a new
administering authoritv to oversee its implementation in perpetuitv. This, we
all aaree, poses formidable challenges. ©Our shared sense of the urgencv of
this work can onlv be strenathened hv the numerous accusations, verified bv
the United Nations Secretarv-General, of the repeated use of chemical weapons
and bv the disturbing reports of the nroliferation of chemical weapbons
production capabilities. Canada was therefore qratified to note that, in
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their Joint Summit Statement on 10 December 1987, President Reagan and
Sensral Secretary Gorbachev reaffirmed the need for intensive negotiations
trward conclusion of a trulv alobal and verifiable convention.

T have noted the interesting points manv of you have made at recent
nlenarv meetings on prohlems to he resolved in the neaotiations on chemical
weanors. I refer in particular to the statement made bv the Netherlands
reoresentative, Ambassador van Schaik, at the last plenarv meetina on

8 March. T will also he addressing this subject in areater detail in the near
future.

CD/PV. 448
2

The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 448th plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament.

I should also like to recall that exactly 26 years ago yesterday -
14 March 1962 - the single multilateral disarmament neqotiating forum of the
international communitv held its first plenarv meeting at the level of Foreign
Ministers. Since then, a number of important agreements have been concluded.
However, much remains to be done. I do hope that we might be able, in a
year's time, to welcome the conclusion of yet another disarmament convention
in this forum.

In conformity with our programme of work, the Conference begins
consideration of agenda item 4 entitled "Chemical weapons". 1In accordance
with rule 30 of its rules of procedure however, any member who wishes to do so
may raise any subject relevant to the work of the Conference.

CD/PV.448
4
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In view of the danger of renewed use of chemical weapons and further
proliferation of these weapons, a world-wide ban on chemical weapons is
urgently needed. Therefore, all efforts should be concentrated on
accelerating the negotiations in the Conference on Disarmament with a view to
concluding the Chemical Weapons Convention at the earliest possible date.

Such a convention must be global, comprehensive in scope and effectivelv
verifiable. Tt should lead to the elimination of all existing stocks and
sroduction facilities within the agreed 10-year period, thus significantly
snhancing international security. Accordinaly, it is in the interests of all
3tates to contribute to sustaining the momentum of the negotiations.
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Norway has no chemical weapons and has stated unequivocally that such
weapons shall not be stationed on Norwegian territory. In addition, my
Government is committed to doing its utmost to promote the negotiations on the
Chemical Weapons Convention.

A convention banning chemical weapons should be based on the important
principle of asymmetrical arms reduction embodied in the INF Treaty. These
negotiations are complex, since the Chemical Weapons Convention will have to
contain more comprehensive verification provisions than any existing

multilateral arms control convention.

Much detailed work remains to be done in the field of verification,
particularly in the areas of non-production and on-site inspection on
challenge. I have studied with interest the recent proposal for ad hoc checks
on the chemical industry made by my colleaque Dr. Hans-Dietrich Genscher of
the Federal Republic of Germany. As a safety net, the Convention must also
include a system of on-site inspection on challenge within 48 hours and
without the right of refusal.

I am pleased that the Canadian-Norwegian proposal of July 1987 concerning
the verification of the alleged use of chemical weapons will provide a basis
for negotiations on the relevant procedures.

The Chemical Weapons Convention is a priority goal which should be
reached at the earliest possible date. The international community expects
all the negotiating parties on the Conference on Disarmament to do everything
within their power to arrive at a world-wide, comprehensive and verifiable
ban. I am confident that all States represented at the CD will intensify
their efforts to surmount the remaining obstacles.
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The task in this Conference, here in Geneva, is an operational one, that
is, to address concrete disarmament issues such as the elimination of chemical
weapons, a comprehensive nuclear test ban, negative security assurances and so
on. However, in conclusion I would like to remind everyone here that
disarmament does not and cannot take place in a political vacuum. Disarmament
is, of course, closely related to security. But security depends not only on
military factors. A broader concept of security includes political, economic,
social, humanitarian, human rights and ecological aspects. :

As you all know, Norway has been endorsed as the Western candidate for
membership in the Conference on Disarmament. To illustrate the importance we
attach to the work of this Conference, I would like to present the publication
"Contributions by Norway to the Conference on Disarmament 1982-1987", which
has been distributed as document CD/813 today. I am pleased to inform the
Conference on Disarmament that the Norwegian research programmes on
verification of a comprehensive nuclear test ban and on a Chemical Weapons
Convention will continue in the years ahead.

Mr. NAZARKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from
Russian): First of all I should like to note the presence at our meeting
today of the Minister for Foreian Affairs of Norway, Mr. Stoltenberg, to whose
statement we listened with agreat attention and interest. It goes without
saying that we will study most carefully all the thoughts and views he put
forward.

Before I embark on my main statement, which I intend to devote to the
problem of banning chemical weapons, I should like, followinag your example,
Mr. President, to observe that today's meeting is something of a landmark in
the multilateral disarmament process. Twenty-six years ago, there was held
here the first meeting of the Eighteen-nation Committee on Disarmament, which
marked the beginning of the joint participation in arms limitation and
disarmament negotiations of socialist, neutral and non-aligned countries and
Western States. The expansion of this body and its transformation into the

(continued)
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Conference on Disarmament with the participation of all the nuclear Powers
signified the further development of the principle of multilaterality.

Look ina back over these 26 years, one cannot help thinkina that, in the course
of such a lengthy period, far more could have been achieved, although what has
been achieved is something that we must not leave out of account. With this,
I will end my reference to the past and turn to the present.

In his statement on 18 February, the Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs
of the USSR, Vladimir Petrovsky, expressed our assessment of the state of
affairs ipr the negotiations on banning chemical weapons and emphasized the
urgent need for early completion of the elaboration of a comprehensive
convention. The Soviet Union favours increasing the pace of the neaotiations
to the maximum and is making a considerable contribution to that in the form
of practical action. The slowing of the negotiations cannot fail to worry us.

We share the assessment of this danger made by Ambassador Rolf Ekeus, on
behalf of the Group of 21, on 8 March: "Procrastination and delays damage the
negotiations and endanger the successful outcome, thereby compromising the
overriding aim of a multilaterallv negotiated total ban”. We, like the
Group of 21, are seriouslv worried by the attempts to deviate from the agreed
objective of a general and complete ban on chemical weapons to substitute for
the elaboration of a comprehensive convention partial measures on the
regulation of chemical armaments and agreements that go only part way and
permit the continued development, production and stockpiling of chemical
weapons. Could not these signs of deviation from a total chemical weapons ban
be linked to the production of binary chemical weapons which has begun? Let
me enphasize that the Soviet Union's goal at the multilateral and bilateral
negotiations is the early conclusion of a convention on the general and
complete prohibition and destruction of all chemical weapons without any
exceotion and of the very industrial base for their production.

We also note that many Western States support the idea of an early total
ban on chemical weapons. However, in the statements by some other Western
delecations, ever greater emphasis is, regrettably, being placed on the idea
that there is no need to hurry, that there is still a lot more work to be done
and that a "final sprint on the home stretch" is out of the question. At the
same time, these delegations are totally unwilling to move from the positions
which they stated at least several years ago and show no readiness for
mutuzlly acceptable compromise solutions.

Naturally, we too are - to use the words of Ambassador Solesby of the
United Kingdom - in favour of drawing up "a strong convention which will
remove these weapons from the entire world". We too need a convention that
can be reliably verified and blocks all the loopholes for its violation. We
realize the complex nature of the verification problem as well as the need to
work on numerous technical details. We are, however, against using the
complexity of technical issues to justify inactivity as reqgards the search for
solutions to political issues.

In speaking at the plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament on
15 July 1986, the United Kingdom Minister of State called on us "to aim to
present a complete chemical weapons convention to the United Nations
Genaral Assembly in 1987". (CD/PV.370, page 10 of the Russian text, page 9 of
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the English text). Considerable progress has since been achieved in the
negotiations. The contributing factors have been in particular that we have
in fact agreed to the British approach to on-site challenge inspections and
have unilaterally taken substantial steps as regards openness. Why, then, is
the British delegation now pessimistic in its outlook and urging us to abandon
the "home stretch" and to refrain from a "final sprint"? It turns out that,
when the finishing line was not in sight, it was possible to call for it to be
reached in 1987, but that, now the finishing line has become a reality, the
British side can no longer (I quote from the statement by Ambassador Solesby
on 8 March) "understand those who suggest that all we need is a final sprint

to the finishing line".

In the same statement of 15 July 1986, the United Kingdom Minister of
State said regarding the preparations in the United States for the production
of binary weapons, "We have no wish to see the United States resume production
[of chemical weapons] if the better option - a negotiated ban - can be
achieved. It would only be with much regret that we would have to envisage
such a prospect" (CD/PV.370, pages 8 and 9 of the Enqlish text). Maybe the
reason for the switch to pessimism is the fact that this "regrettable
orospect” has become a reality?

Let me now dwell on the oustanding issues for which the prime requirement
is a political decision.

I shall begin with challenge inspections. I think that the resolution of
this issue as a whole is being held back by the lack of agreement on
paragraph 12 of the "Chairman's paper" contained in appendix II of CD/795.
The question is how the applicability of alternative arrangements will be
determined - in accordance with the opinion of the requesting State, or by
decision of the Executive Council. We believe that the determination should
be made by the requesting State itself. Entrusting this function to the
Executive Council would, in our view, be inappropriate, first of all because
it would lead to delay in conducting challenge inspections.

As we understand it, those States which favour giving the Executive
Council the role of a "filter" or assigning these functions to a "fact-finding
group” believe that these bodies would be able to prevent the abuse of
challenge inspections. I think that the possibility of such abuse worries
every State. We too have expressed our apprehensions in this regard. At the
same time, having carefullv considered this issue, we have come to the
conclusion that the danger that exists should not be overestimated.

First of all, there is a very convincing argument that was set forth by
the United Kingdom in CD/715, of 15 July 1986, to the effect that "a right in
the Convention to request an inspection on challenge might never have to be
invoked”, since "States parties would be strongly discouraged from considering
acts in breach of the Convention because of the likelihood that the breach
might be discovered by means of a challenge inspection” (CD/715, paraaraph 4
of the explanatory part). One could add to this that the more effective the
mode of inspection, the greater the deterrent role of challenge inspections.
In our view, any "filter"™ will inevitably diminish that effectiveness.
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International inspectors will, of course, comply with certain rules
during the conduct of inspections. In fact, they have already been drawn up
as regards systematic inspections. I think that many of them can be applied
to challenge inspections as well.

The Soviet Union calls for constructive work to reach agreement on the
inclusion in the convention of provision for mandatory challenge inspections
of any location or facility without the right for States to refuse them.

The question of the order of destruction of chemical weapons stockpiles
remains unresolved. I shall not repeat today our assessment of the French
proposal on "security stocks" - it is well known. I would just like to remark
that allowing production of chemical weapons to continue after the convention
enters into force would in itself be contrary to the sense of the convention.
As for the references to difference in the sizes of chemical arsenals, the
comparative sizes of CW arsenals will, if the convention is not concluded, be
determined solely by the vicious process known as the arms race, into which
ever more countries will be drawn.

We are ready to search for a mutually acceptable solution to the
problem. We propose that certain categories of chemical weapons stocks should
be destroyed within a shorter time-limit. Thus, unfilled chemical munitions
and devices and equipment specifically designed for chemical weapons use could
be destroyed by the end of the fourth year of operation of the convention.
From the technical point of view, their destruction will not require so much
time as the destruction of filled munitions. We are prepared to include in
the agreement on the order of destruction the principle of levelling out the
participants' stocks by the penultimate yvear of the destruction process,
subject to compliance with the principle of equal security for the States
parties to the convention, the Warsaw Treaty Organization and NATO.

We are prepared to hold with interested countries - due allowance being
made for the need to preserve production secrets, and in the interests of
developing co-operation in constructing and operating large-scale chemical
weapons destruction facilities - Gonsultations on the technical aspects of the
destruction of chemical weapons. Such discussions could be accompanied by an
appropriate practical demonstration.

To overcome the difficulties which have emerged in the course of
neqotiating the provision on past transfers (receipts) of chemical weapons
stocks (and of control of such stocks), a compromise proposal has been put
forward whereby declarations would be made only in cases where the volume of
the transfers (receipts) exceeded one tonne a year and would indicate each
calendar year when such a transfer (receipt) took place and the country which
transferred or received the chemical weapons. We do not object to the setting
of such a threshold. The declarations should cover the period from
1 January 1946 to the date of the convention's entry into force.

Mutual efforts are also needed to solve the problem of ensuring the
non-production of chemical weapons in commercial industry. A difficult aspect
of this problem relates to schedule [1] chemicals. I would like to remind you
that the Soviet Union, in a search for a solution to this aspect of the
problem, has agreed that for nitrogen mustard, which is produced in a number
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of countries for pharmaceutical purposes, there should be a special exception
in the convention allowing its production outside the small-scale facility for
the oroduction of schedule [1] super-toxic lethal chemicals, provided that the
facilities for its production are made subject to the verification régime
envisaged for the small-scale facility. We would like to hope that this step
of ours will be of help in solving the problem.

There is, as is known, yet another difficulty connected with schedule [1]
chemicals; it relates to the laboratory synthesis of those chemicals. We
believe that, in the search for a solution to this issue, there is at least
one obligatory condition that cannot be ignored: both the production and the
laboratory synthesis of schedule [1] chemicals must be carried out under
strict international control.

Now, I would like to share with you some considerations aimed at settling
the issue of schedule [2] chemicals, that is, of key precursors. The issue of
the capacity of the key-precursor production facilities which would be subject
to declaration and systematic international verification is as vet
unresolved. We propose setting a threshold of 1 tonne a year. In other
words, all installations (facilities) with a capacity in excess of 1 tonne a
year would be subject to declaration and systematic international
ver tification.

Agreement has already been reached in the negotiations on initial visits
to declared installations (facilities) for the purposes of familiarization
with them, verification of the correctness of the declared data (capacity,
chemicals produced, plant specifications, etc), and determination of the
verification procedures for these installations (facilities). The
International Inspectorate will, on the basis of the installations'’
specifications, determine the frequency of inspections within a range of one
to five inspections a year.

We believe that this capacity "threshold" combined with the "ceiling" on
the number of inspections is optimal in terms of striking a balance between
the effectiveness of verification on the one hand, and its non-intrusiveness
on the other. We also take into account the views expressed in this
connection by other participants in the negotiations.

A similar approach could be employed as regards schedule [4] chemicals
(super-toxic lethal chemicals which are not chemical warfare agents).
However, in view of the special nature of these chemicals, the threshold for
declaration of the relevant installations (facilities) would be 10 kg a year,
while the frequency of inspection would range from one to three inspections a
vear.

I+ is a matter of satisfaction to us that practical work has bequn on
articles X and XI, which the Soviet Union considers very impor tant.

Work has at last begun on the concluding articles of the convention. We
hope that it will soon lead to a reduction in the number of "blanks" in the
text of the draft convention. One of these articles is to determine the
depositary or the depositaries of the convention. We are in favour of the
depositary's being the United Nations Secretary-General.
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I would also like to say a few words regarding multilateral data exchange
prior to the signing of the convention. This question was first raised in
1983, by the delegation of the United Kingdom. Last year the representative
of Australia, Ambassador Butler, also called on all the members of the
Conference to declare whether they possessed chemical weapons and chemical
weapons production facilities.

According to our calculations, over 20 States have alreadv stated that
they do not possess chemical weapons. Two States, the Soviet Union and the
United States have declared that they have chemical weapons.

The Soviet Union has repeatedly been urged to make various declarations
recarding its chemical weapons capability. In this context, the reference
point has been the information that has been proclaimed by the United States,
namely the location of chemical weapons storage facilities and the percentage
of various types of chemical armaments. We, for our part, believe that
information on the size of chemical weapon stocks is much more important. As
is known, we have made that information public. The United States has not as
yet provided such data.

Thus, the body of information provided varies between countries. States
are motivated bv subjective considerations in declaring particular kinds of
data.

On 18 February this year, we introduced a Memorandum on multilateral data
exchange in connection with the elaboration of a convention on the complete
and general prohibition and destruction of chemical weapons (CD/808). 1In it
we have described what would, in our view, be the optimum body of information
to be exchanged.

Of course, the document that we have submitted is now being studied by
other participants in the negotiations. We hope to hear their views on this
proposal soon.

I should like to explain that we do not consider multilateral data
exchange as an obligatory prerequisite for the drawing-up of the convention.
None the less, such an exchange would undoubtedly be useful both as a
contribution to the resolution of the practical problems connected with the
preparation of the convention and as a confidence-building measure. With this
in mind, we propose the exchange of the body of information envisaged in our
Memorandum. It has been defined primarily on the basis of what is needed to
solve practical issues connected with the preparation of the convention. It
is a kind of a common denominator for a multilateral data exchange. We
believe that it is precisely this criterion, rather than data provided by one
side alone, that should be the basis for an exchange. From our point of view,
it is important that the preparations for a multilateral data exchange should
not delay the negotiations on the chemical weapons ban. We see the purpose of
a multilateral exchange as being to facilitate and accelerate the conclusion
of the convention.

The Soviet Union has already declared that it possesses chemical weapons
and the size of its stockpiles, that it has stopped production of these
weapons, that there are no Soviet chemical weapons on the territory of other
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countries and that it has not transferred chemical weapons to other

countries - that is, it has declared a considerable part of the information to
be exchanged at the first stage of the multilateral data exchange. In
addition to that, I am authorized to provide the following information:

s There are on our territory no chemical weapons belonging to other
States;

2 We have chemical weapons production facilities;

<l The USSR has not transferred to other States technology or equipment
for the production of chemical weapons;

4. The USSR has not since 1 January 1946 received from other States
chemical weapons or technology or equipment for their production.

In conclusion, I would like to appeal to all participants in the
neqotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons to make additional efforts
with a view to identifying the possibilities of finding mutually-acceptable
solutions to the outstanding issues in order to complete the elaboration of
those provisions of the convention which have not vet found expression as
formulas in the future convention.

Early completion of the elaboration of the convention on the complete and
general prohibition of chemical weapons will not merely rid humanity of this
type of weapons of mass destruction. It will also demonstrate the
possibilities of multilateral efforts in the field of disarmament and deprive
sceptics of grounds for denying the promising nature of this process.

CD/PV.448
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Miss SOLESBY (United Kingdom): The distinquished delegate of the
Soviet Union has referred to part of a statement that I have made to this
Conference, and I would like, if I may, briefly to respond. He has referred
to a comment I made, that I do not understand those who suggest that all we
need in our negotiations for a ban on chemical weapons is a final sprint to

the finishing line.

With due respect to the distinguished Ambassador, I would suggest that
his statement today has amply illustrated precisely why I made that comment.
He has described a number of areas where considerable work is still
outstanding, and the list is a good deal longer than that. And he hés also, I
think, well illustrated the complex and complicated nature of those issues.
There remain a formidable number of difficult technical problems for us to
resolve, and I am therefore uneasy, and my authorities are uneasy, when we are
told that a solution is just round the corner, even by Mav this year has been
mentioned. 1In our opinion, this is simply not feasible. Not if we want a
qood convention. We, for our part, want a successful end to our negotiatiops



CD/PV. 448
14

(Miss Solesby, United Kinadom)

as soon as possible, but we want a thorough job, we want the technical
problems squarely faced, and we want effective solutions to them. And I think
I may say - I hope, without being immodest - that my country has been active
in the search for solutions, and I can assure the distinguished Ambassador
from the Soviet Union that we shall continue to be second to none. I hope he
will forgive me if I add that we would welcome it if the Soviet Union felt
able to put forward rather more specific and elaborated studies and proposals
about how solutions might be found to the very complicated problems still in
front of us. I can assure you that we, for our part, would always be ready to
consider such contributions carefully.

CD/PV. 448
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Mr. FRIEDERSDORF (United States of America): I would certainly echo what
Ambassador Solesby has just said far better than I can, but I would like to
add that I can well understand the anxiety of the USSR for a speedy conclusion
of a convention in order to freeze its chemical weapons advantage in place for
many years. But we are simply not interested in that type of activity.

The distinguished Soviet Ambassador mentioned, as he usually does in his
speeches, production of binary chemical weapons, which has bequn. Yes, it has
begun, and it shall continue. The Ambassador knows, as well as I do, that the
United States has approved a programme to totally destroy all other unitary
stocks, and production of binary chemical weapons will leave the United States
with a smaller stockpile than it presently possesses, a stockpile which is far
below the level of the largest stockpile in the world, possessed by the
Soviet Union.

The Soviet Ambassador talks about concluding work in a sprint, a
last-minute run to the finish-line and so forth, and he also mentions that we
should all show readiness for mutually acceptable compromise solutions.
Ineffective compromise solutions are not what we are interested in here. We
do not believe security is compromisable. We are negotiating a treaty to
increase our security, not to reach a compromise for the sake of a convention.

The Soviet Ambassador also talks about the search for solutions to
political issues. We are not here to solve political issues; we are here to
draft a convention that is verifiable. Political issues will be solved in the
capitals, not in Geneva.

And finally, I would say that, like the United Kingdom, we are certainly
here as a well-motivated delegation that has introduced as many papers as
possible trying to speed these negotiations along. The United States the year
before last released more information on its chemical weapons stockpile,
including the location of production and storage sites. We have repeatedly
called upon the Soviet Union to present this information, and all we have
received is a very vague statement about their possessing not more than
50,000 tonnes. That tells us exactly nothing. We think that the Soviet Union
would be far more forthcoming if they would present the information in a
comprehensive nature, as the United States has done.
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Mr. NAZARKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from
Russian): The reaction that my statement evoked from the distinauished
representatives of the United Kingdom and the United States had led me to the
thought that perhaps I was insufficiently clear in setting forth some of the
aspects in my main statement and, without in any way entering into a polemic
with them, I should like to make a few brief additional remarks.

First of all, I cannot fail to express surprise at what the distinquished
representative of the United States, Ambassador Friedersdorf, said regarding
compromises. As I see it, not to seek compromises means not to seek
mutually-acceptable solutions in negotiations, and I cannot imagine
negotiations, I cannot conceive of a desire to reach agreement without such a
search., Secondly, the distinguished representative of the United States,
Ambassador Friedersdorf, once again called on the Soviet Union to provide
additional information on its chemical warfare capacity. 1In today's statement
we gave additional information, and the main idea of the Memorandum that we
proposed - and I tried to explain this in my statement - is to find some sort
of objective criterion for information exchange, for data exchange: not to
put forward as such a criterion the volume of information already provided by
one side, but to find a body of information that would truly be consistent
with the task of accelerating the drawing-up of the convention. 1In the
statement by the United States representative, Ambassador Friedersdorf, doubt
was again expressed about the accuracy of the Soviet Union's declaration of
its stockpiles, but I will repeat yet again that the Soviet Union's stockpiles
do not exceed 50,000 tonnes in terms of chemical warfare agents, and this can
be checked immediately after the entry into force of the convention within a
time-limit of 30 days. And finally, I should like to point out that the
statement by the distinguished representative of the United Kinadom,
Ambassador Solesby, did not explain why, in 1986, the United RKingdom believed
in the possibility of concluding the convention in 1987, but now the British
side's assessment of the state of affairs in the negotiations has changed and
is far more pessimistic even though the number of unresolved problems has, in
the meanwhile, been significantly reduced.
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Mr. FRIEDERSDORF (United States of Americal: I am surprised at the
Soviet Ambassador's surprise, What I was referring to when I referred to
compromise was to how the United States regards its security as not
compromisable. And we are here to negotiate a convention that increases our
security and, I repeat, that is not compromisable.

On the second point, data exchange, what I was calling for was for the
Soviet Union to provide to this Conference, as the United States has don?,
information on the location and number of production and storage facilities of

its chemical weapons stocks.
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With respect to chemical disarmament, I would recall that, in 1978 and
again in 1983, the highest authorities of the French Republic made the banning
of these weapons one of the conditions for participation by our country in
multilateral negotiations on nuclear weapons. That is to say that France
accords vital importance to the negotiations that currently account for the
bulk of the activity of the Conference on Disarmament.

In order to assess the state of the work under way under
Ambassador Sujka's authority, it suffices to compare what has been settled
with what has not yet been settled. Considerable progress has been made,
sometimes spectacularly so, and the convention is therefore gradually taking

(continued)
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shape. But there is also considerable work still to be done and it is too
early to set a date. Rather than thinking a priori that a few political
compromises would suffice to settle the real questions that are now at issue,
let us try, without preconceived ideas, briefly to identify those questions.

Going through the convention, it is possible to find a dozen or so major
subjects for which, after sO many years of negotiation, no solution has been
found. For each of them, the problem is not, as sometimes happens, just with
a particular point or a specific obstacle. No, in each case there is a set of
difficulties, a nucleus of problems. These are, to our mind, the main points
still outstanding:

First, problems of definition, with respect to which widely differing
positions have been voiced, though I will not recall them here;

Second, declarations and data exchange as provided for in the convention,
a point I just mention now and to which I will revert later in my statement;

Third, designation of substances, whether it be super—-toxic lethal
chemicals or more generally future conditions for list management. 1In this
regard, I would recall the role that should, as we see it, be played by the
scientific advisory council which is indispensable to the proper functioning
of a convention of unlimited duration;

Fourth, the order of destruction of stocks. This point is of particular
interest to us, and I need not recall our concern that the convention should
assure equal security for all parties during the transitional period. But,
contrary to what some might wish, we are not alone in attaching importance to
this point; far from it. We are perhaps alone for the time being in raising
this problem untiringly, simply because it exists; but I must say that, even
if we have not yet found a solution, the reactions that we have seen so far
lead us to believe that we are not working in vain. In the context of this
inventory, I should just like to make clear a few elements of our position:

The idea of the levelling-out of stocks is an interesting element: As it
has been presented so far, it really applies only to the end of the
transitional period and only settles a part of the problem: what means does
it of fer for dealing with the case of recalcitrant countries that choose to
remain outside the convention and join it only during the eighth year, in the
final phase of destruction?

This example shows that an approach based on an immediate "freeze" of the
existing situation is incapable of satisfying the twofold need to ensure the
security of all countries during the period of destruction of stocks and to
make the convention attractive to all. That is what led us to submit our
proposal.

To take only the situation in Europe, it would not be acceptable if, on
the entry into force of the convention, a country had a virtual chemical
monopoly. It could be argued that the present situation is not very far from
that; however, the other European nations now have the possibility of
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organizing their chemical defence as they see fit, in keeping with their
assessment of the threat. This possibility must be left open to them, if the
wish, for as long as the threat persists, but within narrow limits, ur?er
international control, until reduction of the present stocks has been
virtually completed, that is, the eighth year after the entry into for:ze of
the convention.

In that way, the first phase of the convention would indeed be what it
should be: a period of transition, not only as regards the destruction of
stocks but also as regards the organiza:ion. of security. A country should not
overnight be placed abruptly and irreversibly in a situation where it is
unable to organize its chemical defence; it is, on the other hand, fair that
it should find itself in a situation of lesser freedom. Whence the idea,
which we consider an essential one, of leaving open, under the strict
conditions we have proposed, the possibility of having a minimum security
stock supplemented by a production unit placed, from the moment of entry intc
force, under international control.

We have often been criticized for favouring proliferation in this ~ay,
whereas we want, on the contrary, to prevent it. We think that a con: ntion
that neglected the real difficulties of this especially critical peric. would
of fer the best of alibis to those in favour of proliferation, and tha: a
transitional and selective arrangement whereby the security States dec .ed
indispensable would have a very real price, namely the permanent intrvsion of
international verification, would oblige each country to make a clear
declaration and to shoulder its responsibilities, thus depriving the , ssible
recalcitrants of a convenient loophole.

To resume my inventory, I come now to the fifth point, verification. It
must still be checked that régimes 2 and 3 defined for civilian industry wil)
be viable. With respect to routine inspections, which should perhaps He
described as regular inspections so as to avoid any pejorative connot- :ion
that would detract from the importance of a central mechanism, we thing it
better, rather than to construct an intermediate category of inspection
halfway between current practice and challenge, to be prepared to broaden
their range. 1In our opinion, the most recent proposals concerning ad hoc or
confirmatory inspections should be integrated appropriately into the regular
verification activities.

Sixth, I will turn to institutions. The main lines of the edifice have
already been drawn, but what should be the specific weights of the various
organs, their respective areas of competence, their modes of operation? With
respect more particularly to the composition of the Executive Council, we
think that the aim should be a mechanism that is not simply a copy of the
usual rules in general political bodies such as the United Nations or this
Conference, but is, on the contrary, directly linked to the convention itsel:
and so combines the geographical, the political and the industrial criteria.

Concerning the seventh point, challenge inspection, there is no need to
recall the progress already made. However, several important issues are still
pending, particularly that of the last phase, which concerns consideration of
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the report of the inspectors and the possible consequences thereof. The
divergences concerning the respective roles of the requesting State and the
Executive Council are manifest. As a preliminary step, to facilitate the
discussion and without prejudging the balance that is ultimately agreed on, we
propose looking into the following sequence, which, it seems to us, derives
from the very nature of the exercise: first, the inspection team would
simultaneously submit its report to the requesting State, the requested State
and the Executive Council so that consultations can commence among the parties
concerned; second, the requesting State - which, let us not forget, would be
at the origin of the procedure - would take a formal stand in the light of the
report and indicate whether it considered there had been a violation of the
convent ion or not and the consequences it drew from that; third, the
Executive Council would adopt its position on the report and its possible
consequences. This is, I repeat, a possible working framework which
deliberately leaves open several very important substantive issues.

The eighth point is assistance and economic and technological
development. This, as numerous delegations have pointed out, is an essential
element of the convention for the same reason as those already mentioned.
Technical and industrial co-operation will be one of the fields covered by the
convention, as will verification machinery. In the light of the various
interesting proposals made recently with respect to assistance, it can,
furthermore, be seen that there is a direct link between assistance and
security during the transitional period.

The ninth point is the entry into force of the convention. Many
questions remain open, and the mention simply of a figure for the number of
States necessary for implementation will not be enough to resolve them.
Thought must also be given to the integration of laggard States in the
activities in the transitional period.

Finally, there is the question of linkage between the convention and the
Geneva Protocol.

This relatively brief inventory is in no way exhaustive, and other
participants in the negotiations™could compile it quite differently, with very
good reasons. But I hope we are well understood: this cannot be used as an
alibi for doing nothing or to win time. The experience of recent years, and
particularly of the past few months, has, on the contrary, shown that these
very real difficulties can be overcome through patient and methodical
endeavour. But it would be futile to imagine that a sudden political
inspiration could at one stroke bring about a solution comparable to the
gesture of the Emperor Alexander to Gordius of Phrygia. It would at worst be
to deceive ourselves and at best to put off the difficulty until later and so
undermine the convention in advance. The best way to make progress towards a
credible, stable and durable convention is not to set a date - which would
necessarily be artificial - but to intensify our work. We are prepared to do
that at any moment.
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The question of information for the future parties to the convention,
which has the Conference's attention today, is an important element, and even
an indispensable one in certain instances, even before the text is completed.
Wwe have stressed this on several occasions. Signing cannot be a shot in the
dark. But it is also clear that the gathering of the data necessary for
developing the various mechanisms of the convention is a sensitive exercise
which must be subject to the convention itself and must not become an
autonomous exercise. An effort must therefore be made to define the
modalities for such an exchange precisely by relating it constantly to the
negotiations now under way.

The very general two-stage system described in the Memorandum submitted
by the Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Soviet Union a month ago
deserves detailed consideration. We must, however, draw attention as of now
to a series of drawbacks. First of all, technical drawbacks: several of the
classifications mentioned are not yet the subject of agreed definition. The
Soviet Union, having noted this itself, is proposing that everyone should add
their own definition; such an exercise would result in the formation of a
mass of heterogéneous and not immediately verifiable information and would at
the same time tend to crystallize the differences of position on this matter.
Next, legal and political drawbacks: no rule of law can compel a State to
participate in such an exercise until it has signed the convention. There is,
of course, the factor of confidence, but confidence is not something that can
be decreed, and the recent experience of the Stockholm Conference has shown
that several years were needed to come up with an agreed mechanism for the
multilateral transmission of information on military activities. In other
words, such a system for generalized exchange of information would rapidly
give rise to parallel negotiations culminating in a sort of "shadow
convention" that would be fatal for the real convention. Far from speeding up
the negotiations, such a procedure would in fact delay it and distort its
mechanisms in advance.

Our thinking is therefore oriented towards the definition of a far more
specific mechanism.

First of all, rather than confusing them, a clear distinction must be
made between the preliminary transmission of information before the completion
of the treaty and the normal data exchange that will take place after the
entry into force under the agreed rules and with the necessary means of
verification. Of course, it is not a distinction that it is easy to make, and
we would like it to be discussed in depth. It seems to us at first sight that
the "need to know" as it emerges from the negotiation of the essential
provisions of the convention would provide a more specific and objective
criterion than overly general provisions defined in the light of the
inevitably vaguer criterion of confidence. Once the outlines have been
clearly determined, it would be advisable to check on the satisfaction at the
same time of a certain number of conditions with respect to the internal
balance of the convention: the transmission of information will be meaningful
and effective only if the draft convention spells out beforehand the
definitions of the data in question, the modalities for actual exchange after
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t?e.period of 30 days from the entry into force, the relevant verification
réegime and, finally, the main characteristics of security during the
transitional period.

: That seems to us to be the means to avoid the confusion of species and a
slide towards the parallel negotiation of a "convention bis". Data exchange
cannot of itself anticipate the entire convention and eszgglish confidence in
one go. It is just a part - an important part, of course - of a whole that is
tg come. The exchange of information that we suggest would thus confirm the
viability of the essential provisions of the convention even before the
conclusion of the negotiations. To seek to prove too much before the signing

or befose the entry into force might, on the other hand, lead to a cheapened
convention, which is not our objective.
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(Mr. Natwar-Singh, India)

Mr. President, I turn now to the more positive aspect of the work of the
CD, where considerable progress has been made during the last year. I refer
to the negotiations relating to a chemical weapons convention. A
comprehensive, universal and effective prohibition on chemical weapons would
lead to an enhancement of the security of all nations by removing an entire
class of weapons of mass destruction. It would also provide an example for
negotiations in other areas for multilateral disarmament.

While we are close enough to see the light at the end of the tunnel, it
is disturbing to hear voices of scepticism being raised by some. I would urge
all countries to refrain from taking any steps that would undermine
confidence, so necessary to see us through to our objective. This calls for
restraint from actions which could be construed as provocative and complicate
the negotiations. It is also necessary to keep our objective clearly in
focus - a universal, comprehensive disarmament agreement. Only such an
agreement can safequard the interests of all States, despite the diversity of
their perceptions. Let us keep in mind that each sovereign State, before
consenting to accede to the convention, must discover for itself a positive
balance between obligations, responsibilities and advantages.

If I sound too cautious, it is perhaps because I perceive that what is at
stake here is more than one disarmament agreement and the very capacity of the
CD as the sole multilateral negotiating forum. On the whole I am cautiously
optimistic. I do hope that other delegations also share this cautious
optimism about a satisfactory conclusion of the Conference's efforts on a
chemical weapons agreement during 1988.
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It is difficult to visualize how any progress can be achieved unless the
CD is given the freedom to fulfil its negotiating responsibilities, as spelled
out in the Final Document. A negotiating mandate does not forestall or
prevent requisite preparations. On the contrary, it obliges delegations to
start meaningful discussions because there is a clear objective. I have no
d?ubt that the negotiating mandate of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons
since 1984 helped to focus the discussions and intensify the work. What is
necessary ?s a commitment to early realization of the goal of prevention of an
arms race in outer space shared by all, and I would strongly urge you to
consider a mandate which would suitably reflect such a common objective.
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(Mr. Natwar-Singh, India)

On the other side, there have been developments that enable us to enhance

confidence in compliance with existing and future disarmament agreements. The

same satellite technologies can be used to play an important role as a
confidence-building measure. The same sensor technologies can also assist in
the monitoring of a future chemical weapons convention or an ASAT ban.
Technology is neutral; its applications can be stabilizing or

de-stabilizing. We have to develop the means to channel these applications
into a stabilizing mode. In order to do so, we need continually to assess the
implications of these developments for security. We also need to develop
appropriate institutional mechanisms which are capable of undertaking this
task. The arms race has unfortunately made science and technology the masters
of war rather than the servants of peace. At SSOD-III, we must look at this
equation and attempt to redress the balance.
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Mr. VEJVODA (Czechoslovakia):

it is regrettable that not a single of the three "nuclear" items on our
agenda is treated on a working level. We see a certain discrepancy between
the substantial progress achieved recently in the Soviet-American bilateral
negotiations, as embodied by the INF Treaty, and the lack of progress in the
field of nuclear disarmament on the multilateral level. Apparently, the
reason for this stagnation emanates from the fact that not all participants in
the multilateral fora have, for the time being, accepted the option of nuclear
disarmament as, in the final account, the most reliable way towards ensuring
international security without directly endangering life on Earth. Supporters
of the doctrine of nuclear deterrence are not prepared to observe passively
how some building blocks of that doctrine are being removed today and still
others may disappear in the destruction facilities tomorrow. 1In their eyes,
what has been lost must be replaced, where possible by the means of nuclear
warfare and, where this option is closed, by other types of weapons of mass
destruction or at least by a massive build-up of conventional forces. Only in
that context can one understand the reluctance in some countries to even start
discussion on the elimination of the so-called tactical nuclear weapons and
the clear preference for strengthening them in order to compensate for the
INF lost. It is once more in the same context that the quite recently
rediscovered strategic importance of CW and, hence, the efforts at chemical
rearmament, which, unfortunately, has become a political reality, can be, if
not justified, at least explained.
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Our dealing with the prohibition of chemical weapons represents a special
case. After somewhat general exchange of views in 1980-1983, more specific
discussion and, indeed, negotiations ensued after 1984. Active work has taken
place, especially in the course of the last two years. Important proposals
have been submitted, taking into account also the positions of negotiating
partners. I am convinced that no one would disagree that in our negotiations
on chemical weapons we have witnessed a spirit of compromise unprecedented in
the CD. It resulted in the rapprochement of positions on a number of key
problems of the CW convention and widely shared optimism as to the possibility
ofi its early conclusion.

It would be only logical to expect that our work would now enter a
concluding stage, a final drafting of the convention. As we realized at the
ceginning of this session, when we discussed the mandate for the A4 hoc
Committee on Chemical Weapons, some delegations concluded, or rather were
instructed to conclude, that the time for final drafting has not come yet. If
it were only a matter of the wording of the mandate and if the activities of
the Ad hoc Committee on CW continued with the same tempo as in 1987, we could
live with the old mandate. However, it now seems to us that it was not just
the wording of the mandate that was in question. The real reason behind
unwillingness to subscribe to final drafting of the CW convention was
apparently the fact that the Governments of some countries officially speaking
in favour of chemical disarmament have not yet adopted a final political
decision to choose that option.

In that connection, we are observing, to put it mildly, somewhat unusual
developments in the approach of some delegations to a number of key provisions
of the negotiated convention. Let me take, for instance, the question:of
challenge inspection. Not so long ago it was loudly heralded that the
nejative approach of the Soviet Union and other socialist countries to the
acceptance of such inspections without right of refusal was the main obstacle
to the achievement of the convention.

In an attempt to advance the elaboration of the convention, we then
reconsidered our position and agreed to challenge inspection. But this move
did not change the fact that lack of agreement on challenge inspection still
szems to be an obstacle, only the reasons are completely different. It
appears that those who claimed that challenge inspection should be granted any
place, any time now prefer that inspection take place only some place and
sometime.

(continued)
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Another example of what I would qualify as backward evolution in
positions is the approach towards the laboratories which might synthesize
Schedule [l1]) chemicals. A couple of years ago it was suggested that
production and use of these chemicals be prohibited except for production and
use of laboratory quantities for research, medical or protective purposes at
establishments approved by the State party. Furthermore, it was also proposed
that information on the persons authorized to possess such chemicals, the
quantity produced and used at each location and the end uses should be
reported annually. Let me also recall that this strict verification was
suggested for super-toxic lethal chemicals as well as for key precursors and
other particularly dangerous chemicals - that means, for a much wider number
of chamicals than are today included in Schedule [l1]. Now we see even
reluctance to declare laboratories handling Schedule [1] chemicals below the
proposed threshold of 100 gr. Under no circumstances will I question the
right of each delegation to change its positions. But what is striking is the
context in which these changes occurred. When there was, on the part of
negotiating partners, a certain hesitancy to accept intrusive verification,
extremely strict verification measures were readily proposed. Later, when, in
the interest of progress, the need for strict verification was recognized,
some delegations considerably loosened their verification philosophy.

We are fully aware that certain signs of scepticism are emerging with
respect to the prospects for early achievement of the CW convention. We agree
that they are not groundless. The current production of binary chemical
weapons, political decisions aimed at chemical rearmament and the sometimes
overly technical nature of our negotiations on CW, seemingly lacking the final
goal of winding up the convention, are hardly reasons for optimism. At the
same time, there are developments which I would not hesitate to qualify as
encouraging. I am referring to openness with respect to chemical weapons. In
the past, some information was offered, falling mainly within the sphere of
non-production of chemical weapons and some military aspects of limited scope
were demonstrated. ILast year, very important new steps in that direction were
undertaken. The demonstration in Shikhany and the visits to Miinster in the
Federal Republic of Germany and Tooele in the United States represented
important measures of openness and confidence-building. 1In that context, we
appreciate the announcement by the Soviet Union in December of last year of
the volume of its stockpiles of CW and we consider that this act of openness
should be followed by other States possessing chemical weapons. In our
perception, the Memorandum on multilateral data exchange in connection with
tha elaboration of the convention on the complete and general prohibition and
destruction of chemical weapons is aimed at further advancement of openness
and confidence and measures proposed in it can contribute to a clearer
overview of all dimensions of the problems a (W convention will have to take
care of.
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“r. MASHHADI (Islamic Republic of Iran): It is ironic that today the
azenda item for our work is chemical weapons. I have received instructions
from my Government to inform the Conference on Disarmament on the continuation
of use of chemical weapons by the Iraqi régime against civilians, both in Iran
and in Iraq.

The magnitude of the use of chemical weapons last week was unprecedented
in the whole course of use of these weapons of mass destruction in the war of
azgression against Iran. Those of you who have read or heard about the nazi
nolocaust have some images about Bergen-Belsen concentration camps. Files of
dead bodies in thousands, mainly women, more than 40 years ago struck the
censciousness of mankind so much that the international community decided to
prevent its repetition at any cost. As a result, the United Nations
Organization was born. It is sad to see that at our time we are witnessing
scenes similar to Bergen-Belsen.

Last week, the Kurdish populated city of Halabja in the Sulaimaniya
Province of Iraq was liberated by Iranian troops. This liberation instigated
tne Iraqi rulers to resort to yet another inhuman act. They poisoned the
whole city with chemical weapons, mainly dropped by planes. So far the
casualties have been 5,500 dead and 4,500 wounded. This number is, of course,
increasing and is more than the whole casualties since the beginning of
deployment of chemical weapons by Iraq almost six years ago. Chemical weapons
have been used in the past week on both sides of borders against the civilians
of both countries.

On 18 March 1988, the Iragi régime also chemically bombarded on several
occasions the Iranian villages of Qaleh, Marag and Sharani in the city of
Marivan. As a result, 40 people were killed and more than 100 were injured.
The casualties were mainly women and children.

In another inhuman attack on 11 March 1988, the civilians of the village
of Garmab in the Iranian western province of Bakhtaran were poisoned. Two
civilians were killed and five-others were injured.

On Monday, 11 January 1988, the Iraqi régime shelled the city of Sardasht
with chemical weapons which left some injured.

We are negotiating here a convention banning chemical weapons. We
halieve that those who are sincere in their efforts to materialize such a
convention must not remain indifferent to such widespread use of chemical
weapons, otherwise this will be taken as an acquiescence to such actions and
will give carte blanche to the Iraqi régime to even intensify its deployment
5% chemical weapons in mockery of all internationally recognized norms of law,

we have filed an official request to the United Nations Secretary-General
+o dispatch an investigation team to the area as soon as possible, before the
traces are gone. To check the proliferation of use of chemical weapons needs
rasponsible reaction by the international community as well as by every
individual nation.
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(Mr . Mashhadi, Islamic Republic of iran)

~hat was a short report on the extensive use of chemical weapons in the
past two weeks. The detailed accounts will be provided to the Conference in

the near future.
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(Mr. Benhima, Morocco)

The work of the Ad hoc Committee entrusted with the task of negotiating a
treaty banning chemical weapons has entered an extremely crucial stage. On
the one hand, the negotiations reached a very advanced stage in 1987, thanks
in particular to the inter-sessional consultations. On the other hand the
international community is becoming more and more insistent in its demands
that this convention should be finalized as soon as possible.

In this situation, marked also by the bilateral discussions between the
United States and the Soviet Union on chemical weapons, our Conference must
respond to the General Assembly's appeal to it in resolution 42/37 A, ! ~The
third paragraph of that resolution urges the Conference, as a matter of high
priority, to intensify, during its 1988 session, the negotiations on such a
convention and to reinforce further its efforts by, inter alia, increasing the
time during the year that it devotes to such negotiations, with a view to the
elaboration of a convention at the earliest possible date.

The re-establishment of the Ad hoc Committee at the very beginning of the
session is in itself encouraging, as is the fact that it is led by
Ambassador Sujka of Poland, who has already demonstrated his great experience
in the Chair of the same Committee in 1982.

We take this opportunity to express our genuine pleasure at the fact that
the new Chairman has been able to keep up the pace and maintain the impetus

which his predecessor provided throughout the 1987 session. The results

(continued)
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obtained thanks to the praiseworthy efforts made by Ambassador Ekéus fortify
us in particular since they now stimulate the work of the Ad hoc Committee
under Ambassador Sujka, who is brilliantly supported by the co-ordinators of
the three working groups.

There is no doubt that the task of these groups is difficult, but it is
not impossible. Thus, we very much hope that all the members of the
Conference will combine their efforts and make sure that the Committee
succeeds in its work during this key year.

It would not be without value to recall here that the eyes of the
international community are upon us. The international community expects
concrete results as an adequate response to the concern expressed for the
first time by the General Assembly in the resolution I referred to, at the
delay in elaborating the convention. In this context we would very much like
this treaty to crown the work of the forthcoming special session of the
General Assembly on disarmament. However, as this date gets nearer the goal
seems impossible to achieve because of the many pending matters which show no
signs of being resolved in the immediate future.

The persisting disagreement on such topics as non-production of chemical
weapons, the destruction of existing stocks, the destruction of chemical
weapon production facilities, all the aspects of the verification régime, the
institutional framework which will ensure that the convention is complied
with, assistance, and economic and technological development must in no way
sap our will or our vigour in completing the negotiations on the convention.
Nor should these divergences slow down the pace of work reached during the
last session.

This is why we feel that the rapid conclusion of this convention has
become imperative. It is all the more necessary as the siren songs of
ad _hoc partial or regional solutions are becoming more and more pressing.
Such Such solutions can in no way replace our Conference's noble objective which
has been and remains the complete and effective prohibition of the
development, manufacture and stockpiling of all chemical weapons, together
with their destruction.

The principle of universality in disarmament has always governed all
negotiations conducted within the Conference, in particular those on chemical
weapons. Let us work together to ensure that it is not called into question
at a time when the goal has never appeared so close since the joint
Soviet-American statement of 10 December 1987, which "reaffirmed the need for
intensified negotiations toward the conclusion of a truly global and
verifiable convention”

Given such a commitment we have every hope that all the members of the
Conference will redouble their efforts and overcome the problems in order to
conclude this convention by the very latest in 1989. This hope is equalled by
our confidence that all countries will be resolved to spare no effort to
ensure that these negotiations are successfully concluded.
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(Mr. Azikiwe, Nigeria)

The Nigerian delegation is highly impressed by the progress made so far
in the negotiations on the draft chemical weapons convention. In this regard,
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I would like to extend our deep appreciation to Ambassador Rolf Ekéus of
Sweden, who so ably chaired the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons in 1987,
during which time the Committee moved fast and made appreciable progress
towards the conclusion of the draft convention.

As we are approaching the concluding stage of the negotiations on the
draft chemical weapons convention, my delegation is of the opinion that those
outstanding issues which are of central importance to the convention, and
which could to a large extent influence the decision of several countries as
to whether or not to join the convention, should now be taken up with all
seriousness. I would like to draw attention here to the need to include in
the convention measures that would effectively protect parties against
chemical weapons intimidation or attack by non-parties. As we are all aware,
chemical weapons are second only to nuclear weapons as the most dangerous
weapons of mass destruction. Any decision to renounce chemical weapons could
place parties at a serious permanent military disadvantage if non-parties felt
free to intimidate or attack them without fear of retaliation.

It is for this reason that my delegation considers it most necessary for
article X of the convention to incorporate an undertaking by parties to assist
any party, in the exercise of its inherent right of individual or collective
self -defence, when threatened or attacked with chemical weapons by a
non-party, if requested. Such a provision would be consistent with the
provision of article 51 of the Charter of the United Nations, which states
that "Nothing in the present Charter shall impair the inherent right of
individual or collective self-defence if an :rmed attack occurs against a
Member of the United Nations, until the Security Council has taken measures
necessary to maintain international peace and security ...".

Such a measure in the opinion of Nigeria would commend the convention for
greater adherence since it would deter non-parties from attacking parties,
thus removing any military advantage in staying outside the convention.
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Mr. MEISZTER (Hungary):

In the first part of my statement today I would like to deal with iten 4
of our agenda, i.e. chemical weapons. My delegation notes with satisfaction
that intensive negotiations have been going on and substantive progress has
been achieved in different parts of the "rolling text" of the chemical weapons
convention, mainly during the last two years. We noted with pleasure that
during the first two months of the spring session of the CD the Chairman of
the Ad hoc Committee, Ambassador Sujka of Poland, embarked on the continuation
of the work with ambition and expertise. While wishing him every success I
would like to assure him and his assistants, Mr. Andreijcima of CzechoslowvaXkia,
Mr. Pablo Macedo of Mexico and Mr. Sadaaki Numata of Japan, that my delegation
will spare no effort to help them in their responsible work.

Registering with satisfaction the substantive progress achieved, my
delegation cannot help expressing its concern over the fact that the pace of
negotiations has somewhat slowed down during the past few months. This “fact
is in contrast with the resolute political commitment for the early conclusion

(continued)
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W]

£ +ne covention repeatedly expressed in this room. We welcoma the
e-armination of the high-level government represantatives visiting the

arence on Disarmament this spring, and hope that the firm political
—itment to move the negotiations forward to an early conclusion will have a
sitive impact on the everyday practical work.
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We are aware that, despite the substantive results achieved so far, much
re~azins to be done. My delegation, however, would like to hear in this
snzaxt less emphasis on the amount of unresolved problems and difficulties
nd see more concrete proposals for and expeditiousness in their solution.

O

From this point of view we consider as positive the initiative taken by
ne Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee to hold informal consultations on the
final clauses of the Convention. A series of questions of different kinds in
this area have been only partially explored so far and require a good deal of
drafting effort. May I enumerate some of them which my delegation considers
particularly important?

h (T

Firstly, the relationship between the convention and other international
ties, particularly the 1925 Geneva Protocol, with special emphasis on the
rvations made to the latter.

., eT
p ™
“w o
m

Secondly, the entry into force of the convention and the question of how
and by what means to ensure the widest possible adherence to it.

Thirdly, the question of whether there is a need for a simple or a
differentiated amendment procedure taking into account the complicated
structure of the convention.

We welcome, once again, the serious work which has been started in this
field, and we hope that these questions - together with the still unresolved
issue of "jurisdiction and control" - will continue to be discussed.

There seems to be a general understanding that openness, political good
will and confidence are the prerequisites for successful completion of the
work on a global and comprehensive chemical weapons ban. The Minister for
T5r=ign Affairs of Hungary, Péter Vdrkonyi, emphasized in his statement on
4 February that openness regarding data relevant to the CW convention served
+5 contribute to the strengthening of confidence.

The Government of Hungary, guided by the firm conviction that openness
would best serve confidence if transformed into concrete steps, decided to
inform the Conference on production in Hungary of certain chemicals relevant
to -he convention, as well as the number of plants where such chemicals are
oroduced. My delegation was pleased to hear that our contribution has been
welcomed by other delegations. We also welcome the proposals recently
susmitted by the USSR on multilateral data exchange and other
confidence-building measures, as contained in the statement made by Deputy
Toreign Minister Vladimir Petrovsky on 18 February 1988 and in the memorandum
ne introduced then (CD/808).

At the same time we are aware of the fact that it would not be
justifiable to expect each and every State to provide all data - especially
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(Mr. Meisztar, Hu:zarv)
s---zr=ing the production of chemicals for permitted purposes - in the cosras
srall

minary multilateral exchange. Thouagh we considec such an exarcise
ly desirablae, w2 think it feasible only on a strictly voluntary
~35ts. This multilateral exchange of cnemical-weapons-relatad data mighi he

4swaver, whiile being flexible and accommodating with regard to
ries that certain States wmight face in providing data concerning

2 sr:on for civilian purpcses, we can hardly accept that such difficulties

s-~:13 a2xist with regard to declarations on th2 possession or non-possession
smical weapons or chemical weapon production facilities. My delegation

w2213 exoress the sincere hops that the readiness of a hopafully increasing

ni=sar Oof Stat=ss to provide such information would create the constructive

2. izate necessary to further deepen confidence among participants and

~<n=ribute to the acceleration of work on a chemical weapons ban.

May I remind you that in his statement of 4 February, the Foreign

winister of Hungary, Péter Varkonyi, informed the CD that the following two
xev precursors of chemical weapons are produced for civilian use in Hungary:
cne=imazls containing a P-methyl and/or P-ethyl bond, at one plant, and methyl

s
3 ‘or 2thyl esters of phosphorous acid, at three plants.

Following that communication, I would like to supply additional
i~Zsrmation as to the amount of production of those chemicals in 1987:

DoTestic production of compounds containing a P-methyl and/or P-ethyl
bon3 was 1,067 tons. Of that amount, 142 tons were used for domestic
consumption, while the remaining 925 tons were exported.

Production of methyl and/or ethyl esters of phosphorous acid amounted to
21 tons, of which 253 tons were used for domestic consumption and 297 tons

5
war2 exported (the difference in aggregate is due to stocks left over from the
previous year).

No chemicals listed in Schedule [3] are produced in Hungary at present.
Eawaver, we are importing the following three compounds :

phosphorous trichloride - the planned amount of imports for 1988 is
1,530 tons (originating from the USSR); trimethylphosphite - planned amount
57 import 600 tons; and dimethylphosphite - planned amount of import
L2690 BemsR

Tne two latter compounds are being purchased from Westarn countries.
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(U Tin Tun, Burma

The area in which the CD is in the most advanced stage of negotiations is
chemical weapons. The CD has covered a good deal of ground in its
~agotiations on a global ban on chemical weapons. A future convention on
chemical weapons is now in sight. Yet it still eludes our grasp. Continuing
~fforts to finalize the draft chemical weapons convention have somewhat slowed
jown recently. Meanwhile, the interantional community is looking to us for
1o speedy accomplishment of our mission to successfully conclude our
negotiation of a convention on chemical weapons at an early date. It is
inperative that we redouble our efforts to accomplish this mission in the
shortest possible time.

The Group of 21, through its subject co-ordinator Ambassador Ekéus of
Sweden, made a statement on chemical weapons at the plenary meeting on
§ March 1988. This statement reflects the concern of members of the
Group of 21, including my own delegation. My delegation shares the concern
-hat half-measures and interim arrangements can only serve to delay the
conclusion of a comprehensive ban on all chemical weapons. We endorse the
view that all chemical weapons, not some, should be destroyed; that all
chemical weapon production facilities, not some, should be destroyed, and that
211, not some, production of chemical weapons should be prohibited. Towards
this end, all member States of the CD should spare no effort to achieve at the
2arliest possible date a non-discriminatory, comprehensive, verifiable and
affective convention banning all chemical weapons.

A welcome practice is crystallizing at the CD. I am referring to the
oractice of declaring possession or non-possession of chemical weapons by a
jrowing number of CD member States. This is a constructive step, befitting
nember States of the world's single multilateral disarmament negotiating
forum, actively engaged in the negotiation of a global ban on chemical
weapons. We call upon other member States who have not done so to follow suit.

Burma does not possess, develop, produce, stockpile or use chemical
weapons. Nor will she do so in future,

Burma's position on this question is clear and unequivocal. Burma has
consistently expressed her opposition to the development, production,
stockpiling and use of these horrible weapons of mass destruction in various
international forums - be it this august body of the CD, or the United Nations
seneral Assembly, or the First Ccmmittee of the United Nations
General Assembly. My country has also supported all the General Assembly
resolutions on chemical weapons. My country signed the 1972 Convention on the
°rohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological
(3iological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction. We did so in the
qope that this would soon lead to the conclusion of a convention banning the
development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons. We are therefore
among those who ardently wish to see the conclusion of a convention on
chemical weapons as soon as possible. Burma has consistently supported and
will continue to support all endeavours to achieve a global and total ban on
chemical weapons at an early date.
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Mr. YAMADA (Japan):

Now in my capacity as the monthly

- co-ordinator for the
western Group, I would like to make ab iy

rief statement on their behalf.

As the distinguished Ambassador of Ital
“estern countries at the 439th Plenary on 11
matter of high priority to the Western Group
comprehensive convention on a global ban on ¢
concluded as soon as possible.

Y stated on behalf of the group o
February this year, it remains a
that an effective, verifiable a
hemical weapons should be

Thus, the group of countries on whose

appalled at the horrifying reports of the extensive use of chemical weapons i

the Iraq-Iran war, resulting in tragqgi
! gic and heavy casualties i
amongst the civilian population. 3 e T

behalf I am speaking today are
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The Group of Western Countries express their strong and unreserved
condemnation of these actions. They strongly urge all parties to abide by the
1925 Geneva Protocol and other norms of international law.

CD/PV. 452
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Mr. EKEUS (Sweden): The reports from Halabja bear witness to the
large-scale use of chemical weapons against an unprotected civilian population.

Sweden condemns the use of chemical weapons, which constitutes a flagrant
violation of international law.

Investigations by a team of United Nations experts of earlier incidents
of use of chemical weapons have proven beyond doubt that Iraq has been
repeatadly responsible for chemical warfare contrary to international law.

Tae Geneva Protocol of 1925 embodies the recognized rules of
international law prohibiting chemical warfare. The attack on Halabja, a
gross violation both of the Gensva Protocol of 1925 and of customary
intarnational law, should be universally condemned.

Turthermore, the use of chemical weapons against Halabja has brought
gony and death upon civilians, many of them children and women. The attack
s thas a grave violation of gensral humanitarian rules as laid down in the
a~¥s of war.
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The violation of the Geneva Protocol of 1925 constitutes a breach of the
fundaTental principle that States must honour their undertakings in treaties
and other legally binding instruments to which they are parties.

Tne Conference on Disarmament must now react by intensifying its
negotiations on a convention on the complete and effective prohibition of the
development, production, stockpiling and use of all chemical weapons and on
their destruction, with a view to the final elaboration of the convention at
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the earliest possible date. Delays in the negotiations can only put off the
day when effective international measures can be taken to prevent the further
use of chemical weapons and their proliferation.

The tragedy of Halabja must be a signal for the international community
to make the existing ban on the use of chemical weapons fully effective by
negotiating and brining into force a complete and global convention banning
all chemical weapons for ever.

CD/PV.452
13

Mr. ROSE (German Democratic Republic): On behalf of a group of socialist
countries I should like to state the following:

We resolutely support the strict observance of the prohibition of the use
of chemical weapons which is set out in the Geneva Protocol of 1925. All
acticns contrary to the principles and objectives of the Protocol - no matter
from which side they are instigated - are strongly condemned by us.

Wwe are concerned that the use of chemical weapons in the Gulf conflict
could lead to their proliferation, to weakening the prohibition of the use of
chemical weapons, and to undermining efforts for a complete prohibition of
these weapons.

We support the appeal made to both sides involved by the United Nations
Secretary-General to exercise maximum restraint and to support international
efforts for a peaceful settlement of the conflict.

We consider it essential to speed up the elaboration of a convention on
the complete prohibition of chemical weapons, and we are determined to
undertake, together with the delegations participating in the negotiations,
all efforts necessary towards achieving this goal.

These horrible, horrible weapons must be totally banished as speedily as
possible.

Mr. NAZARKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from
Russian): The representative of the German Democratic Republic,
Ambassador Rose, on behalf of a group of socialist countries, including the
Soviet Union, has expressed our assessment of the news of the use of chemical
weapons. Further to what has been said by the representative of the German
Democratic Republic, Ambassador H. Rose, concerning the recent case of the use
of chemical weapons, I should like to state the following:

In the Soviet Union, we are deeply alarmed at the news of the use of
chemical weapons against the Islamic Republic of Iran on a massive scale
involving a great many casualties among the civilian population. So far we
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have no objective international confirmation of this news. But if it
corresponds with the facts, what is involved is a violation of the Geneva
Protocol of 1925, an action which, in the view of the Soviet Union, deserves
resolut2 condemnation. The Geneva Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in
War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods
of Warfare, should be observed by all parties to it, Violations are
iradmissible and cannot be justified by any cornsiderations whatsoever. This
alssc zoplies to the parties to the present conflict. The Soviet Union
concderns and will continue to condemn any use of chemical weapons in violation
of the Geneva Protocol of 1925, regardless of who may breach the Protocol, and
in what circumstances.

CD/PV.452
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Vir. MASHHADI (Islamic Republic of Iran): I would just like to inform
this august body that 30 of those injured by chemical weapons from Irag in the
city of Halabja will be arriving today in Geneva. Six of them will be treated
her=, and the rest will go to the Federal Republic of Germany, England, and
also %New York. The six civilians who will be treated here will be four
cnildren or youngsters, 8, 10, 12 and 13 years old, one man, 20 years old and
one woman of 30. We would be glad if the Conference paid visits to these

injured people.
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Mr. VELAYATI (Islamic Republic of Iran): In addressing the Conference on
Disarmament, I wish I did not have to refer once again, for the fourth
corsecutive vear, to the use of chemical weapons. In the liaght of the
participation of a number of foreian ministers in this Conference, and the
bloseomina of hopes on the eve of the third special session of the
United Nations General Assembly devoted to Adisarmament, I would have preferred
to touch upon the priorities of the special session, the agenda of this
Corference and efforts to reach new international aareements to lower tension
ané reduce armaments.

Not only was it not possible, but rather a disaster occurred and a crime
wae committed with far wider dimensions than what I have so far reported to
Conference.

ct
o o
(14

vou have undoubtedlv seen alimpses of this holocaust, and how the
inranitants of the city of Halabja fell prey to extensive chemical weapon
So=hzrdment by Irag. Frightened women embracing their children, seekina
chelter, died on the spot. Fathers who took their beloved ones to the cellars
to sscape the aerial bombardment did not know that these places would be gas
cha-hers for the whole of their families. Lethal and poisonous gases had
surarzeded the fresh sprina weather. Except for those who had left the city
ear’ier, the rest were all poisoned to death by chemical weapons. Chemical
wezoons kill old and vouna, men and women indiscriminatelv. The aim is to

xill everv living thing in their path.

(continued)
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You have definitelv seen the dead bodies of babies aged just a few
months. It is with good reason that chemical weapbons are called devices for
destroving man and nature, weapons which turn cities into gas chambers and
public slauaghterhouses.

In Auschwitz, men and women were draaged to gas baths, but in Halabja
poison and gas were taken to the houses of people. Halabja was not the first
city subjected to Iragi chemical bombardment, but with 5,000 martvrs and
7,000 injured, 75 per cent of them women and children, it was the worst
case - the worst single incident of chemical weapon use since the First World
War.

The case of Halabja, which was chemicallv bombarded over 20 times on
17 March 1988 by the Iragi réaime, must be recorded in the history of mankind
as a case of genocide and a crime against humanity. Rarely have we recalled
any incident which has victimized the residents of a city on this scale since
Hiroshima and Nagasaki. If there were people who had doubts about it, now it
is crystal-clear that the use of chemical weapons is a war crime and the Iraqi
rulinag clique are war criminals.

The Halabja holocaust is the most vivid manifestation of genocide by a
Government, and a aross violation of the important 1948 Convention on the
Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide, as well as the Geneva
Protocol of 1925.

We would like to reaister our thanks to those international oraanizations
and countries which have provided the victims with humanitarian aid. Yet this
only covers one dimension of this crime. The main effort should be directed
towards prevention of the continuation and repetition of the use of chemical
weapons by Irag. It is unfortunate to sav that the efforts have not only not
been sufficient, but this kind of acquiescence has given Iraq carte blanche to
continue and intensify its use of these weavons of mass destruction.

Under such circumstances watered-down or even stronalv worded positions
will not be sufficient. Only, and I repeat only, bv practical and unified
action can we prevent the repetition of such crimes.

The use of chemical weapons by Irag commenced in January 1981 and
expanded throughout 1984. The deployment of these inhuman weapons culminated
in 1987 in the poisoning for the first time of a city in the western Iranian
province of Kurdistan. In 1984, the United Nations Securitv Council, based
upon reports filed by its investigation team, officially announced and
condemned the use of chemical weapons. 1In 1985 it was substantiated that
chemical weapons had been used against Iranian troops; on 21 March 1986 the
Security Council officially confirmed the deployment of these abhorrent
weapons bv Iragq. On 14 Mav 1987 the Securitv Council announced that Iraq had
used chemical weapons repeatedly and extensively, and that civilians had also
been subjected to Iraqi chemical attacks.

Last vear, I briefed this very Conference on the Iragi chemical attacks
on the citv of Sardasht. At that time I warned that certain members of the
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Security Council, includina the United States, in support of TIraq, were urgina
the Security Council to remain silent and not send an investigation team. It
is unfortunate to say that the Council yielded to this irresponsible act and
no investigation team was dispatched.

We expressed forebodina that this indifference would provide Iraq with an
opportunity to intensifv its chemical attacks on cities. Despite all our
warnings, no measure was taken by the Council, and as a result Iraq, with open
hands and with the hope that there would not be much international reaction,
subjected Halabja to its chemical attacks.

The information available to us shows that, this time as well, some
Council members, despite the extent of the crime and the existence of
innumerable victims, have obstructed the dispatch of an investigation team.

Ir pursuit of their pro-Iragi policies and exertinag pressure upon the Islamic
Republic of Iran, thev prevent the Security Council from takina anv serious
position or practical measure to check further deplovment of chemical weapons
by Irag. They intend to ianore the fact that efforts to cover up past Iraqgi
crimes led to the Halabja holocaust. It is beyond any doubt that continuation
of such a partial position bv some big Powers will drag humanity and the whole
world to an abvss far more horrifyina than what we witnessed in Halabja. We
consider positive the efforts of the United Nations Secretarv-General, who,
despite all pressures, fulfilled his responsibility and acted in accordance
with resolution 42/37 C, adopted by consensus last vear by the

General Assembly, to dispatch an investigation team, althouah incomplete in
composition. In the mean time we stronglv believe that this measure is in no
wav enough, and that only collective international measures can put an end to
this heinous crime.

At this juncture the question is more serious than ever: how lona should
we tolerate witnessina the people of Iran and Iraq fall prev to the use of
chemical weapons by Iraq, while no serious action has so far been taken to
counter the deplovment of these weapons?

How many more times should chemical weapons be used by Irag? 1Is over
100 times in the past seven vears not enough? Should we await still more
dastardly crimes? Are the victims who have lost their lives so far not
sufficient? Do we need more people to fall prev? Will international
commitments have anv more credibilitv and value if they are so shamelessly
violated? What incentives will countries have in the future to commit
themselves to instruments and arrive at new aareements? Will the result not
be that every countrv will independently seek to acquire the necessarv means
to make violators abide by their commitments? While after more than 40 vears
the criminals of the Second World War are still beina hunted and punished, whv
is it that the same criminals with the same crimes are being rewarded?

We have now entered a very sensitive and decisive juncture in historv. I
would like to reiterate here that safequardina the Geneva Protocol of 1925 and
preventing such crimes is an international obligation, and in addition to the
United Nations and other international forums, all countries bear
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responsibility. I hopoe that all efforts will be directed towards the
cessation of chemical attacks bv Iraag, regardless of anv political
considerations.

For further information, a list of cases of the use of chemical weapons
bv Irag and brochures containing information and photographs of the Halabija
holocaust have been put at the disposal of the distinquished members of this
Conference. Meanwhile, a number of injured persons are now being treated in
the Lausanne and Zurich hospitals. T would like to invite the members of the
Conference to visit them to get better information about the destructive
consequences of the use of chemical weapons.

Iraq, bv extensive and indiscriminate attacks on cities, has also
violated the 1949 Geneva Convention on civilians. While the Islamic Republic
of Iran has maintained its commitment to all these international instruments,
the Iragi régime is shamelessly and continuously violating them. The official
position put forward bv Irag to the effect that it will resort to every means
negates and violates all internationallv recoanized norms of law.

The standinag policy pursued bv the Islamic Republic of Iran has always
been directed at checking the extension of war to civilians. We have so far
paid dearly to maintain this policv. The prevention of attacks on civilian
quarters will also be possible throuah concerted international action. The
response of the Islamic Republic of Iran to any appeal or initiative in this
respect, based on the Geneva Convention of 1949, will be positive and
unconditional.

Bitter experience of the repeated and extensive use of chemical weapons
bv Irag in past years has opresented us with important questions. The
disastrous consequences of these crimes have proved to the world once again
that all countries must do their utmost, with aood will, to eliminate these
weapons of mass destruction from the face of the Earth. The convention
banning the development, acquisition, stockpilina, transport and use of
chemical weapons must be finaltized at the earliest possible time. This
convention must be comprehensive, global and total.

We all know well that verification is feasible from the technical point
of view. But politically it can easilv face problems. The failure to
dispatch an investigation team to Sardasht last vear, and the obstructive
methods apolied in the case of Halabja, prove to what extent political likes
and dislikes can be intrusive. If so manv obstacles can be created in the
case of use, which constitutes the most critical inaredient of the new
convention, we will definitely face more serious and complicated problems in
other areas such as production and stockpiling.

We are of the opinion that on the issues of inspection for the new
convention, the method applied bv the Secretarv-General and stipulated in the
United Nations resolution 42/37 C provides a qood basis. The request should
be responded to bv the Technical Secretariat automatically and immediately,
and the report should be presented to the Executive Council, the
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United Nations Secretary-General and the Securitv Council. In other cases it
should be laid down that a challenage inspection is mandatorv without ‘the right
of refusal.

With regard to article X, assistance in cases of use should be mandatorv
and comprehensive. The compr ehensiveness and universality of the convention
form the most important point. Upon the request of the Executive Council,
following actual use of chemical weapons, when there is a need for urgent
assistance, the assistance should be mandatory and automatic. 1In cases of the
threat of use, assistance can be voluntary.

Here I would like to register mv thanks to Ambassador Ekéus of Sweden for
his outstanding work as Chairman of the A4 hoc Committee in 1987. 1In the mean
time, a lack of political will on the part of certain countries has brouaht
relative stagnation in the proaress of neaotiations. The issue of
undiminished security should be taken into due account, but we believe
maintaining securitv stocks will not be a suitable solution. Other methods,
such as halving the duration of the destruction period or commencement of
destruction of chemical weapons bv the super-Powers before the convention
enters into force, merit attention. Fconomic and technoloaical development
(article XI of the convention) should also be taken up with a more
constructive and sincere approach.

It is unfortunate to admit that the Conference on Disarmament has not
reaistered noticeable proaress in the last 10 vears. The Conference is
aradually abandonina its negotiating function and has become more and more a
body for deliberations and generalities. The progress in the field of nuclear
disarmament in the framework of the bilateral talks cannot be directlv
attributed to this Conference, vet we do not accept the notion that issues
pertaining to disarmament should be gradually monopolized by those possessing
these destructive weapons. The qualitative and quantitative develooment of
weapons and enhancement of their destructiveness have not only threatened the
security of countries but also the very survival of mankind. It is therefore
the right and responsibility of all nations to participate activelv in the
field of disarmament. If we believe in the democratic approach, the views of
the overwhelming majority of the people of the world should be respected and
form the very basis of agreements and decisions on disarmament. The views of
a handful of countries which, due to certain historical accidents, have been
able to take hold of the most destructive weapons, should not become a
determining factor in the trend of world armament. It is crvstal-clear that
in this framework we cannot expect to have collective securitv for all
countries; rather, the securitv and interests of these few countries will be
of practical value. We of course welcome any move towards disarmament, but at
the same time believe that these moves will lead to decisive and permanent
results only when all countries contribute.

In this connection the neutral and non-alianed members of this
Conference, working in the framework of the Group of 21, will play a special
role, and it is essential that their views - which with a mathematical
calculation reflect the views of the areat majoritv of the people of the
world - are taken into due consideration. Unfortunately, certain countries



CD/PV.453
7

(Mr. Velavati, Islamic Republic of Iran)

still do not like to accept the realities, and reagard their exclusive views
and positions as taking precedence over those of the majoritv. This
constitutes the greatest obstacle to the achievement of disarmament.

In the field of improvina the effectiveness of the work of the
Conference, proposals such as the work of technical and expert committees
throughout the year and continuation of the mandate of ad hoc committees until
they arrive at definite conclusions, without any need to renew their mandates,
merit Aue consideration.

Once again I wish for success for this Conference, particularly on the
eve of the third special session of the United Nations General Assembly
devoted to disarmament. T sincerely hope that this will be the last time I
bring to vou a report of the use of chemical weapons. To materialize this
hope we expect all countries, especially members of this Conference, along
with international organizations, to adopt unambiquous positions, inform world
public opinion and use diplomatic channels as well as other deterrent measures
to prevent a repetition of the Halabja holocaust.

I pray to the Almightv to bless the souls of the martvrs of the Halabja
holocaust.

on/pv, 453
i0
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_A happy contrast which vindicates the CD's role as the single
multilateral disarmament negotiating forum is the proaress made in negotiating
a draft chemical weapons convention.

A special debt of gratitude is due to Ambassador Rolf Ekéus of Sweden for
éll h%s innovative, patient and sustained efforts during 1987, which succeeded
in bringing the draft convention to a point of near-fruition. Our agood wishes
9o now to Ambassador Sujka of Poland, who takes the baton from
Ambassador Ekéus as the CD enters what we hope is the final sprint on the home
stretch. The complexity of the outstanding questions that remain is certainly
not beinog minimized. But Sri Lanka feels that an outcome which falls short of
a universal, comprehensive and verifiable ban on all chemical weapons will not
succeed in outlawinag these weapons. Slackenina the pace of neaotiations could
result in unravelling agreed measures and encouraging the further
oroliferation of chemical weapons. The speedv conclusion of a convention must
be pursued. The momentum must not be lost.

That the CD has succeeded in reaching an advanced stage in this complex
question largely because it has had the benefit of about two years of work
under a neqotiating mandate, must surelv have a lesson to teach. That lesson
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has unfortunately not been learned in respect of item 5 of the CD's agenda,
"prevention of an arms race in outer space". The Ad hoc Committee on this
item has bequn its work under the skilful and experienced aguidance of
Ambassador Taylhardat of Venezuela, but unfortunately on terms which agives it
less than a mandate to negotiate. My delegation would have preferred to have
seen the Ad hoc Committee invested with an adequate mandate to under take
neqotiations towards the eventual conclusion of an agreement or aareements to
prevent an arms race in outer space.

Mr. FAN (China) (translated from Chinese):

Today, the Chinese delegation would like to address the issue of chemical

weapons.

The negotiations on the convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons
have traversed a lona and tor tuous road. Owina to the joint efforts of all
deleagations, important proqaress has been made, most notablv over.the recent
years. At present, most of the provisions of the future convention have

fcontinued)
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alreadv taken shape. This is indeed encouraging. Last year, some
long-standing problems were looked into and in-depth consultations conducted
among delegations. Though each delegation mav have its own assessment of the
current state and future prospects of the ongoing negotiations, all
delegations seem to agree that these neaotiations have reached a critical
stage and that it is time to tackle some of those difficult problems whose
solution has so far eluded us. The Chinese delegation believes that, given a
constructive spirit of co-operation on all sides and intensified consultations
and neqotiations, it should be possible to solve these problems. Here I would
like to express my appreciation to Ambassador Ekéus of Sweden, Chairman of the
Ad hoc Committee last session, and his able co-ordinators, for their efforts.
Meanwhile, I wish to warmly congratulate Ambassador Sujka of Poland on his
assumption of the chairmanship of the Ad hoc Committee for the current
session. I wish him and his co-ordinators every success in their endeavours.

Chemical weapons are extremelv cruel and abhorrent weapons of mass
destruction. I fully share the view expressed by the distingquished
Vice-Chancellor and Foreian Minister of the Federal Republic of Germany in his
4 February statement in the CD that "they are not weapons, but devices for
destrovina man and nature". The prohibition and destruction of these weapons
have become the general demand and desire of all peoples throughout the
world. For manv vears, the General Assembly of the United Nations has adopted
at each session resolutions on this subject. The Conference on Disarmament
has before it a historic mission entrusted to it by the international
community of negotiating a convention in this field. Under present
circumstances, the early conclusion of the convention has become all the more
urgent and necessarv.

First, in spite of years of negotiations on chemical weapons, the
chemical weapon arsenals of the few major military Powers still remain as
larae as ever. Their chemical weapons not only exist in huge quantities but
have also been updated with new technoloav. The fact that the world still
lives under the constant threat of chemical warfare cannot but arouse general
concern.

Secondly, with the spread of the modern chemical industry, countries
capable of producing chemical weapons are growing in number. The rapid
technological progress in chemistry has made possible and created conditions
for large-scale production of the existing types of chemical weapons, as well
as the production of new generations of such weapons. As a matter of fact,
the chemical weapons possessed by some countries today already far exceed
those of earlier generations both in toxicitv and lethality. It is
conceivable that, unless this process is checked in time, more countries will
be producing chemical weapons and new generations of such weapons will also
emerae one on the heels of another, leading to an intensified chemical arms
race and rendering a ban and verification even more difficult and complex.

Thirdlyv, althouah more than half a century has elapsed since the sianing
of the 1925 Geneva Protocol banning the use of chemical weapons, incidents
involving their use still occur from time to time and mav verv well increase
in future. The Chinese delegation is shocked by the report on the recent
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larae-scale use of chemical weapons in the Gulf reaion. China is opposed to
the use of chemical weapons by anv State in violation of the 1925 Geneva
Protocol, particularlv when they are used against the unprotected civilian
population.

In view of the above, I wish to reiterate the promosal made by
Foreian Minister Wu Xuegian of China at the fortieth session of the
United Nations General Assemblv:

"In view of the fact that the arms race in the development of chemical
weapons has not been checked, the 40-nation Geneva Confer ence on
Disarmament is called upon to complete its negotiations at an earlv date
and to conclude a convention on the complete prohibition and thorouagh
destruction of chemical weapons. Pending that, all countries cavable of
manufacturing and producina chemical weapons should stop testing,
producing, transferring and deploying chemical weapons and should pledae
not to use such weapons."

China, a non-chemical-weapon State and once a victim of the use of
chemical weapons, has alwavs advocated the early conclusion of a convention on
the complete prohibition and thorough destruction of chemical weapons, and has
been working actively to this end. We maintain that the future convention
should give priority to the total destruction of existing chemical weapons and
their production facilities, ensure that no chemical weapons will ever be
producad, and provide for necessarv and effective verification measures.

The existing chemical weapon arsenals pose a real and direct threat to
international security. To remove such a threat bv completelv and thoroughlv
destroving all the existing chemical weapons and their production facilities
represents the primary objective of the convention as well as a long-cherished
desire of the people of all countries. 1In the process of destruction of
chemical weapons, the principle of undiminished security for all countries
should be taken into account. At present, different views still exist on the
order of destruction. As we see it, this problem should not be too difficult
to solve so long as the States concerned have the aenuine political will to
achieve the complete prohibition and thorouah destruction of chemical
weapcns. The destruction process is currently envisaged to last 10 years. As
thinas now stand, there are gaps between the chemical-weapon States in the
size of their arsenals. We feel that the onlv wav to eliminate this imbalance
lies in accelerating the destruction process. It is our hope that, buildinag
upon the work done last year, the Ad hoc Committee will take a big-step
forward towards the solution of this probhlem.

Here I would like to briefly touch upon the question of old chemical
weapons, whose destruction is also a problem that needs to be resolved. Due
to historical reasons, this question is rather complex. As situations differ
greatly, wavs of dealing with them should not be the same. As a preliminarv
thought, we feel that the future convention should lay down the principle of
different responsibilitv for destruction according to different situations.
Further consultations among delegations on this issue will be useful.
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Verification is one of the kev issues to be resolved in the convention.
In order to ensure its effectiveness and increase mutual confidence among
States parties, the future convention should provide for effective and
appropriate verification measures. It has to be admitted that verification
issues have not yet been settled completely and still require further
discussion. Over recent years, thanks to the joint efforts of all
delegations, negotiations on this issue have made important headway. A
continuous international on-site insvection régime has been formulated for the
destruction of chemical weapons. With respect to verification of
non-production, different schedules of chemicals to be monitored and
controlled under the convention and their corresponding verification régimes
have been elaborated. Consultations have been conducted and some progress
made on challenge inspection as well. The results of these consultations have
been incorporated for the first time in appendix II of the report of the
Ad hoc Committee. This has provided a basis for future discussions.

The Chinese delegation is of the view that verification forms an inteagral
part of the future convention and should be effective, reasonable, appropriate
and workable. "Effective" means that verification measures should adequately
ensure the destruction of existing chemical weapons and their production
facilities, and prevent the civilian chemical industry from being used for
chemical weapon purposes. "Reasonable and appropriate” means that
verification measures should not go beyond what is necessary. "Workable"
means that verification measures should be acceptable to all States and not
consume excessive human and material resources. 1In working out specific
verification régimes, it is necessary to apply the principle of differential
treatment. The destruction of existing chemical weapons and their production
facilities is one of the main objectives of the convention, for which
stringent verification régimes should be established. To ensure
non-production of chemical weapons is another major objective. Verification
in this respect is to be of unlimited duration. Given the large number of
different enterprises involved, we must strike a balance between the cost and
effect of verification, and concentrate our efforts on areas most closelv
related to the purposes of the convention. While stressing the importance of
stringency, one must also bear feasibility in mind. Workable verification
measures can be further elaborated on this basis in the ongoing negotiations.
The verification of non-production is a highly complicated and technical issue
which needs to be treated judiciously, so that the purposes of the convention
can be achieved without undue intrusiveness.

Challenge inspection is a novelty for all States, and we all lack
experience in this regard. It is more difficult than other verification
measures and deserves to be carefully examined.

This kind of short-notice on-site inspection is invoked only under
exceptional circumstances. Given the special properties of chemical weapons,
stringent and timely verification is essential. However, any such
verification would entail a high degree of intrusiveness. Therefore, on the
one hand, it is necessary for the challenged State to accept effective
international inspections designed to determine whether there has been any
violation of the convention. On the other hand, the challenaing State should
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ns prevented from abusina such a procedure to carrv out activities irrelevant
to the convention. It should also be noted that any violation of the
convention would not onlv cause anxieties on the part of the challenaging State
anout its own securitv interests, but also give rise to concerns among all
other States parties as their securitv is also at stake. Therefore, the
oraznization set up under the convention should play its due role so that
issues raised bv the States parties concerned will be dealt with in a just and
timely manner. Its role will be all the more necessary when a dispute arises
in the course of the inspection, and when establishing whether there has bheen
a violation of the convention or an abuse of the right to challenae. Unbiased
and gualified experts are needed for challenge inspection, as it involves
soecial techniques and expertise. However, to resort to challenae inspection
and to clear up doubts cannot be regarded as merely technical matters. These
are but a few aspects of the issue. We have noted that other delegations have
also raised a number of issues and made observations on challenge inspection.
To arrive at an appropriate solution to this problem of common concern
requires further consultations and discussion in various forms.

The future convention should contain provisions on assistance. The
workinag papers submitted by the delegations of Aragentina and Pakistan have
contributed to our discussions. We consider it necessary to provide
international assistance to States parties attacked with chemical weapons. An
explicit provision to this effect in the convention would not only represent
suoport to the State party under attack, but also exert political and moral
pressure on the potential users of chemical weapons, thus deterring the use of
such weapons. While the scope of assistance should be limited to protective
purposes, its modalities mav vary. The Chinese delegation will work actively
with other delegations in the discussions on this issue.

It is the view of manv delegations that economic and technical
development provisions should be included in the future convention. My
delegation understands and shares this position. The complete prohibition of
chemical weapons should not adversely affect research, development and
production, or hinder international co-operation, in the field of the civilian
chemical industry. We hope that appropriate solutions to various practical
problems in this field will be found through earnest negotiations between all
parties.

The composition of the organization to be set up under the future
convention is an outstanding issue that must be solved. My delegation would
like to make some preliminarv remarks in this connection. In our opinion, the
principle of equality of all sovereign States must be respected when
ccasidering this issue. Only on this premise should other elements be
considered. On the composition of the Executive Council, one body in the
organization, a converadence of views seems to have evolved out of several
vears of deliberation and consultations, i.e., the three elements of
ageoaraphical distribution, chemical industry capacity and political groupinas
should be taken into account. The geographical element is important for the
universality of the convention. The Executive Council should fully reflect
the demands and concerns of the countries in various regions. Nevertheless,
in view of the special character of the convention, due consideration should
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be given to States possessing chemical weapons and States with a large
chemical industry, which bear relativelv greater responsibility for the
implementation of the relevant provisions of the convention. Their
participation in the Executive Council will facilitate the study of problems
that mav emerge in the implementation of the convention. The element of
political representation should also be taken care of, as there do exist
different political blocs and States not belonging to anv bloc in the world
today. We are confident that, so lona as we give full consideration to the
above three elements and show mutual compromise and understanding, a
composition of the organization compatible with the requirements of the
convention will be found.

Though the outstanding issues in the negotiations on the convention are
few in number, issues to be resolved at a later staage usually have complex
causes. Our negotiation stands at a crucial moment. Experience tells us that
success usually comes with the last efforts. The Chinese delecation will, as
always, work actively towards the early realization of the lofty goal of
banning all chemical weapons.

CD/PV. 453
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ee® fHowever, in the view of my delegation, the interval between the summer
and spring sessions, an interval, in fact, of five menths, is unnecessarily
lona. In the negotiations on chemical weapons, we have found a solution for
it bv extending the work to December and January. What we did on an

ad hoc basis only for chemical weapons could be transformed into a more
structured approach for all subjects.
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e®® A5 T said, we have no fixed ideas on the precise time schedule, and we
are, in fact, open to alternative suggestions that would enable delegations to
spread work more evenly over the year. Let me add that, in par ticular
circumstances, of course, additional or alternative time schemes could be
considered. On chemical weapons, for instance, we believe that, once the
final stage of the negotiations on the convention is reached, the CD should
determine its programme independentlv of the New York time schedule.
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Mr. de MONTIGNY MARCHAND (Canada) (translated from French)l: TIn mv
statement todav I wish to submit a working paper on the inspectorate in the
cont=xt of negotiations on chemical weapons. Thereafter T shall make a few
comments on the question of improvinag the effectiveness of the Conference.

“irst of all I should like to add a few words to the statement about the
f chemical weapons made bv Ambassador Yamada on 29 March, with which mv
ecatinn associated itself. In a communiqué issued on 25 March, the

use of chemical weapons in the north of Irag. It was with areat attention and

symozthv that I heard what was said by the Iranian Minister for Foreian
Affairs, His =xcellencv Dr. Ali Akbar Velayati, this morning, and it was with
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(Mr. de Montigny Marchand, Canada)

areat satisfaction that we learned that the Secretary-General of the
United Nations has already sent experts to inquire into the circumstances of
the tragedy.

(continued in English)

Two weeks ago I indicated the importance my Government attached to the
work that still needed to be done on various articles of the draft convention
on chemical weapons. In particular, I highlighted the critical role the
internacional inspectorate would play in the implementation of the convention,
and noted my Government's intention to submit working papers dealing with the
personnel and other resource requirements of the inspectorate.

Accordinaly, T should like to introduce today a workina paper submitted
by my Government, and to be circulated under the number CD/823, entitled
"Pactors involved in determining verification inspectorate personnel and
resource requirements"”. This working paper is based on a detailed systems
study carried out during early 1987 for the Canadian Department of External
Affairs by a team of Canadian analysts. That study undertook a systematic
examination of the verification requirements explicitly or implicitly
discussed in the then current version of the "rolling text" (CD/734), as well
as other documents submitted to the Conference. This present working paper
draws on the systems study to identify the likely activities of the
international inspectorate and the skills consequently required. It then
discusses the factors which should have an impact, in a general way, on the
size of the inspectorate, the size of the technical support staff and the
associated costs as well as addressing some other related issues, such as the
guestion of sources of highly skilled personnel.

I should note that this working paper does not attempt to propose actual
numbers for the inspectorate. In my Government's view, our ability to arrive
at such a precise quantification will depend to a considerable extent on the
amount of data and information which could be exchanaed among prosnective
States parties prior to the convention's coming into force. Pending such an
exchange, however, my Government believes it would be useful for the
Conference to continue exploring this question, and hopes to make further
contributions to this examination.



CD/PV.453
28

(Mr. Teja, India)

I would like to make a brief statement this morning on a subject which
has been on our agenda for many years.

The Geneva Protocol of 1925 prohibits the use of chemical weapons, and we
fully support the observance of this prohibition. Any violation of the
provisions of the Geneva Protocol is a matter of rearet and must be condemned.,

Chemical weapons are weapons of mass destruction and not weapons of war.
Their use especially against civilian populations cannot be condoned under any
circumstances. Such violations of obligations under Geneva Protocol of 1925
undermine respect for international treaties and customary international law.
We therefore urge restraint and the non-commission of anv action which runs
counter to the obligation assumed under the Geneva Protocol of 1925.

The use of chemical weapons underlines the urgency of accelerating the
pace of work on neqotiations for a universal, comprehensive and effective
chemical weapons convention, so as to put an end to the development,
production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and the destruction of the
existing chemical weapon stockpiles. As indicated by my Minister Natwar-Singh
in his statement before the CD on 22 March 1988, we urge "a satisfactory
conclusion of the Conference's efforts on a chemical weapons aqreement
during 1988".

CD/PV.453
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58 Tﬁe PRESIDENT: On the final day of my presidency I wish to comment
riefly on the work of the Conference during the month of March.

Acknowledging these facts would neither detract from the importance

of the Conference on Disarmament as the sole multilateral negotiating

forum 4 because in spite of the eminent expertise assembled in this Chamber,
I think that with the CW negotiations already teachina us how cumbersome
treaty-making can be just on one item of our agenda, we can hardly aspire to
negotiations on all agenda items, not even with the greatest amount of
political will - nor would it prevent us from having a structured exchange of
views on the different subject-matter, eventually leading to more formalized
working structures when the time is right.
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(The President)

eee e are all dismayed about recent reports on the renewed use of chemical
weapons in the war between Iraq and Iran. We are particularly §hocked about
the reported unprecedented number of casualties among the civilian

population. These reports on the use of CW highlight in a macabre way.the
importance and topicality of the efforts undertaken in the CD to geqotlate a
compr ehensive world-wide ban on chemical weapons and to conclude it as soon as

possible.
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(The President)

Subsidiary bodies set up on particular items of our agenda are in the
process of accomplishing their tasks. It is of paramount importance that the
ad hoc committees on such items as chemical weapons, the Comprehensive
Programme of Disarmament, prevention of an arms race in outer space, effective
international arrangements to assure non-nuclear weapon States against the use
or threat of use of nuclear weapons and radiological weapons should achieve as
much progress as possible in their substantive work and prepare their special
reports for the scheduled deadlines.
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(Mr. Rose, German Democratic Republic)

These events bear witness that the trend towards improving the political
environment for disarmament is continuing. We regret all the more that the
generally expected stimulation of our Conference's activities is not yet
noticeable. Even mere starting-points for more effective work in priority
areas cannot be recognized for the time being. One could possibly quote the
negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons in contrast. However, in
the first place this is not the only task we have to address, and in the
second place, even on this issue we consider the pace of the negotiations to
be too slow. Observations on this matter have already been made by my
delegation on 8 March.
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(Mr. Rose, German Democratic Republic)

eee A sensible and co-operative division of labour between the multilateral
and bilateral approaches is essential. As we see it, the core of the problem
involves replacing distinct unilateralism by an increased readiness for
international co-operation, and reconciling one's own legitimate interests
with those of other States. This includes an evaluation of the relationship
between the rights and duties of States in multilateral accords. In the
nuclear and space age, and in view of the far-reaching effects of weapons of
individual States, this relationship is totally different from that in past
ages. Against this background, the obligations undertaken by certain States
to reduce and destroy certain types of weapons are balanced in principle,
because they are reciprocated by the legally binding pledge of other countries
to renounce the acquisition of such weapons. And this is, in our
understanding, in the well-understood mutual interest. The negotiations in
our Conference on a convention on the complete prohibition of chemical weapons
are built indeed on this concept.
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(Mr. Rose, German Democratic Republic)

*®°* an understanding on a number of conceptual questions should ensure
successful work in SSOD-III. It would, however, be usefulf in spite of the )
late hour, if our Conference could demonstrate in its speC}al r?porF a certain
movement with respect to central issues on the agenda. This primarily goes
for the comprehensive prohibition of chemical weapons.. But equally we see no
plausible reason why it should not be possible, as a first step to be taken
under agenda item 2, "Cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear 4 ;
disarmament”, to agree on subject areas for an intensive exchange of views in

parallel with bilateral negotiations.
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(Mr. Rose, German Democratic Republic)

A substantial potential for in-depth consideration of confidence-building
and verification is provided by the practical experience gathered from
bilateral, regional and multilateral negotiations, including negotiations on
important parts of the "rolling text" of the convention on the prohibition of
chemical weapons. The contribution of our Conference would, however, be even
greater in scope, for example, if the Soviet Union's memorandum on
confidence-building measures, in connection with the comprehensive prohibition
of chemical weapons, met with a broad positive response; if all aspects of
verification set out in the agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests
were scrutinized by scientific experts in the framework of the Conference;
and if the task of setting up an inspectorate for monitoring outer space
activities were tackled.
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Mr. NASSERI (Islamic Republic of Iran):

eee I am instructed by my Foreign Minister, Dr. Ali Akbér Vglayatx, to
express his sincere thanks for the warm and cordial hospitality extended t?
nim by the Conference, the President, the Ambassador of the Federal Republic
of Germany and the secretariat. Our special thanks also go to the '
distinguished representatives who expressed words of welcome go my Fo;exgn
Minister, and particularly those who, in their statements, Y01ced their
condemnation of the recent use of chemical weapons in Halabja.

It is unfortunate that after the Halabja holocaust the use of.chemlcal
weapons by Iraqg against the people of Iran and Iraq has still continued o: a .
large scale. On 22 March 1988 the villages of Namshaar, Taazovaar, Vaala g:
Ghalehji near the city of Marivan, as well as several rural areas of Sardas
in the Iranian Kurdish province of Kurdistan, were chemically bombagded on
three occasions by 13 Iraqi military aircraft. The initial casualties were
31 dead and 450 injured. Among the victims were a one-year-old baby and an :
80 year-old man. From 21 to 26 March 1988 various villages ~~ 1 rural areas 1in
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(Mr. Nasseri, Islamic Republic of Iran)

Iragi Kurdistan were subjected to chemical attacks by Irag. The villages of
Susivan and Doukan were chemically bombed on 21 and 22 March. The rural areas
of Bljajar, Jaafairan and Oliyan in Gharedagh region, 27 kilometres south of
S.laimaniya, were subjected to chemical attacks on 23 March 1988. 1In the mean
t:me, some villages in Zardeh Heights in Sulaimaniya province were also
at.tacked by chemical weapons on 26 March 1988. Mustard and nerve gases were
ucsed in these attacks.

In these inhuman actions which are contrary to all internationally
recognized norms of law, particularly the Geneva Protocol of 1925 and the
1948 Convention on Provention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide, some
aceas of Quaredagh and Sanghab in the north of the country were subjected to
heavy chemical bombardment whose repercussions even reached the areas under
the control of the Government in Baghdad. Since Iranian forces are not
present in these areas, and therefore cannot provide any assistance in sending
medical teams and relief, the very urgent aid that is needed can only be
p-ovided through other countries and international organizaitons.

Meanwhile, on 1 April 1988 a captured Iraqgi pilot admitted the use of
chemical weapons by Irag. Major Ahmad Shaker, whose Sukhoi 22 jet was
recently shot down in the Valfajr operational area in north-eastern Iraq,
admitted at a press conference that he himself had dropped chemical bombs on
Iranian forces in Basra and Hoveyzeh war theatres. He said chemical bombs
normally weigh around 200 kilograms and resemble other bombs in appearance.
He further disclosed that these bombs are fitted to Iragi jets at Balad and
Kirkuk air bases by secret agents in plain clothes.

The continuation of the use of chemical weapons by Iraq in gross
violation of international law, and as a threat not only to human values but
even to the human race, reconfirms the urgent and vital need for the adoption
of concerted and strong positions and for political efforts to bring an end to
the use of chemical weapons.

A list has been prepared that includes the cases and locations of use of
chemical weapons by Irag since 1981, and also the number of victims. We would
like to request that this document be distributed as an official document of
the Conference on Disarmament.
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Mr. FRIEDERSDORF (United States of America): Mr. President, my
delegation wishes to extend to you our congratulations on your assuming the
presidency of the Conference on Disarmament for this important month of April.

T-2 horrible and outrageous reports we have received from the world
media, personally delivered to the Conference on Disarmament last week, on the
use of chemical weapons in the Gulf war, with resultant civilian casualties,
shoulé serve as a reminder to all countries of why chemical weapons should be
bannec.
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(Mr. Friedersdorf, United States of America)

We condemn without reservation any use of chemical weapons in violation
of international law.

The use of chemical weapons in the Iran-Iraq war appears to be a grave
violation of the 1925 Geneva Protocol against chemical warfare.

We call upon those guilty to desist from any further use of chemical
weapons. The United States continues to urge a negotiated settlgment in
accordance with United Nations Security Council resolution 598, which calls

for an end to the war in all aspects.

We must seek to prevent further erosion of existing constraints on
chemical weapons while we are negotiating here in Geneva, and we call upon all
States to comply strictly with their international legal obligations.
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(Mr. Hacene, Algeria)

The negotiations on the banning of chemical weapons offer cause for
satisfaction, and to a certain extent compensate for the frustration that we
might feel at the deadlock in the other items on the agenda of the
Conference. Thanks to the tireless efforts of Ambassador Ekeéus and
Ambassador Sujka as chairmen of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons,
important progress has been made in drafting a convention banning such
weapons. It is true that the pace of the negotiations on this question could
have been faster, but we continue to hope that our Conference will shoulder
all its responsibilities so as to respond to the unanimous appeal addressed to
it by the United Nations General Assembly to move as rapidly as possible
towards the elaboration of the convention.

As we move closer to completing the draft convention, it is extremely
important for all parties involved in the negotiations to focus their efforts
on concluding an agreement which genuinely deals with the prohibition and
complete destruction of all chemical weapons, and one which will gather
universal support.

Over and above its considerable importance for the security of all
countries, such an agreement on the elimination of an entire category of
weapons of mass destruction should serve as an example for multilateral
negotiations on other disarmament issues. It will also provide proof that
with political will technical problems, no matter how complicated, may be
overcome.
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Mr. LUDEKING (Federal Republic of Germany):

eee Today I would like to draw attention to a note from the Federal Republic
of Germany addressed to all States participating in the Conference on
Disarmament. This note, which has just been distributed, was prompted by
recent reports about the use of chemical weapons in the war between Iraq and
Iran. 1In view of this, my Goveenment appeals to all States participating in

the Conference to give the highest priority to a global ban on chemical
weapons, and calls for intensification of the efforts of the Conference aimed

at the conclusion of a global convention on chemical weapons.

We have asked for this note to be circulated as an official document of
the Conference on Disarmament.
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Mr. CAMPORA (Argentina) (translated from Spanish) :

#ee I asked for the floor to read out the following communiqué from the
Foreign Ministry of my country dated 6 April last.

"In view of the escalation of warlike acts in the war being fought
by the Islamic Republic of Iran and the Republic of Irag, which has now
entered its eighth year, the Argentine Government has called upon the two
countries to put an end to hostilities in accordance with the provisions
of United Nations Security Council resolution 598 (1987), which it helped
to draft with the aim of achieving peace.

At the same time, the Argentine Government feels it necessary to
express its views categorically on the following aspects of the
aforementioned conflict:

1. The extension of hostilities to the major urban centres of both
parties, which has come to be called the ‘'war of the cities', gives a new
and tragic dimension to the conflict by involving the innocent and
unarmed civilian population on both sides. This calls forth the most
energetic condemnation by the Argentine Republic.

CD/PV.4556
7

(Mr. Campora - Argentina)

2. The use of chemical weapons and asphyxiating, poisonous Or other
gases in the war between the two countries is a serious violation of tre
Geneva Protocol of 1925 and of customary international law, which is 2
matter for grave concern on the part of the people and Government of
Argentina."
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Mr. MASHHADI (Islamic Republic of Iran): First of all I would like to
express our thanks for the concern that the distinguished representative of
Argentina expressed regarding the escalation of tension in the war between
Iran and Iraq. For your information and the information of the Conference, 1
would like to say a few words. First, we too are concerned about the
escalation of what has been known as the "war of the cities". We have given a
positive response to the appeals of the Secretary-General since 1984, and we
have said repeatedly that we will not attack residential areas and that the
cities must be immune from the attacks. That was something our Foreign
Minister reiterated two weeks ago here, and our attacks have only a deterrent
aspect. Once again, for the correction of the record here, we reiterate that
we will never attack cities if the Iraqis do not. We did not start the "war
of the cities", we will not continue the "war of the cities", and as you have
sean on several occasions, the Secretary-General has appealed and we have
given a positive response here. I'would like to reiterate again the position
of the Government of the Islamic Republic of Iran that whenever Iraq stops
attacks on cities the Islamic Republic of Iran will stop.

On the second point also I would like to draw the attention of the
distinguished delegates here to the dangerous trend which is being followed.
Irag has announced, and the Foreign Minister of Iraq has announced, that they
will use every means in order to deter what they have called the Iranian
aggression, and for that pretext the Iragi head of the news agency in Cairo
also has announced that they will use chemical weapons. They have determined
that several big Iranian cities will be attacked with chemical weapons.
Blaming both countries and asking both countries in this regard gives Iraqg a
pretext to escalate. Using such words will only give a pretext for more
extensive chemical attacks on bigger cities. As our Foreign Minister
reiterated here, we have never used chemical weapons and we will not use
chemical weapons.

CD/PV.457
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(Mr. Mladenov, Bulgaria)

e*® We stated in Belgrade our firm conviction that the idea of turnina the
Balkan peninsula into a zone free of weapons of mass destruction, such as
nuclear and chemical weapons, is still extremelv relevant today. In making
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(Mr. Mladenov, Bulgaria)

such an assertion we did not wish to renew the polemics on the usefulness of
creating such zones throughout the world. But we know full well that the
presence of nuclear weapons near our borders in neighbouring countries,
weapons capable of reducing our cities to ashes, does not reassure us, but
greatlv alarms us. The presence of such weapons is a precondition for mutual
suspicion and fear. And fear and suspicion, as we know, are bad advisers. It
is easy to imagine where an escalation of fear and suspicion might lead.
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(Mr. Mladenov, Bulgaria)

I have been told that so far nine foreign ministers have taken the floor
durina the spring part of this session of the Conference. We can note that
the common element in their statements has been recoanition of the need for
the complete and effective prohibition of chemical weapons and their

destructicn.

On behalf of my Government, I should like to confirm that the People's
Republic of Bulgaria is not developing, does not manufacture and does not
possess chemical weapons. There are no foreian chemical weapons on our
territory. In addition, I can state that the kev precursors of chemical
weapons listed in schedule 2 in annex VI of the draft convention are not
produced in the chemical industrv of the People's Repullic of Bulaaria. I
should also like to recall here a decree adopted by the Council of Ministers
of my country on 30 December 1986 placinag restrictions on exports of certain
chemicals which are intended for peaceful purposes but which can also be used
for manufacturing chemical weapons.

Objectively speaking, the Conference is on the threshold of concluding a
convention banning a whole class of weapons of mass destruction. The threat
of the proliferation of chemical weapons, as well as the planned production of
new, extremely dangerous versions of the "quiet death", make the task of
ridding mankind of these barbarous weapons even more pressing. Concluding
work on the convention is a first prioritv for the Conference. Rapid
successful completion of this work will have an invaluable political and moral

impact on the other areas of disarmament.
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(Mr. Mock, Austria)

One of the major issues on the agenda of the Conference on Disarmament is
the global elimination of a particularly inhuman and horrifying weapon. I am
speaking of the efforts to conclude a chemical weapons convention.

The activities of the Conference on Disarmament in this field are
confronted with a context of the utmost urgency. Hundreds and even thousands
of civilians, including women and children, are being killed or wounded in
large~-scale chemical weapon attacks in the course of an ongoing war. The
shattering pictures of poison gas victims have created an awareness of the
danger of chemical weapons amona the oublic. Victims of such weapons are
being treated in Austrian hospitals. Austria firmly condemns the use of such
weapons, which constitutes a flagrant violation of international law.

In view of the present use of chemical weapons and the danger of their
further proliferation, a world-wide ban is of the highest priority. Our
endeavours should, therefore, concentrate on stimulating the negotiations in
the Conference on Disarmament in order to conclude the chemical weapons
convention at the earliest possible date.

This convention should lead to the elimination of all existing stocks and
production facilities of chemical weapons, and thereby significantly enhance
international securitv. Aqreed verification procedures will, of course,
constitute an essential element of a comprehensive and gqlobal chemical weapons
convention. The issue is complex and much detailed work remains to be done,
particularly in the areas of non-production and on-site challenge inspections.

The control mechanism should be devised in a way which ensures the
effective and comprehensive implementation of the principle of non-production
of chemical weapons. For this purpose, it seems necessary for all States to
provide at the earliest possible date detailed information on their actual
arsenals, their chemical weapon production facilities and all other chemical
industry facilities considered as potentially falling under the future
chemical weapons convention.

(continued)
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(Mr. Mock, Austria)

With a view to contributing to this process of confidence-building, I
wish to recall that in accordance with its treaty obligations, none of the
chemicals listed in schedule [I] of the annex to article VI of the so-called
"rolling-text" (CD/795) are produced in Austria. I further wish to inform the
Conference that the Austrian delegation will provide the followinag specific
data on the Austrian chemical industry's production facilities. On the basis
of the "matrix version" submitted under CD/CW/WP.193, Austria is ready to give
detailed information concerning production facilities and chemicals listed in
schedules [2] and [3] of the afore-mentioned article. Comprehensive research
on data relating to both schedules is under way so that the filled-in matrix
can be presented to the Conference during the first half of this vear.

As regards the proposals concerninag the contents of schedule [4] which
have been submitted to the Conference, there will be readiness on our part for
substantive co-operation and participation in an international exchange of
views.

Let me add that Austria is at present examinina the legislative
requirements for establishing transfer and export controls on eight highly
toxic chemical substances, five of which belong to the categorv of the
afore-mentioned "key precursors", so that the necessary requlations can come
into force as soon as possible.

Regarding recent proposals on various forms of ad hoc checks of the
chemical industry, which are based on the principle of on-site challenge
inspections, further intensive work still needs to be done. The control of
chemical enterprises, particularly private ones, could affect confidential
commercial information and also increase the production costs of the companies
concerned.

Let me draw your attention to the fact that the International Atomic
Energy Agency, for which Austria has served as the host country since 1957,
practises a communication svstem which has taken care of some of the above
preoccupations. This successful system should be studied with a view to
possible lessons to be learned.

For the purposes of studyina the requirements of the verification
machinerv of the future oraganization and its consequences for the chemical
industry, some Austrian chemical enterprises have indicated their readiness
for, and interest in, co-operatina with the Conference on Disarmament by
offering to serve as model facilities. The Austrian enterprises concerned are
examining to what extent such a contribution is possible from a technical
point of view.

Such an exercise would make it possible to test the specific verification
machinery envisaged with respect to the production or non-production of
chemical substances listed in the draft convention. International experts
would be welcome to examine the functioning of the verification procedures.
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(Mr. Mock, Austria)

The financial implications for member States of setting up the
organization, and those possibly arisina for the chemical industry concerned,
could also be evaluated. On the basis of such an assessment, conclusions
could be drawn with a view to finallv determining the framework of the
organization. The chemical industry, too, could study the implications and be
helped to take the necessary preparatory measures to be ready at the time of
the entry into force of the convention.

It is evident from my remarks that my country attaches qreat importance
to the global elimination of chemical weapons. Let me point out in this
context that the International Atomic Eneraqy Agency has highly qualified staff
who have acquired valuable experience in the field of control and
verification. Enablina the new organization which is to be established under
the chemical weapons convention to benefit from the experience of those
experts might result in the sharing of technological knowledge and possibly in
the saving of financial expense. We would hope that the international
atmosphere of the Austrian capital and its available infrastructure could help
to facilitate the important tasks of new organizations.

Knowing that this question is not of immediate priority, I nevertheless
take this opportunity to confirm that Austria would be willing and pleased to
be the host to the envisaged organization, should the international community
consider such a choice conducive to the most effective implementation of the
chemical weapons convention.

You are aware that it is a traditional goal of our foreian policy to
increase Austria's role as an international meeting-place.

In concluding my remarks on chemical weapons, I should like to express my
firm conviction that the Conference on Disarmament has a historic chance to
complete a convention on the global banning of these weapons in the near
future. Let no obstacles come in our way during the last stretch of this
important disarmament endeavour.
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(Mr. Jaroszek, Poland)

The failure of the Conference to produce concrete disarmament aqgreements
cannot be the sole factor in evaluating the work of this body in rece?t
years. Bearing in mind all the conditions which have been affecting its .
proceedings, we take a positive view of what the Conference could accomplish.
Such a view is based on the following premises:

Firstly, the Conference has made tanagible proaress in advancing the
"rolling text"™ of a convention on the total elimination of chemical weapons;
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(Mr. Jaroszek, Poland)

This thought takes me to the problem of chemical weapons. It is here
that the Conference is closest to the fulfilment of its mandate. Really
impressive headway has been made towards elaborating a convention on the
elimination of chemical weapons. There are, of course, some outstanding
difficulties which still need to be overcome. New possibilities in this
respect emerged last vear. The Soviet Union and the other States parties to
the Warsaw Treaty came out with new proposals, first of all concerning
verification. Regrettably, these bold and far-reaching ideas have not always
met with due attention on the part of some States concerned. However, chances
for a breakthrough still exist, and here they are the most pronounced.

We stronaly believe that the earlv finalization of work on the convention
for the total elimination of these weapons should be approached on the
highest-priority basis. 1In its capacity as Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee
on this topic, Poland will spare no effort to reach that end.

In order to further facilitate work towards a convention and contribute
to the strengthening of confidence in the process of negotiations, my
Government wishes to inform the Conference that none of the key precursors is

manufactured in Poland.

Of the chemicals listed in schedule [3], the following are produced
exclusively for peaceful purvoses, and each of them at one plant: phosphorus
trichloride, phosphorus oxychloride, phosgene and hvdroaen cyanide.
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Mr. von STULPNAGEL (Federal Republic of Germanv) :

In my intervention today I have the honour to speak on behalf of a gqroup
of Western countries, and on the subject of chemical weapons.

Transparencv is a concept countries of the West have advocated in the
field of arms control and disarmament for a long time. This is also true with
regard to our negotiations on a global ban on chemical weapons. A number of
contributions have been made by Western delegations towards this end.

In particular I would like to recall the workina paper submitted by the
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland on 8 March 1983 (CD/353)
and its revision of December 1985, which for the first time provided detailed
data on the number of companies in the chemical industrv producing specific
key precursors. Likewise I would like to draw particular attention to the
publication submitted by the United States in July 1986, entitled "Chemical
stockpile disposal programme”, which included detailed information on the
location and composition of the American CW stockpile as well as on plans for
its destruction. To these verv important steps towards increased transparency
we might also add the workshovs organized bv members of the Western Group
within the framework of our negotiations. I would only like to mention the
workshop in Tooele, Utah in 1983 as well as the verification workshops hosted
by the Netherlands in 1986 and by my country in 1984.

We consider the multilateral provision of data prior to the sianing of a
convention on chemical weapons, so aptly invoked this morning by the Foreign
Minister of Austria, not only a confidence-building measure but also a
necessary prerequisite for drafting an effective convention, as well as
ensuring its early functioning. We welcome the fact that, in submitting its
memorandum on multilateral data exchanae on 18 February this year, the
Soviet Union has also accepted this view.

We thus consider it timely to conduct such an exchange. For this purpose

we propose the provision by all States participating in the negotiations of
data according to the format which is included in the working document which I
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(Mr. von Stulpnagel, Federal Republic of Germany)

have the honour to present today. As can be seen from the document, which has

been distributed, the data which are required to be provided multilaterally
are clearly tailored to the needs for workina out an effective convention,
which will have to function immediately upon early entry into force.

In conclusion, I would like once aqain to urge all delegations to the
Conference on Disarmament to participate in this not only desirable but
indispensable step prior to the signinag of the convention, and to submit to
this Conference on a voluntary basis the data to be provided according to our
document. I am convinced that the provision of such information will have a
positive effect on the course of the negotiations.
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Mr. ROSE (German Democratic Republic): Comrade President, my delegation
would like to join vou in your kind words of welcome expressed to the
distinguished quests who have delivered speeches at today's session, which we
have followed with great interest. The presence of His Excellency Foreign
Minister Petar Mladenov of Bulgaria, His Excellency Vice-Chancellor Alois Mock
of Austria and His Excellency Deputy Foreian Minister Henrvk Jaroszek of
pPoland, just like the visits of their colleaques in February and March this
year, underscore the qrowing importance being accorded by many States to the
work of the Conference on Disarmament. This is also, in our opinion, a
significant contribution to the preparations for SSOD-III. In their
statements our honoured guests strongly emphasized the need to continue the
work on the convention on a chemical weapons ban in a purposeful and speedy
manner. My statement today is also devoted to this subject, but before
proceeding I would like to express our deep satisfaction at the signing of the
agreement concerning Afghanistan which will take vplace in a few hours in this
buildinag, as this will be an historic event which reaches beyond the region
concerned and is also promoting a favourable international environment for

disarmament.

At its forty-second session the United Nations General Assembly
unanimously urged the Conference on Disarmament to reinforce further its
efforts with a view to the final elaboration of a convention on the
development, production, stockpiling and use of all chemical weapons and on

their destruction.

The German Democratic Republic declares its unconditional support for the
aim of achieving without further delay a comprehensive and global ban on
chemical weapons. No type of chemical weapons may be excluded therefrom.
Neither development nor production will be permitted following the entering
into force of the convention. Nowhere shall there exist stocks of chemical
weapons which remain exempted from verified destruction. Any delay would
jeopardize the convention. This is a truth we have been forced to realize
again in the past days and weeks. While we are conducting negotiations,
chemical weapons are beina manufactured, or preparations for production are

(continued)
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under way. Chemical weapons are being used and the endeavours aimed at their
proliferation are increasing. These are irrefutable facts which must be
countered not only by words but also by deeds. The danger of a chemical war
will be eliminated effectively only if a binding chemical weapon ban is
achieved. To this end, comprehensive efforts are called for both at the
negotiating table in Geneva as well as outside these negotiations.

The efforts made in the negotiating process have produced different
results. A positive development is in the offing concerning the provisions on
verified closure and destruction of chemical weapon production facilities.
Thus, it still might be possible at this spring session to fill the gaps
contained in the text of article V and in the annex thereto.

As far as article 1V is concerned, prospects are emerging for an
understanding on the order of destruction pursuant to principles that take
into account the security interests of all sides. It has proved possible to
delete most of the footnotes and brackets in the present text. It can thus be
gathered that practical negotiating efforts have definitely borne fruit.

On the other hand, serious problems have come to the fore on these
subjects, to which I will return later on.

Now as before, it turns out to be rather complicated to agree on
provisions of article VI, specifying guarantees against the production of
chemical weapons in chemical industry.

My delegation has joined in the efforts to speed up the process of
finding solutions by advancing concrete proposals. It was only recently that
we submitted working paper CD/CW/WP.195, entitled "Article VI: Régime for
chemicals in schedule [l]". It incorporates a comprehensive formula which
should facilitate an early understanding. We devote great attention to
reliably verifying all activities that are connected with schedule [1]
chemicals, since these are substances posing the highest risk to the
convention. 1In handling these chemicals no "grey zones" must exist.

Another problem which has been a concern of many delegations is the
protection of confidential information and data. An analysis of the latest
state of affairs in the negotiations, which was presented by us in working
paper CD/CW/WP.194, indicates the scale of the work so far accomplished.

Many provisions relating to protection of the confidentiality. of
information already have a place in the "rolling text"; others are set out in
the addendum and appendix material. Some gaps still need to be filled.
Further elaboration of "models of agreements" would be a practicable approach

here.

In the field of challenge inspections, a solid basis has been created for
working out a convention text. This foundation could be consolidated if we
deepened the understanding on how to implement the agreed principles. My
delegation endeavoured to make a contribution in this direction by presenting
working paper CD/CW/WP.198. It includes proposals for amendments concerning
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the guidelines on the international inspectorate, proposals which, I am glad
to note, met with a positive response from other delegations. The work on
this subject can give an even clearer picture of how the principles of
challenge procedures, such as "access to the site", "least intrusive manner"”
and "protection of sensitive equipment or information", materialize in
inspection activities. This, together with the provisions governing the
designation of inspectors for challenge inspections, as well as the
application of specific inspection instruments and methods, would create
effective means to avert the danger of abusing challenge inspections.

As reqgards the verification mechanism of a CW convention, the provisions
specifying the composition, size and decision-making powers of the Executive
Council and other procedural matters still need to be elaborated. On this
topic, mv delegation submitted working paper CD/812 of 8 March 1988. The
deliberations on this item are proceeding in a constructive manner, and the
first outlines of an understanding in principle are beginning to take shape.

The efforts undertaken in the Committee, under the chairmanshio of
Ambassador Sujka, to draw up the final clauses of the convention, resulted in
the presentation of a discussion paper setting out concrete proposals for the
text, which can serve as a foundation for further elaboration on these
articles.

The results and the proposals for solutions give grounds for thinking
that the:'negotiations will be completed before the end of this year, as was
demanded by the foreian ministers of the States parties to the Warsaw Treatv
at their recent Sofia meetina. If a green light was qiven by all sides
involved towards this end, a carefully drawn up accord could come to fruition
before then, by virtue of our joint efforts and thanks to the results produced
so far, the experience gained in this process and the well-functionina

neqgotiating machinervy.

There is, however, no reason for complacency, but rather for serious
concern that this objective is moving more and more out of sight. We see
ourselves faced with the danaer of the vace of negotiations becoming ever
slower, and being thereby virtually adapted to the schedule of current and
future production programmes for chemical weapons.

Time and again, too long passes before a reply is aiven to compromise
formulae. It is due to inflexibility lasting for too lona that many proposals
identifving possible solutions have not reached fruition. Moreover, we are
very sorry to see new concepts being introduced which question a lona-existing
consensus on the scopve of the prohibition and move away from extensively
elaborated formulae on articles IV and V. Diligence and professional
expertise at the negotiating table alone cannot remove such obstacles. What
is now called for are steps which strengthen the political will to conclude a
convention on a CW ban and which serve to build further confidence, parallel
to intensive negotiations on specific subjects. Against this backaround, we
consider it to be imperative that political forces should be mobilized on a
world-wide scale to counteract the risk of the neqotiations' comina to nothing.
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It is also necessary to arouse the interest of those States not
participating in the neqotiations, and to stimulate their readiness to accede
to the Convention. In so doina, we see, inter alia, the following
possibilities: takina up confidence-building measures with the aim of
preparing a convention. The Soviet Union's memorandum of 18 February 1988 on
multilateral data exchange in connection with the elaboration of a convention
on the complete and general prohibition of chemical weapons (CD/808)
incorporates a number of valuable proposals relating to confidence-building
measures. They have met with a broad positive response. Several deleaations
are still dealing with single problems involved. Work is beina done in the
German Democratic Republic with a view to recording data on the production of
chemicals now set out in schedules [2] and [3), as well as on their production
facilities. 1In that reagard, my delegation suagests intensifying the exchange
of views in order to reach an agreement on the details of these
confidence-building measures. We support the proposal that all interested
States should participate on a voluntary basis in such an exchanae of data.

The same qoes for the idea of conducting trial inspections. As far as
this proposal is concerned, valuable considerations emerged from the Pugwash
Workshop which was held in January this vear. The German Democratic Republic
is very much interested in these steps. At the moment it is examining the
possibility of carrying out such trial inspections.

The proposed confidence-building measures could fulfil two tasks: thev
would enhance the confidence of all sides involved in efforts to bring about a
comprehensive prohibition of chemical weapons, and at the same time data and
experience would be gained which were useful for implementinag the provisions

of the convention.

The proposals on the establishment of chemical-weavon-free zones serve
the same objective., Only a few days ago, I was able, together with my
colleaque, Ambassador Veijvoda, to inform yvou of a further significant
initiative in this field. In a joint declaration of 5 April 1988, the
Socialist Unity Partv of Germany, the Communist Party of Czechoslovakia and
the Social Democratic Party of Germany express their concern at the problems
which have arisen since autumn 1987 and may delay or even endanger the
conclusion of a convention on the general and complete ban on all chemical
weapons and their destruction. The parties suvpport the appeal addressed by
the Governments of the German Democratic Republic, the Czechoslovak Socialist
Republic and the Federal Republic of Germany to the particivants of the
Conference on Disarmament to proceed with their work in a constructive spirit
and to remove all obstacles alonag the way. The three-party initiative
advocates negotiations on ridding their territories of chemical weapons or
keeping their territories free of them. This proposal forms part of the
overall aim of encouraging agreement on a chemical weapons ban. The elements
already finalized on a CW convention should thus be inserted into the text of
the regional accord. Just as in the case of confidence-building measures,
though with the difference that the agreement on a chemical-weapon-free zone
would be an international treaty, the initiative is an enterprise that would
provide extremely important experience for the finalization and implementation
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of the global convention. We hope that this initiative will fall on fertile
ground. Its source was the same line of thinking that led to the decision to
withdraw the shorter-range nuclear missiles deploved on the territories of the
German Democratic Republic and Czechoslovakia before the INF Treaty enters

into force.

The forthcoming special session of the United Nations General Assembly
devoted to disarmament will be a further occasion for demonstrating the
political resolve of all interested parties to bring about a CW convention at
the earliest possible date. It will also give an opportunity to elucidate the
prospects of multilateral disarmament efforts and to open up new avenues
leading towards concrete results. We consider it to be imperative during
SSOD-III to focus great attention, inter alia, on the issue of bringing about
a CW convention as speedily as possible. It may lend fresh momentum to the
question of relieving our negotiations from burdens and insecurities.

The Vice-Chancellor and Foreian Minister of the Federal Republic of
Germany, Mr. Genscher, when addressing this body in February this year, spoke
of an existina consensus in principle on the issues to be resolved in
connection with the CW convention. At SSOD-IIT there will be the chance to
build substance into this consensus in principle, to surmount existina
contradictions and to simultaneously extend this consensus to all
United Nations Member States. Given the relevance of these issues, we deem it
appropriate to make use of the presence of leadinag representatives at the
third special session devoted to disarmament in order to conduct a cordial and
constructive dialogue.
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As the spring part of the 1988 session draws to a close, I would like to
comment on what has been achieved during the last few months in the chemical
weapons negotiations. I plan to take the floor again at the next plenary
meeting to present some ideas about the future course of these negotiations.

The work on a chemical weavons ban has continued over the last several
months in a business-like and constructive manner. The Ad hoc Committee on
Chemical Weapons has carefully and methodically considered several important
issues. New ideas and proposals have been submitted and considered.
Undoubtedly, the results of this work have helped to lay the foundation for
future accomplishments.

I would like to comment on the activities of each working aqroup, as well
as the work supervised by the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee.

Working Group A, under the able chairmanship of Mr. Cima of
Czechoslovakia, has had an extensive and detailed discussion of monitoring of
the chemical industry under article VI and on co-operation for economic and
technological development under article XI.

To facilitate work on article VI issues, the United States deleaation
presented proposals for the thresholds that will apply to the monitoring
régimes for schedules [1l], [2], and [3]. These proposals, which are contained
in document CD/802, have generally been well received.

Some delegations, however, have expressed concern that under the
United States proposal, synthesis of laboratorv quantities of schedule [1]
chemicals would not be subiject to international monitoring. The concern
apparently relates to possible clandestine activities that are aimed at
development of chemical weapons. There does seem to be agreement, however,
that the small quantities synthesized do not pose a threat to security in
themselves.

We, too, are concerned in general with possible clandestine development
of chemical weapons. However, proposals by some delegations to monitor
synthesis of small gquantities of chemicals do not help to enhance securitv.
We do not support such an approach because it would be ineffective. Illegal
activities at the early low-level stages of development would be easy to
hide. That is a fact of life. The United States delegation remains ready,
however, to consider seriously any further proposals to improve verification
of the prohibition of development of chemical weapons.

Working Group A has also devoted considerable time and energy to the
so-called schedule [4]. Despite very active and constructive discussions,
little proaress has been achieved in finding a mutually acceptable approach to

this issue.

The additional schedule resulted from a widespread concern about the
potential risk posed by super-toxic lethal chemicals that are produced in
civil facilities and that are not covered under the schedule [1] régime. The
concern extends both to the chemicals themselves and to their production
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facilities. After several years of discussions, we have concluded that this

concern seems to be exaggerated, but should not be dismissed entirely. While
it is still not clear how many chemicals and facilities in this category pose
risks to security, technical discussions have shown that the problem is likely

to be very limited.

In our view it is now necessary to consider alternatives to the
questionable approach represented by the proposed schedule [4]. Two different
problems should be considered. First, how should the convention deal with any
extremely toxic civil chemical that in the future might be considered a
potential chemical weapon?

One possibility for dealing with commercial chemicals that pose a high
risk would be to place them under the schedule [2] régime, as’ proposed earlier
by several western delegations. This régime already provides for strict
monitoring for key precursors. It should not be too difficult to adapt it to
extremely toxic chemicals.

The second problem is how to identify and monitor facilities that might
be suitable for producing schedule [1] chemicals.

The concept of "ad hoc checks" proposed by the Federal Republic
of Germany in document CD/791 is the only alternative approach now before the
Conference for dealing with facilities that normally produce innocuous
products, but that present a risk of clandestine conversion to chemical weapon
production. Obviously, criteria would be needed for identifying such
facilities. One possibility would be to focus on tyves of civil products that
require chemical processes common to chemical weapon production.

The United States delegation's initial reaction to the "ad hoc checks"
proposal is that it is a constructive one. We are prepared to join with other
delegations in exploring this idea and any others that are introduced.
Creative approaches are needed if proaress is to be achieved.

Additionally, Working Group A has bedun to discuss the possible content
of article XI, on the issue of economic and technological co-operation.
Co-operation is important for many countries, and the United States recoanizes
this. We are already plavina a major role throuah efforts in international
organizations and in the private sector. We believe that the future
convention should not impede co-operative efforts. We continue to have doubts
that a security agreement like the future chemical weapons convention should
contain an obligation to engage in economic and technological co-operation.

T would now like to turn to the discussions in Working Grouo B, which is
capably chaired by Mr. Macedo of Mexico. The principal topics have been
provisions for declaration and destruction of chemical weapons under
article IV, including the order of destruction, and the provision under
article X for assistance in protection against chemical attack.



CD/PV.457
34

(Mr. Friedersdorf, United States)

Provisions reqarding the destruction of chemical weapons are among the
most sensitive aspects of the convention. They affect directly the existing
security arrangements of States. One can expect States to proceed very
cautiously in developina such provisions. None the less, over the last year
positions have aradually been converging. Thanks in no small part to the
skilful work of the 1987 and 1988 Working Group chairmen, understandings have
been reached on the categories into which chemical weapons are to be grouped,
the period for destruction of each categorv, and the need for levelling out of
stocks before the end of the destruction period.

The United States continues to consider it important that all States
possessing chemical weapons beain destruction within a year after the
convention enters into force. The elimination of chemical weapons from
national arsenals is a global problem. We must avoid approaches that suggest

otherwise.

Fur ther work is needed on the technical issue of how to compare binary
and unitary weapons, on where the levelling out should be set, and on whether
more than one such threshold will be needed, assuming States other than the
United States and the Soviet Union will also declare possession of chemical

weapons.

Let me now comment on the discussions of article X, which has received a
major share of the Working Group's attention.

States correctly attach importance to maintaining a strong capability to
protect themselves against chemical attack, even though chemical weapons will
be banned. The illegal use of chemical weapons in the Iran-Irag war
demonstrates clearly that violations may occur, with horrible consequences.

Differences clearly exist, however, about how to deal with protective
programmes in the future convention. Some beleive that the emphasis should be
on promoting assistance, others on avoiding creation of new obstacles to
protective activities. 1In this regard, we welcome working paper CD/809
presented by the delegation of Argentina. While there are important points on
which the United States position is different, we believe that this working
paper has made a significant contribution to a realistic and constructive

discussion.

In addition to the order of destruction of chemical weapons and
article X, Working Group B also has responsibility for provisions on
destruction of chemical weapon production facilities and on so-called "old
stocks". I would like to touch on these two topics for a moment.

The elimination of chemical weapon production facilities is a fundamental
component of a convention. 1In 1985 extensive consultations were held in the
Committee on this complex and difficult subject. However, major differences

remained.
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For the past two yvears, the delegations of the United States and the
Soviet Union have been workinag diligently to develop a mutually acceptable
approach to this issue and thereby to facilitate the multilateral negotiations
in this area. In the most recent round of bilateral discussions, a common
approach was reached. This approach is based on a carefully crafted and
practical definition of a chemical weapon production facility that takes
account of the concerns of both delegations.

During the two years of discussions, alternative ideas were subjected to
searching examination. Each side showed a willinagness to consider seriously
the views of the other. Out of this process emerged a joint view that
chemical weapon production facilities should be completely destroyed. This
judgement applies both to the buildings and to the equipment of the facilities.

The two delegations have provided material on their common approach to
the Chairman of Working Group B, for use in his consultations. It is our hope
that these consultations will lead to the elaboration of the relevant
provisions of the "rolling text", thus eliminating a major gap in the draft

convention.

How to deal with so-called old stocks under the convention is also a
complex and delicate topic, which we understand is being discussed in private
consultations. While one must not exadggerate the impor tance of this issue, it
is noné the less essential that the approach that eventually emerges should
not undermine the definition of the term "chemical weapon" nor create a
loophole for avoiding the declaration and verification of chemical weapons.

We shall look forward to learning the results of the private consultations, so
that the Conference may develop appropriate provisions for the future
convention.

Let me now present our views on the topics being discussed under Working
Group C, which is under the outstanding and very capable chairmanship of
Mr. Numata of Japan. These are the functions and interrelationships of the
treaty bodies, the composition of the Executive Council, and challenge
inspection.

In our view, the combined efforts of the Working Group chairmen for 1987
and 1988, Dr. Krutzsch and Mr. Numata respectively, have resulted in a
much-improved text for article VIII. We would like to express our
appreciation to both of them. While unresolved points remain, it is our hope
that agreement can be reached during the summer. We also would like to
express our appreciation to the deleaation of Canada for its working
paper, CD/823.

For a long time, the composition of the Executive Council was considered
a forbidden subject. We welcome the efforts of Mr. Numata to explore this new
territory. We appreciate also the contribution of the deleaation of the
German Democratic Republic in its workina paper, CD/812.
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There appears to be a common view that the Executive Council must be
small enough for effective work and yet represent the different interests
involved in the convention. 1In our view an appropriate balance must be found
among the interests of the international community as a whole, of the States
whose existing security arranagements are most directlv affected, and of those
States that bear the brunt of the verification régime.

While care must be taken to achieve political balance in the Executive
Council, we do not see how this goal could be reached directly. Tt would not
be desirable or practical to try to list States according to political
groups. Rather, the balance must be accomplished indirectly. 1In this
connection, the interrelationship between the decision-making procedures and
political balance must be noted. Political manipulation of decision-making
would be more difficult with a requirement for a two-thirds majority than if
only a simple majority were required.

Challenge inspection has long been one of the most important and
difficult issues in the negotiations. This is only natural. Routine
inspection is clearly not sufficient, and it is therefore necessary to develop
provisions for access to some of the most sensitive locations and facilities
that States have. No one should expect these neqotiations to be easy.

At the same time it should be recognized, as pointed out bv the
distinquished representative of Argentina, Ambassador Campora, on
8 March 1988, that under the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in
Latin America, a number of States have alreadvy aagreed to a mandatory challenge
inspection régime.

The Chairman's report on challenge inspection contzined in appendix II of
CD/795 demonstrates that important steps have been made recently toward a
common approach. At the same time it is clear that serious differences remain
on each stage of the challenge inspection process: the initiation process,
the inspection itself, and the follow-up.

Discussions have shown that the interrelationships of the three stages
must be taken into account. Measures to protect against abuse of the right to
request an inspvection reflect concern that efforts might be made during an
inspection to acquire information not related to verification of the
convention. This is the concern, for example, behind our own proposal for a
fact-findina panel.

The United States supports the Auqust 1987 suqgestion of the Soviet Union
that procedures be developed for challenge inspections that will provide
effective inspections and will minimize the risk of disclosure of sensitive
non-chemical-weapons-related information during an inspection. We urge the
Soviet delegation to develop this suagestion in a more detailed form. 1In this
context we would note that the effectiveness of the procedures will determine
the effectiveness of challenge inspection. We are prepared to consider
seriously any detailed ideas that mav be presented.
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In considerinag the conduct of challenge inspections, we support the
suggestion of the Federal Republic of Germany in CD/CW/WP.191 that further
attention should be given to the possible role for a representative of the
requesting party. This subject was discussed at length during the Chairman's
consultations in the 1987 session. It was not resolved and therefore could
not be dealt with in the Chairman's report. This issue is a fundamental
aspect of any challenge inspection provision and therefore requires further

discussion.

We welcome the increased attention that is now being aiven to the
provisions for follow-up to a challenge inspection. As vyet, this important
aspect is relatively undeveloped.

The United States believes that after evaluation of the inspection
report, the challenging State should notify the Executive Council whether or
not it has concluded that a violation has taken place. If the challenging
State, or any other State party receiving the inspection report, concludes
that a violation has taken place, it should provide the Executive Council with
a statement regarding its findings, and, to the extent it deems appropriate,
the course of action it plans to take pursuant to its findings. The Executive
Council should provide the statement regarding the violation to all States
parties and to the United Nations Security Council.

Tn our view a special meeting of the Executive Council should not be
convened automatically each time there is a challenge inspection. Instead,
the convention should allow a special meeting to be convened if a specified
number of States believe it is necessary.

The question naturally arises of what actions the Executive Council might
be empowered to take after an inspection.

The United States believes that the Executive Council has an important
role to play after an inspection. It can and should consider and recommend
actions for States parties to take to resolve concerns. While such
recommendations would not be binding, they would carry behind them the very
considerable political weight of the Council.

We do not believe that the Council can or should try to be a eourt. . It
cannot realistically .be expected to act as an impartial judge of whether a
violation has occurred. This judgement must be reserved exclusively for
individual States parties.

In conclusion, I would like to touch briefly on the discussions that were
held on the final articles of the convention. The United States delegation
welcomes the efforts of the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee, Ambassador Suijka
of Poland, to initiate work on texts for articles XIT-XVI of the "rolling
text". The Chairman's paper he has prepared will undoubtedly assist efforts
during the summer to identify areas of agreement and issues that need to be
resolved.
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In summary, we have seen in recent months how the combined efforts of all
delegations have moved our negotiations forward on a broad front. As I have
tried to outline today, the work of the Ad hoc Committee, under its capable
Chairman and Working Group Co-ordinators, has helped to clarify areas that
heretofore had been ambiquous, establish concrete provisions where before
there had been only principles, and set to work on principles where before
there had only been headings.

The progress made by this Conference and its Ad hoc Committee may not
always be readily discernible. Sometimes the answer to one question brinas
with it a new question. Sometimes exploration of a subject area reveals to us
how much there is still left to do in that area. But we should not fail to
recognize the advances that none the less have been achieved through our joint
efforts.

CD/PV.457
40

Mr. NAZARKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from
Russian):

In connection with the fact that on 13 April, the co-ordinator of
Group B, the representative of Mexico, Pablo Macedo, submitted to the
Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons a workina paper on chemical weapon
production facilities, I would like to state the following. The question of
chemical weapon production facilities has a long history. Discussions on this
issue at the unofficial consultations in the framework of the Ad hoc Committee
in 1985 showed that progress in dealing with this problem would be facilitated
if a common understanding were reached by the delegations of the USSR and the
United States as regards the definition of such facilities. For that reason
consideration of the issue of CW production facilities has occupied an
important place at the Soviet-American consultations which are being held in
accordance with the agreement reached by the leaders of the two countries at
their Geneva meeting in November 1985. As a result of that work on a
bilateral basis a common approach was aaqreed which became the basis for the
paper submitted by the co-ordinator of Group B, Mr. Pablo Macedo. We hope
that the paper that has been submitted will contribute to the early
finalization of the provisions of the draft convention on this subject.

Let me now make a few short remarks about the other issues discussed at
the negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons. The present session
has achieved definite progress in elaborating a number of articles of the
convention, in particular articles IV, V, VI and VIII. A greater degree of
agreement has been reached as regards the provisions of article IV ("Chemical
weapons") and its annexes. Thev have to a considerable extent been "cleansed"
of square brackets and footnotes reflecting reservations. Important work has
been done to clarify the principles for and order of destruction of chemical
weapons. Adqreement has been reached on a new, more complete, detailed text of
the annex to article VI ("Activities not prohibited by the Convention")
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relating to production of super-toxic lethal chemicals not included in
schedule 1. A useful discussion has been held on the question of ad hoc
checks as a form of verification of non-production. More detailed
consideration has been given to the issue of defining the concept of the
n"production capacity” of facilities for the purpose of the convention. A
number of provisions of article VIII ("The Organization™) have been updated.
In particular, a new text has been elaborated on the Technical Secretariat.
Rather fruitful, useful discussions have been held on other issues related to
the international organization to be established under the convention.

Serious work has begun on articles X and XI, devoted to issues related to the
provision of assistance and economic and technical development. In working on
these articles the Soviet Union proceeds from the concept that the securitv of
the States parties to the convention should be based on collective measures to
counter emergence of the threat of the use of chemical weapons, as well as the
generally recoanized principle of ndisarmament for development”. We note with
satisfaction the active role the delegations of the neutral and non-aligned
States are playing in drafting these articles.

Elaboration has bequn of the concluding articles of the convention, in
particular on such important issues as the signature, ratification and entry
into force of the convention, its relationship to other international
agreements, amendment, etc. The results of this discussion are included in
the document prepared by the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee,

Ambassador Bogumil Sujka of Poland, which reflects the viewpoints of the

various delegations.

In the course of discussion of article IX (Challenge inspections) at this
session, a number of delegations have expressed concern at the danger of abuse
of challenge inspections and have proposed ways to prevent such abuses. This
question was also raised in todav's statement made bv the distinquished
representative of the United States, Ambassador Max Friedersdorf. Interesting
proposals have been made concernina possible approaches to the solution of
this problem (for example, document CD/CW/WP.198 of 5 April this year
submitted by the German Democratic Republic). In our view this document
contains a number of specific ideas which could be used in drafting the
relevant provisions of the convention. In this connection we would like to
emphasize that we consider it especially important that measures to prevent
abuse of challenge inspections should be elaborated and implemented
exclusively in the context of, and not in spite of, the principle of the
mandatorv nature of inspection. There should be no weakening of that
principle or exceptions therefrom. This is a matter of fundamental
importance. We continue to believe that the paper on on-site challenge
inspection prepared by the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee and contained in
appendix II to document CD/795 provides a good basis for finalizina this part
of the convention. The most appropriate solution to the problem of
alternative measures (paragraph 12 in the Chairman's document) would in our
view be to use the relevant provisions of the working paper from Great Britain
(CD/715). We confirm our readiness to engaqe in practical work to agree on a
treaty text on that basis.
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Unfortunately, the spring session of the Conference has shown that on
some questions not only has there been a lack of progress, but indeed a
tendency has emerged of departing from the compromises already outlined as the
result of some delegations' havinag repudiated, abandoned their previous
provisions. This, as well as the slow-down of negotiations in general, causes
alarm. We fully support the assessment of the status of the negotiations made
by the Group of 21 in its statement on 8 March this year. We subscribe to the
list of the goals of the neqotiations set out by the Group, as was said in a
statement issued by the USSR Ministry of Foreign Affairs on 16 March this
year. The statement also indicates the reasons for the slow progress. As for
the Soviet delegation, it is fully determined to do everything within its
power to speed up work on finalizing the convention as much as possible.

The Soviet delegation appeals to all participants in the neqotiations on
a chemical weapon ban to make further efforts to identify scope for mutually
acceptable solutions on questions which have not been agreed, so as to
complete the work on those provisions which have not yet been the subject of
formulations for the future convention. The early conclusion of the
convention on the complete and general prohibition and destruction of chemical
weapons would not only rid humanity of this type of weapon of mass
destruction, but would also demonstrate the potentialities of multilateral
efforts in disarmament, and would give impetus to further progress in this and

other fields.

In conclusion, the Soviet delegation would like to thank
Ambassador B. Sujka for his tireless efforts in organizing the work of the
Ad hoc Committee on the prohibition of chemical weapons in an effective way,
as well as the co-ordinators of the three working groups, A. Cima, S. Numata
and P. Macedo, whose personal contribution to the neqotiations has facilitated
the search for the necessary compromises at an important stage in the
elaboration of the draft convention.
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Mr. MASHHADI (Islamic Republic of Iran): On Tuesday, 12 April, in the
plenary session, the distinquished Ambassador of Argentina read out to us a
communiqué issued by the Argentine Foreigqn Ministry condemning the "war of the
cities™ and the use of chemical weapons in the war between Iraq and Iran.
While the Islamic Republic of Iran fully shares the view expressed by
Argentina and welcomes any humanitarian initiative to this end, unfortunately
a slip in interpretation, which is an extremely rare event, prompts my
delegation to make use of the right of reply to put the record straight. The
original text in Spanish referred to the use of chemical weapons en la querra
entre ambos paises, which means in the war between the two countries and not
by the two, which was the interpretation provided to all delegations today.
This case has proved to all of us the valuable and outstanding job the
interpreters and translators are doing, without which our work would be

(continued)
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impossible. I would like to avail myself of this opportunity to express the
thanks of my Government for the humanitarian position adopted by the Argentine
Foreign Ministry and, at the same time, our apologies to the Ambassador of
Argentina for the inconvenience arising from the misinterpretation.
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Mr. von STULPNAGEL (Federal Republic of Germanv): The Western Group is
disappointed to see that once again the draft mandate contained in
CD/515/Rev.4 is being proposed for decision by the Conference. This has been
done without any consultation with this Group. We do not believe that the
submission of this draft mandate, which calls for the establishment of an
ad hoc committee on the agenda item "Prevention of nuclear war, including all
related matters”, will facilitate our work on this subject. Thus we are once
again unable to associate ourselves with the proposed draft mandate.

The Western Group has stressed the siagnificance it attaches to in-depth
consideration of agenda item 3 from the time this item was placed on the
agenda of the Conference. Indeed, we consider the prevention of war in any
form of paramount importance. This objective is the corner-stone of the
secur ity policies of Western countries. The effective prevention of every
kind of war, be it nuclear or chemical or conventional, is a matter of global
concern. All States are therefore called upon to do everything in their
power, as a priority objective of their policies, to prevent the outbreak of
conflict.

In considering this item we should not just focus on nuclear weapons.
Every day we are made painfully aware of the cruelty and inhumanity of wars
fought with conventional and chemical weapons.

Nuclear disrmament must not give rise to the belief that the world has
been made safe for conventional, chemical or other types of war. The goal of
nuclear disarmament, which we endorse vigorously, must be to increase
international security and stability. The Western Group advocates an arms
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control process which encompasses nuclear as well as conventional and chemical
weapons, which enhances stability in all its aspects, promotes confidence, and
advances by individual steps which are both stabilizinag and verifiable.
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Mr. von STULPNAGEL (Federal Republic of Germany): We are all under the
impression of the gruesome reports on the recent use of chemical weapons in the
war between Iran and Irag. The pictures we have seen of victims of a chemical
attack reconfirm the notion that, as Foreign Minister Genscher put it, chemical
weapons are not weapons, but devices for destroying man and nature.

Indeed, we cannot remain indifferent in the face of this blatant
violation of international law. Rather we should view it - as was suggested
in my Government's note of 7 April this year addressed to the States
participating in the Conference on Disarmament - as an urgent warning to meet
our responsibility in the negotiations on a global ban on chemical weapons.
We must intensify our efforts and work towards the conclusion of a convention
now. Chemical weapons must not have a future anywhere.

In reconfirming this commitment, to which we attach the highest priority,
we can proceed from the basic agreements reached in the course of our
negotiations on the main issues relating to an effective and verifiable
convention. Substantial progress made in the negotiations during recent years
gives rise to optimism and justifies the hope that an early agreement is
possible. We have passed the point of no return. There is nothing which
should stop mankind from banning chemical weapons once and for all. Therefore
we must not jeopardize the important achievements and the basic consensus
reached in our negotiations by introducing new concepts or developing old and
collectively refused concepts. Rather, we must resolutely follow the road we
have taken and try to resolve the remaining issues expeditiously and
effectively.

(continued)
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The spring part of this year's session of the Conference on Disarmament
is now drawing to a close. In the course of it we have continued our
intensive negotiations on chemical weapons under the dedicated chairmanship of
Ambassador Sujka of Poland. Detailed discussions have been conducted on most
of the still outstanding issues relating to the CW convention. Despite the
strenuous efforts which have been made, not all our expectations have been
fulfilled. Rather, we are somewhat disappointed by the lack of progress in
many areas where, on the basis of agreements achieved so far, better results

should have been reached.

Let me briefly review some of the major issues on the agenda of our
negotiations. First I would like to address matters dealt with in Working
Group A of the Ad hoc Committee. The issue of non-production and the
monitoring of the chemical industry is of crucial importance for a durable and
ef fective convention. The verification mechanism to be established to this
end has to be comprehensive, feasible, manageable, consistent and effective.
In order to meet these criteria we have to devise a régime which is stringent
and at the same time provides for the necessary flexibility.

We should proceed from the basic question: What is realistically
verifiable or detectable? We consider the monitoring régimes for
schedules [1], [2] and [3] contained in the annex to article VI to be a sound
basis for a viable and effective non-production verification system. However,
we consider that coverage should not be limited to those facilities which are
declared under schedules [1], [2] and [3]. There should also be a
verification instrument available for all other chemical industry facilities.
To this end, in CD/791 of 25 January 1988 we proposed ad hoc checks, which
could be managed on a routine basis. These checks, which would be initiated
by the Technical Secretariat, should serve solely to ascertain whether, at the
time of the check, substances listed in the annexes to article VI and not
reported for the facility in question are being produced. We are convinced
that by this complementary instrument for monitoring the chemical industry an
optimal degree of additional transparency, and hence of additional confidence
in the reliability of all States parties' compliance with the convention, can
be achieved. In the course of the past weeks we have had interesting
discussions on our proposal. In light of these talks we intend to further
elaborate our concept of ad hoc checks. We are looking forward to further
exploration of our concept during the summer part of the session.

There were two other subjects which have been extensively dealt with in
Working Group A during the previous weeks: schedule [1] of article W, and
the question of super-toxic lethal chemicals not included in schedule [1].

! In document CD/CW/WP.192 of 11 March 1988 we proposed a redraft of the
annex to article VI [1]. We did so in the hope of bridging the differences
which surfaced on this matter during lengthy discussions in the course of the
intersessional work of the Ad hoc Committee. However, as consultations during
the previous weeks have shown, regrettably it has not yet been possible to
reach agreement on the declaration and verification régime for the substances
in schedule [1l]. We remain convinced that the approach taken in our working
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paper does provide a basis for a compromise solution, as the régime proposed
therein builds on existing points of agreement. Thus we hope that the matter
will be taken up again in the summer with a view to arriving at an eventual
solution acceptable to all. The degree of agreement in principle existing on
this question should make this goal attainable.

On the gquestion of the so-called schedule [4], we expressed strong
reservations on the approach proposed at last year's session. We drew
particular attention to its inconsistency with the other schedules in the
annex to article VI. We also argued that it would be impossible to implement
schedule [4] in the form envisaged then. Although a number of questions
remain as to the purpose of schedule [4] and its relevance to the objectives
of the convention, we are prepared to meet the concerns expressed over this
question. Thus in an effort to overcome the obstacle posed by this issue, we
proposed in CD/792 of 25 January this year an approach which is at the same
time effective, practicable and consistent with the régime contained in
article VI as a whole. 1In doing so we have accepted that the régime could be
based on the toxicity criterion alone, and that on this basis a list of
relevant super-toxic lethal chemicals could be drawn up. We agree with
Ambassador Friedersdorf that the problem should be restored to its real
dimensions. We continue to be prepared to seek acceptable solutions.
However, as experience in this spring session shows, it is necessary, before
continuing to draft texts, to clarify what we are trying to achieve through a
schedule [4]. Only when we have identified in an unambiguous manner the
objectives of and reasons for a régime for super-toxic lethal chemicals will
we be able to shape an effective régime tailored to defined requirements.

One of the main open questions to be resolved in the framework of Working
Group B is the order of destruction of chemical weapons. The question of
maintaining undiminished security for all States during the entire destruction
process is of paramount importance in this regard. The preconditions for
this - after the entry into force of the convention - are in the view of the
Government of the Federal Republic of Germany: no research on new chemical
weapons; no continued production or modernization of chemical weapons; no
exceptions from the general rule of verification of all existing stocks and
facilities, i.e. no secret CW stocks; and, lastly, no proliferation.

In an effort to translate principles agreed by the majority of the CD
members into reality, and taking account of existing disparities in chemical
weapon arsenals, we made a proposal together with Italy in CD/822 of
29 March 1988, which seems to us to present a viable solution. These are the
main points of our suggested phased approach to the destruction process:

Proceeding from the basic undertaking that all production of chemical
weapons shall cease immediately upon the entry into force of the convention,
and that all chemical weapon storage sites as well as production facilities
will immediately be subjected to systematic international on-site
verification, we suggest that in a first phase the States parties possessing
the largest stocks of chemical weapons should proceed with the destruction of
their chemical weapon stocks until an agreed level is reached. It is
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envisaged that, after the large stocks have been levelled out at the end of
this phase, which we propose to be the first five years of the destruction
process, all States parties possessing chemical weapons, regardless of the
size of their chemical weapon stocks, will be required to destroy them.
During this second phase, the existing stockpile of each State possessing CW
would be subdivided into five equal amounts to be destroyed during the
remaining five years of the destruction period.

Our proposal also provides for close monitoring of the destruction
process. Thus we suggest that during the first phase States parties should
submit regular annual reports on the reduction of their stocks. Furthermore,
we envisage a review at the end of the first phase, to take stock of the
results achieved so far and the experience gained. It should serve two
purposes. First, it should establish that the agreed reductions have in fact
been implemented in the first phase. Second, it can be used to examine the
verification mechanism in the light of experience and to see whether it is
adequate or whether improvements are needed. However, it will not be possible
to use this review to change the timing of the overall destruction period, to
extend the transitional period or to decide on a course for the execution of
the convention other than that laid down in the convention.

Another important subject to be dealt with in Working Group B is the
question of "abandoned chemical weapon stocks, discovered chemical weapons and
old obsolete chemical weapons". After last year's intensive and sometimes
controversial discussion on this topic, my delegation is actively involved in
the search for a solution which is acceptable to all concerned and in
conformity with the objectives and the nature of a multilateral convention.

We welcome the substantial progress we have made on article VIII of the
convention since last year. Our thanks are due especially to last year's item
co-ordinator for cluster IV, Dr. Krutzsch, who started to restructure this
article. With the elaboration of the chapter on the Technical Secretariat at
the very beginning of this year's session, we now have concluded a redraft of
article VIII. We consider that article VIII is in far better shape than it
was only one year ago. Now we have a better picture of the powers and
functions of the organs of the treaty organization, as well as the
interrelationship between them. The major issue which remains to be resolved
in article VIII is the composition of the Executive Council. Admittedly, this
will be one of the most intricate and difficult issues. The preliminary
discussions indicate that there may be common ground to build on. I am sure
that at the end of the summer session we will have an even better picture of
the problems involved, and we sincerely hope that by then a solution
acceptable to all will not just appear in outline but will be within reach.

Challenge inspection is of crucial importance for the convention. Only
an effective solution to this question will provide the necessary confidence
in the verification system as a whole. The work done in this field under the
chairmanship of Ambassador Ekéus was very encouraging. The paper included in
appendix II of document CD/795 in our view provides a basis for successful
completion of an acceptable challenge inspection régime. Part I of the paper
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especially is in an advanced stage of elaboration. It should be possible to
put the finishing touches to it early in the summer session. The process
after the submission of the inspection report and part II of Ambassador Ekéus'
paper will require further detailed exploration.

In the evaluation of an inspection we believe that two basic
considerations have to be taken into account. It would be unrealistic to
assume that the Executive Council will be prevented from discussing the
results of a challenge inspection and forming its own opinion on whether or
not the requested State is in compliance. The Executive Council, a treaty
organ consisting of representatives of a limited number of States parties to
the convention and taking decisions by a majority, cannot take any decision or
adopt specific measures which would affect the national security of one
individual State party.

The role of the Executive Council and the requesting and requested States
should therefore be seen from that angle. Thus the requesting State will in
any event state its position on the report and the conclusion it draws from
it. It will certainly adopt those measures it deems necessary to maintain its
national security. On the other hand one can assume that the Executive
Council, representing the entire membership, will also assess the situation,
in particular when a case of non-compliance seems to have been established.

The Executive Council should in our view be permitted to publicly address
a violation of the convention. 1In the event that the violation of the
convention is not unambiguously established, it seems necessary that the
result of the challenge inspection should be discussed between the requesting
State, the requested State and the Executive Council with a view to clarifying
the situation. If this cannot be done, another request for challenge
inspection should be submitted.

If a violation is unambiguously established, the question of possible
sanctions might be addressed. As international law does not provide for
sanctions in the form of "convention penalties", it could be examined whether
the system of collective security established by the Charter of the
United Nations can provide a basis to enforce a chemical weapon ban. Normally
the United Nations Security Council is the body which classifies
non-compliance with a convention as threatening peace. Consequently the State
party which is violating the convention could be subject to sanctions by the
community of nations under Chapter VII of the Charter.

At this point I would like to draw attention to working paper
CD/CW/WP.191 of 11 March which we have submitted. In it we address a number
of further questions on which additional work needs to be done. We hope that
the thoughts offered therein on yet unresolved problems may stimulate the
negotiations on the challenge inspection régime and contribute to finding
acceptable solutions.

Before concluding my remarks on the current state of our negotiations, I
would like to mention briefly two subjects on which there have been intensive
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discussions since December of last year: article X (Assistance) and

article XI (Economic and technological development). Quite a bit of valuable
work has been done on these two articles. On both articles it has been
possible to identify some common ground, which will pave the way for
satisfactory solutions. My delegation especially welcomes the submission of
working paper CD/802 by Argentina, which has in our view provided a good basis
for the discussion on assistance. I think it should be possible to arrive at
acceptable solutions for both articles if no unrealistic demands are made and
if proposed solutions are in conformity and not at variance with the main
objectives of the convention.

I have not been able to deal with all the aspects of our negotiations on
a CW ban. For example, I did not make any reference to the very useful
discussion we had on the final clauses, a discussion we hope to continue in
the summer in order to arrive at agreed formulations for articles XII to XVI.
I would, however, before ending my statement, like to thank the chairman of
the Ad hoc Committee, Ambassador Sujka, as well as the working group chairmen
Mr. Cima, Mr. Macedo and Mr. Numata, for their excellent work and their
commitment. We are confident that under their guidance we will be able to
make substantive progress in the coming summer session. I would also like to
add that the Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee and the chairmen of the working
groups can continue to rely on our active support in their endeavours aimed at
the early conclusion of an effective CW convention.
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Mr, FRIEDERSDORF (United States of America): At the plenary meeting on
14 April I presented the assessment of the United States delegation of the
work of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons during the spring part of the
1988 session. Today, I would like to look ahead to the summer part of the
session.

In some recent plenary statements concern has been expressed that the
negotiations have not moved more rapidly. The United States delegation
sometimes shares this frustration. However, important work has been
accomplished in a number of substantive areas. We hope and expect that even
more will be achieved in the remainder of the 1988 session. We must bear in
mind that the key to future progress is not in external developments, or
artificial deadlines, but in the efforts of individual delegations and of the
Conference as a whole to come to grips with the remaining key issues.

There are, in fact, numerous unresolved issues that require detailed
negotiation before a convention can be realized. These issues are difficult
ones, and solutions are not readily at hand. The United States delegation
will continue to address these issues aggressively because of the strong and
continuing United States commitment to the negotiation of a comprehensive,
effectively verifiable and truly global ban on chemical weapons.
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Some delegations have taken practical steps to tackle key issues by
contributing useful working papers. A few others, unfortunately, have
emphasized rhetoric rather than concrete proposals. The United States
delegation hopes that in the summer there will be more concrete proposals, and
much less empty and unhelpful rhetoric.

We also hope that during the summer the trend toward greater openness
about chemical weapon capabilities and industrial capabilities will be
reinforced and extended. The United States attaches considerable importance
to this. We welcome the statements made by a number of delegations since
January. We urge those delegations that have not already done so to indicate
during the summer whether or not their countries possess chemical weapons.
Accurate declarations can make a major contribution toward building the
confidence necessary for conclusion of the negotiations and entry into force
of the convention. Inaccurate declarations or silence will inevitably have
the opposite effect of diminishing confidence and making completion of a
convention more difficult.

Given the unhappy experiences of the past, declarations cannot always be
accepted at face value. They should be viewed cautiously and critically, and
in conjunction with other claims by the same country. 1In our view, building
confidence requires that a country also satisfy any concerns that arise about
the declarations that are made. How follow-up queries are answered will play
a large role in determining whether confidence decreases or increases.

Today the United States is taking another major step in demonstrating
openness about its chemical weapon capabilities. 1In the past, most recently
on 10 July 1986, detailed information was provided on stockpile locations and
plans for destruction in our working paper, CD/711. Earlier this year we
indicated that our stockpile is smaller than that of the Soviet Union. Today
we are providing to each delegation a document that contains considerable
additional information, bearing the designation CD/830. This document
identifies each toxic chemical in the United States stockpile and provides
extensive information on its properties. Detailed diagrams depict each
chemical munition in the United States stockpile, including the binary
artillery shell. Specific data is provided about the characteristics of each
munition.

In addition to the information on toxic chemicals and munitions, the
document contains detailed information on the United States programme for
destruction of chemical weapons. Since 1974 the United States has destroyed
almost 4,000 agent tons of chemical weapons. In the coming years even larger
quantities will be destroyed. The document contains detailed material,
.including numerous pictures and diagrams, on the technology that the
United States has developed and is using for this difficult task. The
material in the document was presented to representatives of the Soviet Union
during their visit to the Tooele army depot between 18 and 21 November 1987.
We are now making it available to all delegations represented in this
Conference. We will do our best to respond to any questions delegations may
have.
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The United States delegation welcomed the opportunity recently to
participate in the Shikhany workshop, and we consider the information gained
from that visit a valuable reduction in the secrecy that has long surrounded
the Soviet chemical weapons programme. None the less, the visit has given
rise to a number of points that we are seeking to clarify with the
Soviet Union.

More recently, the Soviet delegation declared that its chemical weapon
stocks do not exceed 50,000 tons, and proposed a so-called multilateral data
exchange of certain other chemical-weapons-related information. These most
recent steps, unfortunately, do not reflect a balanced approach to data
exchange. Nor, in our view, do they build confidence or facilitate the
negotiations.

The distinguished representative of the United Kingdom,
Ambassador Soleby, raised questions about the Soviet stockpile figure on
8 March. My delegation has similar questions. The Soviet stockpile
declaration is vaguely worded and the figure it contains is impossible to
assess as an isolated number. We hope that the Soviet delegation will respond
positively to Ambassador Soleby's request, and our own, that it provide more
information which might clarify the situation. 1In our view, such information
should specify whether the declaration covers bulk agent as well as filled
munitions. Details on the number and location of Soviet chemical weapon
production facilities and storage sites are also essential.

We cannot agree with the assertion on 15 March by the distinguished
representative of the Soviet Union, Ambassador Nazarkin, that the total size
of chemical weapon stocks is the most important statistic. We believe that
the number and location of facilities is a much more significant and relevant
indicator of chemical weapon capability, and is more critical to our
negotiations. We are disappointed, too, that the Soviet delegation continues
to advocate an approach to data exchange that in our view is unbalanced. This
approach would provide the Soviet Union with much more information about
United States capabilities than the United States would receive about Soviet
capabilities. Much of the information provided by the United States in CD/711
is presented in terms of percentages of the overall stockpile. If we were now
to release the figure for our stockpile size, the Soviet Union would know the
quantities of stocks at each of the depots listed in CD/711l. They would know
what quantities of United States stocks were in bulk and in munitions. And
they would know what quantity of usable chemical munitions the United States
possesses. And, of course, Soviet officials realized that a single.number
from us would give them this bonanza. It is little wonder that they emphasize
this number. The net result would be that the Soviet Union would know almost
everything about the United States chemical weapon stockpile, whereas theirs
would continue to be largely shrounded in secrecy. We can hardly agree to
such a one-sided approach. Exchanges must be reciprocal. To facilitate
greater confidence-building, the Soviet Union could respond constructively to
questions about its declarations and present balanced proposals for data
exchange.
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Two recent proposals for data exchange and confidence-building do
represent a constructive approach. I am referring to the 14 April proposal by
the Federal Republic of Germany for multilateral data exchange and the
18 February proposal by the Soviet Union for testing of verification
procedures in the chemical industry.

The Federal Republic of Germany's proposal, for example, is directly
connected to the negotiating tasks of the Conference. The data requested
could assist negotiators in assessing the number of facilities subject to
international verification and identifying which countries would be affected.
Assuming that agreement can be reached as to what data should be declared and
when these declarations should be made, we must confront the difficult problem
of implementing the proposed exchange of data. We also must deal with the
fact that the Conference on Disarmament does not include a number of relevant
States. Will data elicited from member States - even if reported accurately
and comprehensively - be adequate to build confidence or to provide a useful
data base? If not, how do we expand this exchange to encompass non-member
States? And what are the consequences if participation is less than adequate,
or less than truthful? These are issues we must consider in our future
deliberations. f

We also note with interest the Soviet proposal for a multilateral effort
to develop and test inspection methods for commercial facilities. We note
that in 1986 the delegations of the Netherlands and Australia reported on
trial inspections of commercial facilities in their countries. In 1987 the
delegations of the United Kingdom and Finland suggested that countries
co-operate in devising verification procedures. The Soviet proposal can be
seen as a natural outgrowth of these earlier activities and suggestions.

We believe that a test of verification procedures at commercial
facilities would be premature at this stage, since the procedures themselves
have not been developed in the CD. The first step must be for each country
with facilities subject to inspection to do its homework. United States
experts are already actively engaged in developing inspection procedures for
commercial facilities. We urge the Soviet Union and other countries to
conduct similar work. We would also welcome elaboration from the Soviet
delegation of its ideas for the actual implementation of its proposal. How
would it actually work?

In looking ahead to the summer part of the 1988 session I have emphasized
today attitudes more than specific issues. The attitudes with which
delegations approach the work ahead will play a critical role in determining
whether significant progress is made. We hope that delegations will return
determined to come to grips with the key issues. We hope that they will put
aside propaganda and devote their energies to substance. We hope that they
will be more open about their military and commercial capabilities, and we
hope that they will come with specific proposals, rather than simply reacting
to the ideas of others.
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After reviewing the advances made across a broad front during the spring
part of the session, I am confident that further advances can and will be made
during the summer. The appendices of the draft special report of the Ad hoc
Committee prepared in view of the forthcoming third special session of the
United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament, as well as the plenary
statements made this spring and other documents before the Ad hoc Committee,
provide a wealth of material that can serve as a foundation for further
progress. Our delegation will be returning to Washington soon to consult with
its authorities and to assist in preparations for the summer. We shall look
forward to resuming the negotiations in early July.
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Miss SOLESBY (United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland): The
distinguished Ambassador of the Federal Republic of Germany on 14 April
introduced on behalf of a group of Western countries a paper on provision of
data relevant to the chemical weapons convention. The United Kingdom is one
of those countries on behalf of whom he spoke.

The paper he tabled mainly concerns the provision of data on a
multilateral basis. It also envisages exchange of additional and more
detailed data between States on a bilateral basis. I would like to elaborate
on our own approach to all this. The United Kingdom has long attached
importance to the idea of data exchange. In March 1983 we pointed out, in
Cb/353, that "in order to demonstrate that the inspection of commercial
facilities would not be too burdensome, it would be useful to know how many
facilities world-wide produce" chemicals of concern to the convention, and we
called upon members of the then Committee on Disarmament to furnish such data
in relation to their civil chemical industries. 1In an annex to that paper we
gave the relevant information about our own civil industry, which we
subsequently updated on two occasions.

The course of the chemical weapons negotiations since then has, I think,
confirmed that data exchange would be useful. Indeed there is a growing
consensus that in certain regards it is essential. Early data exchange would
serve three purposes:

First, the drafting of certain provisions of the convention, in
particular those relating to the destruction timetable, verification,
organization and costs. For this purpose multilateral data exchange will be
essential before the convention is concluded and should be undertaken as soon
as possible;

Secondly, the early effective functioning of the convention. As we
pointed out in CD/769, the sooner information is available the sooner we can
make arrangements for the smooth functioning of the convention, such as
training of key personnel in the Technical Secretariat;

And thirdly, as confidence-building measures to create an atmosphere of
trust and assurance which in turn would facilitate our negotiations and help
encourage wider adherence. This is also a matter of high priority.

We welcome the statements made here by several distinguished delegates on
the status of the chemical weapon capabilities of their countries and on the
production of certain toxic chemicals for civil purposes. We hope that other
delegates will soon follow suit. I have also just listened with great
interest to the statement by the distinguished Ambassador of the
United States, in which he announces further information which his delegation
is tabling on their own chemical weapon capabilities.

We have also welcomed the memorandum on the multilateral exchange of data
presented by the Soviet Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs, Mr. Petrovsky, on
18 February. However, we do wonder whether the data exchanges proposed in
that memorandum would be sufficient to permit the drafting of an effective
convention.
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Indeed, the paper tabled by the Ambassador of the Federal Republic of
Germany on behalf of a group of countries including the United Kingdom sets
out what we regard as the minimum data exchange required for drafting
purposes. We consider this exchange should be undertaken as soon as
possible. It is essential that those States with the largest stocks of
chemical weapons should be amongst the first to provide this data. We do not
think the absence of agreed definitions for some of the terms used in the list
should hold up the exchange of data. We envisage each State making clear what
criteria it has used in compiling its data. Similarly we see no need for
negotiations about data exchange. Let each of us provide unilaterally as much
data as possible and as soon as possible.

I come now to data exchange for confidence-building measures. In my
statement of 8 March I emphasized the high importance my authorities attach to
this. We need to give each other as much information as we can about our
capabilities in the various areas which the convention will cover. Things
should be clearly above board, so that all of us can be reassured that our
partners are negotiating in good faith. This calls for considerably more
detailed data than that needed for purely drafting purposes. It might be
helpful if I gave an idea of the sort of information we consider should be
provided for this purpose. An exhaustive list is not feasible as the
requirements will differ from country to country. However, the following are

examples of the information we think should be included:

First, location and capacity of chemical weapon production, storage and
destruction facilities;

Secondly, a detailed quantitative breakdown of chemical weapon stockpiles
by site and by agent, as well as by munition and agent stored in bulk;

Thirdly, numbers of civil plants producing, processing or consuming
chemicals on each of schedules 1, 2 and 3 above the thresholds to be agreed
and the names of the chemicals concerned;

Fourthly, locations of research and development facilities producing
chemicals on schedule 1 and the location of the permitted single, small-scale
production facility;

Fifthly, plans for the destruction of chemical weapon production
facilities.

This more detailed information might be provided bilaterally as a
confidence-building measure. Alternatively it might be provided publicly so
‘that it could have the added advantage of facilitating the smooth early
functioning of the convention. It is up to each State to choose.

Exchange visits to military and civil chemical facilities can also have a
useful confidence-building effect. Visits are not of course an alternative to
providing the information I have mentioned, but rather one of the possible
vehicles for doing so. Several countries have already conducted such visits -
the United States, the Federal Republic of Germany, the Netherlands and the
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Soviet Union for example - and we look forward to the process continuing. The
United Kingdom in March 1979 invited members of the Conference on Disarmament
to visit our former chemical weapons pilot plant at Nancekuke as well as an
organophosphorus chemical facility near Birmingham. We reported this visit
together with our experience in destroying the facility at Nancekuke in
document CD/15. We have recently arranged an exchange visit with the

Soviet Union under which a Soviet team will visit our chemical defence
establishment at Porton Down at the end of May and a British team will visit
the Soviet military facility at Shikhany in early July. We are also
considering sympathetically the proposal made by Deputy Minister Petrovsky on
18 February for an international verification test on civil chemical
facilities.

It is sometimes argued that data exchange can diminish rather than expand
confidence and we all know examples where this has happened. It is a fact
that some initial disclosures of information will give rise to further
questions or may not tally with the assessments of others. 1In these cases we
would expect that the process of data exchange will continue until the
necessary confidence has been established. In some instances verification of
data exchange on a bilateral basis before conclusion of the convention could

greatly help to achieve this.

I have recently returned from a meeting of experts organized by the
United Nations Secretariat in Dagomys, where we enjoyed not only a most
interesting exchange of views but also the generous hospitality of our Soviet
hosts. There seemed there to be a general consensus in favour not only of
verification, the specific subject of the meeting, but also more widely in
favour of greater openness and transparency on military matters. Data
exchange during the negotiating process, when conducted in a positive fashion,
can contribute in a tangible way to the search for a common agreement. My
delegation hope that the type of information set out in the paper presented by
the Ambassador of the Federal Republic of Germany as well as in my statement
today, will be provided by participants in the chemical weapons negotiations
in the very near future. We ourselves will be continuing to play an active
part in this exchange.
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Mr. NAZARKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from
Russian): 1In his statement today, the distinguished representative of the
United States, Ambassador Friedersdorf, touched upon the important question of
the multilateral exchange of data before the convention is signed. The same
thing occurred with the statement made by the distinguished representative of
Great Britain, Ambassador Solesby. I would like to make some brief comments
in connection with these two statements.

To begin with I would like to point out that a multilateral exchange of
data before the signing of the convention is, first, an impor tant
confidence-building measure, and second, a means which ought to contribute to
the elaboration of the convention. At least that is the Soviet Union's
approach to the multilateral exchange. Against that background the
Soviet Union has declared the size of its chemical weapon stockpile. The
representative of the United States devoted a critical part of his statement
to this fact. I strongly object to his assertions, which are designed to
belittle the importance of this fact.

As an example of why we think that the presentation of such data is
important I might refer, for instance, to the recent proposal made by the
delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany, which, in a document on the
order of destruction of chemical weapon stocks put forward jointly with the
delegation of Italy, proposed that the process of destruction should be begun
by the States with the largest stocks of chemical weapons. I do not intend
now tosgive an assessment of this proposal, but it seems to me that it would
be justified for the States with the largest stocks to begin the destruction
process. However, in order to solve this problem we obviously have to know in
advance which States have the largest stocks of chemical weapons. And if we
take this practical aspect, it will be clear that data concerning the volume
of stocks are naturally very important in elaborating the convention.

The distinguished representative of the United States also emphasized
strongly that the data submitted by the United States constitute what is
necessary for the negotiations. Such an approach will certainly not move us
forward in solving this matter. That is precisely why we put forward our
proposals this year in the form of a memorandum where we set forth our views
on which data States must exchange before the convention is signed - a
memorandum which did not apply to the data which the Soviet Union had already
submitted. We think that the volume of information which should be exchanged
by States should take account of certain objective criteria, and should
certainly not be based on the data provided by one State or another. We have,
of course, given attention to the proposal made by the Federal Republic of
Germany and the proposal made by Great Britain today concerning the content of
the information which it is proposed should be exchanged. We will examine
these considerations attentively.

(continued)
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I would also like to note with satisfaction the statement which was made
today by the distinguished representative of Great Britain, Abassador Solesby,
to the effect that the English side views favourably the proposal made by
Deputy Minister Petrovsky on 18 February concerning an experiment in
international verification at commercial chemical enterprises. I would also
like to take this opportunity to express appreciation to Ambassador Solesby
for her kind words to the Soviet side concering the organization of a recent
meeting of experts in Dagomys.

Allow me to return to the statement made by the representative of the
United States. In the statement he made today he opposed carrying out an
experiment in verification at commercial enterprises at this stage because, he
said, the procedures themselves have not yet been elaborated. I would like to
explain once again, although the Soviet delegation has already done so, that
the point of the experiment which we propose is, as we see it, that its
results will help in elaborating the procedures and will help in the
negotiations. We already have some basis for such procedures. Carrying out
the experiment should show in practice what we might have left out in these
procedures, what should be added to them, how they should be developed and
clarified. This is where we see the main point of the experiment, and
therefore to wait until we finish elaborating our procedures, and then to
carry out this experiment, in my opinion, is of no value whatsoever: what is
the point of the experiment if the procedures have already been worked out?

I would like to conclude with the same words as those used by the
distinguished Ambassador Friedersdorf in his ending statement. He said: "And
we hope that they" - meaning delegations - "will come with specific proposals,
rather than simply reacting to the ideas of others.” I would like to endorse
this call, with a small addition: We hope that they will come with specific
proposals, rather than simply reacting to the ideas of others in a negative
way.

CD/PV. 459
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(Mr. Elaraby, Egypt)

We welcome the advanced stage reached in the negotiations on the
preparation of a convention prohibiting the development, production and
stockpiling of chemical weapons and providing for their destruction. The
progress accomplished is undoubtedly due to the change in the position of many
delegations regarding the provisions of this convention, and the flexibility
shown in this connection. 1In this respect, we cannot fail to recognize the
prominent role and dedicated efforts of the Swedish delegation, headed by
His Excellency Ambassador Ekéus, during his chairmanship of the Ad hoc
Committee at the last session.

However, in our view, we still have a long way to go before completing
the draft convention, especially since saome of the remaining differences
concern concepts and methodology, and are not confined to drafting details.
In our opinion, this convention should be universal in character and acceded
to by all States. You may share my opinion that the universality of the
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convention would be promoted if States felt that their accession to it would
not jeopardize their national security, and that they would be secure from the
use or threat of use of chemical weapons against them, either by States
parties or by other States.

Although my delegation is participating very effectively in the
negotiations that are taking place in the Conference on Disarmament, in order
to achieve the universality of the proposed convention, Egypt considers that
the time has come for consultations on the draft articles of the convention
with other concerned non-member States that are not participating in the
negotiations. This could be achieved through a framework to be agreed upon by
the member States, either officially or informally. Such consultations would
be a preparatory step to guarantee wide participation and accession and the
desired universality. If we all hope for the codification of an effective
international régime with the necessary checks and controls, we must start the
preparatory stage forthwith, and listen to the viewpoints of the States not
participating in the current negotiations.

The Bgyptian delegation thus considers that the convention should provide
an umbrella for the States parties, in the form of assistance provided by
other States parties to limit the effects of the use or the threat of the use
of chemical weapons, and to limit the ability of the other party to continue
using or threatening to use chemical weapons. In this context, the idea of a
possible Security Council resolution providing positive guarantees for the
States parties to the convention could be considered. The same approach
was applied in 1968 for the NPT, when the Security Council issued
resolution 255 (1968). To eliminate the shortcomings in resolution 255, we
propose that these guarantees should be more effective and more crediblej
this is necessary due to the different nature of the two types of weapons,
nuclear and chemical. The reason for this proposal is the need to reactivate
the role of the Security Council in the field of disarmament as stipulated by
the Charter of the United Nations.

On the other hand, the accession of States to the convention depends to a
large extent on the principle of the equality of States parties in regard to
rights and obligations. They would be equal partners in all procedures,
recommendations and decisions to strengthen the convention and enhance its
credibility.

Egypt views with deep concern the use of chemical weapons anywhere, and
considers that reports to that effect should give further impetus to the
speedy conclusion by the Conference of a convention in this connection. 1In
this respect I would like to refer to an article which appeared in the Journal
de Genéve on 14 April 1988, concerning a United Nations medical report
confirming the use of gases by Israeli armed forces against Arab Palestinian
demonstrators in the occupied Arab territories. Egypt is most concerned at
this development, calls upon all parties to respect international treaties and
conventions and reaffirms the importance of adherence to the main principles
contained in the 1925 Geneva Protocol. In this connection, I wish to
emphasize that Bgypt does not produce, develop or stockpile such weapons,
which it rightly regards as weapons of mass destruction that should be banned.



CD/PV.459
9

Mr. TEJA (India): In my statement today, I intend to focus on the
chemical weapons negotiations. I should, therefore, like to begin by
expressing the congratulations of my delegation to Ambassador Sujka, the
Chairman for the current year, and also assure him of my delegation's
co-operation. We are confident that under his able guidance, we will be able
to carry forward our work which was already considerably advanced under the
chairmanship of his predecessor Ambassador Ekéus of Sweden.

(continued)
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Our ultimate goal is a convention that will not only prohibit the
production, development and stockpiling of chemical weapons but also lead to
the elimination of an entire class of weapons of mass destruction. During our
spring session, we have listened with attention to the statements made by a
number of foreign ministers. The urgency reflected in these statements is a
positive sign. On the opening day of our session, Foreign Minister Chnoupek

of Czechoslovakia stated:

» .. we consider the most urgent issue to be the completion of the
drafting of a convention on the prohibition and destruction of chemical

weapons ...".
He went on to add:

"The Conference has come within reach of concluding work on a convention®”

At the very next session, we had the privilege of listening to Foreign
Minister Genscher of the Federal Republic of Germany, who stated:

"The early conclusion of a convention for the global prohibition of
chemical weapons continues to be a matter of high priority, in our view,
In reality, they are not weapons, but devices for destroying man and

nature. "

The position of the Group of 21 is well known. 1In a statement on
8 March 1988 it was stated on behalf of the Group of 21:

" .. the Group of 21 considers that the Conference on Disarmament must
intensify, during the present session, the negotiations on the convention
and that it must reinforce further its efforts with a view to the final
elaboration of the convention at the earliest possible date."

My Government attaches high priority to these negotiations and fully
endorses General Assembly resolution 42/37 A, which was adopted by consensus.
Our efforts are now close to fruition and, therefore, as stated by Foreign
Minister Andreotti of Italy, it is "necessary to impart a decisive impulse to
the negotiations". We cannot but note that an undue prolonging of the
negotiations could have adverse repercussions on the early conclusion of a
OW convention. It is also a fact that chemical weapons are still being
produced in some countries and, what is worse, are being used in some
regions. The casualties from chemical weapons are also mounting. With new
technical developments, there is a resurgence of interest in this field. The
new weapons, which are more lethal than the nerve gases of the past, make the
task of verification more difficult. We believe that delay in concluding
negotiations on a CW convention would increase the risks of proliferation, and
this could adversely affect international security.

I would like to reiterate that India does not possess any chemical
weapons, nor does it have any intention of producing or acquiring them in the
future. We are committed to the objective of a chemical weapons convention
that is comprehensive, universal and effective. A limited or a partial
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approach, in our view, cannot enhance security. To be effective, the
convention must improve the security of all nations and, therefore, must be
universal.

Within the convention, verification is one of the most complex areas. A
considerable amount of work has been done, though some issues still need to be
resolved. The scale of the exercise adds to the complexity. Our approach to
the verification issue is based upon certain principles. We believe that
these provide an effective set of guidelines for tackling the problems
relating to non-production, as also those relating to challenge inspection.
The principles of universality and non-discrimination are among the most
important for any international agreement. If the chemical weapons convention
is to succeed in enhancing global security, then it must be based on a
"universal multilateralism".

The verification régime must be appropriate and adequate and should not
unduly interfere with legitimate activities. The balance between
"appropriate” and "adequate" is a delicate one, especially in the activities
covered under article VI. With greater interaction with chemical industry, I
believe, we can find the right balance, but there must be understanding on the
basic principle that certain parts of the civilian chemical industry will need
to be monitored.

In developed countries, considerable importance is attached to the fact
that the verification activities should not be unduly intrusive or interfere
with normal commercial activities, especially the sensitve areas of R & D, and
also that the confidentiality of sensitive information should be maintained.
We appreciate this. For the developing countries, the natural correlated
concern is that verification measures should not in any way jeopardize the
development of a peaceful chemical industry which plays an important role in
their national planning. Greater openness and transparency can be an
impor tant confidence-building measure and a channel leading to increased
peaceful co-operation among the developed and developing countries.

The development of a verification system on the basis of these principles
can give us a régime which would be acceptable to all. Quite clearly, the
régime under article VI has to be a differentiated régime. It must
nevertheless be able to fulfil its basic objective, namely, to prevent the
misuse of a facility for prohibited purposes. 1In doing so, it cannot cover
only those chemicals which have been used or stockpiled as weapons in the
past, but must also make provision for future developments. In other words,
the verification process must be workable and judicious, if it is to serve us
well.

A similar approach can also help us in furthering our work on challenge
inspection. We agree that such a measure is likely to be invoked as a last
resort, when all means, bilateral or otherwise, have been tried and found
inadequate. The procedure should, therefore, reinforce this conclusion. A
challenging State has a far-reaching right, but one curtailed by the
obligation that it is not to be abused. The challenged State is obliged to
accept such intrusive inspections, but with a right to demonstrate its
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compliance with the convention. In view of the political nature of the
exercise, it will be necessary to balance the rights and obligations of both
sides. The results of the efforts by the Chairman for 1987 are reflected in
an appendix to last year's report, and provide a good basis for further work.
The issue of "alternative measures" has yet to be resolved, and this should be
done objectively and in the multilateral context. More work is also needed to
amplify the procedures in the post-inspection phase. We believe that the
principles elaborated earlier can enable us to develop an effective mechanism
that will reflect a truly multilateral character.

During the current session, useful work has been done on article VIII,
dealing with the organization of the international body which would implement
the convention. While new language has appeared regarding the Technical
Secretariat, we will soon have to tackle the political issues relating to the
composition of the Executive Council and the distribution of work between the
different organs. In our view, the universal character of the chemical
weapons convention can be best ensured by maintaining the principle of
equality of all sovereign States. There seems to be an emerging consensus
that the Executive Council should reflect a political balance and equitable
geographical distribution. States with large and developed chemical
industries could be appropriately represented under the first criterion so as
to assist in effective implementation. As the organ responsible for
day-to-day implementation, the Executive Council will play a significant
role. Unlike the General Conference, which is likely to meet on an annual
basis, the Executive Council could remain in session throughout the year.
This feature provides the source for the authority of the Executive Councilj;
its powers, though derived from the General Conference, are extensive. At the
same time, the General Conference remains the actual repository by virtue of
the complete representation of States in it. The papers submitted by the
German Democratic Republic (CD/812) and Canada (CD/823) have helped in our
work on this article. We are confident that pending problems can be resolved
if the above-mentioned elements are kept in mind.

I should also like to comment on two articles which are of considerable
importance - articles X and XI. It is a matter of satisfaction that we have
commenced serious work on these provisions. Article X deals with assistance.
Under ideal conditions, its provisions may never have to be invoked. Guided
by this logic, it is necessary that the provisions of article X be adequate.
The invoking of assistance under article X by a State party must be seen in
the light of the collective security régime that the chemical weapons
convention is intended to provide, and not just as a problem of a particular
State party.

Article XI deals with economic and technological co-operation for
development, and is of special interest to the developing countries, including
our own. Recent discussions on it have revealed varying opinions. We believe
that security is a broad-based concept, and there can exist non-military
threats to security. Article XI, therefore, needs to be seen as a
confidence-building measure. Both negative as well as positive assurances
need to be included in it. Appropriate wording to this effect would only
improve the security-enhancing function of the chemical weapons convention.
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The growing interest in and submission of proposals for voluntary
disclosure of information is a welcome development. Not only does it convey a
signal of commitment to and confidence in the early conclusion of our task,
but it also assists in the practical work relating to article VIII and the
annexes to article VI. The chemical-weapon States bear special responsibility
in this regard. The proposals made by the USSR and the Federal Republic of
Germany are encouraging steps and merit a positive response from the
chemical-weapon States.

Touching briefly on the discussions held on the final articles of the
convention, I should say that the efforts of the Chairman have contributed to
development of text on articles XII to XVI. The Chairman's paper will
certainly assist in our future deliberations on this subject.

This year, we came up against the issue of the mandate of the Ad hoc
Committee. We know that the present mandate stops short of the finish line.
As our work proceeds, this issue too will be resolved. But we could assist in
the process if parallel efforts are undertaken to transform the "resolved"
elements of the "rolling text" into treaty language.

In conclusion, let us acknowledge that we are engaged in a new endeavour
and a unique enterprise. While we would all like to be able to produce a
perfect convention, we also know that in real life the best is the enemy of
the good. We will all conclude our work with perhaps some apprehensions, but
on the other hand there will be the sense of achievement of a major
disarmament measure. The review process will help to straighten out the odd
corners that might remain, as long as we leave open the possibility of
improving upon our work. The element of finality is in the objective, not in
the means of implementation, which can and must be refined as we gain more
experience.

I have dwelt on certain basic principles today because often we need to
return to these in order to loosen the technical knots. We are looking for a
universal and comprehensive disarmament agreement, for only such an agreement
can enhance global security and safeguard the interests of all States. The
requirements of universality and comprehensiveness impose their own conditions
on the convention, and these must be respected if the convention is to be what
we all want - the first multilaterally negotiated disarmament agreement which
will eliminate an entire class of weapons of mass destruction.

CD/PV. 459
13

Mr. CLERCKX (Belgium) (translated from French): I should like to follow
the example of the previous speaker, the distinguished representative of
India, Ambassador Teja, and contribute some thoughts concerning the
negotiations on chemical weapons. 1In doing so I shall touch upon a certain
problem, certain questions that Ambassador Teja also raised, which clearly
shows how vitally important they are in our discussions. But first of all,
Mr. President, permit me to congratulate you and to express my delegation's
satisfaction at seeing you chairing our work during this month of April, and
during the period when members of the Conference will be dealing, in other
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places, with other problems related to our activities. Bearing in mind your
great experience in the field of disarmament, your balanced approach and
your knowledge of the background, I would like to assure you of my
delegation's full co-operation, and here I should also like to thank
Ambassadors von Stiilpnagel and Rose, who set the Conference on its path with
vigour and a deep sense of realism which have been very beneficial to us.

The spring session of the Conference is drawing to an end. We will all
readily acknowledge that it has taken place in particularly auspicious
circumstances. Everybody here has emphasized the importance of the
INF agreement between the United States and the Soviet Union. The conclusion
of this agreement, which some people have described as a revolutionary event
has opened up prospects in the field of disarmament and arms control which
just a few months ago nobody would have dared to believe in. It has been
emphasized that this agreement eliminates a whole category of weapons, so it
should be possible for other categories to follow. It includes real
verification measures, so such measures can be contemplated in other
conventions too. It bears within it the germ of extension to a higher
category - a 50 per cent reduction in strategic nuclear arms, so it is a link,
a first link in a broader and much more diversified process of disarmament.

Rather paradoxically, it is not in the area where this first disarmament
breakthrough has been achieved - the nuclear field - that its impact has been
felt most strongly in our Conference. In this area we are still at the stage
of grand designs, ideas which are generous but which are difficult to tie down
in today's political realities, and to which the INF agreement, and even the
prospect of a 50 per cent cut in the strategic weapons of two major Powers,
cannot, for reasons which I will not go into here, give real impetus. On the
other hand, we have seen vigorous progress in the inter-sessional negotiations
for the elimination of another category of fearsome weapon - chemical weapons,
we have recently recorded particularly welcome and beneficial flexibility in
previously frozen positions among various parties, particularly the USSR, a
burgeoning of new ideas, concrete contributions to the negotiated texts, which
are doubtless the fruit of a thaw between the USSR and the United States that
turns on the INF agreement and its consequences and, as a spin-off, offers a
basis for real hopes for the reasonably rapid conclusion of a convention for
the elimination of chemical weapons.

However, these successes and advances should not lead us into euphoria.
The work in which we are engaged here is quite different. The Oonference's
task is to negotiate a convention of universal scope on chemical we apons.
This is something quite different from bilateral negotiations where agreement
is reached between two States, however powerful and influential they may be,
for which it is much easier to reach a compromise or agree on a quid pro guo
because such concessions bind only themselves and their allies. Nor is it a
set of negotiations among a number of developed industrial Powers settling
chemical issues on the basis of their own political and economic interests.
No, there are 40 countries here negotiating a convention which must be
appl icable to these 40 countries and, above and beyond that, must be
universal, in other words, it must be such as to prompt the spontaneous
accession of the whole of the world community.
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The result of this is that our objectives are different, as are our
negotiating methods. For a convention to become truly universal, it must meet
the fundamental concerns of all the potential signatories, and not just some
of them, even the most important. 1Its provisions, too, both as regards
prohibitions and as regards verification and monitoring, must be addressed to
and designed for all the potential signatories and not just some of them. It
is of less interest to know that countries and alliances far away are
accepting a ban on chemical weapons than to be assured that your immediate
neighbour is offering the same guarantee. So, in order for the convention to
be truly universal, the elimination of chemical weapons must be absolute and
free of the smallest exception. Merely stating this principle, though it is
an obvious one, already poses a major problem. The world contains nations
armed with chemical weapons, fortunately in a minority, and a majority of
nations with no chemical weapons. Among the chemical-weapon nations, the
degree of armament is, moreover, by no means comparable. How can an absolute
ban be imposed in such a wide variety of situations without endangering the
security of States or bringing about accelerated proliferation?

Belgium has always maintained that only an appropriate adjustment in
the order of destruction of existing stocks, spread over the scheduled
9 or 10 years, can provide a solution to this situation for the chemical-weapon
States, in the interests of all the States parties and in the context of a
total ban on production. Several practical suggestions in this regard are at
present being studied. We have no preconceived ideas about them, and will be
happy to help to achieve consensus on one or other of the methods suggested.
While an absolute ban on chemical weapons for all the signatory States of the
convention is certainly the primary necessary element for the universality of
the convention, the extent of the area to which it will apply is another.
This area of application must also be universal. There cannot be countries
where chemical weapons have been abolished and others where they have not.

We are going to have to start thinking about how best in practice to
achieve this universality of the area of application. It is not enough for
the terms of the convention which is at present being drawn up to satisfy some
or suit a limited number of countries particularly concerned; they must be
addressed to the world community as a whole, because this is the very
objective being pursued by the (onference. Our working methods, therefore,
must be appropriate to this end. And first of all, we have to deal with the
question of the expansion of the composition of the Conference. This question
has been deadlocked for many years. However, the Conference on Disarmament is
the subject of very great interest among the community of nations. Indeed, it
is enough to note the number of observers who have been following our work
here so actively, whose presence my delegation is pleased to welcome. What is
at stake is clearly of capital importance, and the more the community of
nations participates in and is directly associated with the work of the
Conference, the more impact our work will have.

So Belgium speaks out in favour of a rapid expansion in the composition
of the Conference, perhaps even beyond the four-seat expansion at present
envisaged. Currently there are no less than 13 countries which are
candidates. Any opposition to one candidature, however legitimate it may be,
should not block the designation of the others. We think that the expansion
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should take place without any linkage being established between the various
candidatures before us, and we appeal urgently for initiatives to be taken to
break the deadlock and to ensure that the question is not left pending because
the CD itself is impotent.

Second consideration relating to our methods of work: the concerns of
each of the members of this Conference, however many there may be, and their
own perceptions, must be able to be expressed at every stage of the
negotiations. On this point I would like to say that my delegation is not in
favour of working methods which, although conceived with the best intentions,
result in instituting selections, and consequently exclusions, among the
delegations which constitute the Conference: here we are thinking not of the
various private consultations which chairmen of committees and working groups
may quite legitimately and very wisely hold so that progress may be made in
our work, but of the occasional establishment of small working groups or
groups of a few representatives selected of the basis of political groups when
the characteristic of these formulae is that they violate the fundamental
provision contained in our rules of procedure, that is that they should be
"open to all member States of the onference unless the Conference decides
otherwise", as stipulated by rule 23 of the rules of procedure, confirmed by
rule 24 in respect of subsidiary bodies.

We believe that negotiation is not well served by presenting for
discussion purposes in our working bodies texts which have already been
pre-drafted, and thus in a way pre-agreed, by a limited group of delegations.
The delegations which have not been involved in this pre-work are thereby put
at a disadvantage from the outset and placed, deliberately or otherwise, under
pressure to accept, or in any case to follow, the basic approach which the
group of selected delegations, during their pre-work, has already imprinted on
the proposals by the time they reach the negotiating table. This is an
unjustifiable handicap for the delegations that have been excluded from these
pre-consul tations and who wish to express different views, because they are
obliged to undo what has already been done and has already been publicly
approved by a number of delegations. This is certainly not likely to enable
the countries that wish to do so to express their own perceptions and their
legitimate concerns in a context of equality and equal effectiveness, nor is
it likely to promote the universality without which the convention becomes
meaningless.

Well, you will ask me, has Belgium a perception of its own to put
forward? Indeed it has, and specifically a historical perception. I believe
it is not without value to continue to repeat here that it was on the
territory of my country that chemical weapons were used for the first time on
a large scale, during the First World War, in 1915 - 22 April 1915, to be more
precise. This sad anniversary falls tomorrow. In return for the unhappy
privilege of being a battlefield for four years dur ing the First World War, we
have for 70 years now been digging up, in the west of the province of
Western Flanders in Belgium, tons, yes tons of spent unexploded munitions
every year. In most cases these munitions are very difficult to identify. It
is sometimes impossible to determine whether they are explosive or chemical
munitions. The presumed chemical contents are still unknown, because so far
as we know none has ever been extracted, since these remnants of munitions are
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generally in such a state of deterioration that it would be very dangerous to
handle them - and there have unfortunately already been many victims during
removal and sorting operations - recently four people killed in 1986.

At the present time we dig up some 20 tons of such munitions of all
types and various origins per year. When you bear in mind that in the
First World War, on the western front alone, between 1.5 billion and 2 billion
shells of all calibres were "used", about a third of which - 700 million - did
not explode and are scattered and buried, it is impossible at present to
predict for how much longer our country will have to dig up old munitions,
particularly chemical ones. Up to 1952, these old munitions were dropped into
holes and destroyed indiscriminately. As this method of getting rid of them
created environmental problems, we tried to locate the old chemical munitions,
which from then onwards were covered in concrete and dumped in the open sea.
New requirements concerning respect for the environment, particularly the
Oslo Convention of 1972 and the 1987 North Sea Conference, mean that use of
this method is more complicated. Until the Belgian authorities decide upon a
final solution, perhaps in the form of a destruction facility, some 135 tons
of these o0ld remnants of unusable and dangerous munitions are at present in
storage pending elimination.

It is obvious that this particular situation existing in my country
falls, we feel, outside the concerns of the convention. The purpose of the
convention is to eradicate chemical weapons and their components. Whatever
definition we may decide upon, it is obvious that scattered munitions, spent
but unexploded, buried in the soil, buried for more than 70 years now, in a
state of advanced deterioration, that may be discovered accidentally today or
tomor row, during agricultural or building work, are not, and in our view could
never be, chemical weapons in the sense of militarily usable chemical warfare
devices covered by the convention. Thus, as far as the Belgian delegation is
concerned, none of the provisions of the convention could reasonably be
applied to them, either in theory or in practice.

I have illustrated a specific problem which indicates the particular
perception that one country, my own in this case, may have during the
negotiation of the convention on the elimination of chemical weapons and the
possible effects it may entail for the objective of universality of this
multilateral convention. There are others. I am thinking here of
verification. The way in which verification is designed will determine to a
large extent the degree of universality which the future convention manages to
achieve. This convention will not be purely declaratory, thank God, like so
many other conventions and undertakings to disarm in the past, whose fate is
well known. It will contain verification measures. Fundamentally,
verification is intended to ensure that the application of a convention takes
place in conformity with its stipulations. As far as disarmament is
concerned, a second concern arises, that of how to detect possible clandestine
violations and how to safeguard one's security against the consequences of
failure to respect commitments entered into.

The future convention has a twofold objective: on the one hand, to
eliminate chemical weapons for ever where they exist, by making it obligatory
to undertake the destruction of stockpiles and manufacturing facilities - that
is, by laying down a specific action for the signatory States to take: on the
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other hand, to prevent the resurgence of chemical weapons by prohibiting the
manufacture, acquisition, stockpiling, transfer, not only of chemical weapons
as such, but also of their components - that is, by laying down that the
signatory States must refrain from an action, i.e. by prohibiting that action.
That the convention is being applied in conformity with its stipulations may,
we feel, be fairly easily checked by the currently planned system of
statements, verification by means of on-site inspection, international
monitoring and the use of monitoring instruments, as appropriate. On the other
hand, this system cannot in our view guarantee to detect clandestine violations
~f the convention, or offer protection against failure to respect fundamental
commitments, even when there is an obligation to do so, because the system for
systematic verification of the destruction of stocks and facilities by
definition covers only stocks and facilities which have been declared, in
other words, which are known; it is powerless to deal with stocks or
facilities which have not been declared, in other words, which are unknown.

A fortiori, when it is a question of an undertaking not to do something,
to refrain from doing something, a question not only of banning production of
chemical weapons, but also of the chemicals which make them up, absolute
verification is impossible. It would be futile to submit the entire world
chemical industry to an international policing system - clandestine production
of illicit products intended for chemical weapons will always remain possible
in some part of the world - or of a country. That is why we are not convinced
at the outset of the need to submit industry to universal verification
measures for the purpose of verifying the absence of production for chemical
weapons purposes.

We did not wish to raise obstacles to what other delegations would
consider to be progress towards the finalization of the convention, but we
remain somewhat sceptical on this subject, except, of course, as I said,
regarding plants intended and used for military purposes, which must cease
operations as soon as the convention comes into force and be subject to
monitoring until they have been totally and radically eliminated. To the
extent that the convention fails to submit all present and future plants
capable of producing potential chemical warfare agents or their key precursors
to effective international verification, the efficacy of the régime for the
verification of non-production will, in our view, be limited. 1In these
circumstances is there any justification for trying to increase the present
forms of monitoring, to make the convention machinery more cumbersome, to
increase the burden it imposes and place it upon the chemical industry, which
would ultimately find itself in a veritable strait-jacket?

The example of verification by the inspectors of IAEA in the field of
plutonium manufacture shows us that, if the verification of a plutonium plant
is to be worth while, the presence of the inspectors is required practically
all the time, and for the plant the introduction of this monitoring and
verification represents an increase in production costs of something like
15 per cent. This gives us some idea of what would be the burden on private
industry if, in order to detect possible abuses in authorized manufacturing of
products in schedules 2 and 3, it was necessary to apply an extension or a
surrogate of the systematic international on-site verification system
applicable to other categories.
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We do not think it is necessary to create a systematic on-site inspection
system for schedule 3 products. In fact, assuming it were reasonably
feasible, would it be genuinely useful? We must carefully pinpoint the
problem. What exactly is involved, or more precisely, what may be involved?
In the context of article VI, the only hypothesis to be feared at the
inter-State level and in terms of the convention relates to the clandestine
manufacture of a militarily significant chemical weapon. Such a decision is
not taken by private chemical industry, but by the State. It is the State
which is the only user and the only potential customer for chemical weapons.
The State alone can decide on that manufacture., Private chemical industry
could at most commit the offence of failure to respect the standards for and
bans on the manufacture of certain chemical products laid down by the
convention. If it does so for reasons which have nothing to do with the
interests of the State, it is the State, as the national authoerity, which must
impose punishment, and not some international body, which cannot substitute
itself for the State to ensure respect for its laws and regulations within the
jurisdiction of the State. Iooked at from the point of view of the convention
and the ban on the manufacture of chemical weapons, the danger therefore lies
not in misconduct by the chemical industry, which can in any case be detected
and punished by a State acting in good faith, but in possible misconduct by
States, a State acting in bad faith, that is a State which decides to renege
on its commitments and embark on the production of chemical weapons.

Now we must start from the conviction that every signatory State
subscribes to the convention in good faith. Moreover, the State does so
because it is in its own interest to do so. Chemical weapons - and I think
that military experts will agree - are not indispensable in the arsenal which
serves to guarantee the security of a State, except as a means of reprisals.
With the exception of this last case, giving up the possession and use of
chemical weapons does not constitute an undue risk for security. That is why
we are in a position here today to work multilaterally for their complete
disappearance. Otherwise nobody would be here. Consequently, if the
possibility of clandestine manufacture of a militarily significant chemical
weapon is to be realized, or the possibility of the existence of secret stocks
of such weapons is to prove a reality, we necessarily have to suppose a
deliberate intention on the part of the leadership of a State party which,
reneging on its commitments, intends to acquire chemical weapons for purposes
of armed conflict, or at least for serious political destabilization.
Otherwise it is impossible to see why any State party would feel the need to
acquire chemical weapons or their components, the precaution of reprisals
having become super fluous.

For the same reason, it goes without saying that a State party acting in
bad faith would not, in view of the existence of the convention, try to create
militarily significant chemical weapons openly and publicly, in other words in
installations which are subject to verification, whether these are specific
installations which produce schedule 1 and 2 products within authorized
limits, or private chemical industry more generally, which is freely
manufacturing products on schedule 3, if this industry were effectively
subjected to verification and monitoring measures extending throughout the
industry. It is quite obvious that a State with such intentions would embark
on the manufacture of these weapons in a secret place.
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It follows, in our opinion, that the likelihood of a serious, militarily
significant violation of the convention is extremely small, as chemical weapons
are not vitally necessary, a clandestine resumption of their manufacture in a
world where, under the authority of the convention, they have been eliminated
and banned could only result from truly warlike intentions which are, after
all, it must be hoped, equally unlikely, and their manufacture is impossible
except in secret. It also follows that, from the moment when manufacture must
necessarily take place secretly, non-production would seem to a certain extent
to be unverifiable, or at all events not always usefully verifiable. It is
verifiable for the specific products on schedules 1 and 2 because in these
cases verification is limited to a restricted number of products and products
which are intended solely for chemical weapons; it is not for the products on
schedule 3 because, however broad it may be, it cannot cover the whole of the
civilian chemical industry, because it would have to place the industry in a
strait-jacket which it would find difficult to bear without seriously hampering
its operations, and because it would have to subject the industry to outside
inter ference in the form of monitoring personnel - all this without offering a
sufficient guarantee against the non-manufacture of chemical weapons.

Consequently, we do not consider that such supervision of private
industry is really justified. The enemy is not private chemical industry, the
enemy is the State acting in bad faith. Thus it is here that challenge
inspection takes on its true significance: it is the last resort, formal
notice at the political level, when there is a suspicion of a serious
violation, that is a clandestine violation, and therefore a danger for
security. My delegation views this procedure as being the most important
instrument for the credibility of the convention, because under it the
signatory State acting in bad faith can be backed up against the wall. This
is why we have always considered that this procedure should be binding, over
and above any concept of national sovereignty and reversing the burden of
proof . It must not be trivialized by extending its application to cases other
than those which are extremely serious. That is why we consider that
challenge inspection should be a measure that can be used as a last resort,
only in cases where there is a suspicion of a serious violation, that is a
violation of article I - manufacture, possession, transfer of chemical weapons
and, of course, use - and that this is a course which should be open to all
countries, without any distinction, without any conditions without prior
conditions and without the right of refusal.

My delegation is not convinced of the validity of the concept of
sensitive military or other installations which have to be protected and
consequently could be exempt from challenge inspection. This, we think, would
pose the risk of depriving challenge inspection of its significance because if
there has been a violation there has been, a priori, deliberate bad faith on
the part of the challenged State. For the same reason, my delegation does not
see any great merit in the possibility of so-called alternative measures, none
of which so far are really satisfactory as valid substitutes for on-site
visits. If a requesting State wishes to content itself with alternative
measures to be agreed with the challenged State, no obstacle should be put in
its way, but in our opinion the option of alternative measures should not as
such be an acknowledged right for the challenged State, to be inserted in the
Convention.
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The whole procedure of challenge inspection, in the last resort, should
be in the hands of the requesting State; it is that State which assumes
responsibility for it, it is that State to which the inspectors will hand the
factual report that they are to prepare, it is that State which will decide
whether or not its fears have been allayed, and it is that State which will
opt for retaliatory measures or other consequences to be drawn from the
situation, particularly in the light of the threat the situation poses for its
security.

The true problem, which arises in the challenge inspection procedure is
that of improper (or frivolous) requests. Let us note on this subject that
the impropriety of a request may be quite clearly apparent simply in the light
of the political context at the time. That is one comment. The second is
that, since challenge inspection by its very nature should be reserved for
extremely serious suspicions falling under article I, it must oblige the
requesting country to indicate precisely the nature of its suspicion
(manufacture of chemical weapons, stockpiling, manufacture of chemical
products for weapons purposes in quantities which could become militarily
significant, etc.), and as far as possible to give all the information needed
to uncover the alleged violation, specifying place, time, duration,
quantity, etc. The reliability of such information will also help to show
whether the request is improper or not, because the verification obligation to
which the requested State will submit depends directly on the preciseness of
the charge. ILastly, it may be thought that it is ultimately better to
tolerate a certain risk of improper requests rather than vitiate the binding
nature of challenge inspection which is essential if it is to fulfil its role,
through exceptions intended to cover confidential or secret data.

Consequently, in this procedure - which is exceptional - the role of the
international body should, in our opinion, remain extremely small. It will
receive the request, it will have it carried out immediately by its
inspectors - of whom there will be a list agreed upon in advance, from which
the challenging State will make its choice - and it will inform all the
member States of the initiation of the challenge inspection procedure, with
all the necessary information. It will forward immediately to the requesting
State, and later to the other States parties, the report of the facts which
the inspectors are expected to draw up, and it will receive from the
requesting State the judgement and the decisions reached by that State.

I have set out a number of thoughts on fundamental principles which guide
us in elaborating a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. They
are offered to you in a constructive spirit, in the hope that they may
contribute to further delimiting areas which require serious decisions. There
are many more questions that have to be dealt with as one moves through the
articles. My delegation will have occasion to return to them later.

Very recently, on 3 March last, the heads of State and government of the
Atlantic Alliance, in their declaration which was published at the end of the
summit, reaffirmed once again that the total elimination of chemical weapons
formed part of their global concept of arms control and disarmament. The
Belgian Minister for Foreign Affairs, Mr. Tindemans, said in this very room on
23 July last year, when he addressed the Conference, that for Belgium the
early conclusion of an agreement on the total prohibition of chemical weapons
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was an urgent priority, and he added that "at present this is the main
activity and, I would even say, the main responsibility of the Conference on
Disarmament”. My delegation will do its best to achieve this objective as
soon as possible. My country intends to commit itself fully to that end. As
the Minister for Foreign Affairs announced to you during his statement on

23 July 1987, Belgium has offered a possible headquar ters for the
international body which is to administer the convention. This offer was
repeated by the Minister in his statement at the forty-second session of the
General Assembly, and I have the honour to reconfirm it to you today.

We will resume our work after SS-III. My delegation believes that the
time is close when we will be able to get down to the texts available to us,
article by article, to reach final political agreement on them and to prepare
them to be cast in the legal language of a convention, on which there should
be no further delay.

CD/PV. 460
2

Mr. AZAMBUJA (Brazil):

My delegation would like to address today the issue of chemical weapons.

First of all, let me say that the recent and confirmed reports on the use
of chemical weapons in the Gulf war remind us once more, if we need reminding,
that chemical weapons are not spectres of a bygone era, irrelevant in a period

when high technology has thoroughly changed methods of warfare. The reports

(continued)
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stressed the capacity of these weapons to bring destruction, suffering and
death in a cruel and massive way, mainly upon civilian populations. The
urgency and priority of this item on our agenda was thus underlined in a most
regrettable manner.

During its last regular session, the General Assembly of the
United Nations adopted resolution 42/37 A on the complete and effective
prohibition of chemical weapons, the first single consensus resolution on this
matter. In it, the General Assembly again urged the Conference on
Disarmament, as a matter of high priority, to intensify negotiations with a
view to the final elaboration of a convention at the earliest possible date.

The Group of 21, in the statement made on its behalf by Ambassador Ekéus
on 8 March, reiterated its commitment to this resolution. At the beginning of
the 1988 session, most of us cherished well-founded hopes of speedy progress.
Unhappily on the eve of the General Assembly's third special session on
disarmament, our feeling is one of disappointment. We certainly made
progress, but it was neither so fast nor so far-reaching as expected, nor will
it be enough to make us particularly proud when presenting our report on this
item to this major forthcoming international conference.

We should not, however, be blamed for idleness, for we completed a
significant work-load under the very able guidance of the Chairman of the
Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, Ambassador Sujka of Poland and his
dedicated group co-ordinators. Nevertheless, those of us who kept attending
the formal meetings now and again had the sensation that negotiations might be
taking place elsewhere, thus depriving the collective effort of much of its
thrust and meaning. Multilateral abd bilateral processes can and should
reinforce each other, but they cannot, even temporarily, replace one another.

Signs of protractedness multiply in our day-to-day discussions. Brackets
and footnotes seem to increase in number rather than diminish. A scholastic
exercise of this sort can go on for ever, if there is no political will to
reach a conclusion. The views of delegations with respect to the central
points of the future convention are already in our view quite well known.
Neither the mere reiteration of these positions, nor the sheer course of time,
will solve the outstanding problems. Only a spirit of mutual concession, of
real and mature compromise, can overcome the last differences and make us take
that final sprint to the finish line, if I may borrow half of the very apt
metaphor of the distinguished representative of the United Kingdom,

Ambassador Solesby. As stated by the Minister of External Relations of

Brazil, Dr. Roberto de Abreu Sodré, addressing this forum on 18 February last,
"we are prepared to support, be it in substance or in procedure, any practical
initiatives that might further intensify the rhythm of our work and the pace
of our consultations. We are not in a hurry. We simply refuse to waste time".

Our readiness to accept a universal ban on chemical weapons is easy to
understand. Brazil does not possess chemical weapons and does not intend to
develop, produce or stockpile any. Brazil has unfailingly recognized and
supported the Geneva Protocol of 1925. As such, we think that the first
priority of a ban on chemical weapons should be the destruction of all
chemical weapon stocks and all chemical weapon production facilities, allowing
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no exceptions for any alleged security reasons. We consider that the slower
the pace of the destruction of chemical weapon stocks during the 1l0-year
period, assuming this time-frame is retained in the final text, the more
discriminatory the transition régime will be towards those countries that have
no chemical weapons.

The paramount goal of the future convention - the complete and universal
prohibition of chemical methods of war fare - must be secured without
jeopardizing other equally legitimate objectives, namely those related to
making the basic achievements in the field of chemistry accessible to all
mankind, on a universal and non-discriminatory basis. The prohibition of
chemical weapons should not in any way hamper the economic and technological
development of the parties to the convention, or curb international
co-operation in the field of peaceful chemical activities. Universality and
non-discrimination are concepts closely linked. A text which imposes
permanently uneqgual rights and responsibilities on member States will not earn
a universal adherence. i

We are confronted with the opportunity not only of negotiating one of the
most relevant disarmament multilateral agreements ever - one that will free
humankind of a fearsome and tragic weapon of mass destruction - we have the
occasion to shape a model relationship between the interwoven areas of
science, technology, industry, disarmament and development. It has become a
truism to say that science and technology are the most wondrous productive
factors man ever had to assist him in his struggle for a better life. They
help produce more and better, they alleviate physical labour, they inform and
teach faster and more precisely. We all know, however, that they can also
assist men in killing other men with a speed and range never imagined by our
ancestors. Science and technology are, in essence, dual-purpose activities.
These two faces of scientific and technological progress are, to some extent,
inextricable. We cannot ban or limit science and technology, for we cannot,
in the end, ban or limit human intelligence and achievement. We may, however,
and ultimately must, ban or limit all types of arms race set in motion by
developments in science and technology, and prevent their extension to new
areas.

Each welcome regulation of the use of scientific and technological
advances for weapons purposes must not result in limitations on the access of
developing countries to higher levels of technical capacity and better living
conditions for their populations. I think we can strike an acceptable balance
between the security concerns we all share and other national interests most
of us have, including the free capacity to import and export chemical products
not prohibited by the future convention; the right to research, develop,
produce and use chemicals for peaceful purposesj; and the right to promote and
participate in the fullest possible international scientific and technological
co-operation in the field of chemistry.

I am confident that the difficulties some delegations have expressed
about seeing co-operation-related rights and obligations included in a
security agreement will be overcome in the course of our negotiations. Other
international disarmanent agreements - a denomination we feel is more adequate
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than that of "security agreements” when applied to treaties in this category -
have already embodied similar dispositions, most recently the biological
weapons Convention.

We welcome, in this context, progress made in the current session on
language for article XI. We have put forward our own ideas on this subject in
document CD/OW/WP.176. Even if we consider that the wording so far arrived at
falls short of what we deem indispensable for the final text of the
convention, we feel very encouraged by the exchange of views we have had and
consider we have a firm basis for future work. 1In this context I wish to
congratulate Mr. Cima of Czechoslovakia for the hard work done in Group A
under his chairmanship. May I also thank Ambassador Ekeus, from Sweden, who,
as Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee for the last session, had already
presented to us a very useful paper for discussion on article XI, from which
some ideas should still be drawn for our future article on economic and
technological development.

Another question of great relevance to Brazil is the matter contained in
article X, on assistance, and here again we must welcome the advances made
during the present session, under the competent chairmanship of
Mr. Pablo Macedo of Mexico, in Group B. Let me only stress again the point
made by many delegations from the Group of 21, that it is only natural and
logical that States willing to accept the obligation to renounce the
acquisition of chemical weapons for ever should strongly insist on having
clearly stated in the convention the symmetrical right to assistance in the
event of the use or threat of use of such weapons.

Verification will undoubtedly be the crucial subject of disarmament
negotiations, multilateral or bilateral, from now to the end of this century.
As with other areas of international relations, as they evolve nowadays, it
will bring broad changes to relations between States, between States and
international organizations, and to the concept of sovereignty itself. Even
if in principle my delegation favours verification mechanisms tailored to each
specific treaty, it is arguable that we will be establishing a significant
precedent in presenting our convention. We shall therefore be very prudent
and careful in dealing with the verification régime and the new ideas that it
will introduce.

As a general principle, verification should be efficient, practicable,
non-intrusive and cost-effective. Pushed to its logical limits, the
verification concept could block progress in any disarmament nego;}ations, if
applied with uncompromising rigidity. Absolute verification being an
unattainable goal, we should stress mainly the deterrent effect of the
inspection machinery on would-be violators. The cost of future verification
procedures in all sectors should stop short of absorbing a large share of the
financial resources to be hopefully liberated with the cut in military
expenses provided by disarmament agreements and now wasted in the multiple
arenas of military competition.

In the case of our convention, Brazil would like to see a verification
régime as strict as possible, but with adequate safeguards against excessive
intrusiveness and political mis-utilization. We view verification, on the
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other hand, as a two-track process. No one can reasonably equate the threat
posed to the convention by chemical weapon stocks and chemical weapon
production facilities with the risk allegedly presented by toxic chemicals
produced commercially by the civilian chemical industry. The first and utmost
priority of the verification system must be to control the former category of
threats. May I quote here my distinguished colleague Ambassador Clerckx of
Belgium, who, speaking about the risks embodied in supervision of the civilian
chemical sector, stressed that "the enemy is not private chemical industry,
the enemy is the State acting in bad faith".

Some ideas have been put forward on the need to give the Technical
Secretariat the power to decide to carry out ad hoc inspections at short
notice, on its own initiative. While sympathizing with the aim of enhancing
the verification mechanisms of the convention we consider, in principle, that
this proposal would place a very heavy responsibility on the technical skills
of the future organization for the prohibition of chemical weapons, allowing
for the raising of suspicions about its independence and objectivity and thus
possibly endangering the inspectorate's role in other crucial areas, and in
particular that of challenge inspections.

Coming to this central and essential feature of our future convention, my
delegation holds that it should so be structured that it would preclude misuse
or abuse of this right not only by depending on the international opprobrium
likely to be brought upon the misuser or abuser, but also by giving a strong
role to the Executive Council in one or more of the phases of the challenge
inspection procedure. The role of the Technical Secretariat will be crucial
in that area too. We can quite understand, in principle, the reasons put
forward against filters between the request and the conduct of the
inspection: the need for speedy action to prevent a cover-up at the site to
be inspected obviously requires automaticity. We favour, however, the
establishment of very strict conditions for the receivability of the request -
details of the site to be to be inspected, the matters on which assurance is
required, the circumstances and the nature of the suspected non-compliance and
the exact provisions thought to have been violated. The Technical Secretariat
should make sure that each such request meets these requirements as
appropriate.

Coming to the stage of consideration of the report by the inspection
team, my delegation is of the opinion that the Executive Council should meet
immediately after receiving such a report and establish on a factual basis
whether a violation of the convention has taken place or not. The same body
should also decide on further steps to be taken if a violation has been
confirmed. It would be rather awkward to give the requesting State a party to
the controversy, the final say on the report on that controversy. If we have
a decision-making procedure based on the need for a two-thirds majority, the
Executive Council could settle this kind of issue without allowing any one
political or geographical group alone to influence unduly the decisions to be
made. The role thus given to the Executive Council would be effective to a
very large extent in preventing misuses or abuses of the challenge inspection
procedure. A State is likely to weigh carefully the pros and cons of resort
to this mechanism once the Executive Council's authority and competence are
clearly established.
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Some countries have expressed their misgivings about what they have
called the "judicial power" of the Executive Council. My delegation thinks
that, while we should allow bilateral controversies to be settle outside the
framework of our convention, if a dispute persists once the convention
procedures have been set in motion it should be treated multilaterally,
according to the rules and procedures established in the convention itself.
The fact that we want the Executive Council to play an important role in the
verification system makes us even more sensitive to the questions of its
composition, procedures and decision-making powers. We would like to see a
strong, efficient and representative Executive Council, with a membership in
the range between 20 and 30, neither too small to be tempted by visions of
oligarchy, nor large enough to be unwieldy and cumbersome.

In the name of efficiency it has been suggested that a few seats should
be attributed on a permanent basis. My delegation considers that this would
constitute unacceptable discrimination, which would be clearly anachronistic
at a moment when we are designing a significant element of the new
international order for the next century. Three criteria, in our view, could
be merged in the definition of eligibility for the Executive Council:
geographical, political and industrial capacity. In a more perfect world we
would like to see the pre-eminence or even the exclusiveness of the
geographical factor, on the model of the United Nations. For the time being,
we are prepared to accept the realistic approach of devising imaginative and
balanced ways of combining the three criteria. One of the possible
formulations would be to take the CD as a model and repeat approximately the
same ratios. This decisive aspect of our future Organization has greatly
benefited, if I may say so, from the preliminary discussion presided over by
Mr. Numata of Japan, Chairman of Group C, during the current session.

Serious and good work was accomplished in the Ad hoc Committee on
Chemical Weapons last year under the chairmanship of my distinguished friend
and colleague Ambassador Rolf Ekéus. BAmbassador Sujka has assumed this heavy
burden for the present session, and I sincerely congratulate him and wish him
further success through the year 1988. Some say, probably with wisdom, but
certainly with scepticism, that disarmament measures are only feasible in
relation either to weapons on the way to obsolescence or to weapons still in
the research and development stage, far from deployment. If this is true, let
us strive to have a complete ban on chemical weapons in force before new types
of those devices provoke another arms race, bringing unforeseen consequences
to all mankind. ILet us tackle all unresolved issues with the clear awareness
that for every human enterprise there is a right time, and that if
procrastination prevails, an historic opportunity can be lost forever.

The Conference on Disarmament, as the sole multilateral negotiating forum
on disarmament, has to live up to the expectations of the international
community and fulfil the mandate received from the General Assembly. This is
a unique chance for multilateralism to prove its effectiveness on disarmament
matters, and it is within reach. A positive outcome of our present
negotiations on chemical weapons would underwrite our bid for a constructive
role in future negotiations on the so-called nuclear items of our agenda, as
well as some other significant subjects, like outer space. You can count on
the Brazilian delegation, Mr. President, to work in good faith and with
diligence towards the attainment of this common goal.
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Mr. BAYART (Mongolia) (translated from Russian):

As everybody recognizes, negotiations on the complete and general
prohibition of chemical weapons, which have been under way now for a number of
years, have reached a decisive stage. This may be seen from the fact that the
special report of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons to the
third special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament
(CD/CWMP. 200) has practically taken on the look of a treaty. It is now
particularly important to intensify our negotiations, particularly by
increasing the amount of time devoted to these negotiations during the year,
and to put forward practical and constructive proposals, not new concepts
which would complicate work on the convention.

In.its statement today, my delegation would like once again to dwell
briefly'on one of the basic unsolved problems, the question of the order of
destruction of chemical weapons, because animated discussions took place on
this point during the preparation of the special report. I have already had
an opportunity to say that my country does not possess chemical weapons and
does not intend to develop, produce or acquire them. In participating in the
negotiations on chemical weapons my delegation has been guided by a desire to
contribute, as its capabilities allow, to the rapid finalization of the future
convention. The working papers submitted by our delegation have been the
result of precisely this kind of activity.

We realize that the question of the order of destruction of chemical
weapons is not only important from the point of view of military strategy, but
also has very obvious political and moral aspects. Careful drafting of the
provisions of the convention on this subject and scrupulous implementation by
the parties after its entry into force will to a large extent determine the
viability of the future convention. It is encouraging that the basic
approaches to this question are now moving together, and we hope that it will
soon be possible to turn them into agreements, because the solution of this
problem will be of substantial importance for the rapid conclusion of the
convention. A significant amount of work has already been done on the basis
of principles already agreed, such as the principle of undiminished security
for all States during the entire destruction stage, confidence-building in the

(continued)
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(Mr . Bayart, Mongolia)

early part of the destruction stage, the gradual acquisition of experience in
the course of destroying chemical weapon stocks and the applicability of this
order of destruction irrespective of the actual composition and size of the

stockpiles and the method chosen for the destruction of the chemical weapons.

There is general agreement that all stockpiles should be destroyed by the
end of the tenth year after the convention enters into force. We are happy to
see that definite progress has been registered at the negotiations on this
question in recent months. An example is the agreement reached that the
process of destruction of chemical weapons in category 3 must be completed not
later than five years after the convention enters into force. Taking into
account the positions of the various delegations, the Mongolian delegation put
forward in its working paper CD/CW/WP.182 the principle of levelling-out,
whereby States possessing chemical weapons would be left, by the end of the
eighth year of application of the convention, with approximately equal
quantities of such weapons, to be destroyed by the end of the tenth year after
the entry into force of the convention. And this principle is now recognized
by the participants in the negotiations. As to the level of the remaining
stockpiles and the period over which this levelling-out will be possible,
these questions await further discussion. Of course, on this question too the
socialist countries are prepared to co-operate constructively with all
interested delegations.

We are in favour of a simple, practical, effective order of destruction
of chemical weapons. As we have repeatedly emphasized, this order of
destruction should provide for the complete destruction of all stockpi<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>