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PREFACE
PV

This volume is a compilation of the final 
records (PVs) of the Committee on Disarmament during 
its 1983 session relating to Chemical Weapons, 
been compiled and edited to facilitate discussions and 
research on this issue.
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CD/RV 189
10

CIhe_Çhairman)

Distinguished delegates, as regards the question of the prohibition and $ 
elimination of chemical weapons, the world expects concrete results from our 
Committee. I think that, as is shown by the outcome of our work at the last 
session, the conditions necessary for the achievement of agreement exist. As 
I see it, the important thing now is to proceed as rapidly as possible to 
agreement on the text of the basic provisions of a future convention, taking 
into account all the existing proposals and future initiatives.

CD/PV.189
22

(Hr. I-IacR^-chen, Canada)

of the^developcient^^roductiorwindhtockpiling of chemical w«poç= and the ^ruction

Me intend to participate vigorously along with other. m -eenngof existing stocks, 
to realize the maximum from the present opportunity.

Continuing Canadian research on defensive measures enables us to put forvrar 
suggestions on such asnects as the verification previsions of a treaty banning 
chemical weapons. Canada has contributed working papers._ Me nave allocated 
to enable Canadian technical experts to participate here in Geneva ^oi -ong-r pe »
beginning with the 1905 session. Expertise from many countries, including non-member., 
has been brought to bear in this Committee on the complex issues involved.^ ine^ _ 
achievements of the V/orking Group on Chemical Weapons again illustrate tha- worm in 
this body can complement bilateral negotiations.

I have focused on four important issues, four Canadian priorities for 19s3> 
on which I wished to put Canada's position strongly:

Canada will press for progress toward the objective of a comprehensive nuclear 
test ban;

Canada will press for a more effective non-proliferation, regime,

Canada will press for a convention to pronibit chemical weapons;

Canada will press for progress towards the oojective of prohibiting all weapon, 
for use in outer space.

These are issues where there are prospects for genuine progress and where progre-. 
can make a direct contribution to mutual security.
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CD/PV 189
29

(Mr. Issraelyan^. USSR)

The Soviet Union and other socialist countries believe that it is essential 
to speed up the achievement of agreements on a number of specific issues and in 
this connection call upon all States to give a new impetus to the negotiations with 
a view to : working out as soon as possible a treaty on the complete and general 
prohibition of nuclear weapons tests ; speeding up the elaboration of an 
international convention on the prohibition and elimination of chemical weapons, 
embarking upon the elaboration of a convention on the prohibition of the neutron 
weapons ; starting without delay negotiations on the prohibition of the 
stationing in outer space of weapons of any kind; completing as soon as possible 
the drafting of an international convention on the prohibition of radiological 
weapons, and speeding up the solution of the question of strengthening security 
assurances for non-nuclear-weapon States.

CD/PV 189
31

(9£i._Veivoda^_Czechgsloyaki_a)

Let me also note that, as has already "been noted 'ey the distinguished becretary 
of State for Foreign Affairs of Canada, "ühe political declaration stresses the 
important role of the Committee on Disarmament in dealing with specific questions, 
namely, a nuclear test ban, the prohibition and destruction of chemical weapons, the 
prohibition cf neutron weapons, the prohibition of the stationing of weapons ox any 
kird in outer space, the nrohibition of radiological weapons and the issue cf 
~+rengthening the security of non-nuclear-weapon States.



On chemical weapons, it is most regrettable that the discussions in the
convened here in Geneva on 17 January last 

were a mere reaffirmation of the positions the various 
delegations had adopted uring the second part of the Committee's 1982 session.
The deliberations of the contact groups created by Ambassador Sujka o 
however, been useful and the adoption of a similar work programme for tn=:
Working Group on Chemical Weapons curing the Committee's present session ml^ht be 
very worthwhile. The Working Grouo itself should convene as few îormal 
as possible in order to allocate most of its time to discussions in smaller ,
which have Droved to be better forums for negotiations than larger ones^ p ,
of course Lnafc such smaller working units are open-ended and announces * or all 
delegations to particioate in if they should so wish. I take this °Ppo^nity t 
express my genuine thanks to Ambassador Sujka and his team of co-orainators who have 
done an outstanding job in the past two weeks within the Working Group on Chemical
Weapons.

1.Working Group on Chemical Weapons, whicn 
and worked for two weeks

CD/PV.1S9
34

(Mr. Don Nanjira, Kenya)

consequently, the working groups on a comprehensive programme of disarmament, 
chemical weapons, radiological weapons, a nuclear test ban and negative security 

should be re-established under their former mandates, except for the

Three :

assurances
Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban, whose current mandate is inadequate and should 
hence be reformulated to make it comprehensive and more suitable and appropriate. 
Once these existing working groups have been re-established, consultations should 
be held to finalize the allocation among the various regional groups of the

Again, action to this end should not 
No delegation which seriously wants to 

comprehensive test-ban treaty signed would disagree with the argument that

chairmanships of these subsidiary bodies, 
consume too much of the Committee's time.
see a
the terms of reference of any working body charged with the responsibility of 
negotiating a CTBT, or an NTBT, must include, apart from verification, such questions 
as the scope of the future treaty and its final clauses.
Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban should thus be elaborated accordingly.

The mandate of the

CD/PV 189
37

( Mr2__Don _Nan j_i_ ra^_Kenxa)

before the Committee for deliberation at itsOn the other important issues 
current session, I would have tire following to say.

* T
j



CD/PV 190
9

(Mr._Gensçher£_Federal_Re£ubliç_of_Germanx)

Disarmament and arms control are integral parts of our security policy and that 
As early as 1954 the Federal Republic of Germany gave its alliesof the alliance.

a contractual assurance that it would not manufacture nuclear, bacteriological or
So that its renunciation of the manufacture of chemical weaponschemical weapons.

can be verified, the Federal Republic has ever since then accepted international 
on-site inspections, which can be carried out without impairing the legitimate 
interest in preserving business secrets.

CD/PV 190
13

(Mri_Gens che r^_Fede ral^_Repub l_i£_of _Ge rman^)

I note with satisfaction that the negotiations on a chemical weapons ban bave
This affords a good basis for thebeen greatly intensified during the past year. 

Committee *s work this year.
The indispensable prerequisites for such a ban are. reliable verification • 

procedures. As we all know, national technical means are absolutely insufficient 
for verifying a weapons ban. Consequently, decisive importance attaches to an 
international committee of experts with autonomous competence, including -fehe-ri-ght 
to carry out on-site inspections

My- country is the only one to have directly experienced international 
inspections in connection with the renunciation of the production of chemical weapons. 
Proceeding from this experience, we presented specific, practical suggestions in 19°2 
both at the second special session devoted to disarmament and in the Committee on

I appeal to the Committee to examine these proposals carefully and toDisarmament.
use them as a basis for its subsequent deliberations so that the negotiations can be 
brought to a successful conclusion as soon as possible.



The nations of the world have already prohibited the first use of chemical 
cal "weapons n the Geneva Protocol, and have outlawed the possession of 

- » and toxin we pons in the 1?72 Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention.
Like most other nations at the tabic-, the United States is a party to these treaties, 
and, like most others, wc are in full compliance with these provisions. Beyond 
the provisions of these treaties, there is an even broader moral prohibition against

President Franklin Roosevelt perhaps expressed it best 
outlawed by the general opinion of civilizedthe use of these weapons, 

when he said that their use "has been
mankind".

(Cent1 d)

CD/PV 191
11

(Mr. Bush, USA)

to the work directly before this Committee, toLet me now turn, Mr. Chairman, 
which we also attach the hignest importance.

Pone has a higherThe Committee is confronted with numerous important issues, 
priority for the United States than the efforts to ban for ever an entire and 
different class of weapons from the world's arsenals. As the President has stated,

is to eliminate the threat of chemical warfare bythe goal of United States policy 
achieving a complete and verifiable ban of chemical weapons.

"Last year the negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament again confirmed 
that there exists a broad political consensus on the need to ban the developmen . 
production and stockpiling of chemical weapons. The Ad Hoc WorKxng vroup was 
able to make substantial progress on a number of technical and scientifi 
relating to a possible convention on a complete ban on chemical weapons, 
of a more political nature there was some progress with regard to the qu 
on-site inspection. This matter should be explored further, as the 
verification is one of the greatest problems in the negotiations. .
that all delegations demonstrate the political will that is required in ora«r to

that brings us closer to a generally acceptable

of
of

It is imperative

ensure such concrete progress
agreement.

CD/PV 190
21

(r,1£2^_Theori_n^_Sweden)
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-v rv.i.1
12

(llr. In;:., United Stater}

But the?-- v; open; are particularly to
That is why the 

Sadly, maiTcinc Ups, nonetheless, had

All forms of warfari are torn! -e. 
be fc-crcd because* cf the human suffering that tney ini _ivJ,
civilized world has condemned their use . 
repeated demonstrations of the era-"!ty end horror vrrugr.t ry tht use cf thjsv 

And new, ch^nu. cal ra toxin weapons are : nj us d .iu A-^r.,—eiten 
south-east Asie en violation cf ir-ternation. 1 1c. end international arcs

all the vers - by thv feat that

/valions. 
and L -.
control agreements.
the victims do not haw the meor.s ei the s' to deter The attacks against then, or 
to defend or protect themselves against these weapons.

Those- violations are ou.it.

evidence to the world ccanunity
Others have

The United States presented conclusive 
of the facts surrounding oh; use cf chemical an.. tenir weapons» 
presented evidence as veil. Ve did not come tc tie sc conclusions cee.iii.^ 
confrontation or rc-shly, but only after the most exhaustive study. ■•■he 
implications that flow from the use cf these weapons are so serious that many 
would prefer to disbelieve them, simply to ignore them. In our view we just 
have tc face the facts.

The world1s progress toward more civilized relations a. -cug States has 
been doggedly slew, and beset at every turn by fears, ambitions, rivalry among

, allow the progress which we hi ye tu.de in 
Tc do so would be to begin a relentless slide 

This is what is at stake here,

We car.nct, thereforerations.
civilization to be destroyed, 
bad: to a now dork age of mindless carlo rism. 
and tiiis is what we must prevent.

Who.t must now be done? Vo have called uper. the Soviet Union and its 
allies tc stem immediately the illegal use cf tr.ese weapons. I strongly 
repeat that call here today. Ar.-.i I urge the Soviet onion, and ail other members 
cf the Committee, tc join the united States in negotiating e complete and 
effective and verifiable can on the development, production, stockpiling and 
transfer cf chemical weapons, a bar. that will ensure tv." t tnece i.errors c~n
never occur again.

A complete, effective and verifiable ban on chemical weapons is really 
I-s- Government, therefore, would like to see the work cf this

tc eliminate
long overdue.
Committee accelerated, and negotiations undertaken on a treaty 
the threat that is posed by chemical weapons.

A number of key issues, of course, must be resolved if we arc to be 
successful ir. negotiating such a tret ty. 
will present to this Committee a now document that contains our detailed views 
on the content of a convention that we believe could effectively — more 
specifically, verifiably — eliminate the chemical weapons threat, 
this initiative with the aim of further advancing the work cf the Committee 
and to encourage contributions and co-operation from ethers as well.

In the coming days, our delegation

We undertake



CD/P/. 191
13

(îlr. Bush. United States)

The key to an effective convention — one that could eliminate the possibility 
of chemical warfare for ever — is the firm assurance of compliance through 
effective verification. I think we would all agree that this principle is 

Effective verification, as the world's recent experienceabsolutely fundamental.
with the use of chemical and toxin weapons shows, is an absolute necessity for 
any future agreement that could be entered into.
.verification that will protect civilization, our allies, and indeed humanity 
itself from this terrible threat. For today, the threat of chemical warfare has 
increased. And until an effective agreement can be achieved, the United States, 
just as others, must continue to ensure that it can deter the use of chemical

If we are to expect nations ever

This is why we seek a level of

weapons against its citizens and friends, 
to forgo the ability to deter chemical warfare, those nations must have confidence 
that others v/ho accept the prohibition cannot circumvent their ooligations and 
later threaten the peace with chemical weapons.
will not be attacked with such weapons by any State which has likewise forsworn 
chemical warfare.
of a comprehensive chemical weapons treaty have got to be truly effective.

They must be certain that ~hey

In short, for us, the verification and compliance provisions

We know that most of the members of this Committee, like ourselves,
To do so will require more than 

It will require greater willingness and flexibility on the part

are
dedicated to accomplishing this important task, 
our dedication.
of the Soviet Union and its allies to work seriously and constructively on 
resolving these key outstanding issues — especially those pertaining to the 
verification and compliance side. And such issues must be resolved if we expect 
to make progress. For although some may argue that progress could be made by 
concentrating on the "easier" issues, or even by drafting treaty texzs on them, 
this would be a fruitless exercise if the verification issues cannot ce addressed, 
cannot be resolved. We will not support a diversion of effort here.

I urge all members of this Committee to begin negotiation in this session 
resolve the key issues that face us in this area, and to join with us into

achieving a complete and verifiable ban on chemical weapons.



CD/PM 191 
15-16

(Mr._IssraeLxan*_USSR)

[“resuming in Russian'' As regards the questions that are being discussed here 
in the Committee on Disarmament, our position on those, too, has been repeatedly 
stated, and not only in a general way but also in the form of concrete proposals 
and in particular in the form of a draft convention on the prohibition of chemical 
weapons" and a draft treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear- 
weapon tests.

With respect to the Vice-President's assertions about violations of the 
Geneva Protocol of 1925, I should like to remind him, and others as veil, that 
the Geneva Protocol has indeed been violated. The facts are well known: in 
I935-I956, poison gases were used by Fascist Italy against Ethiopia; they 
were used by Hitlerite Germany 
in 1942: both before the Second World War and during it, as President Roosevelt 
said, chemical substances were used by Japan against China.
chemical substances were widely used for a long time during the period 01 tnc 
American aggression against Viet Ran, and this, too
lies about the Soviet Union's use of chemical weapons in Afghanistan "and 
south-east Asia, well, a lie will never be anything but a lie, however mari­
times it is repeated.

against ay country, especially in the Crimea,

Lastly, poisonous

is well known. As to the



CD/PV 192
9

( Mr^__Onke jJnx^Be^gûjm)

Belgium hopes that the Committee will this year give priority in the use of 
its time to what is' actually negotiable. The disappointing results of the second 
special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament inevitably led the 
Committee, during its session of last summer, to pursue this course to some extent. 
We trust that this trend will be confirmed and developed in 198$.

I wish to refer in particular to the question of the prohibition of chemical 
weapons. It is in fact these negotiations which offer the most promising prospects 
since the conditions for fruitful negotiation now actually exist. These 
negotiations can be brought to a successful conclusion in the fairly near future if 
all the parties concerned show the necessary flexibility, 
launch an urgent appeal for this chance of success to be seized.

I should like today to

We are particularly encouraged by certain statements and declarations by the 
two countries which were conducting bilateral negotiations on this question before 
the Committee on Disarmament took it up. These declarations, as Mr. George Bush, 
the Vice-President of the United States, has just confirmed to us, indicate a 
willingness to move forward which can only be welcomed and which the Committee on

We await with much interest theDisarmament ought to convert into reality, 
document promised us by Vice-President Bush and we endorse the objective he set of 
accelerating the work of the Committee on Disarmament with a view to eliminating the 
threat of chemical weapons.

We should be making a great mistake if we did not decide to put all the resources
If the Committee succeeds in puttingnecessary at the service of these negotiations.

before the General Assembly the text of a treaty prohibiting chemical weapons, we 
shall have achieved a great step forward in our work. If, on the other hand, we 
disperse our efforts, the Committee will become more and more an outmoded instrument 
that will fall into disuse.

Let us, then, in our use of time, give these negotiations all the priority they 
The Working Group ought to resume its activities as soon as possible. It 

ought also to be able to set aside time for periods of' "concentration" like those we 
held during the month of January. We must also take care to conduct our work in an 
orderly manner. The Working Group's report for 1982, usefully supplemented by the 
three weeks of work at the beginning of this year, provide the necessary basis for 
the continuation and conclusion of these negotiations.

merit.

Important work remains to be done to clarify the structure of the convention. 
Generally speaking, it is my delegation's belief that we should remain very flexible

At the same time, we ought clearly to 
the first is that of becoming embroiled in

the second is that of forgetting that

as regards the use of negotiating techniques.
take care to avoid two dangers : 
semantics, which would be a waste of time ; 
there can be no agreement on the whole of the draft treaty without prior agreement
on each of its elements.

(Cant'd)
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Tha Working Group will no doubt be obliged simultaneously to give attention to 
son? more technical issues relating to certain aspect.- of the convention. I am 
thinking in particular of certain problems concerned primarily with the procedures 
for verification of compliance with the convention. Useful work was done during the 
last technical consultations with the participation of experts, especially in the 
matter of the determining which orecursors of chemical warfare- events will call for 
specific verification procedures during the chemical production process. The same 
applies to the definition of requirements as répares verification of the destruction 
of stockpiles of chemical weapons and t.ia ••.isi^rtlin': of facilities. Hovzeve -, it 
seems to .no that it should b*. clear to every or r that these technical discussions 
ought to lead to arrangements that can be incorpora ted in t ie convention. In cth-»r 
v'or's, we must not lose sip.he of the ultimate object of such c;v-.rcises, and. sec to 
it that overly technical or academic considerations o not unnecessarily a-’d to the 
complexity of these talks. It will be necessary, si., an eu pro or late time, to 
consolidate the elements which have formed the subject of convragencies of views 
• urinj these consultations in to draft annexes to the convention.

Vnile the Working Group continues its effort.? — wtic'r. w? hope -rill be resumed 
shortly, for it would Kc unwise to interrupt the orocess that in un‘.er way 
woulv seen to us appropriate to initiate, at the highest level in this Commutes, 
genuine negotiations on the main issues where divergencies of views remain. I think 

now know very ’.-ell what these issues arc. I think it would be easier to reconcile 
the opposing views in small consultation groups. Ue ’believe that this is essential 
to tne success of our work.

it
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(Mr. Crpmarti e, _Unjted_Kj_ngcjom)

My delegation is encouraged by the general agreement that progress can be 
reached in the field of chemical weapons. We are much encouraged by the remarks cn 
this subject made by Vice-President Bush during his visit to the Committee last week. 
We support his call for the Committee to begin real negotiations on a chemical 
weapons convention, and hope that the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons 
can resume its work without delay. We look forward to examining in detail the 
proposals put forward by the United States delegation when its paper becomes 
arvailable-and_hope_.that it will provide the necessary impetus for rapid progress.

my delegation win make a further statement on this subject in due course, 
but I should like at this .'stage to -comment briefly on the outcome of the recent 
consultations on technical issues relating to a chemical weapons convention.
My delegation thought that these consultations showed that a measure of agreement 
was emerging on a number of technical points relating to the definition and 
identification of key precursors of chemical weapons, and to some of..the procedures 
which might be suitable for verifying the destruction of stockpiles of chemical 
weapons. We were therefore disappointed to•find that delegations were not able 
to reach agreement on a way of recording the discussion which had taken place.
An oral report by the Chairman, however careful and balanced, cannot really replace 
an agreed written report.
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not following such a course of action, even if
believe the opposite.Unfortunately, some States are 

has tried in recent days in this Committee to make us how can a policy of suoerarmament and confrontation be reconciled with the search 
for peace and disarmament? We heard dramatic words about the danger for civilization 

- as we were told — from the alleged use of chemical weapons, an assertion
Does that mean that we should forget about the

Recent events

Butone

stemming -
based onlv on lies and distortions. sword of Damocles, i.e. the danger of nuclear war, hanging over us? 
show that these are real dangers we are facing.

The "Defence Guidelines'1 of one nuclear -weapon State for 1934 to 1938 have
said to contain plans for a "protracted nuclear war". They

the territories of the USSR and the-They arebecome known.
project a nuclear first strike against targets on 
other countries of the Warsaw Treaty, including the use

The so-called decapitation strike is a main pillar of this strategy, 
fully integrated in these war nians.

of nuclear medium-range
Outersystems. 

space has been
To back up such plans, armament programmes are being implemented which include 

ail categories of weapons : nuclear and chemical as. well as conventional weapons.
The representative o.f ?. Western nuclear-weapon State who some days ago sr.pmmsu o 
us the so-called ar-s control policy of his country declared already in 1?'-1 m

weapons potential which inflicts more damage on tne 
That exactly is the way to victory in a nuclear"One has to have athis regard ; 

other side than they can do to us.
war.
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The Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons has recently achieved some 
progress. The shape of a future chemical weapons convention is becoming clearer. 
Now is the time to tackle the matter with the seriousness it deserves and proceed 
to actual drafting work. In this process the problems remaining can be overcome. 
Let us not waste time in discussions which night lead us away from our common 
Bin — a chemical weapons convention) the elaboration of whicn is firot and 
foremost a political task and not so much a question of technical perfection.

We noted with interest the recent announcement that a new comprehensive
It is our hope that 

But how can one reconcile
proposal will he tabled by the United States delegation, 
it will further our work in drafting the convention, 
this announcement with news' reports coming these days from the capital of the 
same country that additional funds — the figure of 315C million is mentioned — will 
be allotted to the development and production of new chemical weapons? This is 
certainly a counterproductive measure, and at the same time, it would be

new verification demands. "Prom thecounterproductive perpetually to bring up 
history of negotiations on a comprehensive test ban and other disarmament issues
we know what this- may lead to.

We stand for a realistic verification system, based on a combination of 
national and international procedures, including certain on-site inspections.
This would correspond to the legitimate interests of all sides in enhancing 
confidence that the convention is being complied with. So, we do not believe 
that it is necessary tc preach to us the virtues of verification.

At the recent session of the General Assembly, special attention was directed 
towards countering" the qualitative development of chemical weapons and their- 
stationing on the territory of other States, for this worsens conditions foj. 
the conclusion of a chemical weapons convention. In short, everything should 
be avoided which stands in the way of the- process of elaborating the convention.

That is why the German Democratic Republic reaffirms the proposal submitted 
in the Prague Declaration for a Europe free from chemical weapons. Moreover, the

Government of ny country has officially declared that it is ready- to create 
together with interested States a chcmical-wecpon-free zone., in central Eur^pe 
and has proposed to enter into appropriate negotiations.
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The conclusion of a chemical weapons convention is, in Australia's view, one
Under successive cof the most important tasks before the Committee on Disarmament. 

dynamic chairmen the Ad Hoc ’.forking Group has tackled the task well at the past 
three sessions. Key issues have beer, identified ; broad agreement has been 
reached on the main problems ; alternative formulations for elements of the future 
convention have been, advanced. Novel approaches have been successfully tried. 
These approaches have included resort to highly informal sessions and periods

The Soviet Unionof intense concentration with experts strengthening delegations, 
last year submitted "basic provisions" for a chemical weapons convention.
United States is snortly to table its own detailed ideas. Ky delegation greatly 
welcomes this development. Wo welcome, too, the steady stream of new ideas and 
technical papers from many quarters, as well as the active Involvement demonstrated 
by all delegations. In view of the promise generated by the work of the Working 
Group on Chemical Weapons, I urge that no hiatus and no hesitation be allowed to 
damarre its prospects and that it fce permitted without faltering speedily to 
continue its operations under a new Chairman.

The key problems before the Working Group relate to scope and to verification. 
On scope, my delegation believes that the case of including a ban on the use of 
chemical weapons is stronger than ever. 
prohibition ;
continues. Moreover, the concept at the herj’t of.the future convention — that 
there must be a ban on the use of chemicals as weapons •••• is £• concept, of use; 
and the so-called "general purpose criterion" which all agree should define 
this concept is a use criterion.
examine any alternative ways tr meet our central concern.
for example, by providing in the convention for strong verification mechanisms 
which would be triggered by evidence, that those repugnant weapons have been used, 
decisively to end the prospects of that ever happening-.

The

Ambiguities remain as to the existing 
it is also the case that the us.r of cneaicai weapons reportedly

Having said that, my delegation will carefully
It may prove possible,

The international community must have
National arrengements

Verification is the central issus.
some way of ensuring that treaty commitments are- being honoured. 
can certainly simplify the task but they can never be a substitute for verification

The Ad Hoc Working Group has recently gone intomeasures of international scope. ______
greater depth on what chemical stocks States should declare when they become 
parties to the convention, arid on what procedures are necessary to destroy stocks : 
the conclusion which seems increasingly inescapable is that a strong system of 
international cnecking is essential to these and other aspects of the future treaty. 
Such a system, it is clear, must provide for a measure of on-site inspection 
under international auspices. How much, how intrusive and how often are questions 
awaiting answers and elaboration, but the principle is a fundamental one. On-site 
inspection, strengthened as necessary by remote sensors and other non-intrusivv 
technological means, is the key to achieving a chemical weapons convention. If 
agreement is reached here, th_ outstanding issues will almost certainly fall into
place.



Many speakersFinally, I urge on this body a new spirit of accommodation, 
have urged that we get down to substance, that we spend less time on procedural 
questions, that wc not tolerate political obstacles. But it is time for action, 
not words. Last week the Committee failed to carry out an important task 
called for in the report of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical weapons 
in document CD/334, namely, to produce a report on the latest consulations

One delegation blocked consensus, and did not offer an 
There is a risk that those areas where this negotiating body not 

but actually has done good work, may be frustrated by 
In addition to the technical consultations it could be

on technical issues.
explanation, 
only can do good work
actions such as these.
that the normal work of the Chemical Weapons Working Group runs this risk.
TYiv seismic work of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts, the direct relevance 
of which to the nuclear test-ban item has been repeatedly shown, has also

Informal consultations have not, obeen recently queried in the same way.
far, it seems, produced consensus on chainnanships for our subsidiary bod cs, 
despite the existence of understandings which normally constitute the oil that 
enables our somewhat cumbersome machinery to function effectively. Mr. Qiairman, 
my delegation .insists that we get down to work at the earliest possible moment.

The prohibition of chemical weapons is a question of great concern to all 
rie . Over the past few years, the Committee on Disarmament has done a lot of

in the elaboration of the elements of
At the beginningregard and has made some progress

a future convention on the complete prohibition of chemical weapons, 
of this year, delegates and experts of various countries continued their in-depth
discussions and consultations on the basic of last year's results and made some

However, we have noted

work in

progress on certain issues. This is a positive development.
such important issues as "verification" and "the scope of the

to go before agreement can be reache 
nal verification and on-site inspect

wide divergences on
prohibition", where we still have a long 
In particular, on the questions of intern
to which many countries attach importance, a major power that possesses

This cannot but make people feel concerned.
chemical

weapons remains at a standstill.
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that at the current session the Committee will be
convention on the complete 

view to fulfilling at an 
and detestable weapons from

Like other delegations, we hope 
able to speed up its pace in negotiating and elaborating a 
prohibition and total destruction of chemical weapons with a 
early date the task of thoroughly eliminating, such savage

Chinese delegation will continue to make active efforts in thisThethe earth. 
regard.
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and therefore must be made during theMy delegation considers that progress 
present session, in three directions in particular: nuclear questions, an 
especially the general and complete prohibition of nuclear-tests, chemical weapons, 
and the prevention of an arms race in outer space.

can

In the short term, the elaboration of a convention prohibiting chemical weapons 
appears to be a realizable objective. In view of the importance that such a resu 
would have in itself and for the multilateral disarmament negotiations as a whole, 
no effort should be spared to attain this objective. On 4 February 1953» ve hear 
with satisfaction Mr. Bush, Vice-President of the United States, express the hope 
that the Committee's work in this field would be accelerated and negotiations 
undertaken for the conclusion of a treaty. A number of speakers have already stressed

comprehensive document announced by Mr. Bush is swai e .the interest with which the
The areas of convergence, as well as the points of divergence, appear to us to

The time has come to make a decisive effort to
In our

be identified sufficiently clearly.
seek the necessary compromises and to overcome the points of divergence. 
view., the Working C-roup should concentrate its efforts on this task, with a view to 
moving on as soon as. possible to the drafting of the articles of the convention.. 
This delicate phase in the negotiations calls for appropriate methods and rhythms oi 
work; it will be for the new Chairman of the Ad hoc Working Group to find procedures 
which, through their flexibility and informal nature, will contribute to the success 
of our efforts.

CD/PV 193
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(Mr. Imai, Japan)

Considerable progress has been observed in the field of ^^an ^n chem~cal^^ 
weapons, resulting from the intensive work of last year. ^ tM’ ccnt.ext
the basis on which further progress will be achieved this >_
the recent statement, by Mr. George Bush, Vice-President ex -nca tvt the
used the occasion of his presence in this Committee persona—y >-o * voiAd'be• views on the content of a treaty banning chemical weapons would oe 

welcome indication of the positive attitude wkicn h*s countryUnited States 
submitted soon, ic a 
is assuming on this subject.

In the Working Group on Chemical Weapons this year, the key elencnrs of a 
• chemical weapons.convention, that is, "Definitions", "Declarations^, ana

-g"* tcm*
r sursis! - utheir technical aspects. I believe that progress in the field cf verification -ill 
facilitate the early conclusion of a chemical weapons convention.
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(Mr. Cannock,. Peru)

'.vi uÀ rsgrjrc to I ten 4 of cur agenda, chemiceJ weapons, I should like to express 
our gratitude to the Ad Hoc Working C-rcup on this subject for the work it did 
under the able guidance of Ambassador Sujka, which made significant progress possible 
in this sphere. This goes to prove that when the political will exists to act, or 
at least not to obstruct the efforts of the Committee, it is perfectly possible to 
make headway. Naturally, this recognition is without prejudice to the order of 
priorities established by the General Assembly at its first special session devoted 
to disarmament, which was recently confirmed.

CD/PV 193
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( M r i_Te l J. a j^o y A_B u_L 3 a r i_a )

Me share the view that one of the Coonittee1 a main tasks is accelerating the 
elaboration of an international convention on the prohibition and elimination of 
chemical weapons.
Bulgaria, are actively pursuing this course.
weapons convention introduced by the USSR, the other relevant documents of the 
socialist countries, as well as their participation in this Committee’s Ad Hoc 
Working Group on Chemical Weapons are significant examples of their constructive 
activity.
for certain States to give up their attempts to enforce the inclusion of unrealistic 
or biased elements in che future convention, 
proposal of the United States on this matter.

The socialist countries, including the People's Republic of
The basic provisions for a chemical

For co-ordinating mutually acceptable texts, however, it is necessary

We are awaiting with interest the

Regrettably, the leading Western power continues to disrupt the normal 
atmosphere in the Committee and its Working Group, and by directing unfounded 
allegations against another member State is trying to influence the negotiations 
on a chemical weapons convention, 
that the resumption of the Soviet-Anerican negotiations on banning chemical weapons 
will considerably improve the chances for the early elaboration of a convention.

As in the past, my delegation is of the opinion
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Mr. Chairman, the complete and effective prohibition of chemical weaoons 
is perhaps the most important task currently before this Committee.

Much preliminary work has already 
It is now time

This is
an area which is ripe for serious negotiations. 
been done and the principal issues have been well-defined. 
for the Committee to intensify its efforts to resol"e these critical differences 
so that the spectre of chemical warfare may never again threaten mankind.

In his statement to the Committee on 4 February, Vice-President Bush 
reiterated the commitment of the United States to the objective of the complete 
and verifiable elimination of chemical weapons and stressed the urgency of its 

My task in taking the floor today is to present in detail theaccomplishment.
views of my Government as to how this long-sought objective can finally be

I will offer to the Committee a comprehensive document on the contentreached.
of an effective convention and outline our suggestions on how the Committee can
most rapidly move ahead.

If progress is to be made, it is essential that the views of all delegations
To this end my delegation outlined, onbe clearly stated — and in detail.

12 August last,' the points which we believe could.serve as the basis for a
Vie further developed these ideas in thechemical weapons convention, 

contact groups and consultations on technical issues.
the content of aToday, the United States is tabling our detailed views on 

complete and verifiable chemical weapons convention, which we hope will serve 
as a framework for discussion. It will be the basis for United States participation 
in negotiations to resolve key issues which are indispensable to the realization 
of our common objective.

(Cont1d)
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Our document is an elaboration of the genera] points which we presented
that the substance of the document resultsI would stress, howeverlast summer.

from a very careful review by our experts of the ideas presented in the Committee 
by many delegations over a period of years.
contact groups established last summer received particular attention, 
study our document, it will become apparent that suggestions and ideas from many 
different sources have been adopted.

The results achieved in the
As you

There are also many new ideas.

As delegations will have an opportunity to study the document in some detail, 
let me just slcetch out briefly our approach to the ke'y issues, especially those 
relating to verification and compliance.

AnyThe United States supports a comprehensive ban on chemical weapons, 
activity to create or maintain a chemical weapons capability would be forbidden. 
On the other hand, chemical activities with a legitimate purpose would continue 

The convention should also contain several specific provisionsunhampered.
relating to the use of chemical weapons to help ensure that our common objective —

In particular,
in circumstances not covered by the Geneva Protocol should be prohibited ; the

to remove the menace of the possible use of such weapons — is met.
use
provisions for’dealing with compliance issues should be applicable to all 
allegations of chemical weapons use.

Existing chemical weapons stocks and production and filling facilities would
In order to take intobe promptly declared, and destroyed over a 10-year period. 

account concerns expressed in contact group discussions, we have incorporated 
specific ideas for dealing with the possible discovery of chemical munitions, 
for example, on World War I battlefields, after the initial declaration of
stocks.

As Vice President Bush emphasized, the key to an effective convention is the 
firm assurance of compliance through effective verification.
the hard way — through the bitter experience of recent events in Sverdlovsk, 
south-east Asia and Afghanistan — that effective verification is an absolute 
necessity for any future agreement.

We have learned

Many different approaches to the verification of a chemical weapons ban
We share the view of the majority ofhave been discussed in this Committee. 

delegations, which have emphasized the importance of systematic international 
on-site inspection. Only an independent, impartial system responsible to all 
the parties can provide the necessary confidence that the provisions of the 
convention are being faithfully observed. National technical means alone are 
not sufficient, as they are available only to a few and are of extremely limited 
utility for the verification of a cnemical weapons ban. Nor can so-called 
systems of "national verification", which would be tantamount to self-inspection 
by parties, be taken seriously when one considers the vital import of such a
convention.
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In our view, the following should be subject to appropriate forms of 
systematic international on-site inspection on an agreed basis :

Declared chemical weapon stockpiles and the process of their 
elimination ;

Declared chemical weapons production and filling facilities and 
the process of their elimination ;

Declared facilities for permitted production of chemicals which pose 
a particular risk.

To avoid misunderstanding, I want to emphasize that we do not believe it 
necessary to subject the entire chemical industry of States to inspection, 
nor do we seek to have inspectors roam throughout the territory of a party. 
Systematic international on-site inspection is necessary only at a limited 
and carefully-defined group of facilities, which must be declared.

An effective mechanism for dealing with compliance issues is essential. 
This is one of the key lessons to be drawn from the compliance problems 
encountered in recent years v;ith respect to the Geneva Protocol and the 
biological and to::in weapons Convention. My delegation believes that the 
mechanism must promote prompt resolution of issues at the lowest possible 
political level. At the same time it must be flexible, and allow issues to be 
taken to higher levels, including the Security Council, whenever that may be 
necessary. We believe that States must undertake a strong commitment to • 
co-operate in resolving compliance issues. This should include a stringent 
obligation to permit inspections on a challenge basis.

The United States delegation is putting forward this document to help 
advance the work of the Committee, 
it described is tough but fair and practical. 
are not seeking absolute verification, 
to be accepted.
to safeguard our security and that of all other countries, 
level of verification which meets that objective.

We believe that the verification approach
I want to emphasize that we 

We recognize that some risks will have 
However, we do insist that these risks be minimized, in order

We must have a

I want .also to emphasize that we are continuing to explore possibilities 
for new and more effective means of verification, for example, possible use 
of on-site sensors. We have invited others to join us in a co-operative 
evaluation of such sensors. 1 wish to reaffirm that invitation, 
we are prepared to explore seriously any suggestions by others for achieving 
an effective level of verification. Our views are suoject to modification and 
further refinement. In fact,.we encourage constructive comments and contributions

Furthermore,
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from other delegations, particularly with respect to any additional verification 
arrangements which would reduce the., problems of possible undeclared stockpiles 
anti facilities.

that on rer.dinr this lengthy document questions may 
Me welcome your questions and will do our best to respond promptly.

In fact, our delegation is

We recognise, toe
arise.
We arc anxious to explain our approach, 
tentatively planning to hold, in the near future, an informal session open 
to all delegations for the express purpose of receiving and responding to
your questions and comments.

Vice-President Bush pointed out that n chemical weapons bar. is long 
overdue and urged that efforts toward this long-sought goal be intensified. 
The United States delegation is ready to engage in intensive negotiations

vie have once again augmented our delegation 
Our interest is in solving problems so that a

on a chemical weapons ban. 
with our best experts. 
convention can achieved as soon as possible, and we sense that most
delegations here share that ardent desire.

but, speaking frankly, the first three weeks of work on a chemical 
weapons ban this year have been discouraging. It has been quite clear that a 
small group, led by the Soviet delegation, has thwarted any achievement of 
concrete results. Me call upon the Soviet Union to join with us and other 
members of the Committee at our lS'3p session to find ways to overcome the 
difficult issues which have prevented progress — especially those pertaining 
to verification and compliance. As wo have repeatedly made clear, we are 
prepared to consider any and all channels, including bilateral negotiations, 
that promise to be productive.
bilateral negotiations would be productive rather than simply a device to 
draw a cloak of secrecy around these vital negotiations, 
had no reason to be optimistic on this point.

v?e must hav» reason, however, to expect that

Thus far, we have

Me have repeatedly stated that for such negotiations to be fruitful, 
the Soviet Union needs to demonstrate, rather than simply profess, that it 
is genuinely ready to work out and accept effective previsions to verify 
compliance with a chemical weapons prohibition.
also show the United States and the rest of the world that it will abide 
by existing agreements in this area if meaningful progress is to be made.

It is sobering to realize that the chemical weapons Working Group is 
entering the fourth year of its existence. Considerable useful work has 
been accomplished, but the pace is much too slovr. 
accelerated. Ï would like to outline some suggestions as to how this could 
be accomplished.

And the Soviet Union must

The work can and must be
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TheFirst, let us not waste tine and energy on procedural struggles, 
chemical weanons Working Group should be re-established ana resume its 
negotiations immediately, it is..the responsibility of the western delegations 
to nominate this year's Chairman. As you know, ..mbassaeor—hei ho. 11, ha.-.

Consultations onChair under the rotation system.agreed to assume th:
other procedural issues could be conducted simultaneously, 
up this vital work while we attempt te sort ouoth_r pro^lC:^.

Let us net hold

Secondly, let us focus on the tough issues, which are the key to real
Some may argue that progress could be madetowards a convention.progress

by dealing with the ''easier" issues, or by drafting treaty teats on matters 
already agreed on in principle. Fut this would be a fruitless exercise i* 
the key verification issues cannot be resolved. Ve will not support a 
diversion of effort away from the real obstacles to a convention. 
the drafting of actual treaty text can be productive, an acceptable verification 
and compliance framework must first be negotiated.

Before

Thirdly, the chemical weapons Working Group should be allowed tc proceed 
It should determine its own schedule and not be dependent 

It is to be expected in any serious
at its o'.vn pace.
on the schedules of other groups, 
negotiation that during some periods frequent meetings will be needed, vnixe

informal consultations and work within delegations will 
The Working Group should have the flexibility to adoptin other periods very 

be most productive-. 
whatever schedule will best facilitate its work.

useful innovation of contact groups should be retained
For example,Fourthly, the very

and refined to permit related issues tc be dealt viith together. ^
a method needs to be found to deal simultaneously with all questions related to

Thesv issues are sodestruction and verification.stockpiles •— declarations 
closely linked that they cannot be resolved in isolation.

Fifthly, more effective ways must be found to make use oi technicnl^expertisc. 
Experience has shown that close interaction between technical experts and . 
diplomats is essential. Uhile there will continue to be a need for discussions 
which are primarily technical, the highest priority should be given to 
integrating political and technical considerations, perhaps within the framewor-c 
of the contact groups. As part of the work of these groups, specific periods 
should be planned, well in advance, for combined political-technical discussion 
of issues on which technical advice is particularly important.

In closing, I want to stress again what Vice-President Bush said, a few days
Government is to eliminate the threat ofago in this room. The goal of my 

chemical warfare by achieving a complete and verifiable ban on chemical weapons 
as soon as possible. Vc urge every member of this Committee to join the^
United States in intensive negotiations to ensure that the possibility Oi 
chemical warfare is eliminated for ever.



..rnile it is true that we have many urgent problems to deal with, it is e
delegation that there is an ascending order of urgency. For psychological

to concentrate on those areas where success as mor- 
ban chemical weapons come readily to 

should not lose the

view of my 
reasons it might be necessary

regard the negotiations to

rapo„: r.rs t?^x?£rrit is more n—Y, « Because of their devastating and
hardly be regarded primarily as weapons

The intended

likely and in 
mind.

task before us is nuclear disarmament.
indiscriminate effect, nuclear weapons can ......
of war. They are essentially weapons of genocide and mass .<illing. 
targets of nuclear weapons are not the combatants in the field but the =^1^^ 
Dooulation This was demonstrated in Hiroshima ana i-Ia^asa.vi. I , ’
our the Ad Hoc Horhin- Group on ... Nuclear lest Ban
as soon as possible, with a wider mandate covering not only verification but also 
the scope of an agreement.
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(Mr,._Te rrefe4_Ethi.ogij)

As regards the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons, useful work has already 
oeen done. The Ethiopian delegation would like to emphasize the necessity for the 
earliest possible conclusion of a convention on the prohibition of the development, 
production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and their destruction. While some 
outstanding issues Dertainin.m1 to the scope of the future convention and its 
verification require intensified negotiations and greater flexibility by all, it 
would be highly essential and imperative not to further complicate the present 
negotiations by pursuing the development and production of new types of chemical 
weapons. In this respect, resolution 37/?3 A adopted by the United Nations 
General Assembly deserves attention. In its operative paragraph 5* the resolution 
"reaffirms its call to all States to refrain from any action that could impede 
negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons and specifically to refrain from 
the production and deployment of binary and other new types of chemical weapons, as 
well as from stationing chemical weapons on the territory of other States". Assent to 
this resolution by the United States which, regrettably, was the only State to have 
voted against, as well as the resumption of the bilateral negotiations between the 
USSR and the United States as called for in the resolution could, we believe, 
facilitate chemical weapons negotiations in the Ad Hoc Working Grouo.

rr H
-
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(Mr^_Pérez_de_ÇuéLLar^_SeçretarxiÇeneral)

As far as the qv.estic:; of nuclear disarmament is concerned, I feel sure that 
the Committee will look c-locely at the various concrete proposals that have been 
made sc far and devise appropriate procedures for a sustained consideration of that 

Tic ether irevus on your agenda deserve equally pragmatic handling,
The Committee has been conducting

The
question.
notably the negotiations on chemical weapons.
an in-depth review of technical issues relating to a chemical weapons can.

tien loading to agreement on this question.time now seems ripe for political act

CD/PV 194
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Norway recognizes the importance of the progress which was made during the 
1982 session of the Committee on Disarmament in the negotiations concerning a

We are indeed encouraged by recent 
United States initiative announced

In a statement on the same
multilateral convention on chemical weapons.
developments and would like to welcome the new 
in this Committee by Vice-President Bush on 4 February, day, the Norwegian Foreign Minister expressed the hope that this move would provi e

document which Ambassador Fields presenteda new impetus in these negotiations. The L on 10 February certainly provides the Committee with a fresh opportunity to intenoi-y
Given this document, together with the basicthe negotiations on such a convention, 

provisions which Foreign Minister C-romyko of the USSR introduced during the 
second special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, it seems t a * 
a sound basis has now been established for real negotiations with a view to 
concluding a convention containing adequate provisions for cn-site inspection.. 
Energetic efforts should now be made to prepare a draft convention at the earliest
date, while solving all outstanding issues.

(Cant'd)
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(Vit. Berg, Norway)
In our view this is mere than ever a priority task in multilateral disarmament. 

The- importance which my Government attaches to this question is demonstrated ty the 
fact that a research project has "been undertaken in Norway dealing with verification

Last year, as the Committee will recall, we 
presented a working paper on the results of the first phase of this research project. 
The second stage of the project is now under way. The results of this will he 
presented in a follow-up document during the second part of this year's session.

of a chemical weapons convention.

CD/PV 194
17

-Norway)

I should like to sue. ur very briefly hew I see Norway's involvementFinally,
in the activities of this Committee during the current session;

Fending a solution t-: the membership question, wo should like to take full 
advantage of our observer status and continua our full and active participation in 
all of the Committee's working groups.

Norwegian scientists will continue to participate in the Group oi seismic
In addition, wo wouldexperts and in expert consultations on chemical weapons, 

like to see Norwegian experts follow the work of the Committee with regard to
outer space.

VJe intend to continue allocating resources tc re seam; projects relevant to 
disarmament matters on the agenda of this Committee.

Working papers will be prepared cn the verification oi a chemical weapons 
convention and on the results of an international experimental exchange of seismic 
data (so-called level II data).
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( Mr Ah ma d^_P a ki_s t an )

We are satisfied that 1982 vas a productive year at least for the elaboration of
The contact groups have painstakingly worked out

Various views and perhaps 
all possible alternative approaches, ideas and proposals have been taken into account. 
The work, however, has now reached a plateau, and unless the major Powers display a 
degree of foresight and political will at this point, we may run the risk of sliding 
back to irréconciliable positions.
evidence late last year of a growing realization that a measure of least instrusive 
yet on site inspection is inescapable for ensuring mutual compliance with a future
convention. National verification measures alone are an insufficient and „ 
unacceptable guarantee. Ve’nêed to build upon this in the Working Group thus year.

a convention on chemical weapons, 
substantive details of the draft elements of a convention.

On the question of verification, there was
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^Lr—Velvoda ^Czechoslovakia)

The next issue I wish to address now is the prohibition of chemical weapons. 
My delegation highly appreciates the efforts made by Ambassador Sujka of Poland, 
assisted by Colonel Cialowicz, as the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group on 
Chemical Weapons during the last period of our work.. He undoubtedly succeeded in 
bringing new initiatives and reaching progress in the negotiations, 
document CD/333 he also summarized the most important opinions which had emerged 
up to then from the deliberations in the Group, indicating that there does exist a 
significant convergence of views, and that drafting the treaty is a realistic task 
which could be started sooner than some delegations are ready to admit.

It is the view of my delegation that the Committee and the Working Group 
should concentrate maximally on efficient work on the treaty, and tnat we should 
not allow ourselves to be distracted from such work by discussing questions having 
nothing to do with the negotiation of a convention.
happened at the end of the last technical consultations, thus preventing the 
Group from reaching consensus on the report summing up the results of the 
consultations.

In

This is exactly wha'c.

We are ready to consider seriously any new proposal aimed at the solution of
We are upset, however, at the repeateddifficult issues involved in the treaty, 

tendencies to oresent in the Committee unsubstantiated allegations clearly 
distorting the historical effects regarding the use of chemical weapons in a
contemporary conflict.

I would also like to express bewilderment over the way the United States
This body, whether asdelegation presented its draft concernin' chemical weapons

the CCD or the CD, has always worked in a matter-of-fact, lucid atmosphere,
And this atmosphere had

the Ei?DC,
in which one delegation never triad to offend another.
been maintained even during difficult- situations in the international field, 
what are we witnessing now? How can one believe in the sincerity of its intention 
if one delegation accompanies its proposals with words full of poison and distortions 
concerning not only general issues but also the relations in this Committee?

But

The slanders against the delegations of the socialist countries which 
allegedly created obstacles to the deliberations of the chemical weapons 
Working Group during the month of January, convened for this period, by the way, 
upon the initiative of the socialist countries, do not testify to the intention of 
the authors of the draft to undertake business-like negotiations, 
certain preconditions for further negotiations on a chemical weapons convention

the doubts of the Czechoslovak delegation as to 
the sincerity of the United States delegation's intentions.

Moreover,

were raised. All this increases

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

There is no doubt that the verification issue remains one of the most
it would seem unwise, however, to press for theimportant unresolved problems, 

inclusion in the treaty of oolitical views bearing so much the mark of the 
present political atmosphere of.mistrust and suspicion and of such evident 
efforts to gain a unilateral military advantage.

This is why my delegation supported, and is going to support, tha concept 
of international verification underlying the basic provisions for a chemical 
weapons convention submitted last year by the USSK. 
to this concept, dTFTerent phases with different amounts of information and of 
verification measures have been foreseen for the substantial period of time 
needed for the complete destruction of chemical weapons stocks and facilities. 
This period has been understood as a sui generis process of international 
co-operation, in the course of which the States parties will be given an 
increasing opportunity to prove mutually their serious commitment to a strict 
compliance with all the provisions of the convention.

May I recall that, according

This concept has fully taken into account the existing international 
situation and provides for a dynamic process of permanently increasing confidence 
as well as an increasing mutual exchange of information, satisfying all legitimate 
demands of States for the necessary security guarantees, 
are of the opinion that the concept of a systematic international verification 
en the basis of agreed quotas could be further elaborated in a more detailed form.

At the same time we

I would like to assure you that my delegation is ready to co-operate in the 
legotiation of these imoortant questions in a most effective and constructive 
lanner.



in which the Committee has made some evident progress which canThe one area
rise to a faint degree of hope and optimism is its work on a chemical weapons 

ban Successive working groups supplemented by contact groups on this item have 
helped to bring closer the day when we can with caution expect that drafting of a 
treaty could begin this year. It is evident that all representatives in this 
Committee continue to demonstrate willingness to move the work further forward. 
Committee, therefore, can justifiably claim a small degree of achievement on this

The

issue.

CD/PV 194
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(Mri_Ja£akodd^_Sri._Lanka)

CD/PV 194
35

(Mr. de La Gorce. France)

among the tasks confronting the Committee, that of negotiating a convention on 
the prohibition of chemical weapons is of primary importance and could offer prospects

Ve note certain positive elements in thisof real progress in the very near future. 
connection.

(Cont1d)

0) 
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(Hr. de la Gorce, France)

During pur 1982 session, with two additional weeks of intensive work in • 
January 1983, the Working Group on Chemical Weapons achieved significant results.
The "contact groups" method introduced "by Hr. Sujka — ana I should like to take this 
opportunity to offer him the thanks of my delegation for the work he has done as 
Chairman of the Working Group on Chemical Weapons — gave rise to an intense exchange 
of ideas resulting in a clearer definition of the problems and of possible solutions. 
The reports of the co-ordinators of those contact groups, which are annexed to the 
report of the Working Group on its 1922 session, will cons l.itute one of the oa.ses of 
negotiations during the present year. It would seem to us useful if this method 
could be used again, with the necessary adjustments.

The Working Group will also have the benefit of the technical conurioution made
At the meetings which have just taken

It was
each year through the meetings of experts.
place, the discussions were more substantial than they have been heretofore, 
thus possible, under the able guidance of the Egyptian expert, Dr. hzz, wno */as 
asked to undertake this task cy the Chairman, to draw up a list of precursors wioh 
the active participation of all the experts. The content of this lasu^was not 
contested. My delegation considers it all the more regrettable, therefore^ 
opposition of certain delegations prevented the submission of a report on the results 
achieved. We hope that the Chairman's practice of holding consultations with experts 

continued and that they will provide the technical data necessary for the

that the

will be 
current negotiations.

full document on theThe submission by the Inited States delegation of a very _
content of a future convention, which it is prepared to negotiate, as announceq by 
the Vice-President of the United States, also constitutes a very positive element.

The Soviet delegation circulated to the Committee last year, on 21 July, a 
document containing proposals for the basic provisions of a convention on chemical
weapons.

Documents of such importance have prompted and will undoubtedly continue tc 
prompt comments and requests for clarification from other delegations. The 
United States delegation has said that already guessic-put tj^at .
meeting arranged for that purpose.
Soviet Union delegation will dc likewise.

The French delegation hopes that the Working Group on Chemical Weaponsjrfill be 
re-established without further delay.' In addition to those I nave just mentioned, 
it has at its disposal many important contributions and there will no doub, oe others.

On the basis of the discussions that have taken place and the documents that^nave 
been submitted, the Committee is now in a position_ tc perceive clearly _ °se points 
which there are divergencies of substance, and it is on diese -hat -he negotiation.,
should be concentrated from now on.
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(M£--Komivesz:_Hunaarx)

attenpts recently clearly aimed at putting the 
Certain delegations tried to

The intention
Unfortunately, there have been 

socialist countries in a disadvantageous position.
tell us which working group our representative is supposed to chair, 
of our delegations, the candidature of representatives from the socialist 
delegations, were not even considered by them. In a very strange and unusua 
manner, on one occasion, dealing with such questions, the representative of a 
Western delegation took the liberty of stating flatly which delegation should chai 
the Ad Hoc Working Grouo on Chemical Weapons. He did so in spite of the fact^tha 
no previous agreement had been reached in that respect. He then went on to state 
that in the case of a number of other working groups the chairmanship should be
kept unchanged.
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( Mr . _0u l-Ro ui.s A_/U ge ri_a )

At the present stage in the work of the Committee or Disarmament, the 
negotiations on chemical weapons are indisputably the only sphere in which agreement 
is possible.

YJhile it is true that the negotiations are proceeding with difficulty because 
of the divergencies of views that persist, nevertheless they offer promising

The establishment of contact groups each responsible for looking into a 
future convention has had the merit of bringing out clearly the

The time has come for
prospects, 
given aspect of the

of agreement and the points where there is disagreement. 
the major Powers to show the political will necessary to permit the solution of 
the problems that are preventing the Committee from passing on to the phase of 
drafting the articles of the future convention. The proposals made by the Soviet 
delegation at the last session and those put forward at the beginning of this 
session by the United States delegation should serve as the basis for finding 
solutions acceptable to all parties, so that the present difficulties can be

areas

overcome.

CD/PV 195
10

( Mr ^SkaU .Morocco )

of those to whichThe question of the prohibition of chemical weapons is one
This conclusion of a convention to can such

The progress achievedwe all attach great importance.
weapons seems tc us an essential measure of disarmament, 
during the meetings of the Verging Group concerned with this matter is premising. 
In fact, the state of advancement of the work of this Group suggests that we 
should be in a position shortly to begin negotiations proper end to proceed in the 
very near future to the drafting of the text oi a convention on the prohibition 
and elimination of chemical weapons. It was with sotisfsetion that we heard t:ie 
statement made in this regard on 10 February by the distinguished representative

We consider that this statement gives usof the United States, Ambassador Fields, 
cause for optimism.
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(Mr. Patou. Romania

The priority our delegation attachée to nuclear disarmament does not cake us 
forcet the dancers rep-resented 'ey the existence and development of otner weapons ci 
mass destruction. Ve attach great impe -tance to the Const: ttee1 s negotiations on tr.e 
prohibition ci chemical and mdiclerical weapons and on new types of weapons c: 
destruction and now systems of such weapons.

An increasing number of delegations have this year expressed the idea that our 
negotiations or. the prohibition cf chemical weapons are ot top priority, be arm-; in 
mind also the i meres sire amount cf verb, which has been done to date. Perhaps : ma;, 
be permitted in this connection tc add the thanks cf the Romanian delegation tc 
those already addressed to the Chairman of the Ad -Hoc Vorlzing Group cr. Chemical 
Weapons, Ambassador Bcgunil Sujka of Poland, and I beg the representative cf Poland 
to convey my sincere gratitude tc him. It ic my delegation’s most sincere convie «ion 
that all” the necessary preparations within the Committee have been completed and 
that this year vc can elaborate a draft text of the future convention in this sphere. 
We believe that the presentation by the. "nited States of its detailed views, las - 
year's initiative by the Soviet delegation, which put forward the basic elements 
fer a future convention, and the other documents ve nave before us constitute tr.e 

basis for going on to effective negotiations in this regard.r.ecessar-

CD/PV 195
20

(Mr^_MauQ2_Maun2_Gxit_Burma)

As negotiations go, our work on a chemical weapons convention is in an 
advanced stage that offers high prospects for elaborating a draft treaty. 
Therefore, the further intensification of our work on chemical weapons will, we 
hope, result in progress that will stimulate the political will that is necessary 
for concluding an agreement.
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The conclusion of a chemical weapons convention is, in Poland's vie;:, 
of the most urgent and important tasks before the Committee on Disarmament.

already done the groundwork and with political winone
The Ad Hoc Working Group has 
the remaining obstacles could be overcome.

As far as the procedures for verification are concerned, we repeat our 
opinion that it will have to be a compromise between national and international 

of verification. We have discussed at length the main elements of themeans
future convention and we have already many drafts of such a document on cur table. 
The Question new is how to use most effectively the accumulated experience in

differences and to start the task of drafting the 
We are firmly convinced that the

order to bridge the remaining 
text of a chemical weapons convention, 
realization of this task is new within our reach.

I would also like to say that my delegation noted with interest the views of 
the United States delegation concerning the contents of a chemical weapons 
convention which have recently been published as document CD/ 34v • "w*e 5na-- 
study it and address the question in greater depth in tne course cf cur 
discussion under the agenda item "Chemical weapons".

While I am speaking about chemical weapons allow me, now, Comrade Chairman, 
to express on behalf of Ambassador Sujka his heartfelt thanks to all those who 
from the beginning of this session have spoken warmly cn his performance as the 
Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons during the 1932 session. 
Ambassador Sujka., as you may know, has completed his tour of duty at Geneva ana 
left for Warsaw/ He could not introduce the report covering the period 
17-28 January 1935 personally to the Committee on Disarmament. That is why 
he conveyed the report with a letter which reads as follows:

"Com : ado Chairman, 1 have great pleasure in enclosing for your consideration 
the rep or u on the weak done during the period 17-28 January 1983 in u^-e 
Ad Hoc Working Group-.on Chemical Weapons, in accordance with paragraph 17 
the report cf the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons of 
17 September 1932 contained -n document CD/334» Let express the 
hope that this up'at will provide a contribution to the future work of 
the Ad Eoc Workino Group on Chemical Weapons during the 1933 session of

Chairman cf the Ad Hoc Working GroupSigned :the Committee on Disarmament, 
on Chemical Weapons, B. Sujka."
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(Mr. ELJReëdy, Egypt)

Chemical Weapons has covered a considerablea.mounT'o/grÏund^^Uhen it resumed its meetings last month, it vas able to 
achieve some progress. It conducted intensive technical consultation^in which 
two experts from Egypt, namely, General Ezmat Ezz and General Lid SJU, took 
n.-rt. General F.zz presided over a small contact group entrusted vith the task 
cf drawing up a list of -recursors and key precursors. Although t..is contuc 
group did"excellent work and. achieved considerable progress, n vus un, 1 
submit a reoort, or even to record the proceedings. This is mesu regrett 1 . 
since, as members cf this Committee, we have so often been given advice on th ^ 
usefulness of the participation cf experts from national capitals, the_importante 
of their being representative of all geographical regions, and the neea foi such 
experts to work in accordance with the customazy procedures of the Committee and
in a spirit of mutual respect.

A few days ago our Committee received the proposals mentioned ty 
Vice-President George Bush in his statement. Wc- heard them presented by our 
colleague Ambassador Louis Fields. Last summer wc- also received Soviet proposals 
on basic provisions for a chemical weapons convention. We believe that «11 of 
this constitutes a development of paramount importance which should enable the 
Committee to-proceed in an efficient manner towards the drafting of a chemical 
weapons convention.

At the outset, we wish to emphasize that such a convention should provide 
for an effective system of verification. As a developing country, we regard 
international verification as indispensable.

We also attach the greatest importance to provisions that would deter any
Provision should also be made to ensure aparty from violating the Convention, 

collective response by States parties to the Convention in the event of any
violation.
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Mr. EAJAKOVSKI (Finland) : Mr. Chairman, I thank you for giving me the floor and 
first of all hew happy I am to address this distinguished Committee today.

Mr. Chairman, in his important intervention before this Committee last Tuesday, 
the distinguished Secretary-General of the United Nations, Mr. Ferez de Cuéllar, 
gave a graphic description of the importance of the disarmament issue and the 
role of the Committee on Disarmament in multilateral disarmament negotiations.
He pointed to the mounting concern among peoples all over the world at the threat 
of nuclear war and set in very clear terms the rather poor record of negotiations 
within the United Nations in response to this concern. The Finnish Government 
very much concurs with his view that efforts should not be spared in using ^he 
growing momentum towards agreement in the field of disarmament. It is also our 
view that negotiations on chemical weapons seem to offer such an opportunity.

Since the views of the Finnish Government were expressed at length in the 
First Committee of the General Assembly last autumn, I should like in this 
intervention to make only a. few remarks on disarmament negotiations generally.
I will then elaborate on certain more specific prospects in the field of chemical 
weapons.

may I say

Despite the virtual lack of progress in most fields, some pel2ting
developments are discernible in certain sectors o lsa:I™™ V attention, 
to the verification of arms limitation measures commana increasing

(Cont'd)



The conditions for onThere are signs of undeniable progress in this respect. 
advance in verification ore biens relating to a ms Imitation nay further improve

in ourProgress in the field of detection seismology has.
bilities for solving the verifiertion problems 
test ban. a longstanding priority issue on the 

international disarmament agendo. Recently, views on prohibiting chemical 
weapons appear to have converged significantly. Both technically and pclii-ically,
the'problems related to the verification of a possible chemical weapons convention 
may have cone closer to their solution.

in the coming years, 
view, largely improved the 
associated with a ccmprehe:

RecentChemical weapons are universally considered particularly repugnant. 
controversies relating to the development, manufacture, storage and use of these

Possibilities for progress towards the elimination 
of chemical weapons exist perhaps new more than before, 
statements made in this Committee in the past days as well as proposals put forward

V/e look forward with some optimism tc the possibilities of

weapons are proof of this.
I have in mind certain

in other forums, 
negotiated results to ban chemical weapons.

The Finnish Government has for itc part devotee particular efforts tcwares 
facilitating international negotiations for a comprehensive ban on chemical warfare 

As is well known to members of the Committee, Finland, in 1971 initiatedagents.
a research project for the analytical verification of chemical warfare agents.
The goal was to create a comprehensive monitoring_ system which would apply equally 
to all areas covered by an eventual agreement. This would be achieved througn a 
detailed verification manual and an automatic method of analysis to be used by 
the signatories of an eventual agreement in carrying out reliable analysis in r 
standardized manner. The some method could also be used, by international
monitoring organs, should such be created.

The Finnish project started in 1972 ir the form of laboratory research aiming 
at creating sufficient scientific experience and methodological capacity in the field

The first substantial report with concrete laboratory resultsof chemical weapons.
was published in 1977 with the title "Chemical anc" instrumental verification of 
organephosphorus warfare agents".

In 1979 s large handbook was presented to the Committee on Disarmament with 
the title "An approach fer the standardizetion of techniques and reference data".
This study introduced the application of several highly sensitive instrumental 
techniques and described the possibility fer their automatization in order tc-

Further,
the identification of the degradation products of all important nerve agents was 
studied in 1930.

The following year, in 1911, an approach for the environmental monitoring of 
nerve agents was presented in : mere comprehensive manner, 
automatic methods were applied to 20 of the most important non—phosphorus agents.

Together, the three parta on systematic idontifica-ticn published in 1979» 1930 
and. I9Q2 form an identification handbook in which the collection and concentration, 
retreatment and analysis by five instrumental methods are presented. In these 
three handbooks more than hundred chemical warfare agents or related compound;, 
synthesized by the project are analysed and detailed an-lytical results ore presence .

improve the reliability of the identification of individual compounds.

In 19°2 the same
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( Hr. ha ,1 a k ?wcki, Fini u à )

Among the central arecs foi future research ia firrt cf ell the identification 
of possibilities fcr reacte monitoring, cn which we will publich c detailed report. 
In remote monitoring a moving laboratory unit is usea. It will be transported 
to the required loco tier.' for the collection of exemples of air or voter end their 
analysis.

Another grec is sutomc tic "block-box" monitoring cf installations fcr the
This

Finnish research in this area concentrates
destruction cf chemical agents and suspected production establishments, 
issue is best discussed by experts. 
primarily on methods of automatic identification of agents and their application 
in the monitoring of the above installations.

A third central area- is the improvement cf the reliability of the methods 
published in the Finnish reports, the testing cf these methods with simulation 
and unidentified samples as well ns comparisons of results obtained by various 
laboratories.

If I have elaborated at considerable length the technical aspects of the 
Finnish verification project, it is because my Government considers it important that 
all efforts be devoted to the crucial issue of banning chemical weapons.

It is a feet that much interest hoc been
In our

mind, all approaches should be explored, 
vested on all sides in coning tc grips with banning the development, production and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons.

(Mru_McPhaU ^Canada)

in which generalDuring the present period of the Committee's petiten 
statements are made in plenary, many of them with particular on c e_rco*
weapons, and I refer for example to the intervention, a few na....er.t^ ^
Finnish colleague, a very interesting and useful contribute'n, m,y ce eg ^ 
wishes to place or. record a number of observe tiers to supplement mpre.
views of the Government of Con- da which were presented to the Committee on
1 February by the Deputy Prime Minister.

(Cont’d)



CD/PV.195
43

(Mr. IfcPha.il t Canada) 

"The timeThe Deputy Prime Minister during that address on i February said: 
is right for progress this year toward a treaty on the prohibition of the development, 
production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and the destruction of existing 

We intend to participate vigorously, along with others, in seeking to
With that reference I need

stocks.
realise the maximum from the present opportunity".
net take the time of this Committee to reiterate that the Government of Canada 
attaches high priority to the negotiation of a chemical weapons convention, 
do I intend to discuss today the various negotiating elements of this issue — 
are well known to the Committee. Bather, I want very briefly simply to say why 
Canada considers that this session ha.s the potential zo lay the groundwork for 
the conclusion of a- chemical weapons convention, building upon the progress 
achieved in the chemical weapons Working Group over the past three years.

Nor
these

We must first look back to the words of USSR Foreign Minister Gromyko a u 
the second special session cf the General Assembly on disarmament! las v June when 
he suggested that Soviet proposals abouc to be placed before the special session 
held the uotential of a breakthrough on the issue, particularly in the area of 
verification. Those proposals were submitted to the special session and 
subsequently were tabled here as document CD/294* At the time of the special session, 
the Prime Minister cf Canada stated that he was encouraged by the positive approach 
to verification procedures contained in the remarks of tne Sovieu Foreign Minister.
I think we all look forward to discussingthe Soviet proposals in detail, and to 
receiving amplification cf them this year in the Committee.

Of equal significance was the intention, indicated by Vice-President Bush 
in his address tc us on i February, of the United States Government to submit ? 
detailed paper on the same issue early in this session, 
been tabled as CD/543. It is both wide-ranging and forthcoming, and it constitutes 
a valuable' addition to cur search for a. contention. Not since the joint USA/USSR 
Report of I960 tabled as document CD/112, I believe, have we had the opportunity to 
assess and compare nositiens which documents CD/294 a^d CD/343 now afford us.
Indeed the parallelism between these documents in a great many areas, ranging from 
objectives to destruction of stocks, is striking. Both accept, for example, vhe 
principle cf systematic international on—site inspections, although there are 
differences cn implementation, - Nevertheless, it is the common recognition cx ihe

From the

That document has now

principle cf and the need for such inspections which is significant. 
Canadian perspective, verification procedures based upon equity, 
reciprocity and preservation cf national sovereignty can be, and should be,, 
acceptable to all.

non-discriminatien,

Since it is generally recognized that the bulk of chemical weaponry is held 
by the USSR and the United States and since they have placed proposals before us, 
the Committee has a special responsibility at this session to ensure that the 
opportunity to reach significant agreement is not missed.
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Before concluding, I should like to introduce the document which we have made 
available to all delegations and transmitted to the secretariat for distribution

official document, with a view to contributing to this Committee's work on the
__ the text in question will be or is being issued as

as an
subject of chemical weapons 
document Ci/>41-

con tains the report of the International Symposium on Herbicides 
held in Kc Chi Kinh City from Ip to ,?v January this

This document
and Defoliants in War, which was _
year with the participation of l60 scientists from 21 countries, including Cuba.

The conclusions of the report as regards what was essentially a cnemical vai 
with herbicides and defoliants in Viet Nam between 19^1 arid ln7? are ofwa^ed

particular interest.
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Comrade Chairman, in the generalMr. HERDER (German Democratic Republic): 
statement I made on 3 February here, I declared that it was my delegation's 
intention tc express our views in a more detailed manner on the items cf the 
agenda of the Committee on Disarmament, in the course of this annual session, 
ïfy statement today will be devoted tc the item on the prohibition cf chemical
weapons.

The German Democratic Republic continues to attach high priority to the
In the recent Prague Declaration mycomplete prohibition of chemical weapons, 

country, together with the other Warsaw Treaty member States, advocated that this 
Committee accelerate the elaboration of an international convention on the 
prohibition and elimination of chemical weapons.

In my statement delivered on 8 February my delegation has already expressed
Today I would like to elaboratesome ideas on how this goal can be achieved, 

on our basic "approach to the work of the Committee on Disarmament in the field of 
chemical weapons.

In the view of the delegation of the German Democratic Republic as well as 
many others, it is now high time for the Committee to proceed tc actual drafting 
work with regard to a chemical weapons convention. All prerequisites for such 
an endeavour exist.

Firstly, we" have before us quite a number of comprehensive proposals vu ta
Let me only mention the documents tabledregard to a chemical weapons convention, 

by the socialist countries, Japan, the United Kingdom, the joint documents by tne 
USSR and the United States as well as the Soviet "Basic provisions".

The papers submitted in recent years by the consecutive chairmen of the 
Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons have been most helpful for advancing our 
work. The valuable "Views of the Chairman on a chemical weapons convention" 
submitted last year by Ambassador Sujka (CD/333) deserve particular prause. 
same applies to the interesting papers reflecting the work done in the contact 
groups set up 'ey Ambassador Sujka (CB/334, Annex) . Nov also the views of the 
United States on a chemical weapons ban have been tabled.

Consequently, there is enough material to be processed in drafting tne 
convention.

Secondly, the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group on.Chemical Weapons which 
was agreed upon last year and tc which, after ell, every delegation gave its 
consent, provides for the elaboration of a convention. Thus, the work of the 
Conmittee on Disarmament, and in particular of its Working Group, can no longer 
be limited to a mere systematization of views and positions or lengthy discussions 
on certain questions.
political negotiating role concerning a chemical weapons convention, 
reason that negotiations entail more than just reflections on working papers tabled 
in tliis Committee.

The

Now, the Committee should really start discharging its
It stands to
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Thirdly, the denana to proceed with actual drafting work also takes into
Each day spent on discussion may only lead us further

■While we are spending our time on discussions,
account the time factor, 
away from the l-lie of a convention.
£ new generation of chemical weapons — the binary weapons — is being introduced

It is likely tc give the whole chemical weapons problem 
This is also a challenge for the Committee, where the tendency

into military arsenals. 
d new dimension.
can be felt to involve it ever more in a growing tangle of technical material 

sometimes of no or only marginal importance to an internationaland ideas,
political and legal instrument.

Fourthly, questions which are still open could be overcome in the course 
of the drafting of the convention, in a serious and systematic negotiating 
process. To mention only one methodological example, I would like to refer to 
the personal experience I gathered during the drafting of the EIIMQD Convention 
which took place in the predecessor of this Committee in 1976. This agreement 

then drafted within quite a short period of time, during which intensive 
efforts were undertaken by delegations and all open questions were solved in 
the course of the negotiating process.

was

Having stated the case for drafting work one-might well ask how this should 
As far -as the negotiating forum is concerned, one possibility could bebe done.

to use the instrument provided by contact groups in a more systematic way. 
could think about setting up such a group for all questions connected with the 
scope of a future convention.. It could also tackle the issues connected with 
stockpiles and facilities, perhaps even the question of declarations. Another 
group could deal in a comprehensive way with all verification matters. 
we favour an approach which would follow the actual structure of the future 
convention. We have strong doubts about the usefulness of an approach aiming at 
a priority discussion of certain activities —- stockpile destruction, for 
instance — and dealing with them in a separate, isolate! way. This could perhaps 
lead to interesting scientific and technical debates, but would obviously lead uc 
away from drafting work on a chemical weapons convention. With regard to the 
working method, we would prefer the use of brackets. In this way wc could proceed 
on the basis of the structure envisaged for the convention and narrow down 
differences of opinion concerning questions of detail, 
a readiness to compromise, to engage in real negotiations.

One

Thus,

This, of course, presupposes

Sometimes we are told that the main problem of a chemical weapons convention
We do not overlook the fact that in 

But this is the case with other areas as
would be that of international verification, 
this field different views still exist, 
well, as has been shown by the United States document which I have already 
mentioned. So, how can one agree to the proposal to negotiate first an accepta cle 
verification and compliance framework before drafting an actual treaty text? This 
would contravene common practice in international law. Such a position would 
amount to putting the cart before the horse. It could endlessly postpone actual
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disarmament, as historical experience shews. Besides, paragraph 31 of the 
Final Document states clearly that the forms and modalities of verification 
depend upon and should be determined by the purposes, scope and nature of the 
agreement. Moreover, should we now in the field of cnemical weapons take the 
sane dangerous approach as we wore asked tc dc last year with regard to a 
comprehensive test ban? Should it be a rule from now on, first to agree on a 
verification system which would be acceptable to one delegation, and then, 
perhaps, start working on the disarmament agreement ?

Experience has shown that it is net a serious approach to expect one side 
to accept the demands of the other side on a take-it-cr-1eove-it basis. Here 
again we should bear in mind paragraph 31 of the Final Document which provides 
that verification measures should be satisfactory to all parties concerned. So, 
our aim cannot be absolute verification or a verification system which might be. 
perfect and not leave any doubts or risks. It is common knowledge that taking 
into account the complexity of the modem chemical industry, we have tc live 
with certain risks. What is necessary, however, is c system which creates the 
necessary confidence and ensures that the relevant agreement is observed cy all 
parties.

In this we share the view, expressed two 3rears age in the Committee on Disarmament 
by the Indian delegation: %et us net pursue verification procedures which nay be 
’instrusi've’ but not necessarily effective in ensuring compliance. There is a 
tendency in the Working Group to assume that on-site inspection or other intrusive 
methods of verification necessarily ensure compliance. When we are dealing with 
as complex a. field as chemicals, we cannot be so sure. Our debate should not 
concentrate merely on whether or net to have on-site inspection. Rather we should 
try to determine what methods of verification are (i) feasible and (ii) optimal 
in ensuring compliance." (CD/PV.IJ.2, p. 3l) •

On several occasions my delegation ha.s outlined its basic approach to 
verification. In the Working Group we have expressed our viewpoint about a 
verification system consisting of a combination of national and international 
procedures, including different kinds of systematic international on-sitc 
inspections ana inspections by challenge.

It is the aspect of combination that we miss in the United States doom ent. 
Virtually nothing is said concerning implementation and monitoring at the national 
level, that is, on the level of the States parties which, after all, would be 
responsible for carrying out the obligations of the convention a.nd overseeing 
national enterprises and other bodies in order to guarantee compliance. This is 
common practice in international law a.nd has beer, recognized by many delegations 
in this Committee. I.would only like to refer to working papers CD/203' tabléd 
by the Netherlands, CD/l67 and CD/313 by Canada, CD/CV/CRP.35 by Australis and 
CD/326 by the Federal Republic cf Germany. Our approach does not imply a • 
"confrontation" of national and international verification. They should be 
considered two sides of the same medal. It certainly does not mean the establishment



of £ bo—called self-veri flection# In callinr for scond national procedures ve 
start from a purely practical viewpoint, since a well—functioning national 
implementation ani nenitoring system ie r sine ou-c non for international 
verification. Where should the consultative committee send the inspectors, if 
there is no ncint of contact at the national level which keeps track of national 
activities concerning the implementation of the convention? Who should keep

provide the consultative committee with the required information?the records to
In this connection we would like to refer to the experience gathered by the

The safeguards applied by this Agency areInternational Atomic Energy Agency, 
largely based on national systems of accounting and control.

Furthermore, I would like to mention the national experience of ay country
The inproved Lav on the Handling of Poisons adopted five 

years age, for example, provides for a full inventory of all poisonous substances, 
which applies tô all branches of the national economy and covers the whole process, 
beginning with the production and ending with the disposal of poisons. A system 
of national agencies oversees the implementation of the lav. *o our knowledge, 
similar lavs exist in ether countries as well.

in the chemical field.

It is the intention of my delegation to express at a later stage of our
detailed ideas with regard to the co-operation between the national andwork more

international bodies of the verification systems.

In our view it is exactly the co-operation aspect which counts, namely,
Moreover, 

But how can this
activities based on mutual' trust, not an atmosphere of distrust, 
suspicions should be eliminated by verification activities, 
be achieved when even the declarations of parties who voluntarily entered the 
agreement are not trusted and should be vérifiée.?

In the course of the Committee's work on a chemical weapons convention we 
have seen, like many other delegations, that the prcolems connected with banning 
chemical weapons are, indeed, quite complicated. One particular reason is th^.t 
it is sometimes rather difficult to draw a line between what is connected with 
chemical weapons and what does not belong to it. That is true of chemicals 
forming the basis for chemical weaponsf as well a„s of facilities producing these 
chemicals.

of a chemical 
These

Such difficulties arise not only with regard to the scope 
weapons.convention but also concerning verification of compliance, 
problems are further complicated by differences in the organization of the 
chemical industry in various countries. The production of binary chemica. weapons 
and their introduction into military arsenals will bring about serious addition.^ 
problems. This "latest, achievement" in chemical weaponry would oe mere closely 
connected with the comnerical chemical industry than the so-called 'unitary

This applies both to the chemicals involved and tc thechemical weapons, 
facilities concerned.
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We share the concern of many delegations about this dangerous development 
and join their request that the problem should be carefully studied and solved

A situation has- to be avoided where attention is concentratedon a priority basis, 
only on the declaration and destruction of facilities for the production of 
traditional chemical weapons, while the same is not sufficiently guaranteed for 
the most modern chemical weapons.

In view of thin situation, ve should loci: for a solution which would 
eliminate this imbalance and bring positions or. the timing of the declarations 
for chemical weapons production facilities clcser together.

A possible solution could be to elaborate specific measures with regard to 
production facilities for binary weapons, namely, to declare their location ana 
to destroy them earlier than other facilities. Such a procedure -would give all 
other States parties to the convention confidence that this mew kind of chemical 
weapon does not exist any more. This approach vrould, in fact, not place those 
who have binary weapons in an unequal situation. On the contrary, it would 
improve conditions for elaborating and implementing the convention. Therefore, 
my delegation' proposes that the- convention provide for the declaration of the 
location of production facilities for binary chemical weapons during tnc first 
year after its entry into force. They should be destroyed in trie course of the- 
first two year's.

The Committee hss before it'a worn sing paper containing the final summary report, 
of the International Symposium on Herbicides and Defoliants in War: The Long-ierm 
Effects on Man and Mature, held in Ho Chi Mink. City from 1 y to 20 January 195d>

Scientists of my country 
There is no

which has just been introduced by Ambassador Sola Vila., 
participated in this Conference. Ve highly appreciate its results, 
doubt that the results of this symposium are directly linked with our efforts to 
elaborate a convention on the prohibition of chemica.l weapons. They therefore 

Proceeding from tiiis consideration, we would limedeserve cur special attention, 
to suggest that you, Comrade Chairman, should hold consultaxions with a view to 
inviting representatives from Viet Ham to explain in c. more detailed way the 
results of the above-mentioned symposium."

Concluding my remarks, I would like to express the readiness of my delegation 
to offer in the Working Group on Chemical Weapons additional comments on questions 
referring to the drafting of the convention.
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Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):, 
Comrade Chairman, the question of the prohibition of chemical weapons occupies an 
important place in the attainment of the historic goal of the cessation of the arms 
race and the lessening of the threat of war. The Warsaw Treaty member States,
in their Political Declaration adopted recently in Prague, called upon all States 
to give a new impetus to negotiations, in Luding those conducted within the

the elaboration of anGeneva Committee on Disarmament,, j.n wdei -u up
international convention on the prohibition and elimination of chemical weapons.

This approach of the socialist countries to the problem of the prohibition of 
chemical weapons is shared also by many ether members of our Committee.

As the deliberations in the Ad Hoc Working Group fan Chemical Weapons at the 
beginning of this year showed, the most important obstacle hindering the completion 
of work on the provisions re‘,.2.ti.”g to the scop*' of the future convention is the lack 
of agreement on whether the convention, in spite of the existence of the 1925 Geneva 
Protocol, should in some or other way envisage the prohibition of the use of this 
type of "weapon of mass destruction, 
upon this question.

I would like to recall that various points of view have been expressed on the 
question of confirming the prohibition of the use of chemical weapons, and different 
ways of resolving the issue were proposed.

In particular a number of delegations, including the delegation of the 
Soviet Union, have expressed apprehension that the duplication in the future 
convention of "che prohibition of the use of chemical weapons established by the 
Geneva Protocol some 60 years ago might be to the detriment of this authoritative 
international treaty.
display the maximum prudence and care and to try to solve this problem by stressing 
in the preamble of the future convention the importance of the Geneva Protocol and 
including in the convention an article stating that none of its provisions should 
be interpreted as in any way limiting cr diminishing the undertakings of States 
under the Geneva Protocol end certain other international agreements.

In our statement today we would like to dwell

In this connection the delegations deemed it necessary to

Cn the other hand seme delegations have maintained tha* since what we are 
concerned with is the comprehensive prohioitxon of chemical, weapons, then it would 
be advisable to include in the convention also a provision on the prohibition of 
the us a of such weapons, sc indicating the '■'cmpleteness of the scope of the 
prohibition.

(Cent1 d)



I am thinking of resolution 37/98 D of the thirty-seventh session of the _ 
United Nations General Assembly. Soviet representatives nave already had occasion

or

but by ail the States Members of"the United Nations, including, 
s which are not parties to the Geneva Protocol. Moreover, it is

mechanism for the verification of compliance with
to the
therefore.
proposed that the adoption of thethe Geneva Protocol should be carried out, not after the reconciliation o* une 
various viewpoints in the course of negotiations and on the basis of consensus, a 
is always done at disarmament talks, but through simple voting. It is cxear tna 
should we follow this resolution an unprecedented situation would be created.
In short, one cannot but see that resolution 57/58D, which was supported, by the 

only aporoximately half of the States parties to the Geneva Protocol, can
it will not solve the problem of strengtheningway, by

bring nothing but harm, and of course 
the regime of the non-use of chemical weapons.

^s you see, quite a number of proposals have been made on the question o* the
, but up to the present time no mutually acceptable 
It is clear that the time has come to tackle this problemnon—use of chemical weapons 

solution has been found, seriously, the more so as, in spite of the fact that the use Ox chemical weapons 
was prohibited de .jure long ago, de facto such weapons have been used, ana more 

We have no desire to turn back now to this unattractive pa^e of
. 1st us dot allthan once.history, but since we are on the subject, distinguished delegates 

the "i's".

(Cont'd)
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been made for the solution of this problem, inOther proposals too, have _.. „particular, the inclusion in the convention of a provision or provisions extending 
verifications envisaged by the convention for unclear situations

Ideas he.vc ever, been put forward,the mechanism of

sSSMsh.elaboration of effective measures ,,and disarmament, and which would have practically no links either with the 
1°25 Gsneva Protocol or with the future convention.
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First of all we would like to emphasize very firmly the positive significance 
of the 1925 Geneva Protocol, the parties to which number more than 200 States. 
Whatever attempts are made by some critics to find weak points in this instrument, 
with references to its lack of this or that provision, its brevity, etc., the cam

effective barrier in the way of the
The Geneva Protocol, as we have

Given
thing is that the Geneva Protocol placed an 
use of one of the most barbarous types of weapons.
already pointed out, has become an irrevocable part of international law. 
the lack of a comprehensive system of international disarmament treaties and 
agreements, it is even more valuable as a corner-stone for the creation of such
a system.

Even the members of the fascist bloc which unleashed in 1939 the most bloody, 
merciless and inhumane war in the history of mankind, did not dare to make 
large-scale use of chemical weapons in combats at the front during that war. 
Although they prepared to use chemical weapons, they were to a large extent 
constrained by the 1925 Geneva Protocol, the unswerving determination of tne major 
States of anti-Hitlerist coalition severely to punish the fascists for any attempt 
to violate the Protocol and use chemical weapons.

In this connection it is interesting to recall that in the spring of 1942 the 
Soviet Government informed Mr• Churchill, the British Prime Minister, o ie

Hitlerites of poison gases against the Soviet union. 
Prime Minister informed the head of the Sovietpossibility of the use by the

In this connection the British ----Government, Stalin, in March 1942, of the decision of the British Government to_ 
treat any use of poison gas against the USSR exactly as if it were direc e agains 
England. "I have been building up an immense store of gas bombs for discnarge 
from aircraft", Churchill wrote to Stalin, "and we shall not hesitate to use these 
over all suitable objectives in Western Germany from the moment that your armies 
and people are assaulted in this way." The stern warning of the heads of the 
anti-Hitlerite coalition States had its effect, although it has to be said that

In 1942, for example, theythe fascist troops occasionally used chemical gases, were used in the Crimea in the course of military operations against Soviet troops 
and civilians defending themselves in the Adzhimushky quarry.

There were reports of the v.33 of chemical weapons by Japanese troops in China 
on a number of occasions'. President Franklin D. Roosevelt stated on 5 June 9^ 
"Authoritative reports are reaching this Government of the use by Japanese armed 
forces in various localities of China of poisonous or noxious gases. I desire 
to make it unmistakably clear that if Japan persists in this inhuman form of warfare 
against China or against any other of the United Nations, such action will be
regarded by this Government as though taken against the United States, and

We shall be preparedretaliation in kind and in full measure will be meted cut.
Upon Japan will rest the responsibility."to enforce complete retribution.

It 'is known that chemical weapons were used by the Italian fascists in their 
aggression against Ethiopia in 1955-1936 and in some other cases.



A few days ago the Vice-President of the United States pointed cut in this
ËiologicaiaandU7oxin wÏÏponsVConventicn?h"there is an even broader moral prohibition 
against the use of these weapons'*. It is pertinent to ask hew, in the light c. 
this statement, we should qualify the act! ns of the American troops in Viet Nara 
for more than a decade. Some may tell us that this is a matter o n lik®that, it—fs* -not worth while dwelling upon it now when we are conducting business-1 - 
negotiations aimed at the elaboration of a convention on the prohibition of chemical 

We do not share this opini n, because the use of American chemical
In this connection we wouldweapons.

weapons in Viet Nan is by no means a . , .. T„„like to draw your attention to the symposium held in Ho Chi Minh Ci^y which wa^. 
devoted to the study of the consequences of the use of chemical weapons in e .■ •Ve believe that all participants in the negotiations should seriously and care.-lly 
study the documents on that symposium.

question.

aspect to the question of strengthening the regime of the 
non-use of chemical weapons. A good half of the States parties to the 19-5 
Protocol, when adhering to it, made reservations in which they reserved th®xr rif 
to consider themselves free of their commitments in the event, of the use Oi 
weapons against them. At the same time, however, some States ^he prese.iv 
of MATO — have since broadened their reservations to such an extent as to exclude 
a number of categories of chemicals completely from the prohibition as regards

of the United Kingdom and Canada have in

There is another

For example, the Governmentsthemselves.
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"»«™ :: rtrisrs.’rrs.'ïs.
armed forces in their aggression against Viet Nam. About °
chemical and poisonous agents were used against the people of Uet Jam, including 
several hundred kilogrammes of the most terrible poison — dioxin. A f-w dcz„n 
p^saee of this agent dissolved in water-are enough to eliminate the entire population 
S . city with several aillions of inhabitants. Hot only did these actions of the 
United States damage almost half the cultivable lands and tropical .orests of 
Viet Nam, but in addition many hundreds of thousands of people became_tneir victims. 
Those who survived have experienced the same genetic changes as the victims oî
Hiroshima and Nagasaki.

o 
o
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consider CS and other such gases and "riot^ 
harmful chemicals, as subject to prohibition 

United States has also left room for itself
but also even for

the past declared that they do not 
control" agents, i.e. the so-called 
under the 1925 Geneva Protocol.

harmful chemicals and not only for police purposes
The

to use
certain military purposes.ÊFmmwmwë:
Committee" on Disarmament for the inclusion in the future convention o* a provision 
prohibiting the use of chemical weapons. The Soviet Government considers that the 
procedures for the verification of compliance with the provision on the pronibition 
of the use of chemical weapons should envisage the use of the ve. .floation mechanl 
of the convention, including on-site inspection on a voluntary basis.

Soviet proposal be reflected in the text of theIn what manner might this new 
future convention?

First of all, its preamble should forcefully emphasize the great importance 
of the 1925 Geneva Protocol. By prohibiting the development and production of 
chemical weapons and-the retention of stockpiles of such weapons, the convention

the whole class of chemical weapons, thus providing a .would in fact eliminate 
serious material foundation for the Protocol.

The convention would, further, contain a provision stating that nothing in 1 
should be interpreted as in any way limiting or diminishing the obligations assume 
by any State under the Geneva Protocol. In other words, the future conyen on 
would be organically incorporated into the fabric of already existing internationa 
agreements, not destroying, but on the contrary, strengthening it. Should any 
State not be a party to the future convention, it would m no way be release rom 
its obligations under the Geneva Protocol. As far as the parties to the conven ion 
are concerned, they would be bound by the obligation not to use chemical weapons 
under both international agreements at the same time. There is nothing wrong 
with that. ' •

Of course, it would be necessary to amend the wording of the main prohibition 
contained in the Soviet "Basic provisions of a convention on the prohibition of the 
development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their 
destruction". This should read as follows:

"Each State Party to the Convention undertakes never, under any 
circumstances, to develop, produce, otherwise acquire, stockpile, retain, 
transfer or use chemical weapons and undertakes to destroy or divert to 
permitted purposes the accumulated stocks of such weapons and to destroy 
or dismantle facilities which provide capacities for the production of 
chemical weapons."
Lastly, the section of the convention devoted to verification should envisage 

appropriate procedures for the verification of compliance with the provision on 
the prohibition of the use of chemical weapons. • ,
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We believe that the approach we have proposed will provide for an extremely 
clear and truly comprehensive prohibition of chemical weapons, including the 
prohibition of its use, ensure the verification of that prohibition and eliminate 
many difficulties contained in other approaches. In particular, if we start
walking on thin ice looking for the boundaries between the prohibition of the use 
of chemical weapons in warfare on the basis of the 1925 Geneva Protocol and the 
prohibition proposed in document CD/345 » on the use of such weapons nin any 
circumstances where use is not already prohibited by the 1925 Geneva Protocol", 
then we shall be faced with a virtually impossible task. And it is not excluded 
that we might merely damage the regime of non-use. We shall not even ta^k about 
the serious consequences that would result from attempts to solve the problem 

framework of the convention and the 1925 Geneva Protocol.outside the
Our delegation, in putting forward this new important proposal of the Soviet 

Government concerning the strengthening of the regime of non-use of chemical 
weapons, wishes to emphasize that the Soviet Union will continue to play a 
constructive part in the solution of the problem of the prohibition of chemical
weapons.
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After listening to the enlightening statements by the distinguished delegations 
in this Committee, my delegation has become more convinced than ever that the work 
of the Committee on chemical weapons has the best prospect for further progress. I 
fully share the views expressed by many delegations that the Committee, through the 
Working Group on Chemical Weapons, should make serious efforts to resolve the main 
differences and take appropriate steps to ensure that the drafting of the possible 
provisions of a future comprehensive convention on the matter can be initiated 
during this session. The statements made by Ambassador Issraelyan, the head of the 
Soviet delegation, on 22 February, and by Ambassador Fields, the head of the 
United States delegation, on 10 February, have indeed given us further encouragement, 
for which my delegation is very appreciative. The agreement expressed by the 
Soviet delegation to the inclusion of the prohibition of the use of chemical 
weapons in the provisions dealing with the scope of the future convention on 
the prohibition of chemical weapons is clearly a concrete contribution of that 
delegation in making real progress in the work of the Working Group on Chemical 
Weapons, complementing its previous contribution contained in document CD/294 
entitled "Basic provisions of a convention on the prohibition of the development, 
production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their destruction".

A similar valuable contribution has been made by the United States delegation 
in document CD/343 introduced on 10 December, entitled "United States detailed views 
on the contents of a chemical weapons ban". The document contains an important 
feature relating to the scope of the prohibition which, as my delegation interprets 
it, constitutes an advance from that delegation's earlier position on the 
prohibition of the use of chemical weapons.

As one of the delegations which persistently advocate the importance of the 
prohibition of use, my delegation heartily welcomes this important development. I 
am convinced that the two important documents proposed and others that may come
together with the work done so far by the Working Group on Chemical Weapons as 
contained in the report of the Committee on its 1932 session, will provide a 
sound basis for making real progress toward the elaboration of a comprehensive 
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons.
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My delegation, withMay I now turn to the subject of chemical weapons.
regrets the lengthy and largely unnecessary procedures which have

of the Committee from commencing their annual work.others,
prevented the working groups

in the field of chemical weapons some delegations have already ma-e
In the first place, IHowever,

important contributions to the negotiation process. 
would like to refer to document CD/343 » entitled "United States detailed views 
cn the contents of a chemical weapons ban".

Federal Government welcomes the introduction of this document which
The greatThe

contains the essential substance of a future chemical weapons ban. 
value of this document is that it reflects the actual state of negotiations 
and that it has richly absorbed suggestions from ether delegations. Its 
comprehensive nature, but also the professed flexibility of the authors on many 
of its positions, will make this document an essential tool for our future joint 

It also testifies, in a welcome manner, to the determination an- good 
of its authors in their quest for a rapid conclusion of a chemical weapons 

The document places particular emphasis on the key issues of

work, 
faith
convention, 
international verification.

My delegation is particularly pleased to state that the suggestions which 
the Federal Government subnitte ’ throughout the year of 1982, and most 
particularly in document CD/326, have been largely incorporate ’ into the 
Unite ' Stat-.s text.
initial criticisms vis-à-vis these verification proposals, 
recognize the great a '.vantage that the clear views anJ. precise formulations on

Sane- delegations cn the other han ’, have already voiced
They should., however,

(Cent ' d)
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(Mr. Wegener, Federal Republic of Germany)

the part of the United States delegation on a crucial issue of the chemical weapons 
convention allow us to sharpen our focus on the key occisions negotiators will 
have to take.
United States, the Soviet Union and other interested delegations cn the key 
provisions of an international verification system and will hopefully facilitate 
a narrowing of differences.

Last year my delegation, together with others, formulated a certain number 
of questions designed to clarify those parts of the Soviet "Basic provisions" 
document which relate to international verification issues.
has been somewhat taxed in waiting for a satisfactory response, we are pleased 
that replies to our queries are now imminent, 
further work.
promising course on which it had embarked in its Basic provisions document, will 
soon come to the insight that an obligatory cn-sitc inspection clause in the case 
of on-challenge cases will be an indispensable feature of the future convention.
As regards such on-site inspections, ray Government reiterates its full preparedness 
to contribute to the rapid success of the chemical weapons negotiations and to make 
its territory available for international controls like those it already practises 
in connection with its unilateral renunciation of chemical weapons of 1954»

The document will undoubtedly stimulate a dialogue between the

While our patience

They will certainly fertilize our 
We continue to hope that the Soviet Union, pursuing further the

Another important proposal that is certain tc have a substantial bearing on 
our negotiations is contained in the statement of Ambassador Issraelyan of Tuesday 
(22 February 198$). The suggestion that a non-use provision be incorporated into 
the scope of the prohibition of a future convention is of the highest interest to 

A number of factual and legal arguments why the scope of themy delegation.
prohibition should be so defined has beer adduced by the Soviet delegation. My 
authorities have already initiated a the. ough examination cf the Soviet proposal, 
and I hope that I will soon be in a position to provide more substantive comments 

One of the criteria which my Government will apply in analysing the legalon it.
complexities which the proposal entails is whether it is likely to render the future 
convention, including its verification provisions, more effective.

In the last months, and specifically at this session, several proposals have 
been formulated for the creation of chemical-weapon-free zones in Europe, 
proposals come in two variants: some speak cf a narrower chemical-weapon-free 
zone covering only a strip cf territory in central Europe, while ethers call for a 
zone comprising all of Europe. Objections against the former, mere limited 
concept may be even greater and come to mind even more readily, but in principle 
both concepts appear to offer similar problems. On 19 November 19^2, my delegation 
had the opportunity tc spell out some of our doubts cn these concepts before the 
First Committee of the General Assembly.
weapon-free zone has nevertheless been reiterate:' with some insistence prompts me 
to clarify our viewpoint further.

These

The fact that the idea of a chemical-

In the first place, we should see the negligible military relevance of such 
Chemical ammunition is easily transported and can readily be reintroducedzones.into a free zone, if indeed it has not remained hidden there in the first place.
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Ir. the meantime, the threat from chemical weapons from outside the zone would 
remain totally undirinished — the more menacing the smaller the zone. The mere = 
fact that stocks have been removed from one part of a territory does not contribute 
to protecting it from being fired into (by ordnance or fro- airplanes) with the 
raru kind of ammunition.

Anv agreement on a chemical weapons bar. in a particular zone would of course 
require the solution of the problems of verification. In fact, in comparison to 
a world-wide- ban on chemical weapons, an even creator number of problems would 
have to be solved, since it would be indispensable (and very difficult) to control 
access to the limited area which the rone would comprise. We all know that 
verification questions in the chemical weapons field are- technically complex.
Any negotiation on a limitée territorial chemical weavons ban would require a 
negotiation effort which would not only duplicate but in fact undercut the serious 
negotiations on a world-wide ban in which we are here engaged.

My Government attaches absolute priority to the world-wide prohibition of 
all chemical weapons and is working actively towards the rapid conclusion o. t.iis 

A universal chemical weapons convention would automatically make a
Why, then, lose time with the

endeavour.
chemical-weapons-free zone in Europe superfluous, 
elaboration of limited zones which would only exist to be superseded by the larger, 
world-wide prohibition? I cannot escape the suspicion that those who purport tc 
promote the concert of geographically limited chemical-weapon-free zones of smaller 
cr larger dimension arc less concerned about the rapid conc_usion and c..ectivc 
implementation of a world-wide ban on chemical weapons.

Even if, by a miracle, a chemical-weapon-free zone within Europe could be 
negotiated and implemented more rapidly than a world-wide prohibition, there would

Possibly, two verification systems with differentbe negative consequences. 
obligations, and two contractual systems with divergent consequences would exist 

and again, much effort would have tc be wasted tc clear up the 
These art. cogent arguments for all of us at the negotiating taole in

side by side; 
situation.
Geneva to erase the concept of geographically limited chemical-weapon-free zones 
from our vocabulary, and to concentrate our full effort on the world-wide
interdiction.

Let me put my comments on the concept of chemical-weapon-free zones in the 
wider perspective of proposed weapon-free zones cr other zones of peace, 
proposals for subregional weapon-free zones ir. Europe, or European zones free of 
particular- kinds of nuclear weapons. have beer, made in the cast months. 
this concept is familiar. 
certain conditions recommended, in the Final Document c.-f the first special session 
of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, while chemical-weapon-free zones 
arc not. However, the proposals which are at present being promoted by various 
interested sides suffer without exception from the fact that the conditions which 
the Final Document spells out arc not or not fully met. The Final Document has 
obviously limited its recommendations for the establishment of such zones to whole

Several

At least
Nuclear-weapon-free zones arc described, and under
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regions, and not to bits and pieces of territory arbitrarily chosen to meet the 
vested military interest of this or that proponent. Like all other disarmament 
measures described in the Final Document, the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free 
zones should meet the requirement that these zones should safeguard the undiminished 
security of all concerned, and should operate under effective international control. 
My Government is certainly in keeping with the Final Document when it also believes 
that the supreme criterion for arms control proposals, including the establishment 
of such free zones, would be their contribution to the prevention of all armed 
conflicts and to the preservation or enhancement of security. Tc achieve these 
ends, they must obviously be geographically balanced, and, as the Final Document 
says, comprise all States of the region concerned. This would eliminate zones 
with arbitrary geographical limits, such as characterize the zones recommended 
in some current proposals. It is obvious that free zone models are incompatible with 
the Final Document if they constitute an encroachment upon the military balance and 
the military stability of a region, and if they thus make a conflict more probable 
rather than less.

A shortcoming of those current suggestions which aim at the creation cf 
limited zones free of battlefield nuclear weapons' is that they do nothing about 
such weapons outside the area. But for the nuclear menance that hovers over a 
particular territory, it is not important whether there are nuclear weapons 
stationed within the confines of the zone; the decisive question is, whether 
nuclear weapons are targeted upon it. Negotiations which would only lead to a 
limited geographical disengagement of nuclear arsenals in Europe would therefore 
not enhance stability but create a mere illusion of greater security. They would 
also create zones of different degrees of seeming security in one and the same 
country, running counter to a Government's duty to guarantee the same measure cf 
security to all its citizens. The promotion cf such a limited and insufficient 
concept can only distract attention from the ongoing vital negotiations on the 
reduction of nuclear weapons and would therefore render their rapid conclusion 
more difficult and lengthy. Verification obviously is another problem, in fact 
the same as found in considering the implementation of chemical-weapon-free zones. 
Here again it would be futile to engage in the elaboration of technically complex 
verification measures with limited geographical paramétrés, while at the same 
tine almost identical verification problems would have to be- solved in the ongoing 
nuclear negotiations. My delegation continues to be of the opinion that nuclear- 
weapon powers and the military alliances should, in the nuclear realm, concentrate 
all their efforts upon those disarmament and arms control activities which have a 
potential to bring about concrete, balanced and verifiable negotiation results in 
terms of substantial over-all reductions of arsenals.
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Let us ro on to a-enda item 4 - the- prohibition of chemical weapons. It might 
r that it would be possible to reauiM without any delay the negotiations on this 

Euecessluily com acted last year and at tnc- beginning of tms 
vear unccr the c .airesnship of the Arbauadcr cf Poland, C.rraue Sujka. _ut nere 
k-^ir. difficulties have arisen because of tne ultinatur issues to xhe delegation^ 
cf the socialist States. At tenets iiave been nado virtually tc encluie tne group
of socialist countries fror. participation in the decisions on the chaircansnips 
cf the forkin'- -re uns. Portlier:.ore, vit’, respect tc son-2 vcn:i:.r groups it -as 
bee’ promised that the principle cf rotation should be anoptea, whiie with respect 
tc others it has beer, suggested that vc keep to the sane distribution ox pests 01

As a result of this approach the group of socialist countr-e.
As Comrade Konives, the

appear
question which uerc-

chaircer. as in 1°£2.could find itself entirely deprived cf a post as chaîna:
Ambassador of Euryaiy, has a-hr. confined today, the position cf the socialist

prepared to agree either to a sy si e a of rc. a. - or. c_ 
of the distribution of posts of chairmen which was in force lastcountries is flexible : we arc

tc the maintenanceBut vhatever the decision, it cast apply ta all tne wonting u^waps.
dishonest deals to anyone and ve ourselves shall not agree to any.

of the interests of the socialist countries.

Weyear.
are not proposing 
We shall not permit infringements
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it 8tateà repeatedly in the past, my delegation is convinced of the 
urgent need^ conclude *a convention on the prohibition of chenacal we^ons, before 
^trend towards the production of newer and more sophisticated weapons of this 

trend towards P History shows that qualitative development and the
of improved weapons make any disarmament effort, even partial, 

note with concern that this danger is arising m

the
kind makes that impossible.
consequent appearance 
constantly more difficult, and we 
the sphere of chemical weapons.

Prompted by this conviction, my delegation participated actively in thesera “HSSfE E -
contribution to the work of that Group was undoupteoly great. I believe that the 
ZlliTf the exercise conducted last year and this through the contact groups 
consisted basically in the open and frank exchange of ideas made possible by the 
informality of such meetings. There is no doubt that exchanges of that kind are 
helpful in the elaboration of a convention ana facilitate our task as diplomats 
responsible for multilateral negotiations, for our task consists not only in 
defending the positions of our countries bu+ also in ^ully understanding 
positions of others and the reasons underlying them,' so that we can thu~ togetner 
seek solutions to the various problems before us.

Certainly, there are still various questions to be resolved, and they meri 
careful attention, but there are also widening areas of agreement. This justifies 
us in thinking that we already have a sufficient basis to be able at tins session 
to begin the drafting of actual texts embodying those ideas which appear to have 
crystallized so far.

Argentina is one of the countries that are most firmly in favour o± the 
inclusion of a prohibition on the use of chemical weapons in the scope of the 
convention, and I therefore believe that, notwithstanding- the repetition, an expiici 
reference should be made in the future convention to the prohibition of use. Even 
though this is already contained in the Geneva Protocol of 1925» its inclusion 
in the future convention vdll both permit the possibility of the verification o 
non-use, which was not provided for in the Geneva Protocol, and also extend the 
scope of the prohibition to cover situations of hostilities not considered as 
of war or foreseen in 1925»

cases

(Cont ' d)
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will lead as soon as possible to the success which the international community 
expect r and which the Connaît tee on Bisarament needs in order to demonstrate its 
usefulness and confirm its prestige.

ci-/rv.io:.
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(lir. Carasales. Argentina)

T„ this connection, my deletion hat noted with satisfaction the development in 
the position of the Soviet Union, as expressed in the statement oi 
A - ec-ifin-r Toc-raoivar of 2° February' last, in which he agreec expressly to the

Of a prohibition on the use of chemical weapons.
Ve appreciate this decision as a contribution to ensuring thaw o ,e s-epe ° 
convention is complete and that its provisions compilent those of Geneva

, -, r. nnr. +>.11C. -t the same time shows a willingness to negoxiaxe willvu uv«topes^il he reflected In portant achievements duxin* the Cc^ttee's 

present session.

™t5 iSff ^^rthfe^e^rf chi ^

fact that delegations have set forth their basic positions m writing
forward in the process of negotiation.very

undoubtedly represents a step

key issue in the negotiations will be the question of a .
compliance with the provisions oiCertainly, a 

verification system which will adequately ensure 
the future convention.

In that connection, ve believe that the essential element on which agreement 
should rest consists in a real commitment and in the political wil_ on e p STs?aH° p^'ies never in any cfromances to use or to hold ohemical weapons. 
On such a basis, verification should be simply a mutual mammae *or States and 
not a mechanism of such complexity that by its very nature it will entai- endless
negotiations.

In my delegation's view, the verification system should be such as to meet the

ptsSif r^bSn to
confidence and ensure compliance with the convention, it should 0180the 
investigation of any complaints of non-compliance that may be ^e and permit the 
settlement of disputes through some effective machinery m which all States parties
have equal rights.

convention should provide for the possibility of investigating
under the Geneva Protocol of 1925» activities which,

This would make it
The future

reports of activities prohibited
it is to be hoped, will also be covered by the convention. .
unnecessary to resort to abnormal procedures such as those envisaged m 
resolution 37/93 B adopted by the General Assembly at its recent session, a 
resolution about which the Argentine delegation has serious reservations of a 
juridical nature •

w
 ye v
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(Mr._Lir China)

r3. like to submit sone of our views andToday, the Chinese delegation voul 
comments concerning the prohibition of chemicnl weapons.

Great inoortsnea is attached by various States to the banning of chemical
because this kind of ravage end abominable veepon constitutes a real thre^

Decad.ec have passed since the coming mb' iorce of t.is. 1,~ ) -- c _
e ' * still in the arsenals oi

weapons 
to mankind.
Protocol, and yet large amounts of chemicn. weapons .
+h p une movers. Moreover, the chemical arnr race aiming r.u qua*itat_v.- 
improvement is still continuing unabated. Be ports end complaints about tne use 
of chemical and toxic weapons in certain regions of conflict in recen. yean h^-e 
nnt bper de-i* with-effectively. All these facts lend a greater sense c. urçe..^j 
S to kr tk, ,hl=':x ir to rerch , »|rtUM ^«t» « ccnV3ntie,
on the complete prohibition and total destruction of cneu-c-l we-pen.,.

arc

ns to sec that in the past few yearn, through the efforts 
of de lest tee end «perte of mtK comitriee, in-depth diecussionr. nm consult.-..one 
have been carried out on the elements of a future convention m tne ILii^ng y

P-rogr.'cr has been made on some issues, and on cert sun probivuU, 
compromise, and rite native provisions have 

uith a sound basis for the formulation of the.

It is heartening for

on Chemical Vçapons.
■ vhere views remain divergent, concrete 
been put forward; thus proviuing us 
basic articles of the future convention.

* •
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» « «

I wish now to turn to r. few issues on which divergencies of view still remain ~
wide.

First, on the scope of the prohibition: this is an important matter which 
would determine whether a future convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons 
were to be a legal instrument which vac comprehensive in nature. China as well 
as a number of other countries, have all along maintained that the scope of the 
prohibition in the future convention should include a prohibition on use. The 
reasons.behind this have already been explained on many occasions and working papers 
have been submitted on the subject. In sun, Vre feel that the inclusion of the 
prohibition of use in a future convention will complement and strengthen the 
1925 Geneva Protocol, rather than weakening it in any way. As a State party to 
that Protocol, we are ready to upheld its noble purpose and objective of saving 
mankind from the scourge inflicted by these inhumane weapons. But on the other 
hand it is also undeniable that notwithstanding its significance and the role it 
plays, the Protocol has its historical‘limitations and deficiencies as it was 
stipulated half a century ago. Such deficiencies can certainly be remedied by a 
convention on the complete prohibition and total destruction of chemical weapons 
with provisions on effective verification.

As the subject of repeated discussions in recent years, the inclusion of use 
in the scope of the prohibition has attracted increased attention from many 
countries. They think that this question must be dealt with properly. In this 
respect, we have noted welcome changes on the part of the Soviet Union and the 
United States in their respective positions. We wish to see an early solution to 
the question of the scope of the prohibition so that we may concentrate our time 
on other important issues.

Secondly, on the question of the definition and list of key precursors, this 
is an important technical matter concerning the future convention and should also 
be dealt with very carefully. Ve hold that in spite of the numerous existing 
difficulties, it is imperative that a substantive definition should be laid down 
for key precursors. This is a problem which cannot be side-stepped. In the course 
of the technical consultations held at the beginning of this year by the Working Group 
on Chemical Weapons, the contact group conducted useful discussions on the criteria 
to be included in this definition under the chairmanship of the expert from Egypt, 
General Ezz, and certain agreements were reached. Me should continue our work in 
this direction.

So far, a fev; illustrative lists of certain key precursors have been submitted 
by some delegations. Our delegation has also submitted a tentative list. Me 
believe that an important principle in working out the list should be to ensure 
that it is illustrative of the key precursors which are to be banned or controlled 
on the one hand, and non-detrimental to the full development of the civilian chemical 
industry on the other. It follows that certain raw materials important for the 
chemical industry should be exempted from the list. Furthermore, it is not 
advisable to use the "type of chemical weapon" as a criterion for the list of key 
precursors, as this will only complicate matters.
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Like many oxner delegations, the Chinese delegation aj.sc regrets that the 
report on the technical consultations of the Working: Croup vas not submitted to 
this Committee because of the unjustifiable objection of a certain delegation.

Thirdly, or the ouesticn of verification; this is a natter of general concern. 
IIv delegation has always maintained that the future convention should include o-riCv 
and effect:vs provisions on verification in order to make up for tne men o^ _ 
verification previsions in the 1?25 Protocol. Verification measures -snculc oe case, 
mainly on international measures, including the necessary on-site inspectons, such 
as the on-site inspections of destructions of chemical, weapons, stocus ana nroauctio 
facilities. Promt on-site inspection should be carried cut m any case of _a 
complaint of the use of .chemical weapons. Cur sxudy of the papers submitted by 
other States or. the question of verification is under way, and we shall .submit o^r 
paper on the subject at an appropriate time in the future.

in seeking a convergence of opinion.will see some progress

progress is likely to be attained, and have expressed the hope t:n-t .ne Commit

,£M5£ TA
the capacity for chemical warfare sincerely wish to give up
means of warfare. But what it is difficult to understand is tat alt^ug 1 e e^- 
ha.s expressed his willingness to negotiate a convention on the proniui 
weapons, what we are facing now is still a deadlock, oven on some ^-.uustan.!^ 
issues, such as who should bo the Chairman of the Cheuica^ Weapons^ k'-.n- g ; " - *
We appeal to all parties concerned to demonstrate tneir oincer-Xv -™ a l- , ^ ^ nso ttot the current settlor mil be erovrei vith practical projet £ .ne u-uorrtuon

The Cninese delegation will continue its active euor..of the future convention. 
in this regard.
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(Mr._V|dasr_Yugos Lavia)

One of the priority items and an area which is promising for an agreement 
is the rrchibition of chemical weapons. ITew proposals, submitted oy the delegations 
of the USSR and the United States, as well as the proposals of other delegations 
which have accumulated with tine, offer a solid basis for the completion as 
soon as possible through intensified efforts of the negotiations conducted so 
far.
provisions of the convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons, 
years with no results, the Committee must show that it is capable of at least 
beginning the drafting of the convention this year.

We consider that the time has come to initiate the drafting of particular
After many
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( M r ._Lai&lesia£_S £ai_n )

^.e Committee's agenda is extremely ambitious and covers almost all the problems 
relating to disarmament. It is our intention, therefore, to take part in the work 
or, the prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, or, the elaboration of effective 
arrangements to assure non—nuclear—weapon States against the use or threat of use of 
nuclear weapons, on radiological weapons and on the prevention of an arms race in 
outer space. On this occasion, however, we shall confine ourselves to speaking 
about tne iter on the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of 
chemical weapons, ans tnat for two reasons. In the first place because we believe 
that the time is sufficiently ripe for a draft treaty on that question and we do not 
think that it would be rash to suppose that the negotiations under way could give 
rise to such a draft in the reasonably near future. In the second place because the 
Spanish delegation has given this problem particular attention, both in its 
statements at plenary meetings and in the work of the Ad Hoc Working Grout, on the ; 
subject.

For the reasons I have given, I have the honour to submit to the Committee for 
its consideration the working paper in document CD/350, in which we refer to the 
report of its Chairman to the Working Group on Chemical Weapons on the consultations 
he held with experts on technical issues, which is contained in document CB/CW/WP.141.

(Cont'd)



(Mr. Laiglesia, Spain)

The importance of this report which suggests an agenda for the meeting of experts 
to he held this spring, has led us to study it very carefully and to comment on 
certain of the points contained in it. It is cur view that the principal obstacles 
to the completion cf a draft treaty on the prohibition of the manufacture and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons are technical in nature, for we believe that the 
political will exists and that on many aspects — for example that of on-site 
verification — considerable progress has been made. We therefore feel that the 
most useful thing to do at this stage of the negotiations is to make a more thorough 
study of valid methods which would enable us to determine with absolute precision 
which substances should be prohibited and consequently destroyed. It is likewise 
important to determine the most effective methods ol establishing the degree ox 
toxicity of certain substances capable of being used for the manufacture of chemical
v ■apons". It is also important to clarify ideas about the instruments that could be 
u: 'd to verify the destruction processes and, where necessary, to check possible
vi lations of the treaty as regards the non—production of chemical weapons or their 
precursors. The latter also give rise to technical problems which should be 
investigated and ve ought, sc far as possible, to differentiate between those which 
can be used for various turtoses — among them chemical weapons, including dinar; 
weapons — and those which have virtually no other purpose but the production of 
chemical weapons. In this connection we must not overlook the problems connected 
with the so-called additives, which help to improve the quality cf this type of

. Lastly, the degree cf tori city by aerosol inhalation and the methods for the 
protection of the environment during the carrying-out of the procedures for the 
destruction of stocks of component substances of chemical weapons, are also important.
weapon

The working paper which I have the honour to submit to the Committee for its 
consideration is based on the content of the report of the Chairman ox ^nc . _ 
Working Group on Chemical Weapons on his consultations with experts on uechnica~ 
issues, which was circulated as document CL/CW/WP.41. Our working paper consists 
of four parts. The first part refers to aspects to be taken into account witn^ 
respect to the lists of agents in the category of "other harmful chemicals" anu the 
list of important precursors. In this connection we stress the complexity cf ^-r-- 
chemical industry as well as the work of certain national bodies which study the 
harmfulness of chemical substances. We also suggest the possibility of establishing 
a system of "open lists" the contents of which could be changed in accordance with 
developments in the technological capabilities of the States signatories of the 
treaty.

The second part is concerned with the formulation of recommendations concerning
In addition tomethods for the determination of toxicity by aerosol inhalation, 

mentioning a number of systems that are used in various countries, this section refers 
to certain aspects which should be studied separately in order to determine the 
toxic effects produced, using, as is suggested, a standardized method for the- 
purpoees of the treaty, while recognizing various other methods that might be ue£o. by 
States, which would be contrasted with the former.

The third part deals with the technical evaluation of the use of specializes, 
information-gathering systems (black boxes) as components of a chemical weapons 
verification system. It suggests a new definition of the black boxes, one which, ve 
believe, is stricter than that appearing in paragraph 13 of document CD/CW/WT.4-1..

8(M30



Ve hope that this document will contribute to the success of _tne work being done 
bv the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons and that the Committee on Disarmament 
win V- abl~to put before the United Nations General Assembly as soon as possible 
the text of a draft treaty on the prohibition of the development, production and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons which the international community vail be able to 
adopt, tore than half a century has passed since the adoption of the Protocol vhic . 
prohibited the use of such weapons in war. Nevertheless, ana despite xhe fact tha- 
for a fairly lengthy period such weapons appeared to have been abanaonea bj whe 

the-^e have for some time now been large stocks of such weapons in
It is therefore urgently necessary to adopt the

the risk of the violation of the provisions of the
major powers,
arsenals of a number of powers.
proposed treaty in order to remove _ .1925 Protocol. Although most Suâtes are signatories of the Protocol, there is

sss ssarIt is therefore important that no one should be in possession of them.
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(Hr. Laiglesia, Spain)

Lastly, the fourth part of the document deals with methods for the protection 
of the environment during the destruction of chemical weapons, and it refers to 
various matters connected with air quality and the parameters of pollutants.

CD/PV 200
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(y£.i-Ah.Eâçi£_Pakistan)

Pakistan, along with Argentina, Australia, China and Indonesia, has long 
stressed the necessity of including the prohibition of use in the proposed

It is a matter of satisfaction to us that theconvention on chemical weapons.
Soviet Union, in recognition of its concrete value, has accepted this proposal. 
The significance of this policy decision will not be lost on anyone. It is 

hope that other countries will give serious consideration to a general
It will mark the end

our
acceptance of the inclusion of the prohibition of use. 
of controversy in one important area of the convention.

The United States delegation has also taken a positive initiative in
Provision hastabling its detailed views on a chemical weapons convention. 

been made for the international supervision of chemical weapons stocks found
We have always advocated internationalafter the declarations have been made, 

control of all stocks and facilities following the convention's entry into
Chemical weapons stocks declared at the time of the entry into forceforce.

of the convention or found afterwards will equally jeopardize the continued 
faithful adherence to the convention until those are destroyed, 
of the prohibition of their use by the convention sharply brings our proposal 

It is also a natural corollary to the British proposal that

The acceptance

into focus.
chemical weapons production facilities should be sealed and internationally 
supervised within six months after the convention comes into force.

O 
0)
 CD



Wc are submitting these al ernative propos is for the Committee's 
At the same time, the group of ocialist countr es is prepared to cons ,
possible solutions, which would not violate the legitimate interests o e P

For us, the main thing is to continue immediately the
under thegroups in the Committee. 

useful negotiations taken up last year 
guidance of the Polish representative.

and continued early this year

(d) Appoint the Chairman of the Committee for the month of March as temporary 
Chairman of the Working Group on Chemical Weapons and settle «- q into
chairmanship of the Working Group during the period of his mandate, ta g 

the distribution of chairmanships in the other groups.account

to offer a few suggestions, which I will make in my
countries for the month of March. 

co-ordinator,
In conclusion, allow me

- «ne •
expressed the Brest concern of B P countries it has not been possible so far
negative attitude of the group of es other organizational questions,
to adopt the Committee's agenda and * ln „sessed the
At the latest meeting of the group of ' ."Losols to enable us to

situation and decided to Tthout HSng any more time.

of socialist

present
proceed to substantive negotiations

following concrete proposals:We accordingly submit the
"Chemicalitem 4 of the proposed agenda, on

been raised by any delegation
mandate for the relevant

that the regular activities

Considering that with regard toSBEBHEEB s*.., „Working Group be resumed immediately, starting fro 7

1.

of this
chairmanship of the working groups there 

suggests that we proceed inConsidering that with regard to the 
ontinue to be differences of opinion, our group

of the following alternatives:accordance with- one
chairman from a(a) Continue in the Working C-roup on Chemipal Weapons with a 

socialist country as in 1982, following the principle of continuity 
chairmanships of working groups;

(0) Extend temporarily the chairmanship of «he chemical
by a representative from the socialist group, ,the basis of 
the chairmanships of all working groups set up for the x9u} se-sio
the principle of rotation :

Apply tne principle of rotation for the chairmanship of the ch5^°^ 
weapons Working Group on a weekly basis among the three i/ye^end of the
Committee, until the question of the number of working gro p- th has finally
principle for the distribution of the chairmanships of all working g- o P
been resolved ; or

(c)

Chairman, to conduct consultations
the activities of theThe socialist group requests you, Mr. 

immediately in order to solve this question and to resume 
chemical weapons Working Group starting next Monday.
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In my statement today I intend to deal with the item on chemical weapons.

The Swedish delegation deeply deplores the fact that the Ad Hoc Working Group 
on Chemical Weapons has not yet been able to reconvene and get on with its highly

We have noted with appreciation the initiative last Thursday of theimportant task.
delegation of the German Democratic Republic suggesting ways out of this dilemma in 
order to enable the Working Group to start as soon as possible, as a matter of fact, 
already from the beginning of this week.

My delegation will welcome any further efforts to this end and will contribute 
in any way possible.

We started out with intensive work in our chemical weapons negotiations before 
the beginning of this session, 
has since been lost because of lengthy procedural discussions in our Committee.
Ways must be found to prevent a repetition of this in the future, and we noted with 
much interest the ideas expressed by the representative of Yugoslavia on this 
question at our last meeting.

I would now like to recall some positive developments in the area of chemical 
weapons negotiations, to which many delegations have contributed.

It is rather unfortunate that so much valuable time

It is encouraging that several delegations have shown increasing interest in
We takeand contributed constructively to the work in the Ad Hoc Working Group., 

note of the fact that the Soviet Union in less than a year has made two major 
suggestions concerning difficult problems involved in a chemical weapons convention. 
I am referring both to its position on systematic international on-site inspection 
as contained in document CD/294, and to its preparedness to include a renewed ban
on use in a chemical weapons convention.

Another key delegation, that of the United States, has recently presented its 
views on the contents of a chemical weapons convention in document CD/343* 
appreciate the initiative that the United States delegation has taken in giving 
other delegations the opportunity of exploring its views more deeply.

We also

The material which is now available to the Working Group has been compiled > 
during many years. It constitutes a sufficient basis for our negotiations, which 
should be renewed without further delay.

My delegation notes with satisfaction that the United States has observed a 
unilateral moratorium on the production of chemical weapons since 1969. 
however, the current preparations for starting production of binary chemical weapons 
now that the prospects for a chemical weapons convention look more promising than 
they have done for many years.

We regret,

(Cant'd)
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(Mr. Lldgard, Sweden)

I take this opportunity to express once again the opinion of the Swedish 
delegation that it would be of the utmost importance for creating a climate of 
confidence in the negotiations if nations clearly declared their possession or non- 
possession of chemical weapons. As the case may be, they should also declare 
whether they have in the last few years produced any chemical weapons.

My delegation sincerely appreciates the work of the previous Chairman of the 
Ad Hoc WorKing Group, Ambassador Sujka of Poland. He made considerable efforts to 
advance our work last year. Not least successful was his invention of the system 
of contact groups, which turned out to work very effectively. This also increased 
the possibilities for delegations to participate more actively than in the 
Working Group sessions. *

I would now like to offer some views.on the issues to be negotiated.

With regard to the question of use, my delegation has noted with great interest 
the Soviet proposal to include the ban on the use of chemical weapons in a chemical 
weapons convention. This seems to be in agreement with the view of the majority of 
States in the Committee on Disarmament. Sweden has always belonged to those who 
argue for caution in this context because of the possible detrimental effects such 
an inclusion could have on the Geneva Protocol. Such effects would be particularly 
serious if they were to create misgivings among the oarties to the Protocol about its 
value. If, however, a majority of States are now in favour of a repetition, a new 
situation emerges. Some consequences could be discussed already at this juncture.

An agreement to include a ban on use could mean that the prevailing 
interpretation of the Geneva Protocol concerning prohibited chemicals must apply also 
to the chemical weapons convention. This would be consistent with the general 
purpose criterion, which is a fundamental feature of a future chemical weapons 
convention. In some practical instances this would mean that both the use and the 
production, development and stockpiling of tear gases and herbicides should be included 
in the convention. It cannot be logical to exclude these substances from being 
covered by the chemical weapons convention if they are generally considered to be 
included in the Geneva Protocol. Their production, development and stockpiling for 
permitted purposes should be clearly spelled out in the convention.

It is appropriate to consider another aspect of the inclusion of a ban on 
in the convention. As is known, Sweden has proposed that some activities in order 
to acquire or retain a caoability to use chemical weapons should also be prohibited. 
Those activities concern planning, organization and training for offensive use of 
chemical weapons, and should, thus, also become subject to compliance procedures.
We have noted with great interest that similar thoughts have been brought forward in 
the United States' views on the contents of a chemical weapons convention.

use

Significant progress has been made in the last year with regard to the question . 
of compliance and verification. However, further development is necessary, 
own delegation it is clear that international on-site inspection is necessary in 
order to monitor the destruction of chemical weapons and of facilities for their 
production. The questions of levels of verification and methods to be used require 
further consideration. My delegation attaches great importance to this question. I 
would like to underline that countries like Sweden, which do not have any chemical 
weapons, but are situated In regions where such weapons exist, have a particular 
interest in ensuring that those weapons and their production facilities have actually 
been destroyed. We must, like any other country, safeguard our own security.

For my
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Likewise, international means have to be found to monitor the non-production 
of supertoxic lethal chemicals and key precursors. This might be best ensured 
through routine monitoring on the basis of agreed on-site visits according to a 
random selection system. In this particular case it would thereby be possible to 
avoid a politically cumbersome system based on verification by challenge.

On the other hand, a system of verification by challenge would be necessary 
in the future, when the destruction period has expired. Situations can then be 
foreseen in which consultations, either bilaterally or in the consultative committee, 
will not clarify the issues. In such cases the parties will have to resort to on­
site inspection. It is particularly important to.note that once a question of a 
possible violation oT the convention has been brought before the consultative 
committee, it is no longer the concern merely of the parties directly involved but 
of all parties to the convention. This fact should encourage a challenged party to 
admit on-site inspection rather than to refuse it. We cannot accept as an argument 
for a refusal the contention that allegations of a violation of the convention were 
made primarily or for that matter solely in order to embarrass the challenged party. 
That party would rather have an excellent opportunity to expose such Inadmissible 
aims simply by allowing inspection. Turning down the request would, on the other 
hand, be perceived as a tacit admission of a violation. Likewise, the excuse that 
the challenging party would get a chance to explore conditions unrelated to the 
convention would not hold water either. If there is willingness, on-site inspection 
can no doubt be arranged in ways to preclude disclosure of unrelated sensitive 
knowledge to the challenging party.

I do not wish to go further into other aspects of the verification issues at 
this juncture. My delegation hopes that they will soon be effectively handled in 
the Ad Hoc Working Group.

Finally, I wish to state that the Committee on Disarmament in the elaboration 
of a chemical weapons convention, has been entrusted with a truly important task. 
It is immensely complicated and difficult. We are, however, greatly encouraged by 
the fact that the major military powers seem genuinely committed to achieving 
results on it in this multilateral negotiating forum. If we succeed, and let us 
hope we shall, it will also give t;he strongest impetus to the Committee as an 
instrument for disarmament negotiations.
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(Mr. de la Gorce, France)
I have already, in an earlier statement, stressed the importance of the 

negotiations initiated in our Committee on a convention on the prohibition of 
chemical weapons.

This importance and this urgency make it all the more regrettable that today, 
more than a month after the opening of our 1983 session, it has not been possible 
to resume those negotiations.

This delay has nevertheless not prevented our Committee from hearing important 
statements on the subject of chemical weapons.

Following upon the statement of Mr. Bush, Vice-President of the United States, 
the United States delegation on 10 February submitted a document on "United States 
detailed views on the contents of a chemical weapons ban" (CD/343)• This document 
has evoked reactions and comments from a number of delegations.

Since then, two States non-members of the Committee, Finland and Spain, have 
expressed their views on certain technical aspects of a convention.

Lastly,' on 22 February, we heard a statement by Ambassador Issraelyan, the 
distinguished representative of the Soviet Union, which we found of the greatest 
interest.

That statement and the United States document had something in common : both 
dealt with a subject to which France, the depositary of the 1925 Protocol, attaches 
particular importance, namely, the question of the inclusion in the future 
convention of a prohibition on the use of chemical weapons — a prohibition already 
contained in the Geneva Protocol.

On this matter, the statement of Mr. Issraelyan marks a change in the Soviet 
position. The delegation of the USSR now proposes that the States parties to the 
convention should undertake not to "develop, produce, otherwise acquire, stockpile, 
retain, transfer or use chemical weapons".

It also proposes that the section of the convention devoted to verification 
should envisage appropriate procedures for the verification of compliance with the 
provisions prohibiting the use of chemical weapons.

The French delegation would have no objection to the inclusion of provision 
for such procedures in the convention. Obviously, any use of chemical weapons 
would be proof of the violation of the prohibition on retention of them.

But the negotiations required for the adoption of such provisions — in the 
convention we are discussing — will take time. Until then, it would seem useful 
to establish provisional procedures.

That is the purpose of resolution 37/98 D adopted by the General Assembly at 
its last session and entitled: 
the 1925 Geneva Protocol",
resolution and the procedures it provides for.

"Provisional procedures to uphold the authority of 
The Soviet delegation has expressed criticism of that
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It considers. on the one hand, that such provisions should have been adopted 
by the States parties to the Protocol and not by the States Members of the 
United Nations. we do not find this objection convincing because, as 
Ambassador Issraelyan said, the Protocol has become "an irrevocable part of 
international law”. It is thus legitimate for the international community 
represented by the United Nations to decide to adopt procedures to uphold its 
authority.

The Soviet delegation also considers that provisions relating to the 
verification of compliance with the prohibition of use ought to be adopted on the 
basis of negotiations, which implies a consensus, and not through a vote on a 
resolution.

>e agree with the Soviet delegation in thinking that provisions adopted 
through a convention should settle the problem of verification once and for all, 
in the natter of use as in other spheres.

However, we maintain that the procedures set forth in resolution 37/96 D arc 
in nc way contrary to international law and fill a need until such time as the 
provisions of a convention have been adopted.

The French delegation, in its statement introducing resolution 37/93 D on 
19 November 1982, quoted in detail the conclusions submitted in this connection by 
independent bodies whose members included persons of all political persuasions, 
including some from the Soviet Union : these bodies were the Palme Commission and 
two Pugwash groups of experts who met in 1981 and 1982. All recommended the speedy 
and necessary establishment of machinery for the consideration of complaints and 
the investigation of charges.

The "provisional procedures" provided for in resolution 37/93 D have the same 
object in view. I would stress the word "provisional", for it was never the 
intention of the sponsors of the resolution to prejudge the future or to replace 
future commitments under a convention. The sole object of the resolution is the 
speedy establishment of a means of investigation in order to uphold the authority 
of and to ensure respect for the Geneva Protocol pending such future commitments.

The procedures instituted under that resolution will cease to be applicable 
when a convention on chemical weapons enters into force ; until then, and whatever 
the scope of application proposed for the convention under negotiation, they will 
be extremely useful.

As to the repetition of the prohibition on use itself in the text of the 
future convention, the French delegation has always had reservations in this respect. 
In fact we believe that such a repetition might create more problems than it 
resolves.

What is important is to avoid in any way undermining the authority of the 
Geneva Protocol, which is the very basis of the regime of the prohibition of use of 
chemical weapons.

In this connection the French delegation noted with satisfaction the firmness 
with which Ambassador Issraelyan stressed the value of the Geneva Protocol as an 
"irrevocable part of international law".
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(Mr. de la Gorce. France)

The French delegation believes that the preamble to the convention should include
In our view, such a text oughta paragraph reaffirming the validity of the Protocol. 

also to state that the Protocol forms part of international law and that the
We also think, like the delegation of theprohibitions it contains apply to all.

Soviet Union and most other delegations, that the future convention ought to stipulate 
of its provisions should be interpreted as in any way detracting from the 

obligations flowing from the Geneva Protocol.
that none

Is it necessary to go further and repeat, in a specific .provision, the 
prohibition on the use of chemical weapons? The Soviet delegation assures us that 
there would be no disadvantage in parties to the Geneva Protocol who became parties 
to the convention being bound by two undertakings at the same time. We have serious 
reservations in this respect.

We cannot be sure that a repetition of the prohibition on use really reinforces 
that prohibition.
to a possible violation of the convention? 
chemical weapons stockpiles and production facilities will, when completed, make a 
response physically impossible ; and until then it seems unlikely that a provision 
in a convention could annul the right of every State to derogate from its 
obligations under a treaty with respect to a partner which violated them, and to 
formulate reservations to that effect.

Is it intended thereby to prohibit any possibility of a response
The complete and verified elimination of

that the inclusion in the same article of the convention ofIt would seem, too,the prohibition of use, on the one hand, and the prohibition of manufacture, 
retention, etc., on the other, would create a difficult problem. In fact it would 
almost inevitably start a discussion on the scope of application of the prohibition 
of use (as regards the products covered ).

Some among us will undoubtedly net be content with the general formula in the 
in trying to make it more explicit, they will inevitably end upGeneva Protocol ; 

with provisions that will restrict its scope.
there is no question for us but that the sphere of application of

what it is in the Geneva Protocol, that is toFurthermore,
the prohibition of use should remain say, something much wider than the scope of the prohibitions relevant to chemicax
disarmament.

Ihe French delegation is ready to continue examining the new Soviet proposals in
of our discussions.the light of the explanations that may be given us in the course

Although Ambassador Issrealyan has told us that the Soviet delegation's proposals 
are designed to remove the principal obstacle hindering the negotiations, the French

nevertheless considers that these proposals still do not offer a definitive
It woulddelegation

response on the question at issue : that of the scope of the prohibition. 
like, lastly, to point out that the elaboration of an international verification 
procedure remains an essential task and the one presenting the greatest difficulty.
We look forward on this point, too, to constructive proposals from the Soviet delegation



CD/PV 201 
21-22

(Mr._Herdert_German_Demççratiç_Re£üb Li_ç)

Last Thursday my delegation, on behalf of the socialist group, submitted a 
of concrete proposals aimed at the early resumption of the activities of

Our group proposed that work on
number
the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons.
the chemical weapons convention be resumed immediately, on 7 March 19^3 <• *e 
submitted a number of alternative proposals to facilitate this process and to solve 
pending questions.

Unfortunately we have to state that these proposals have not found the 
attention they deserve. Last Friday, at the informal consultations headed by you, 
Mr. Chairman, and with the co-ordinators and many other delegations participating, 
the delegations concerned — despite repeated questions — did not comment on these

We are deeply concerned byproposals nor did they submit their own proposals.
We want to reaffirm our readiness to agree immediately on the

resumption of the activities of the chemical weapons Working Group.
this situation.

In the meantime another alternative has been mentioned, namely, to appoint 
the Personal Representative of the Secretary-General, Ambassador Jaipal, to act
as temporary Chairman of the chemical weapons Working Group during the month of 
March. We would be ready to consider this also as a possibility to enable us to ge 
out of the deadlock.

We would" 1j -e to ask you, Mr. Chair .an, to take all m asures necessary s<.
be achieved quicklyresult of further consultations, a^reemeh- canthat as a

on starting the work of the Working Group on Chemical Weapons.

statement on 22 FebruaryOn this occasion I would like to recall that in my 
I proposed that we should invite a representative from Viet warn to explain in a 
more detailed way the results of an International Symposium on Herbicides an- 
Defoliants in War held in Ho Chi Minh City early this year, four predecessor 
in the office of Chairman of the Committee, Ambassador Erdembileg, had agreed

I would like to ask you to direct the requisite
I would be glad if,and started consultations.

attention to this question and to continue consultations. ...
as a result of your consultations, we received already in the next few days a positive
reply to this proposal.
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Without prejudice to what Ambassador Herder of the German Democratic Republic 
has just said, which my delegation supports, I have asked for the floor in order 
to issue an invitation to interested delegations in the Committee on Disarmament 
and I have requested the secretariat to distribute this invitation today. As you 
know, on 21 February 198$ the Cuban delegation submitted to the Committee on 
Disarmament document CD/349 containing the Final Summary Report of the International 
Symposium on Herbicides and Defoliants in War: The Long-Term Effects on Man and 
Nature, which was held in Ho Chi Minh City from 13 to 20 January 1983 and in which
more than l60 experts from 21 countries participated, including some members of
the Committee on Disarmament such as Cuba, France, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the l 'ited States, the United Kingdom, Italy an others. From 9 to 
11 March, that is to say, during the coming three days. Mr. Ton Due Lang, a 
professor at the Hanoi Hospital and one of the scientists who participated in the 
Symposium will be in Geneva after completing a tour in the Federal Republic of 
Germany where he gave a number of lectures on the use of chemical weapons in
Viet Nam. In view of the interest which some delegations have shown in
document CD/349, my delegation would like to take.advantage of the occasion and 
has decided to invite interested delegations to an informal meeting to be held 
on Thursday, 10 March, at 9-30 a.m. in conference room I,
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(Hr. Andrcani, France

The Committee is, cf cour,',, required to continue its *:or!c on the otner items 
en its agenda. In this connection I should like to emphasize h.u*c the grca>. 
importance which the french Government attaches to trie negotiations on chemical 
disarmament. These negotiation.- are the most important which the Committee ns m a 
position to conduct in present circumstances. They offer prospects of process.
The conclusion of a treaty cn this question would constitute a major success for tnv 
Corruittec and for the cause cf disarmament.

CD/PV 202
14

(MrJ._Hu£dil_Un^ted Kingdom)

So, then, we look for practical discussion of practical objectives and we 
want to see real results which advance the practical cause of peace• Now there 
is much work to do in the conventional field because the subject-matter is vast.
And I would now like to spend a little time — a few minutes — on one striking new

We have agreed in this Committee on a number 
The progress made over the last

opportunity which we believe exists, 
of objectives as regards chemical weapons, four years in the Committee on Disarmament seems to us to offer a real hope of 
concluding a convention to outlaw these chemical weapons of mass destruction 
completely. Ever since they were first used — ever since the experiences of the 
First World War — they have evoked a general feeling of revulsion in the civilized 
world, which found its first expression in the Geneva Protocol of 1925* The 
Protocol was an important step forward, and nas helped to preserve the world from 
the horrors of chemical warfare, although we have recently been reminded „hat i.

My own country gave up its retaliatoryhas not always been totally effective.

(Cant'd)



weapons.

convention would be a solid expression of faith in the purpose and work 
of this Committee. It would be a real contribution to making the world a more 
decent and civilized place. Now we have been encouraged in recent months by the 
major contributions made by the two States represented in this Committee with the 
largest arsenals of chemical weapons. We welcome the fact that all members of 
the Conxnittee have shown, by joining in the Working Group, their commitment tc 
making progress. The préparatoiy work has given us a clearer idea of what is 
needed to reach agreement on a chemical weapons convention. We strongly support 
the proposal by Vice-President Bush that the Committee should in this session move 
into the phase of negotiation.

Such a

The specific proposals made by Vice-President Bush and developed by the 
United States delegation in its working paper, document CU/543> eeem to us 
sensible. The readiness of the United States delegation to explain its proposals 
in detail has been of great help to other delegations. The acceptance by ne 
Soviet Union of the principle of international, on-site inspection m the 
verification regime of a chemical weapons convention was also an important step

We hope that the Soviet delegation can soon elaborate on its proposais
and enter into detailed negotiations.
forward.

tc learn that the Soviet Union is now prepared to
We need toWe were also interested

any allegations that chemical weapons were being used. If evidence were found 
to that effect, it would have to be regarded as evidence of a breach of tl
convention.

wokd of the existing arsenals of chemical weapons. We might 23““"
in the supertoxic category, of which by far toe most important are
nerve agents. No one can contemplate their use without revulsion No commercial 

is made of these substances. This should make it easier to agree on a
them and which incorporates means ofuse

convention which effectively proscribes 
verification to give confidence to other parties.

While concentrating attention on toe nerve agents, we should recognize that 
there ara many other less toxic but nevertheless lethal substances which have b , 
or could be used as chemical weapons, but which also have extensive 
applications. For example, we know that hydrogen cyanide and phosgene are 
widely used in the chemioal industry as synthetic intermediates. We belie
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(Mr. Hurd, United Kingdom'!

a less stringent regime of verification would be acceptable for such substances 
than that-which could be achieved for the nerve agents. We cannot and should not 
want to police ir. detail the civil chemical industries of the world, when good 
progress can be made by focusing on the products of a very narrow and particularly 
dangerous category.

My Government believes that the verification regime for the convention should 
combine routine international on-site inspections with the possibility of fact-finding 
procedures to investigate any doubt which may arise about compliance with the 
convention. Agreement must be reached on a procedure for handling complaints.
Without such a procedure, confidence would be weak, because there would be no 
established machinery for resolving questions on which doubt remains. We believe 
that the need for its invocation could be lessened, though not eliminated, by the 
system of routine inspections which we have in mind. Such inspections would cany 
no implication that the convention was being violated by the country inspected.
We have a model for a world wide system of international inspections in the 
safeguards system of the International Atonic Energy Agency. Many features of 
this system might not suit chemical weapons, but I believe that there are valuable 
lessons to be learned from the Agency's long and respected experience.

Routine international on—site inspection would be required for four activities 
set out in the provisions envisaged for a chemical weapons convention. These are:

First, destruction of stockpiles;

Secondly, destruction of production facilities ;

Thirdly, production of supertoxic agents for permitted activities ; and

Fourthly, monitoring to make sure that chemical weapons are not being
produced after the destruction of existing stockpiles.

We are encouraged that agreement in principle already exists on the need for the 
first and third categories, i.e. destruction of stockpiles and monitoring of 
permitted production. But we -are puzzled at the seeming reluctance of some States 
to contemplate international inspection to verify the second activity, namely, the 
destruction of production facilities. It is clear that once stockpiles have been 
destroyed, parties to the converti on must be confident that the means to build them 
up again have else been removed. This is particularly true for the supertoxic 
nerve agents. As in the case of destruction of actual stocks, Governments should 
have nothing to fear from letting the world see that they are destroying permanently 
tr.eir production facilities in fulfilment of their obligations under a convention; 
indeed, they should be happy to dc so.

- should like to recall that in 1979 the United Kingdom invited representatives 
of Memoer States tc visit the pilot nerve agent production facility at Nancecuke in 
Cornwall which was then being dismantled. This was not, of course, interred as a 
detailed model for the procedure for inspection of destruction of production 
facilities, which will need to be worked out here in this Committee, 
designed rather as a .confidence-building measure, 
to accept visitors at such a facility, 
in principle on this aspect of verification.

It was
We shewed that we were willing 

I hope that there will soon be agreement
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The fourth type of on-site inspection,which I mentioned is particularly important. 
This is designed to verify that States are not starting to produce chemical weapons 
again once-their stockpiles have been destroyed. As a contribution to the 
consideration of this subject, my delegation has circulated a working paper entitled, 
"Verification of non-production of chemical weapons", which I introduce today.^ 118
ie the latest in a series of initiatives which successive British Governments have 
taken in seeking a ban on chemical weapons. We gratefully acknowledge the important 
contributions in this field already made by other delegations, particularly tha. of 
the Federal Republic of Germany. The proposals we make have as their objective the 
development of a system of non-discriminatory routine inspections, to provide 
confidence that those«substances which pose the greatest threat are not being 
produced in violation of the convention. Although this type of inspection wouia, 
in our judgement, have to continue indefinitely, we aim to show that the regime 
required for this purpose would not be anything like .as onerous to the chemical 
industry as has sometimes been suggested. We know that that has been a cause of 
comment and concern in some countries. We are examining the problems that migh

the British chemical industry and hope to be able to reportarise with the help of to the Committee in due course on the results of these discussions.
We look forward to hearing detailed comments from other delegations on 

working paper, and, indeed, on all the other substantive contributions that have 
already been made. Because we really believe that an opportunity now exists for 
serious, detailed negotiation, we have tabled this paper. The commtmen o±o 
governments to these negotiations will be judged by their disposition to grapple with 
difficult but necessary detail.

our
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Hr. DE SOUZA E SILVA (Brazil): Hr. Chairman, the Brazilian delegation would 
like to address today some of the issues relating to the prohibition of chemical 
weapons and their destruction. Both in this Committee and in its predecessor, the 
delegations of the Group of 21 have long advocated -the speedy conclusion of a 
convention on chemical weapons and have urged serious multilateral negotiations >-c 
that end. Concrete action now appears feasible, since the nations which possess the 
largest arsenals of such weapons at last seem willing to join tne other members o^ 
this Committee in an effort to achieve agreement, Both the Soviet Union and the 
United States recently submitted documents containing their ideas and stating their 
views ; the Committee also has before it a considerable number of papers on the 
various aspects of the convention, and in this connection i should like 
acknowledge and welcome the contribution just made by the Unites. Kingdom uhrougn its 
Minister of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs ana in document CD/yp

The Working Group established in 19o0, first to "examine issues uo be ue&j-t 
with" in connection with the prohibition of chemical weapons, ano since 19-- u0 
"elaborate" the relevant convention, produced significant results during its 
three years of activity. The elements identified in the earlier stages of i^s v-crx 
were subsequently studied in greater detail, and a substantia, measure of convergence 
was achieved with regard to several issues. There are still differences^tc be 
resolved on other relevant parts of the convention, but tne current trenu uovaru 
greater flexibility on substantive questions should be pursued in order tc overcome 
the remaining problems.

Agreement on the important question of the scope ox the future conven-ion^ seems 
now within reach. The statement by Ambassador Issraelyar. on 2d February.brougnv ^ 
positions closer on that account. Hy own delegation would have been sauisiie-- 
the solution proposed by the co—or din at or of the contact, group on the scope, which 
had the merit of" upholding the 1929 Protocol while at the same time equating an 
incident of use of chemical weapons with a violation of the proicicitions contained 
in the convention. Indeed, it is hard tc imagine the possibility of use oj. a 
weapon whose production, possession, stockpiling and transfer are prohibited, 
particularly if adequate verification provisions are included m the convention, 
are ready, however, to examine the existing proposal aimed at making the prohibition 
of use explicit in the text, with a view to dr ax ting the article vhicr. will set 
forth the scope of the agreement. If a generally acceptable draft is ach-e.vec, 
negotiations on the verification clauses would be greatly facilitated, since the 

of application of the convention would be clearly defined.

We­

ar e a

There seems to be general agreement that the main article on the scope of the 
convention should spell out a set of prohibitions and a set of obligations, nar.v^^ , 
the prohibition of the development, production, stockpiling, transfer, and possible
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also use of chemical weapons, plus the obligation to destroy existing stocks and 
production facilities. It is obvious that some exceptions must be contemplated 
under non-hostile, or permitted purposes, such as industrial, medical and scientific 
research as well law enforcement needs. The question of permission to retain 
certain quantities cf supertoxic lethal chemical agents for so-called "protective

» nust be mere closely scrutinized to avoid any loopholes that might defeat
. If existing stocks of chemical weapons and the facilities 
to be destroyed, there seems to oe no sensible argumen. in 

protective capability, for there would be nothing left to

purposes
the aim cf the convention 
for their production are 
favour of maintaining a 
protect oneself against.

"Permitted", or "non-hostile" purposes to be allowed as exceptions under the 
convention should, in our view, be understood in the narrow sense described above.
It would net be practical or feasible to consider the entire peaceful civilian 
chemical industry as an exception to the prohibitions contained in the Convention, 
since the regulation of the chemical industry as a whole clearly falls well beyond 
the ffcope of the instrument that we are negotiating here.

prohibitions contemplated, special attention should he given to the 
obligations which are an integral part of the scope of the future instrument. Such 
commitments would require those who now possess chemical weapons in their arsenais 
to destroy their stocks and their facilities for the production of chemical weapons. 
Verification procedures should ensure that destruction is carried out in accordance 
with the obligations entered into. My delegation considers it important to bear m 
mind that verification does not constitute an end in itself, but rather a means to 
ascertain that both the prohibitions and the obligations are respected by each cf 
the parties to the convention. International procedures, including on-site 
inspection, should aim at the minimum degree of intrusiveness necessary to satisj.; 
all parties that the provisions of the convention are being adequately observed. 
Special care must be taken to devise a set of procedures that allows ample 
opportunity for consultation and co—operation between parties to clear an;, dou^.s^ 
about the implementation of the convention, before the mechanism for intemationa- 
verification is set in notion. In carrying out agreed verification procedures, the 
appropriate international body to be instituted by the convention must taie into 
account the preservation of the sovereign rights of States parties, in order vC 
avoid the utilization of allegations as a tool for the exacerbation cf tensions 
or for increasing confrontation between States. National institutions and interna--, 
legislation should function in co-operation with the international body and in 
accordance with the provisions of the convention.

Beside the

Provisions dealing with the procedures of verification should aim, in^our
in which all partiesview, at establishing a multilateral, nen-discriminatory regime ...

Nothing can prevent any State from utilizing ihave equal rights and obligations.
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tecnnological..advancement to gain private knowledge about facts and events taking 
place in another State, provided thaï the use of such methods does not violate 
existing principles and practices of international lav. The convention should not, 
however, become a means of condoning or legitimizing such practices, nor should 
nanties be required to give their consent in advance for the use of so-called 
"national technical means", the nature and scope of which is necessarily covert. 
■Whenever information obtained by a party is introduced to substantiate claims of 
a possible violation, all parties should have equal access to the available data 
through the international body charged with the verification of the convention, 
the same token, the composition of the international body should not be based upon 
any
responsibilities which are denied to others.
solution of such claims to any existing international organ whose rules permit a 
few privileged parties effectively to block action.
United Nations, all Member States are already entitled to bring to the attention of 
the Security Council any situation which might endanger international peace and 
security. Action by the Security Council should not be confused with or become a 
substitute for action by the mechanism provided for in the convention.

By
form: of discrimination, by granting' to somp parties special rights and

Nor should the convention refer the

Under the Charter of the

As I said at the beginning of this statement.'there seems to exist now an 
opportunity for the achievement of an effective convention on the pronibition of 
chemical weapons and on their destruction. The few nations which currently possess 
such weapons in their arsenals have apparently come to the conclusion that the 
possible advantages of the military use of supertoxic agents would be offset: by the 
hindrance to the regular operation of troops, caused by the need for cumbersome 
protective equipment. Quito apart from moral considerations, the purely military 
value of chemical weapons appears to be doubtful. 3ut because huge arsenals exist, 
some powers have continued to produce and stockpile large quantities of chemical

Their cost, and the tacticalagents that have no application in peaceful industry. 
drawbacks of their actual use in military operations may have been the main i actors 
in the political decision to seek an agreement to ban chemical weapons taken by those 
who possess them. Their main interest, accordingly, is the achievement of an 
international instrument which will ensure that the potential adversary also 
eliminates its own arsenals and its capability for chemical weapons production, and 
which at the same time provides reciprocal confidence that no such weapons are

The international community, represented in this Committee,ever used in combat.
should seize this opportunity to negotiate and conclude a convention througn which 
chemical warfare will no longer remain an indiscriminate threat in the hanas of 
those who -are capable of waging it.
hands of a few be completely destroyed, so as to win the confidence of those who 
do not possess any chemical weapons at all.

Thus it is imperative that the arsenals in the
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For the vast majority of nations, the convention can also have another useful 
the promotion of international co-operation in the peaceful uses ofpurpose; 

chemical agents.

The Brasilian delegation, together with other delegations of the Group of 21, 
has long argued that the convention should contain meaningful provisions or. 
international co-operation for peaceful purposes. \ve are convinced that such 
provisions would he instrumental in promoting confidence among parties, "by ensuring 
that technological progress in the field of chemistry is made available to all 
parties, particularly the developing countries. A number of proposals to this effect 
have already been advanced, and vo nope they will receive the serious attention

The "detailed views" submitted by the United States do not elaboratethey deserve.
on this subject, while the "basic provisions" of the Soviet Union only contain a 
general statement which needs further clarification and expansion.

Finally, let me dwell for a moment on the procedural difficulties with which 
this Committee -has been confronted since the start of the 1965 session and which 
have so far prevented it from building upon the results of the fruitful activity of 
the Working Group "on Chemical Weapons. My delegation deeply regrets the absence of a 
report by the previous Chairman of the Working Group on the result of nis 
consultations with experts. The obstacles raised by a group of delegations deprived 
the Committee, for instance, of the possibility of consolidating tne progress madu 
by the contact group led by the distinguished Egyptian ej:pert, General Ezs. The 
inability of the Committee to agree on an agenda and programme of work for its 
1955 session also adversely affects the continuation of work on the elaboration 0* 
a convention on chemical weapons, since the intransigent altitude of some 
delegations has so far prevented the re—establishment of wor;nng groups and agreement 
on their chairmanships. The consequence of the procedural obstacles raisea is -he 
unjustifiable and counterproductive delay in the resumption of the activities 01 the 
Working Group on Chemical W.apcns, which might otherwise have already started its 
work on the basis of existing proposals, thus taking advantage- of the political, vail

My delegation fails to understand the metiviations of this 
attitude, especially since the delegations concerned profess their active interes. 
in the speedy conclusion of a convention. Wo are confident 'that under your guidance 
Mr. Chairman, the procedural deadlock can be quickly broken sc that work on a dr&j. v 
convention may start very soon.

to achieve a convention.



aspects of the problem of the prohibition 
proposals put forward today 
t, in connection with the

prohibition of chemical weapons. I should, however, like to make one observationrs r. rss ™.The United Kingdom delegation linked this readiness on its part with the statemen 
of Vice-President Bush of the United States. In that connection, I should like 
to draw attention to the fact that the socialist countries, and in particular the 
Soviet Union, together with many non-aliçned States, have long been urging tne^ 
Committee on Disarmament to move on from general discussions on the question Ci 
chemical weapons to real and serious negotiations on toe drafting o* the text of

I should now like to dwell on some 
of chemical weapons. We 
by Mr. Hurd, the represe

, of course, study 
e of the United Ki

a convention.
At a recent meeting of the Committee, the Soviet delegation informed members 

of the decision of the Soviet Government to agree to the proposal of a number of£ es iv—
by the desire to speed up the elaboration of an international convention on the 
prohibition and elimination of such weapons, and therefore to make progress on 
a question which has for a long time caused the greatest divergence of views in 
the sphere of the definition of the scope of the prohibition in the future

. We have listened to the comments on our proposal, which have on one
of the statement made by the French

this
convention
whole been positive; we have also taken note _ ^
delegation at'our last plenary meeting, and we shall be ready to rever, -- 

tier.at e later meeting of the Committee.cues
The Soviet delegation today intends also to touch upon a number of other 

questions, with a view to facilitating the search for mutually acceptable solutions 
on a number of important provisions of the future convention on the prohioition 
of chemical weapons.

One of these questions has already been .Ambassador Herder, the representative of the German Democratic Republic, rie spoke 
about -he "serious additional problems" which arise in connection with tne 
technological breakthrough in the field of chemical weapons -- the appearance of 
binary types of such weapons. These problems are of different kinds. We shall 
touch upon one of them, which consists in the following. The introduction of 
binary weapons could significantly undermine the basic principle of the future . 
convention in the course of its implementation — the principle of the unaim-nisr^.

delegation of the German Democratic Republic proposée
inclusion in the convention of a provision 

of its implementation, shall

raised recently in a statement by

Thesecurity of all sides.
the following solution to the problem: the
whereby the States parties, during the first year .
declare the location of plants producing binary chemical weapons, and snail, during

of the convention eliminate these plants.the first two years of the implementation
express our point of viewWhile supporting this proposal, we would like to

on it.
describe the existing situation with chemicaJ weapons

and the capacitiesThere is every reason to
as such that some States possess only unitary types of such weapons 
for their production, while others possess both unitary types of chemical weapons 
and samples of munitions of binary chemical weapons and designs for facilities 
for their production or, in any case, have elaborated the technology of their 
production and consequently are capable of creating in the .uture 6vOCkp-.es o

. This puts future parties to the convention in an unequal situation,
material basis for circumventing theirsuch weapons 

allowing some of them to maintain the
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commitments under the convention if appropriate measures are not taken. Everybody 
knows that it is much easier to create illegally, in violation of the convention, 

stockpiles of binary chemical weapons than of the traditional types of such 
weapons.
facilities; they can, besides, be manufactured unnoticed since the production 
process for binary weapon components does not include several particularly dangerous 
stages which are difficult to conceal, in contrast to the production of unitary 
chemical weapons.

new
Binary weapons need not necessarily be produced at specialized military

As we understand it, this is the essence of the German Democratic Republic 
proposal aimed at a certain equalization of the positions of the future parties 
to the convention through the introduction of a spécial, very strict regime for

As we see it, such a proposal does not create
It assumes,

the prohibition of binary weapons.
any significant difficulties for future parties to the convention, 
of course, that if by the time of the conclusion of the convention, one or another 
State has created specialized facilities, belonging to military agencies, for the 
production of the components of binary or multicomponent weapons, or concludes 
contracts for the production of such components with commercial firms, then, after 
the convention has entered into force it should, as a matter of priority, declare 
the location of these facilities, and their capacity and then eliminate these 
facilities. Naturally, this proposal also means that we should already now be 
thinking about and envisaging for the convention a provision determining how the 
elimination of such facilities should be carried out, particularly those belonging 
to commercial firms — whether they should necessarily be physically eliminated 
"down to the foundation", as is proposed by the United States delegation, or whether 
their dismantling or reorientation for commercial production could be allowed.

In the light of the proposal of the German Democratic Republic, the appeal 
of the United Nations General Assembly contained in resolution 37/93 A to refrain 
from the production and deployment of binary and other new types of chemical weapons 
is particularly relevant.

Of course, the proposal of the German Democratic Republic does not solve the 
entire problem. There still exists the possibility of circumventing the convention 
through the covert production of the most dangerous types of prohibited chemicals 
for the manufacture of chemical weapons at commercial enterprises, and not only 
to create stockpiles of binary weapons but also to increase the stocks of traditional 
chemical weapons. In order also to eliminate this possibility of upsetting the 
balance, we would like to propose another solution. We suggest that the parties 
to the convention should not only close and then eliminate the facilities specially 
designed to produce chemicals for the manufacture of chemical weapons, but in 
addition should refrain from the production, at their commercial enterprises also, 
of products the molecules of which contain the linking of the methyl group with

We believe that this proposal would eliminate the materialthe phosphorus atom.
basis for the covert production of chemical weapons on the basis of organophosphorus 
compounds. As is known, these compounds serve as the basis for obtaining the most 
dangerous supertoxic lethal chemical nerve agents such as, for example, G3, GD,

Since they are notGF, VX, both in industrial conditions and in binary systems, 
widely used in the commercial chemical industry, the economic damage resulting 
from the cessation of their production would not be significant.

No less important is the fact that our proposal would facilitate verification 
of the non-production of prohibited chemicals, especially for binary weapons, at 
commercial enterprises. In particular, it would eliminate the need "to make an 
Inventory" of the entire organophosphorus industry and to Identify those enterprises
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Detection of tne fact of the production ofcapable of producing chemical weapons, 
organcphosohorus compounds containing the methylphosphorus lin>. in the commercial 
industry would constitute proof of the violation of the relevant provision of the
convention.

TheThe question of the undiminisned security of all sides has other aspects, 
military capability of States possessing chemical weapons of course comprises not only 
chemical weapons but also other types of weapons.
States could possess completely identical components of their capabilities, including 
also the chemical components, from the point of view of their qualitative and

Finally, it is difficult to imagine that the States which

It is improbable that even two

quantitative parameters, 
will have to eliminate stockpiles of chemical weapons- would elaborate, if there is no 
previously agreed order, even approximately similar plans for the destruction or 
reorientation of these stockpiles according to such indicators as, for example, 
uniformity, dates, rates of destruction of various categories of chemicals, etc. 
that being so, the question arises what to do in order not to diminish the security 
of States but on the other hand to give them confidence that the convention is 
effective and that they should not postpone the destruction of stockpiles to the

And

last moment.
Taxing all these factors into account, the Soviet delegation proposes the working 

out of an order for the destruction of stockpiles of chemical weapons wnich would 
not give unilateral military advantages to any participant at any stage of the 
elimination of stockpiles and would ensure the evenness of the process.

This order should be carefully thought out and embodied in appropriate provisions 
of the future convention. Naturally, aftar the convention enters into force, taking 
into account the specific quantities and parameters of the stockpiles of chemical 
weapons declared by the States parties, these provisions should be spellea out in 
greater detail.

In conclusion, I should like to say a few words about organizational matters.
The Soviet delegation, like the delegation of Brazil, is concerned at the stagnation 
which has overtaken the work of the Committee, and it appeals to those delegations 
which have prevented the resumption of negotiations on the prohibition of chemical 
weapons
offering a way out of the present situation.
the German Democratic Republic, speaking on behalf of the socialist countries at 
plenary meetings of the Committee — not to mention our actions through informal 
channels — put forward proposals and alternatives designed to permit the immediate 
resumption of the work of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons, 
we are even convinced that the efforts of the group of socialist States will have 
positive results and that all the formal obstacles that existed earlier, and which 
of course were not created by the group of socialist countries, will be removed, and 
that the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons will be able to resume its activities.

At the same time, we would like to note with satisfaction that many delegations 
in the Committee have responded to our proposal concerning the conduct of bilateral 
consultations on various specific aspects of the question of the prohibition of 
chemical weapons.
and others are envisaged in the very near future, 
any form of co-operation with delegations in the Committee wnich will allow the 
speediest possible progress in the negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons.

during the past several weeks to agree to the proposals that have been made,
Twice last week Ambassador Herder of

We hope and

The Soviet delegation has already had a number of bilateral meetings
We confirm our readiness to display
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With this much preface, I would like to get into the clarification of our 
positions first on the matter of the working groups. We fail to understand why there 
should be any oroblem regarding the chairmanship of the Working Group on Chemical 
Weapons. It has been an established practice, to whicn we have never raised any 
objection and which we quietly followed in the previous years, that this chairmanship 
be on a rotation basis. We cannot think of it in any other way, and thus we fail to 
understand the alternatives proposed by the distinguished representative of the 
German Democratic Republic last week.

Everyone in the Committee agrees that the Working Group on Chemical Weaoons is 
dcinc very important work and that we might be able to accomplish something very

Our proposal is,meaningful if we do not waste time on non-existent problems.
let us have the chemical weapons working group with Ambassador McPhailtherefore :

as Chairman and with the existing mandate and get to work.
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How is the work in the Committee on agreements proceeding at the present tine? 
Let us take the convention on the prohibition and elimination of chemical weapons.
I think everyone will agree that a great deal of work has been done on this subject. 
In the summer of last year the Soviet Union put before the Committee for its 
consideration the basic provisions of a convention on the prohibition of tne 
development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their destruction. 
On the basis of that document and the constructive contributions to the draiting 
convention made by many delegations during past years and at the beginning of this 
year, the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons was able to lay very firm 
foundations for the elaboration of the text of the future convention.

to the wishes of many non-alignedThis year the Soviet Union, in response
made another contribution to the goal we are all seeking oy agreeing that,

Protocol of 1925, the convention should also provide
States,
without prejudice to the Geneva 
for the prohibition of the use of chemical weapons.

On 10 February the United States delegation submitted its document on the 
subject of chemical weapons —"United States detailed views on the contents of a 
chemical weapons bah". 'We are still studying this document, which contains °°tn 
provisions that are acceptable to us and at the same time unrealistic approaches which 
will not contribute to the success of the negotiations. However, it can be said 
even now that there is a coincidence or proximity of views among the participants in 
the negotiations on many key issues of the future convention.

The question now is how to organize our future work in order to speed up the 
- - It would seem that we ought to arrange our work in

auw, = =„ Lw U y first of all to embody in specific forms of wording those
provisions on which there is. a coincidence or proximity of views, while at the 
same time continuing work towards finding generally acceptable solutions on the 
outstanding issues. This is- the time-honoured way of drafting agreements.

But let us see how the United States proposes that we should go about our work. 
As was stated in this Committee, it considers that it would be "a fruitless exercise" 
to draft treaty texts on those issues on which it would be possible now to agree on

It considers that this would be merely a "diversion ofactual forms of wording.

(Cont'd)
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is to continue discussing the details ofeffort", and that all that we should do here _
verification, although we have not yet defined and formulated the basic ooligations

under the convention (CD/PV.191)«of States
'mere is only on- conclusion to be drawn from this : it is that those wno make such 

demanda do not want to work on the drafting of a convention and are trying to replace 
the entire effort by the continuation of abstract and therefore f^ile discussions 
on various technical aspects. We sec no other way of viewing such 'innovation, 
in the practice of conducting negotiations as tne proposal that we should build thv 

not from the foundation but from the roof.house
We sometimes come up against other methods of hampering the attainment of 

agreement on questions tnat are ripe for settlement. Let us taxe the matter of 
the prohibition of radiological weapons. As long ago as m 19^ a proposal -

delegations expressed their readiness to take account m a constructive spiri 
the wishes of other members of the Committee. It might have been expected that 
a draft international agreement would very quickly have been prepared m order to 
prevent the appearance of an extremely dangerous new type of weapon of mass 
destruction.

the settlement of this question was fatally linked with that of
but not directly connected with the problem 

question of the prevention of military attacks
However

another question no loss important 
of radiological weapons — 
on peaceful nuclear facilities.

We may well ask what was the point of artificially linking two important 
questions which could both have been fully dealt with independently o eac 
other? Who benefited from this linking1’ The course proposed radical-y c°^radi 
all past practice in the conduct of negotiations on arms limitation and diSc-rmamen 
questions. This practice long ago rejected the "all or nothing’ approach.

that the Committee should be given the opportunity of settling botn questio

the

We

urge 
without delay.

fact that virtually every year theWe are likewise preoccupied by the 
Committee wastes valuable time on discussions of organizational matters. ^
It seems to us that it is not possible to go on tolerating this situation. a

group of socialist countries in July l$6l put forward its proposals concerning 
ways of regulating the settlement of organizational questions in the Committee 
Disarmament (document CJ/200). Unfortunately those proposals, many of wmch 
have not only not lost their relevance but have in fact become evermore urgen , 
have not been- the subject of any practical discussions in the Committee, 
the same time, the situation calls for newer ideas also.
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Perhaps, in particular, it might be worth thinking about the possibility of 
agreeing that questions concerning the organization of. the Committee's work should 
be resolved before the beginning of its annual sessions, let us say on a preliminary 
basis in the course of the consultations between members of the Committee which 
ordinarily take place in November and December in New York, and then final agreement 
could be reached a week before the date of the formal opening of the session here 

This, we believe, might create more favourable conditions for seekingin Geneva.
mutually acceptable solutions on organizational questions.

Of course, during the course of the session itself, State members will have 
the right to propose the inclusion in the agenda of new items, but this would be 
done without prejudice to the work of the subsidiary bodies where in essence 
the practical negotiations actually take place.

I would like to refer to another largely procedural matter, concerning 
the preparation of the reports of the Committee and its subsidiary bodies.
It is no secret that the drafting of reports at times takes up the greater part 
of the time available to the Committee • 
it would be possible to introduce greater order and in this respect the sacretariat 
of the Committee could play a very important part. Many proposals have been made 
on this subject, including some by the United Kingdom delegation, which we believe 
merit consideration.

It seems to us that in this matter too

Wc cannot but express our concern, in this connection, at the fact that 
there have recently been cases where certain delegations, by insisting either 
on the inclusion in such reports of matters of little value or on the special 
highlighting of the activities of certain participants in subsidiary bodies who 
did not even have any formal status, have frustrated the elaboration of specific 
reports. In particular, this took place most recently during the preparation of 
the report on the consultations of the Chairman of the Working Group on Chemical 
Weapons with delegations on technical issues. These attempts, and the lack Oi 
flexibility of those who made them, also in the end led to the failure to draft 

This can only be regretted, as also tne statements in thisthis report.
connection of certain delegations at plenary meetings of the Committee, 
hope that those concerned will draw the appropriate conclusions irom vhis whole

Vie

sorry affair.
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My intervention today will "be devoted to one of the most important questions
Needless to say, the delegation of Polandbefore our Committee $ chemical weapons, 

attaches great importance to this priority item on our negotiating table and will, 
as has been the case so far, spare no efforts in trying to contribute to^ finding 
satisfactory solutions to very many unresolved questions. Ve deeply deplore the fact 
that although one and a half months of this session have already elapsed, which 
in this connection means lost, the Ad Hop Working Group on Chemical Weapons has not 
been re-established and has failed to initiate the activities provided for in its
mandate.

Our anxiety is all the most justified as the good pace of work which 
characterized this Working Group in the past has thus been stopped and the_ 
momentum which it gained at the- end of the 1932 session and in January 1955_is being 
lost. Lacking the negotiating body, we are not in a position to make use of a 
number of documents which constitute a real, good oasis for the consolidation -f thv 
results already achieved, as veil 'as for reaching out to new ones. Among Jnese 
documents, mention should be made of the "Basic provisions of a convention" (CD/294) 
presented last year by the Soviet Union. The reports on the activiLies of th^ 
Working Group (CD/5$/ and CD/342) and the views of the Chairman of the Working Group 
on its 1932 session (CD/553), constitute a collèctive effort of all delegations.
This year, detailed views on the contents of ? chemical weapons ban were presentee 
by the delegation of the United States (CD/343). The USSR delegation announced m 
the statement by the distinguished Ambassador Issraelyan on c2 February iLt 
agreement tc the inclusion in the future convention cf a provision prohibiting the 
use of chemical weapons. Most recently, the U35R has proposes the giving up o 
the production of orcanophosphorus compounds containing the C-P bond with the 
methyl group, while the delegation cf the German Democratic Republic has suomittes

The delegation of the United Kingdom,specific proposals on banning binary weapons.for its part, has proposed detailed procedures concerning the "verification os 
non-production of chemical weapons". Many other delegations, through their 
interventions in plenary', have also contributed to the common effort in this respect.

In other words, we are of the opinion that, provided the possibilities for;
be achieved in quite a numoer ofnegotiations exist, further, real progressimportant issues. This relates, to a high degree, to the scope cf prohibition, 

it may also facilitate the initiation of a debate on other problems, on which ve 
have not so far been able to achieve a convergence of views, that is, on ^
verification procedures. As is well known, there exists u. general agreement -ha.- 
cn-site inspections will constitute, under determined and agreed situations, a 
permanent feature of the international verification system. My delegation would like

can But



like nany ethers, actively 
according to the agreed schedule, on:

scoi^list countries,The celerations c 
participated in conr- ------- k «

_ne precursors of the toxic ohezûoals;

Verification of the destruction of existing stocks of chenical weapons, ant

Verification of the destruction of facilities producing chenical weapons 
(other technical issues).

The work was tarried cut in a constructive spirit and quite good results were
the natives advanced by sene ceiegs tiens., with nc cerect relevance 

vent beyond the substance of the discussed prchiens and even
at hand. However,
to the consultations, 
beyond the discussion on the sunary of the recuits cf the consultations on

Thus fact was noted with particularly deep regret by ay delegation,
Let ne state that the Polish delegation spared no 

ate successfully these consultations cn technical issues.

verification.
which headed these consultations, 
effort, inf on
Ky delegation is cf the opinion that in spite of the fact that the final report was 
net adopted, the tine devoted to these consultations has not been wasted and the 
results of the discussions have not been lost. They could be appropriately taken

to term*■ 1-r* f

advantage cf in the work cf the Working 3roup.

ce many others, is seriously concerned about the- complex
That is why we fully

Ky delegation,
probien cf ensuring an effective ban on binary weapons, 
rapport the treecoil cf the distinguished knbarsaccr Issraelyan submitted during the 
last pienar/ neeting on a possible agreeneno oy the States parties to the future 

to producc'any orgnnephosphorus chenicals containing the C-? bend 
with the ne thy 1 grout. This proposal voulv in f- ct facilitate control of the 
non-production of tlte uert toxic chenu cals, horccver, in cur view, it falls 
perfectly well within the concept cf the scope of the prohibition which other

convention not

>/TT.2C5
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(hr. Zawalonka, Fclanc)

that if sons delegations continue toto errehasire, however, in this connection,
insist on discussing the verification procedures only, as if other questions were

for a long tine yet, to elaborate the draft 
in the negotiations we are speaking about, there is net 1 

international verification procedures — which should 
also other proposals concerning verification 

treated equally seriously. I an sure that only with this

already solved, we shall net be able, 
convention. In ether wards,
only one and unique problen — 
receive serious treatment. There are
procedures which should be 
approach can ncre propitious conditions be creates for going speedily ahead.

always been of the view, and 1 an ready to repeat 
tins tc start the crafting process. Otherwise, we shall

But for

Secondly, ny delegation h 
it again, that it is hi
become involved aga_o in a general discussion around* any given problem.

aï 1 sais earlier, cur rest intertant task is tc re-establish and 
set tc work the tending Group on Check, cal Weapons, tc 
cf its nestings and, if need be, 
of interpreters.

the tine being,
ensure the nn nunber

to or gam sc contact groups with the assistance-

e about the favourable cliaate fer the activities cf the 
taking up the question cf the Ci 

ohnical issues which were held for three weeks last January

• Vi —While spe 
Working Group I canr.st help 
with delegations en ce 
and Jebrua

1s consultationsg i

J •

i 
i
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(Mr. Zawalonka. Poland^

We have listened as well to thedelegations would also like to see adopted.
USSR proposal on the elaboration and inclusion in a future convention of a 
time-table for the destruction of chemical weapons stocks which would not enable 
any party to the convention to gain a unilateral military superiority during any 
stage of the destruction of such stocks in the proposed 10-year period.

In concluding my statement today, lot me quote a short passage from 
resolution 37/96 B. In paragraph 3 of that resolution, the General^Assembly 
"Urges the Committee on Disarmament, as a matter of high priority, to intensify, 
during its session in 1963» the elaboration of such a convention, taking intu 
account all existing proposals and future initiatives with a view to enabling the 
Committee to achieve agreement at the earliest date, and tc re-establish its 
Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons for this purpose".

The paragraph I have quoted contains a very clear appeal to our Committee.
Any further delay in theIt is high time for us to start implementing it. 

re-establishment of the Group and its activities is inadmissible.
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I vast also to comment on the remarks by Ambassador Issraelyan, conceding the 
•jork of this Committee. Let me say from the outset that there is one point on which 
I am in complete agreement with him. This Committee is in a state of crisis. In 
the view of my delegation, the reasons for this state of affairs are a bit different 
from those he put forward, however. Again, let us not be fooled by double ualk.
The work of this Ccnnittee ha a been brought to a standstill by a series Oj. 
manoeuvres desisted to accomplish just that purpose; i- began with ^he D_o--ki—o- 
the adoption of a report by the Group of chemical weapons experts; then we had 
problems with the simple matter of the election of a Chairman for the Group of. 
Scientific Experts; then came the debate on the agenda, which continues to this 
very day, and"the insistence that one position characterized as "irreductible'^be 
accepted outright. Further, we have the position that one group is taking.that they 
can no longer live up to previous agreements on chairmanships, and a position, which 
*y delegation finds bizarre, that the mandate of one working group must have a new 
Mndate, when it hasn't even begun work under the old one. The Committee nas had 
problems on the participation of non-members, and who knows what new problems will 
be raised?

My delegation makes no claim to
In his opening statement, 

That
Veil, where is this going to end? 

clairvoyance — we don't know but we are deeply concerned.
Ambassador Issraelyan called our Committee a "cemetery of disarmament". 
statement concerned me at the time. In the light of the events of the ensuing 
several weeks and his remaries here today, one can only wonder whether what we hearc. 
that day in February was not intended to be a self-fulfilling prophecy.

Let me be frank. In the four years since this Committee was formed, we have 
to expect polemics and rhetoric as part of the normal course oi business. 

underlying this surface turmoil, there has been a solid desire by all to do the
We could be close to agreement on

But

patient «wd tiae-consuming work of disarmament, 
a radiological weapons treaty; we have made progress toward a chemical weapons 
convention, and progress has been made in other areas. Today, however, we see our 
work stalled by a series of procedural manoeuvres and artificial linkages, and the 
presentation of irréductible positions which seen to be based more on a desire to 
make a theological point than a concrete desire to get on with the work of this 
Coamittee.
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Following Vice-President Bush's initiative in the Committee, I had the pleasure 
of introducing on 10 February the United States’ detailed views on the contents of a 
chemical weapons ban (document CD/34*).
others have also made contributions to the Committ 's efforts to achi'-ve an

Thu working paper, document CD/350, on the

I am pleased to note that since that time

effective ban on chemical weapons. 
technical aspects of a convention on chemical weapons, introduced by Spain on 
k8 February, is a useful and thoughtful effort, and my delegation is carefully

The working paper, document CD/55:.', submitted last week by the delegationstudying it.
of the United Kingdom, on verification of non-production of chemical weapons, is also 
an important contribution and adds a great deal to our knowledge and understanding of 
the critical aspect of effective verification of a chemical weapons convention.

My delegation is also gratified that many delegations —- indeed, virtually all 
who have spoken at this session — attach great importance to this body's efforts 
to negotiate a chemical weapons ban.
However, as I said on Tuesday last, va are greatly concerned that the chemical 
weapons Working Group and, indeed, other working groups, have not been allowed to 
begin their important work. 
clear tc allow work to begin without further unnecessary procedural delays.

Since the introduction of our paper, many delegations nave accepted our invitation 
to detailed briefings and open discussions regarding our views. 
been valuable to us and, we hope, tc the others who h- v_ participated in then., 
look forward to the continuation of this frank and free exchange of views and ideas 
in further group sessions and, of cours-', within the Working Group when it resumes 
its work.
underlying principles inherent in our respective positions on the issues can true 
progress be achieved.

This is a priority task which we all share.

We are hopeful that delegations will see their way

These exchange-s have
We

We believe that only through a complete understanding of the details and

(Cont'd)
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In this regard my delegation has noted statements by many delegations which 
reflect both an understanding and an acceptance of the need for effective 
international verification of a chemical weapons ban. The United States believes 
that timely agreement on the elements of a verification regime is necessary in order

Vice-President Bush 
"The key to an

to realize progress on elements of the ov-r-all convention, 
said during his appearance before this Committee on 4 rebruary.

that could eliminate the possibility of chemical warfareeffective convention — one- 
for ever — is the firm assurance of compliance through effective verification .
He further pointed out what we all know — the key outstanding issues impeding agreement 
on a chemical weapons ban are those pertaining to verification and compliance.

In an effort to facilitate the work of the Committee on the verification and 
compliance issues, I would like to focus today on some of those key issues and, 
specifically, to elaborate our views on several points made recently by other 
delegations.

Two delegations, those of the German Democratic Republic and the Soviet Union, 
in their respective statements on 22 February and 1C March, made several points and 
offered proposals relative to the potential for evasion of obligations under a 
chemical weapons ban. These proposals were set in the context of what was 
characterized as the principle of undiminished security of any party. It was proposed 
that the location of one type of chemical Weapons production facility, those involved 
in the production of binary weapons, be declared during the first year after the. 
Convention enters into force, and that during the first two years of the Convention 
only this type of facility be eliminated. Although their statements were silent on 
verification provisions regarding the declaration and elimination of binary 
production facilities, judging from their expressed concerns, we must conclude that 
they would consider systematic international on-site inspection to be essential.

Based on other standing proposals made by the Soviet Union and its allies, we 
note that the location of other types of chemical weapons facilities, however, would 
not have to be similarly declared nor their status relative to closure ascertained 
until some time later, but within 10 years after the Convention enters into force. 
The effect of their proposal, therefore, would be to require early declaration and 
destruction of some facilities while others would remain unaffected for a much

This outcome is not consistent with the principle oflonger period of time. 
undiminished security.

the belief that the Convention should not result in
Indeed, the principleThe United States shares

undininished security or unequal obligations for any party. 
of undiminished security is one of the pillars of any effective arms control agreemen 
This approach is reflected in our "detailed views" paper. We have proposed in our 
paper that the location, nature, and capacity of all chemical weapons production and 
filling facilities be declared within 30 days after the Convention enters into force. 
This includes dual-purpose facilities designed or used in part for civilian production. 
As well as other facilities designed, constructed or used for the production of 
certain commercial chemicals deemed by the Consultative Committee to pose a particu ar 
risk. These chemicals would include all key precursor chemicals potentially useful 
for all types of chemical weapons, including binary weapons.
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VJv have also stated our vi.w that all activity, except that required for closure 
at all chemical weapons production and filling facilities, be immediately ceased upon

that allsuch facilities be closed accordingthe entry into force of the Convention 
to agreed procedures which render the facilities inoperative; that all parties 
permit systematic international on-site inspection of each such facility promptly 
after declaration and, subsequently, at agreed intervals until tnu facility is

that parties permit the monitoring of all facilities by agreeddestroyed ;
appropriate types of sensors installed at the facility, anc that al] such facilities 
be destroyed by razing them, employing agreed procedures which permit systematic 
international on-site verification, and according to an agreed schedule.

It is obvious that our own views take fully into account the concerns
expressed and, if adopted, would preclude any possibility of evasion such as was 
envisaged by the distinguished representatives of the German Democratic Republic and 
the Soviet Union. Indeed, our views are designed to prevent any continuation of 
production of all types of chemical weapons at production and filling facilities by 
all parties to the Convention regardless of the technical nature, design or 
fabrication of such facilities or the type of chemical munition produced,

Concerns have also been raised regarding the possibility of evasion of the 
Convention through covert production of dangerous chemicals for the ultimate creation 
of chemical weapons at commercial or non-military facilities. 
concerna, which have been expressed by many others as well.
chemical weapons technical experts and the Working Group have spent a great deal of 
time on this particular issue, and we believe a solution is at hand that does not 
present unreasonable demands on commercial chemical industries or otherwise put in 
jeopardy the production of those legitimate chemicals or synthetic substances on 
which so much of our basic existence depends.

We share these
The group of

Thv proposal of the German Democratic Republic and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics for the banning of all production of all methyl-phosphorus bond compounds, 
regardless of any future, potential pcabeful benefit to mankind, seems to my 
delegation to be unnecessary and, more importantly, would provide only a partial 
solution to the problem, 
importance not only for supertoxic compounds useful for chemical weapons purposes but 
also for incapacitants as well, 
the others would in reality lessen the degree of protection which all parties 
require against possible covert chemical weapons production at commercial facilities. 
The United Kingdom working paper, document CD/353> presented just last week, contains 
elements of a better approach, which closes this loophole, and seems to offer a 
sound approach for dealing with this aspect of the verification problem.
United Kingdom paper suggests that all commercial facilities producing any of <a 
listed greup of chemicals having potential for chemical weapons purposes would have 
to be declared and made subject to an agreed mandatory international inspection : 
regime to ensure that they are not being used for the production of chemical weapons. 
The components of such a verification regime could easily be designed so as not to 
bo unnecessarily intrusive but still provide the necessary degree of assurance to 
all parties that such chemicals are not being diverted for thv fabrication of any 
type of prohibited chemical weapon.

There are many oth-r chemicals which have similar potential

To ban only one of them and not place controls on

The
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Another point which I will address today relates to the concern expressed 
with regard to the destruction of stocks of chemical weapons under the Convention.
It has been rightly pointed out that if one party purposely delays the- destruction 
of its chcnical weapons stocks until the latter part of the period allowed for 
destruction, while, another party commences the- destruction of its stocks immediately 
after the Convention enters into forev, a unilateral military advantage can fa­

it has also been pointed out in this respectlegally gained under shu Convention, 
that parties nay have different chemical weapons capabilities — components as 
well ns total stocks — in being at the tir,j the Convention enters into force.

e._ welcome Soviet acceptance of our suggestion that
on Disarmament

This is 2 legitimate concern.
procedures curt bv worked out during negotiations in the Comcitte 
with regard to th_ timing and rates of destruction of chemical weapons stocks on an 
agreed basis. Specifically, Wv- believe tnat an arrangement for effective and 
verifiable reductions of ch-.mical weapons stocks to equal levels between parties, 
or groups of parties, in the early phase of the destruction period is necessary to 
ensure th- mutual security of all parties. We look forward to further discussion 
on this and other aspects of tnis most important issue.

In conclusion, let me say that my delegation considers the flexibility indicated 
by the Soviet Union delegation on the inclusion of a ben on thv of chemicals 
prohibited by tho Convention as constructive development. V/c welcome the Soviet 
statement that appropriate, effective- verification procedures regarding alleged

t’e are carefully assessing the legal implications of a 
It is essential to ensure, however*, that the 15k5 Geneva Protocol 

In this context, tint development by United Nations

use should be provided. 
new ban on use. 
remains fully affective, 
experts of more effective procedures for investigating alleged chemical weapons 
use, in response to General Assembly resolution 37/9? D, is particularly important 
as a complement to the Committe-..1 s work on a cn-r.ical weapons ban and to proviev. a 
mechanism for dealing with this problem until that agreement corals into effect.

CD/PV.kiM
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Mr. TELLALGV (Bulgaria): Mr. Chairman, today the delegation of the People's 
Republic of Bulgaria would like to take the floor also on the Question of the 
prohibition of chemical weapons — a question whoso importance and urgency need hardly 
be further supported with arguments.
deleg tions to this Committee, Professor Ion Due Lang of thv Medical Faculty of the 
Hanoi Viet Due Hospital showed ua with irrefutable scientific data the horrifying 
consequences for the land and thv. population of Viet Nam as a result of the- use- of 
chemical agents for military purposes.

Last week, in the presence of over half thv.

For two decades now the task of banning chemical weapons has been holding a 
particularly imoorV.nt place in the poliev of thv socialist countries.
Declaration of January 1D?3 of th" States parties to the Warsaw Treaty pays speci’.l 
attention to thv need for thv accelerated elaboration of a convention on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons.

The Praguv
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(Mr. Twil.alov, Bulgaria)

In connection with the work done by the Committee on the question of the- 
prohibition of chemical weapons, my delegation would like to point out that the 
Ad Hoc Working Group, under the able chairmanship of Ambassador B. Sujka of the 
People's Republic of Poland, and its subsidiary contact groups, headed by

T. Kclescanu of Romania, Dr. J. Lundin of Sweden, Mr. T. Altaf ol Pakistan,
G. Skinner of Canada, Mr. R. Steel.; of Australia,

Mr.
Mr. S. Duarte of Brazil, hr.

H. Thielidea of the German Democratic R( public and Miss N. Nascimbcne cf
did a considerable amount of work in 19e<_ and at tin beginning of this 

On some issues the groups reached the stage of drafting texts and created

Dr.
Argentina
year.
the basis for further progresss in our work on the prohibition of chemical weapons. 
Many representatives of various othvr delegations took an active and fruitful part 
in the work of the- groups and thus helped the Chairman and the co-ordinators.
To single out any oriv of them would be ra.ther out of place and indelicate in regard 
to other active participants in the negotiating process, and to make the adoption 
of the progress report on the technical consultations dependent upon a selective 
mentioning of participants, as some have suggested, is simply inadmissible. The

not to be made a scene fornegotiations for prohibiting chemical weapons 
political play which has nothing in common with the substantive tasks cf such 
negotiations.

are

Within the framework of the consultations of the Group's Chairman with 
technical experts, a number of important issues were co-ordinated. 
among other things, to the working out of criteria for identifying ''important

The work on this issue should be completed. Progress w?.s

This refers,

or ,:kcy,! orecursors. 
also achieved on the issues of verification.

The proposals submitted recently by a number of delegations represent a new 
and important stage on the way to the elaboration of a convention. My delegation
is in the process of studying these proposals with the utmost attention, 
shall do the same with respect to thv. clarification just made by our distinguished 
colleague from the United States. The position of tne USSR on the inclusion Oi 
the use of chemical weapons in the scope of a chemical weapons ban and the ideas of 
the Soviet delegation contained in its statement of 10 March are of particular 
importance for activating the negotiations. As can easily be seen, bearing in 
mind the significant -arguments in thi Soviet statement, thure arc a number of 
problems of immediate importance for the security of States which should find 
their solution in the text of a future convention in good timv.

As far as the problems of verification are concerned, it is now obvious, 
judging from th- statements of many delegations, that the.y are not as asserted by 
some Western delegations— "the real obstacles, to a convention".

We
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The actual obstacle to a convention is above all the one-sided and 
unconstructive approach some delegations apply — in regard both to the organizational 
issues and the issues of substance.

Mow I would like, to state in more concrete terms the; views of the: Bulgarian 
delegation on sem- specific issues.

Thu problem of including "use in th. scope of the nrohibition has b-.-en
As is w^ll known, differentoccupying our attention from the very beginning, 

arguments have been adduced both by those who m in favour of tiv. inclusion of
It is not our intention to recallus_ as w--ll an by those who are against it.

But it would be only fair to say that most of the arguments,thus- arguments now. 
regardless whether they have- been used for or -gainst inclusion are cogent and

This has created a serious dilemma which has to bo solved if we are toweighty, 
mevt. forward. It is in this- light that the importance of the step recently 
announced by the Soviet delegation should be viewed.

The new Soviet stvp, which has the support of ttv socialist countries, is 
designed to open the way for reaching consensus or. the scope- of the- prohibition 
of chemical weapons.
this, the inclusion- of "use" in th- prohibition promises certain important 
advantages which des-rvu special attention.

But apart fromTr.is is in itself a venous contribution.

One important advantage has to do with security considerations during the 
period of the elimination of stocks and facilities.

Wv believe that th-. prohibition of use in the future convention should be 
formulated in clear terms, 
document CD/345, submitted by the United States delegation, "use" has been 
accepted in principle as one of the components of the prohibition, at the same- time 
the t-rms employed suggest certain important qualifications.
pointed out that the banning of only such uses as are not already prohibited by 
th- 1925 Ceneva Protocol could certainly bring about confusion and controversy.

As has already been pointed cut, the clear definition of the scope of the 
prohibition in the future convention is essential.
a convention it must be ensured that there may not be two different regimes of 
non-use of chemical weapons.

The great deal of experience gained in the working and contact groups, as 
well as the various proposals mad- by a number of delegations, make possible the 
comr.jncement of a drafting process on certain parts of thu text of a future

For this reason, while it is to be welcomed that in

It has rightly been

With the conclusion of such
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convention, such ns the preamble, the provisions regardin': the scope of the
We can hardly agree with the standprohibition and the concluding provisions, 

taken by one delegation that the draftinf of thv actual convention must be. 
conditioned upon thv negotiation 01 "an acceptable verification and complianc..

In view of the interdependency of the differrnt parts of theframework”.convention, the proper method would be to elaborate and co-ordinate all the main 
sections of the convention in parallel.

Bearing in mind the views expressed by fcht, delegation of the USSR on the 
question of security, the Bulgarian delegation would like to draw the attention 
of the Committee to certain additional aspects. Document CD/543 on the one hand 
allows for the production by any party of supertoxic lethal chemicals for 
protective purposes in quantities of up to one metric ton, and on the other hand 
it restricts the- transfer to another party of such substances and for the same

With very good reason one may ask : willpurposes to only 100 grammes annually.
not such an arrangement in practice encourage an increase in thv number of the 
State! producers of supertoxic lethal chemicals? 
either to have- 100 grammes annually or to produce any other quantity up to one 
metric ton, a number of States will probably choose the second possibility in 
conformity with tneir security needs. The consequences of this could be batter 
perceived v:ithin a regional security context, particularly in situations where 
some countries may not adhere to the convention and thereby remain unaffected by

1 Faced with the alternative --

its limitations.
We are not against, a restricted transfer of supertoxic chemicals but the 

provision should be formulated in such a way that the security interests of all 
States parties should be taken into account.

Thv problems of thv production of supertcxic lethal chemicals after the entry 
into force of th_ convention also pose the question of the eventual introduction 
of criteria specifying in what quantity such chemicals nay be produced. 
correct answer tc this quvStion will be r;st possibly fctfnd in connection with 
the considerations regarding peaceful chemical-technological activities.

The

Vie would like to stress once again that the correct anc mutually acceptable 
solution of the problem of verificatior can be • found only on the basis of combining 
and supplementing with each other all known typos of verification : 
legislation, national technic.-. 1 m.-.ans and international Verification on the basis

L. this connection the

national

cf motivated challenge and on ,a systematic basis, 
corresponding s-ction of document CD/543 sjems to us to be rather far from the best

The role of national means of
This hardly helps

proposals on this issue tabled in the Committee. 
verification is diminished practically to nil in this document.
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to advance the negotiations but rather holds them back and represents a retreat 
from the stated positions of other Western countries contained in their documents 
and formal proposals.
United States delegation on this issue.

We would hope that this is not the last word of the

As I said earlier, at this stage my delegation would like to confine itself to 
We are prepared to enter into more substantive negotiations

Under the circumstances the
only some comments.
within a working group as soon as possible.
consultations between delegations have a particular importance for the prospect 
of bridging their differences on specific issues cf a convention, 
delegation welcomes the fact that bilateral consultations between different

It is our belief that this will greatly help the progress

The Bulgarian

delegations are going on. 
of the negotiations in the future working group and in the Committee itself.

It is high time for the Committee to solve the questions related to the 
re-establishment of the chemical weapons Working Group, 
that the temporary solution for the chairmanship of the Working Group on 
Chemical Weapons proposed by the delegation of the German Democratic Republic on 
behalf of the socialist group, which included four or five alternatives, was rejected 
by the Western group and thus precious time for negotiations was lost, 
proposals are still valid.

The only possible way of resolving the present deadlock is through the 
displaying of a constructive attitude by all delegations, recognizing the interests 
of the different groups and delegations in the context of the whole range of 
procedural questions at this year's session, 
by the countries of the Group of 21 whose proposals with regard to the resumption 
of the work of the working groups are currently under active consideration and offer 
a promising alternative.

In this connection, I have been authorized by the group of socialist countries 
and its co-ordinator to state that we arc in agreement with these proposals and the 
socialist countries declare that we are ready to accept the immediate setting up 
of ad hoc working groups on:

It is to be regretted

These

Such an attitude has been displayed

A comprehensive test ban, under the chairmanship of a representative from the 
socialist group ;

Radiological weapons, under the chairmanship of a representative from the 
Group of 21;

Chemical weapons, under the chairmanship of a representative from the 
Western group.

In this case it would be possible for the long overdue process of negotiations 
on these items to start without any further delay, 
that the work of the groups can start as from next week.

The socialist countries strongly believe that our position will create no 
difficulties whatsoever and expect that the Chairman of the Committee and the 
co-ordinators of the different groups will be able tc finalize these organizational 
issues promptly.

In practical terms this means
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Permit me to make a few comments on an important issue before the Committee :
I have in mind the question of chemical weapons, 
development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons has been a major 
concern of the Committee since its inception. My delegation welcomes the various 
proposals on s cnemicai weapons convention that have been presented to tne-Committee-- 
and considers them a useful -basis for■negotiation.

The prohibition of the

in the view cf iry delegation, a future convention should contain provisions 
aimed at a comprehensive ban on chemical weapons.
for both national as well as international means of verification but greater

The Ac Hoc Working Group

There should be previsions

emphasis should be placed on international means. ______
on Chemical Weapons held a number of contact group meetings in January. 
Consultations or. technical issues were also held and experts too’-: part m them. 
It is our belief that the results cf the contact group meetings as contained m 
the report of the Ad Hoc Working Group (document CD/312) should be translated
into action.

CD/PV.205
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(Mr. Ijewere. Nigeria)

Permit me to make a few comments on an important issue before the Committee :
I have in mind the question of chemical weapons. The prohibition of the 
development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons has been a major 
concern of the Committee since its inception. My delegation welcomes the various 
proposals on a chemical weapons convention that have been presented to the-Commit tee- 
and considers them a useful -basis for-negotiation.

in the view cf my delegation, a future convention should contain provisions
There should be provisionsaimed at a comprehensive ban on chemical weapons.

for both national as well as international means of verification but greater 
emphasis should be placed on international 
on Chemical Weapons held a number of contact group meetings in January. 
Consultations on technical issues were also held and experts took part in them. 
It is our belief that the results of the contact group meetings as contained in 
the report of the Ad Hoc Working Group (document CD/342) should be translated 
into action.

The Ac Hoc Working Groupmeans.



for fruitful negotiations now exist;
must be devoted to those negotiations.

Secondly, the conditions

Lastly, all the necessary resources
I do not intend new to go into the procedural reasons why, in spite of 

broad convergence of views, the Committee on Disarmament hasincapable of resuming and pursuing the work it has done on tms question m past year.

feeling if I were toI do not think that I should be be trying the general . , . .
eimrsss the îi= hope that the Ad Hqq Vorkirg Group on Chemrcri Veapms - sh'ouli renain the rentre of those negotiations -- will be M-es..blis^ 
delay, cn its own merits, that is to say, withouu an> m.- , -dthis natter and the other matters with which the Corami Aee on Disarmnnen shoui 

itself and to which also Belgium attaches great importance.concern

CD/PV 206
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subject of the prohibition of chemicalI shall devote my statement today to the
weapons.

More than six'weeks ago, when we initiated our work for new session of^the
Committee on Disarmament, it seemed to me that at least general agrément prevails 
among us. I think I am right in summarizing the elements of thaagreeme - v .
follows $

First, the Question of the prohibition of chemical weapons 
the most premising prospects for the Committee on Disarmament dus year,

is the one offering

• • e

m 
-4-

>h 
H



CD/PV 206
8

( M r. _0nk e t T_n x^_Be Lgium)

€99

Apart from our desire, which I hope ie general, to woric towards toe speedy 
conclusion of an agreement on the prohibition of chemical weapons, the Committee on 
Disarmament now has the benefit of certain advantages, as follows.

First, the basic structure of the future convention is now well established, 
both in the compilation of the various elements and in the reports of the co-ordinators 
of the various contact groups.

Secondly, the views of the members of the Committee and of the Chairman of the 
Working Group in 1982 have been very fully expressed on many aspects of the convention. 
In this connection I should like to stress the particular importance we attach to the 
views of the two States which participated in the bilateral negotiations. And we now 
know the detailed positions both cf the USSR and of the United States.

As far as the United States is concerned, we appreciated its willingness to try 
to reply to the questions raised by its proposals, 
are a great aid to negotiations.

Thirdly, recent .statements and declarations of position have also shown a 
development in the attitude of delegations. 1 am referring here in particular to 
the new proposals made by the United States and the Soviet Union with respect to the 
scope of the convention and the intentions expressed by the Soviet Union — which 
will, I hope, be explained in greater detail — as regards thé on-site verification 
of the destruction of stocks and of the production of supertoxic lethal agents.

The taking into account of proposals made by others, as is shown, for example, 
in many instances by the document submitted by the United States delegation, and the 
adoption of new positions such as those just announced by the Soviet Union with 
respect to the scope of the prohibition, are actions which will give new impetus tc 
the negotiations since they mean a relinquishing of positions on which there has not 
up to now been any agreement.

As we approach this new phase in our negotiations, I should like to express 
Belgium's views on various aspects of our work.

The method we adopt in attempting to move forward in this complex sphere will 
be one of the key elements in the negotiations.

Such exercises in clarification

(Cont'd)
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It therefore seems to ne essential that we should continue our work within the
This structure 

We ought to
structure that appears to have been generally accepted up to now. 
is particularly well represented in documents CD/CW/WP.33 and CD/534, 
make sure that any proposals made later fall clearly within that framework.

It might also be useful if, on the basis of that structure, she secretariat were 
to make a compilation, element by element and point by point, of the various 
proposals that have been made since that time. In fact- an effort at regrouping 
proposals appears necessary at the present stage. Thus compilation could then form 
the basis of" our future negotiations. It would save us having to refer to the 

different documents containing the many proposals made up to now.various
Without such £ compilation, cur negotiations are likely to become mere and more 

complicated by the veiy fact of their being undirected.

been unanimously agreed that the contact groups set up last year proved
It would be useful if we could use thisIt has

an excellent framework for cur work. 
method again, rationalising it where necessary so as to avoid an excessive 
proliferation cf these contact groups but also so as to study the problems not only 
vertically — the approach we have followed up to now — but also horizontally.

The problems that might beGreat flexibility will be needed in this sphere. 
called horizontal, as, for example, the relationship between the scope of the 
convention and its verification, or the question of the destruction of stocks or the 
dismantling of facilities, could be dealt with on an ad aoc basis and under the 
guidance of the co-ordinators of the contact groups concerned.

Apart from these questions of method, we also need tc try to clari-y our
concepts.

What do we want to prohibit?

My delegation believes that we ought to enact as general a prohibition as ^ 
possible of the production, stockpiling and development cf chemical agents intended 
for use in armed* conflicts by reason of their toxic properties and for purposes 
other than those authorized.

What this means, broadly speaking, is the application of the well-known general 
purpose criterion, that is to say, the intention to use chemical agents for 
non-authorized purposes.

Too often in cur discussions there is an absence of any clear perception c- 
the application of this general purpose criterion.

In practice, once the prohibition has been enacted — and without prejudice to 
the application of the definition of chemical weapons to animals and plants we 
ought to organize the regime of the prohibition of chemical weapons accordingly.
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In the first place, everything that exists that is in clear viciation of the 
general purpose criterion, namely, stocks of chemical weapons and therr production 
facilities, must be destroyed.

Secondly, it will be necessary to ev_J.uate the consequences of the general 
prohibition as regards the lawful production cf chemicals, 
broad agreement that in such production, the supertcxic lethal chemicals —■ those 
which might o the revise be the most likely to be used in armed conflicts — should be 
regulated, their production or retention for authorized purposes being strictly 
limited.

We are already in

Up to now, in accordance with the general purpose criterion, we have assumed 
that no civilian production would be prohibited. The recent proposal of the 
Soviet Union for a complete prohibition of the production of substances containing 
the methyl-phosphorus synthesis raises many questions in this connection.

The third consequence of the regime of the prohibition of chemical weapons 
concerns the verification of compliance by States parties with the obligations they 
will have contracted under the convention.

This verification has two distinct aspects.

The first, and we believe the most important, is that of routine inspections, 
namely, those which will give States parties the security which they have decided 
not, or no longer, to ensure by means of chemical weapons.

Such security can basically only be provided by international means of 
verification, including, when necessary, on-site inspection.

The papers submitted, such as that of Canada in 1931 (document CD/lo?) and 
more recently that of the United Kingdom on the subject of the verification of the 
non-production of chemical weapons, have clearly indicated rhe widely differing 
needs as regards verification according to the different activities to be verified.

In the intentions it lias expressed as regards verification of the destruction 
of stocks and of the production of supertcxic lethal chemicals, the Soviet Union 
implicitly recognizes the need for such differentiated verification, 
of general on-site inspection is thus now accepted, 
range of activities for which such inspection is needed and on the procedures for 
such inspection.

The work we did at the beginning of this year in the course cf the technical 
consultations were particularly useful in this connection, and it is to be regretted 
that it did not prove possible to submit a report on them.

The concept 
We still have tc agree on the

We made important progress in the identification of the key precursors which 
wall call for special attention in the process of verification of non—production.

The recent contribution of the united Kingdom constitutes a very logical 
sequel to that work.

Similarly, the needs in the matter of verification of the destruction of stocks 
have certainly been made clearer. However, we have some doubts about the proposal
macc- by the Soviet Union in document CT)/CV/CTC/n suggesting that the methods of 
verification of the destruction of chemical weapons should vary according to the 
type — the Soviet Union proposes six categories — to which they belong.
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to ne to neetthe cLditïïns^ut forward by n^colleaffae from the Soviet'Union, Ambassador Issraelyan 
in his statement of 22 February last, regarding the establishment of mauh-n-rj f-r 
verification of compliance with the Geneva Protocol. Those conditions can be

in matters of disarmament..

seems

on the basic of consensus, as is usual
have noted withof the convention on chemical weapons, we proposals and positions which have been expressed on this 

conciliatory spirit which we fully share.
In the particular case 

great interest all the now
They bear witness to apoint.

1 should nevertheless like to make certain comments in this connection.
the proposals suggesting that we should simply incorporate

within the scope cf the convention.The first concerns 
the prohibition of the use of chemical weapons

If we were to do that, could we be sure that such a prohibition of use would be 
£o general in application as that resulting from the customary international lawIB SB ««.‘HeiSSsbacteriological weapons derives from the 1923 Protocol, wouia not a partial repe —tic. 
of that prohibition, that is, solely in the context of chemical weapons, cause doucts
with regard to bacteriological weapons?

Again assurname the inclusion of a prohibition on use in the convention on 
checical weapons, will it be necessary to provide for specific nachonery t=r the

of conpiianoo with that prohibition, or shall we be able to rel, „n tne
would constitute proof of the vic.Lc.t_wi.

to such situations?
verification
torse formula that an;/ use cf chemical weapons 
of the convention, and will its verification provisions apply also .

In the latter event, how would the fact of the use of chemical weapons be
Ought there not to be some special machinery ±o_ —= es^bx-s. : li ­

the verification procedures necessary in -n-established? 
the facts, given the special riature cf 
matter of allegations of use?

that with respect totor second observation concerns the proposals suggesting 
chemical weapons alone we should extend the sphere of aP^c^?J^y/lff-ct the 
Seneva Protocol of 1925. Would there not be a danger that this would al.oOt .... 
customary character of the general prohibition ol the use 01 che_c„i an 
bacteriological weapons?

Would that not seem to irmly that the prohibition of the use of bacteriological 
weapons is not absolute as regards the interpretation which international custom 
given to the 1925 Protocol?

It is precisely because we have not up to new found adequote ans™™ ication 
questions that my delegation has envisaged specific machinery _ ^ ~r,ors
of the prohibition of the use both of bacteriological ana of chemica_ w^apo . .

to these

thinkingAs I have already said, these proposals were intended to stimulate our
!y delegation would be perfectly prepared to amena *n«n if . 
v With the approval of all members of the.on the subject.

possibility that they might then meetwas a
Committee.
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On the subject of yet another category of weapons of mass destruction, chemical 
weapons, I should like to say the following.

I reiterate that the Netherlands armed forces do not possess chemical weapons, 
that the Netherlands Government does not consider introducing those weapons into 
its armed forces and that it also rejects the stockpiling -of chemical weapons on 
Netherlands territory.

Awareness has grown that the question of chemical weapons is not merely an 
East-West problem. These weapons can effectively be used against technologically 
less developed countries, which virtually lack any protection against such a

Though little proliferation in this field has taken place thus far, they
A treaty must be concluded,

threat.
can be also used bv countries from the third world, 
before developments get out of hand.

One of the -main obstacles to a chemical weapons treaty is the question of
I fully realize that. In the past year the Committee has started

This momentum should not be allowed to peter
verification, 
to tackle that problem seriously.
out.

I therefore welcome the recent important contribution by the United States.
On verification we think along the same lines; individual elements, in particular 
regarding routine inspections, are of course in need of further refinement.

It is encouraging to note that the Soviet Union has somewhat modified its 
position regarding on-site inspections. Essential gacs, however, continue to exist 
and differences remain or, the conditions for challenge-inspections. In our view, 
systematic international inspections are necessary both with respect to the 
destruction of stockpiles and to the closing and dismantling of chemical weapons 
plants. The full use of modern technical equipment can help to decrease the degree 
of intrusiveness of such inspections. Some random inspections to deter clandestine 
production in the civilian industry of the most dangerous chemicals can likewise 
not be dispensed with. In many respects,such inspections are preferable to a 
system of challenge inspections alone: it will often be difficult to acquire enough

(Cont1 d)
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Netherlands)(Mr. van den Broel:-i

In addition, the‘information to justify a request for r challenge inspection, 
procedures regarding a challenge inspection could easily lead to mistrust and 
reciprocal reproaches of a dubious nature.

tool to strengthen confidence inVerification is not an end in itself but a 
the implementation of and compliance with a treaty, and to deter violations, 
ideas have been put forward to promote this verification. Perfect verification 
is neither possible nor wholly indispensable. And so a trade-off between scope, 
verification and protection against chemical attack could create the necessary

Many

confidence.
As for the question whether a chemical weapons treaty should include a 

provision against "use", we have always believed that any use would indicate a 
violation of the treaty and would therefore trigger an investigation. We have no 
objection at all, however, in accepting a specific ban on use in the convention 
itself. This seems to be the view of the majority of States in the Committee on 
Disarmament. Naturally, we must see to it that such a ban will not in any way 
detract from the obligations under the Geneva Protocol of 1925- to the
contrary, the treaty should build on the Protocol and strengthen it.

We will study with interest the proposal made by the Soviet Union for a 
complete ban or. all chemicals related to nerve agents with a particular structure.

CD/PV 207
15 ( Mr-_yidasr_Yugos.layia)_

The prohibition of chemical weapons seems to be the only item on the Committee's 
agenda or. which there is broad agreement that much has- been achieved so far in the 
harmonization of views expressed and in the consideration of various elements proposed

The Seventh Conference of Non-Aligned Countries held infor the future convention.emphasized that while nuclear disarmament has the highest priority, efforts 
should be made to conclude without further delay a treaty banning chemical weapons.
New Delhi

With political will and additional efforts within the Committee, it would be 
possible without much difficulty, as we have already pointed out in our previous 
statement, to take the next important step which should be the elaboration and the 
beginning of drafting of specific articles of the convention. Many delegations to the 
Committee on Disarmament, through their concrete proposals, either with regard to the 
issue as a whole or concerning some elements of the- future convention, have made 
significant contribution to that effect. Their active- participation in the work of the 
contact groups has facilitated the- elaboration, elucidation and harmonization of 
particular elements of the convention.

The reports on the activities of the Working Group as well as the views of the- 
Chairman of the Working Group at the- 1992 session represent s significant compilation 
of collective efforts that have been put into the preparation of the convention.

''Basic provisionsWe would particularly like to refer to the proposals of the "due:-:, 
of u convention on the- prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of 
chemical weapons and on their destruction", that of the United Status e.ntit t.
"United States detailed views on the contents of a chemical weapons ban , an- t e

"Verification of non-production of chemical :
of careful consideration on the part ofUnited Kingdom working paper entitled 

weapons". All these proposals arc the subject
our experts.

contribution to the elaboration of a convention on 
of 199.2, wo submitted two working 

the problem of their definition and verification",
Yugoslavia has also made its 

the prohibition of chemical weapons, 
papers, one on "Binary weapons and

In the course
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Inand- the other on "Some aspects of verification in a chemical weapons convention' . 
the consideration of verification natters, we have always proceeded from the standpoint 
that this problem should bt solved in such a way as to inspire confidence in the 
implementation of an agreement banning chemical weapons, 
procedures in the Committee's Working Group have indicated the complexity of this problem, 
both from its technical and political aspects. Ue also consider that it would not be 
practicable to devise verification procedures which would provide an absolute assurance 
that the convention is not being violated. At the same time, we shar2 the view that a 
chemical weapons convention must provide for sufficient verification to deter the would-be 
violator and to provide a degree of assurance against violation Py one party which is 
accepted as adequate by others.

The discussions on verification

The verification of chemical weapons should, in our opinion, be implemented on the 
basis of national and international procedures, where we consider that national 
verification does not preclude international verification but rather that they complement 

In order to increase confidence among countries, it is possible that botheach other.
national and international verification be based on an agreed, generally acceptable and 
unified identification system — methods that would be standardized for particular

This, of course, does not preclude a separatechemical warfare agent categories, 
national approach,, especially when a country has qualified personnel, equipment and 
organization for the gathering of samples, data processing, etc. The standardizing of 
the methods of international verification can greatly facilitate the national verification 
system and chemical defence measures, in those countries as well which have no experience 
in developing their own verification methods. The standardizing of verification methods 

their periodical modification in accordance with scientific and technological 
It is understandable that the introduction of new methods and procedures should 

be subject to agreement and acceptance on the part of an international organ created by
In our view, arms reduction and

disarmament agreements must be founded on reasonable confidence, as is the case with some 
existing agreements. If there'is a decrease in confidence or if there is doubt concerning 
the violation of agreements, then only verification measures can restore confidence among

This is particularly true for the countries which possess

presupposes 
progress.

the States parties to the chemical weapons convention.

States parties to the agreements. 
production facilities and stockpiles of chemical weapons.

Acknowledging the importance of the verification system in agreements concerning arms 
reduction and disarmament, we nevertheless deem unacceptable the condition that agreement 
should first be reached on verification provisions and that only then should we proceed

Wv accept, of course, and considerto the elaboration of other parts of the convention. 
it useful to accord du_- attention to verification as well, parallel with the consideration

However, we see no reason for empnasis to be placed exclusively
Because important

of ail relevant issues, 
on tnis question while ail other equally important ones are left aside.



The first question concerns the basic prohibition, as stated on p-ge u of 
document CD/54 . Riot-control agents and herbicides have been excluded from the 
prohibition. Why is this so, when it has beer, previously stated that the provisions 
of the convention should cover super-toxic lethal, other lethal, other harmful chemicals 
(such as incapacitating chemicals) and their precursor chemicals?

CD/FV.207
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has been made in the consideration of some other issues, it is realistic to
After all, it wouldprogress

expect that they can easily be finalized with an added effort, 
bv difficult to consider in isolation only verification issues without having previously 
reached a firm agreement on wnat sr.ould be subject to verification.

The system of work applied rc far in the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons
Within the1 contact groups that simultaneously consideredhas proved itself useful, 

particular elements of the convention, fundamental material whicr. ought to make up the 
future convention has been categorized. Alternative possibilities have been put forward 
for those questions which have not yet been cleareaup, or indications have been made 
as to what direction should more or less be looked at in seeking solutions. It has also 
been shown to be necessary, in the process of examining particular proposals and, 
respectively, the views expressed by particular delegations, to require some clarification 
in order to accelerate even more the process of the harmonization of views. In this 
connection, we would consider it useful if the United States delegation were to explain 
certain questions which have emerged in the course of our preliminary examination of

Perhaps some of the questions that will be posed in thethe United States paper, 
meantime have already been clarified at informal meetings between the United States

we would be grateful if the United States delegationand interested delegations, 
would find it possible to furnish further explanations at an appropriate time.

The next question refers to the non-transfer/non-assistance under (b/. 
prohibition of the transfer of suner-toxic lethal chemicals is envisaged only in relation 
to non-parties to the convention and not for the parties to it as well, 
reasons for this and also for setting the limit at exactly IOC grams?

Vie understand the expression "permitted purposes1' (page 2 of CD/345) to refer to 
the use of any toxic chemical and its precursor chemical in smaller concentrations for 
medical purposes as well as the protection of plants, 
then appropriate protective measures should be applied.
of "permitted purposes" correctly? Is not a metric ton too large a quantity for such 
purposes?

The

What are the

If used in greater concentrations, 
Have we understood the meaning

The proposed preparatory commission, which would come into existence soon after 
the convention is opened for our signatures and which should remain in existence until

V>
J
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the convention comes into force and thereafter until the first meeting of the 
consultative committee, is given an important role in facilitating prompt implementation 
of the provisions of the convention. Ir. view of the fact that it is uncertain when 
the convention will enter into force — in unfavourable circumstances this could tc ke

_ would the preparatory commission in that case continue working without
interruption or would another procedure be envisaged?

What is the relationship of the fact-finding panel to the consultative committee? 
Both organs could, for example, carry out on-site inspection, but it is not clear 
whether the panel has any obligations toward the consultative committee. Can it be 
assumed that this is a direct organ of the depositary, which appoints ten of its 
members and serves as chairman of the panel?

With regard to the panel's composition, we wish to state that we consider the 
proposed procedure for the election of permanent and non—permanent members as being 
unacceptable, as it introduces differentiation between permanent and non-permanent 
members, according greater rights to a small group of States.

Apart from the confidence-building measures referred to, are any other confidence­
building measures considered?

Does the United States envisage — and if so, what kind of role is envisaged for — 
national technical means of verification, given that there is no mention of it 
whatsoever in the paper?

In the section on "Additional provisions", it is recommended under (a) that the 
convention should also contain a preamble and provisions regarding international 
co-operation in the field of chemistry. Would you also consider the possibility of 
international co-operation including the field of toxicology? We consider this also 
to be an important field of international co-operation.

some time

The USSR proposal entitled "Basic provisions of a convention on the prohibition 
of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their 
destruction" (CD/294), apart from the many common points it has with other proposals,

We would also appreciate it if the Soviet delegationcontains some differences as well, 
would offer some additional information in order that we can better understand the
proposal submitted.

In the part referring to the elimination or temporary conversion of facilities 
which provide capacities for the production of chemical weapons (page 5), under 
paragraph 1, there is mention of the elimination or dismantling of facilities which 
provide capacities for the production of chemical weapons. However, no mention is
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made of filling facilities as well, which are part of the prohibition mentioned in the 
"United States detailed views'1. We assume that this has tc do with separate 
technological production processes. On the oni. hand, chemical warfare agents and, 
on the other, filling facilities in which the final product — i.e. the chemical 
weapon
encompass such filling facilities as well, bearing in mind particularly the binary 
weapons.

If this is correct, we think that the Convention shouldis obtained.

The Soviet proposal does not mention specifically the closure of production 
facilities v/hich would have to precede their elimination or dismantling. In our 
view, each State party to the convention snould start with activities in order to 
destroy or divert its stock of chemical warfare agents, munitions, devices and equipment 
specifically designed for chemical warfare immediately after it becomes a party to the 
convention, and complete them no later than ten years after that date.

The question previously raised whether one metric ton of super-toxic lethal 
chemicals which may be left for "permitted purposes" is an excessive quantity also 
applies to the proposal of the USSR.

Our last question concerns the part having to do with the fact-finding procedure 
relating to compliance with the convention. To be more precise, it refers to the 
second paragraph of item 2 on page 8 of the proposal, in which it is said, inter alia, 
that "The State Party to which such a request is sent may treat the request favourably 
or decide otherwise". In view of the fact that this relates to requests for on-site 
inspection concerning the destruction of accummulated stocks of chemical weapons and 
concerning the destruction and dismantling of facilities, we would like an explanation 
of what particular situation is envisaged that would give a justification to the State 
party so requested to "decide otherwise".

We would also be grateful to the Soviet delegation if it would provide the necessary 
clarifications at on appropriate time.

We would like to express the hope that these and other questions will be considered 
in the deliberations of the Working Group, which will,.we expect, begin its work 
without delay. In view of the results achieved so far in the chemical weapons contact 
groups, we are of the opinion that there is no need for all of them to be set up again.
It would be much more rational if work were concentrated on a parallel consideration of 
some of the most important elements of the convention in appropriate contact groups, 
while at the same time one such group could immediately initiate the elaboration of 
those parts of the convention on which general agreement exists.
year the Committee should complete the elaboration of the first draft of some of the 
future provisions of the convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons or of 
corresponding annexes.

We think that this
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1 take the floor today to apeak on the sucject oi cnemicax weapons.

My delegation is gratified by the positive interest shown in our document (CD/343) 
containing detailed views on the contents of a chemical weapons ban. We have had 
fruitful and constructive informal exchanges with many delegations and have welcomed 
the questions of our colleagues. We have tried to respond promptly and clearly to 
such questions in whatever forum they were asked.

At the plenary meeting on 29 March we were pleased to have several thoughtful 
and serious questions put to my delegation by the distinguished representative of 
Yugoslavia, Ambassador Vidas. Such interest in our paper is deeply appreciated and 
deserves an equally serious response, which I am pleased to provide today.

The United States holds the view that riot-control agents and herbicides should 
not be covered by this convention. Let me say at the outset that, although we hold 
this viev;, our objective is not to retain an option for waging chemical warfare with 
such chemicals. We ruled this out years ago. This fact is certainly well known.
Most importantly, we do not see that including these chemicals in z ban on development, 
production, stockpiling and transfer would promote the ultimate objective of 
preventing their use in combat. In contrast to the military nerve gases, for example,
herbicides are not developed, produced, or stockpiled 'for chemical weapons purposes 
but can easily be obtained through commercial channels. In fact, military forces 
may well have substantial quantities of herbicides readily available for vegetation 
control at bases, s perfectly legitimate purpose. Commercial spraying equipment, 
such as spray aircraft, can be quickly requisitioned. Quite probably, a State could 
be in full compliance with a provision banning the development, production and 
stockpiling of herbicides for chemical weapons purposes and yet be' able to use 
herbicides for prohibited purposes within a few days.

In many countries, militaryA similar situation exists for riot-control agents, 
and -paramilitary forces are equipped with substantial amounts of such agents for the 
purposes of maintaining internal order. . We do not see how a provision against the 
development, production, and stockpiling of riot-control agents for military purposes 
could be effective in preventing their use for prohibited purposes when the substances 
are already available in significant quantities for permitted purposes.

Ambassador Vidas also dealt with the permitted transfer of super-toxic lethal 
chemicals for protective purposes. It is well known that many countries use small 
quantities of such chemicals for research purposes to develop protection against 
chemical attack. In many cases the State obtains the necessary chemicals from an 
ally, rather than producing the chemical itself. It seems desirable to permit such 
arrangements to continue once a treaty comes into force. A ban on small-scale 
transfers could have the clearly undesirable effect of encouraging many States to 
set up production facilities in order to have super-toxic chemicals for protective 
research purposes. Of course, transfers should be permittèd only under appropriate 
controls, which necessarily can apply only to parties. Thus, we can agree that even 
small-scale transfers to non-parties should be banned.
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The proposed limit of 100 grams is a nominal one for purposes of discussion. 
V.'e would welcome comments as to whether it is reasonable or not.

We have also been asked to clarify our understanding of the term "permitted
This is a very broad term which covers industrial,purposes" as used in.our document, 

agricultural, research, medical and other peaceful purposes, law enforcement purposes 
and protective purposes, as well as military purposes — such as the use of chemicals 
as rocket fuels — which are not related to chemical weapons. The one-ton limit 
would apply specifically to super-toxic lethal chemicals for protective purposes, a 
legitimate activity which is closely related to chemical weapons. Again, one ton is 
an approximate figure for discussion purposes. We believe the one-ton limit is low 
enough to preclude waging chemical warfare on any militarily signifies it scale, 
assessing whether it is reasonable, it should be kept in mind that ont ton is a 
ceiling, not a quota. States should be required to justify whatever amount they used, 
even small quantities. Also, the one-ton figure is an aggregate for all super-toxic 
lethal chemicals used for protective purposes.

In

(Cont ' d)

J
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The Yugoslav delegation also asked if in our view the proposed preparatory 
commission would continue working without interruption until the treaty entered into 
force, whether this occurred quickly or only after some time. Our hope is th-t the 
preparatory commission would be able to complete promptly the tasks ass gneo 
the'convention. But certainly it should work as long as necessary. As a legal 
matter, it would exist until the consultative committee was established, sh-. t-j, 
after the entry into force of the convention.

A question -was raised regarding the relationship between theshould 
U.A.U—*_____________  Our suggestion is that the fact-finding panel should

we would note that we simply assumed that, as in the case 
the depositary should be the chairman of the consultative committee.

With regard to our views on any confidence-building measures beyond those

others 
our colleagues.

are not mentioned in the
to include suchIt has been noted that national technical means

To our way of thinking, it was not necessary 
a reference. Of course, States will continue to acquire information using whatever 
national technical means are available to them. But such means are not accessible 
to many States and, in any case, are hopelessly inadequate for verification of a ban 
such as is envisaged in this convention. The principal means for verification mus 
be international in nature to ensure effectiveness and political acceptability an o

United States paper.

inspire confidence.

Finally, Ambassador Vidas raised the question whether the provisions for 
international co-operation would include the field of toxicology. My delegation 
feels this would be entirely appropriate. Knowledge of the toxic effects of chemicals 
is becoming increasingly important.

I hope I have been successful in clarifying our positicn in response to the 
questions put by cur Yugoslav colleagues and others. We hope that by doing so we 
have facilitated negotiations on a chemical weapons convention.
similar clarifications from other delegations. Only if delegations clearly explain 
their views on the key issues shall we be able to move fruitfully ahead.

We look forward to



In tliis connection ve would like tc express our gratitude to the delegations 
Which took part in the consultât ons. This, of course, includes the delegation 
of the Netherlands, with which aiso we held consultations, and we should like, 
through you, Mr. Chairman, to convey our gratitude to the head of the Netherlands
delegation.

The Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons resumed its work a few^aays ago. 
First of all, the Soviet delegation wishes to congratulate Ambassador KcFhail of 
Canada on his appointment as Chairman of this Group, and wishes him success. Ve 
should also like to maire a few general comments on the Group's work.

deal of what Ambassador KcPhadl said in his interestingWe endorse a greatstatement at the meeting of the Working Group on 6 April and m general tne 
optimistic and business-like tone of his statement. We could go even further

We continue to believe that the elaboration of a
could be successfully conpletedin expressing optimism, 

convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons
this year.

What is our view of the general content and character of the future- 
negotiations in the Working Group? It would of course be possible to choose the 
eas;y path and concentrate all the attention of the Working G^o-p on questions on 
which there is a coincidence or similarity of positions. In fact, there is a 
large number of such questions, including many key, basic issues affecting tne 
future convention. If we were to put agreed wordings on these issues on paper, 
we could blow the trumpets announcing to the world our great success and keeping 
quiet about those serious differences which continue to exist. Such an approacn 
would rather delude world public opinion and would hardly contnoute to tne 
speedy conclusion of the negotiations.

But we"could also go to the other extreme. We could concentrate all 
attention on the problems on which there are differences between us, including 
secondary ones.

Ve are resolutely opposed to such an approach andwork to a deadlock. 
the Soviet Union delegation, 
will not follow this line.

Ch/FV.211
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Socialist Repuolics) (translated from Russiar.iMr. ISSRAEÏYAi: (Union of Soviet . ----------
Mr. Chairman, the Soviet delegation today intends to refer once again to the question
of the prohibition of chemical weapons.

like other delegations ve, of course, very much regret that at least two months 
of work have been lost and that the good start made in its work at tne beginning of 
this year by the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons under the guidance 01 

Ambassador Sujka of Poland was not appropriately followed up.
As to the Soviet delegation, it has not wasted its time during this enforced 

break. The USSR delegation has submitted a number of new proposais on key issues 
of the future convention at plenary meetings of the Committee. _ In addition to

conducted intensive bilateral and multilateral consultations on
The mainthat, in March we . .various aspects of the complicated chemical disarmament problem, 

conclusion we have reached from these consultations is that progress in the 
elaboration of a convention on the pronibition of chemical weapons is entirely

A large number of questions was put to us, to which we tnec to give
Ve, for our part, put questions to our colleagues which were 
In addition, all those taking part in those consultations

believe. help towards

possible.
exhaustive answers. 
of interest to us. m&de interesting comments and observations, vdiich will, we
mutual understanding.

•H 
i
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On the oneVe should go along the tested road, of international negotiations, 
hand, ve should agree- upon, formulate and draft those provisions, and first and 
foremost the key provisions relating to the general scope of the convention, the 
necessary definitions, verification and other subjects, on which there is a 
coincidence or similarity of positions, 
with thus work, we should continue intensive negotiations in order to find the

Ve believe that

On the other hand, in close connection

solutions to the problems on which there are still differences, 
the recording of similar positions on the key problems should keep ahead of the 
phase of finding solutions to unsolved questions.
For example, what is the need to conduct negotiations on specific methods of 
conducting international on-site verifications of the destruction of chemical- 
weapon stockpiles, on the basis of quotas or the drawing of lots or on any other 
basis, if there is no recorded agreement, even of a preliminary nature, on the 
mandatory conduct of systematic international on-site verifications of the 
destruction of stockpiles and on the method to be used? To be brief, ve wish to 
construct the building starting from its foundation and not from the roof.

I will exolain this idea.

Nov I would like to touch upon the comments on our proposals and the 
observations made by various delegations both at plenary and at other meetings.
Ve shall also rerly to the questions addressed to the Soviet delegation.

Our agreement with the proposal of a number of non-aligned and neutral States 
to include in. the future convention a provision prohibiting the use of chemical 
weapons in general met vd.tr. a positive response in the Committee. Some 
delegations at the same time stressed the need to be cautious so as not to 
.prejudice the 1Ç25 Geneva Protocol. Ve fully share this view and believe, like 
~the--delegazionc of Indonesia, Sweden and of many other countries, that the task is 
not merely to avoid unfavourable consequences for the Geneva Protocol, and in 
particular not to allow a limitation of the general scope of the prohibition in 
it, which covers also bacteriological weapons, but to make the regime of non-use 
of chemical weapons.-established by it even stronger, more reliable and more 
universal.

The Soviet delegation wishes the future convention to provide a regime of the 
non-use of chemical weapons that is unique and strictly mandatory for all States 
and based on the idea that there can be no justification for the use of chemical 
weapons either in war, in military conflicts or as a first or retaliatory strike, 
with the use of the completely prohibited eupertoxic chemicals or the so-called 
"other lethal chemicals" which are anc will always be produced in huge quantities 
for peaceful purposes.

Together vdth an agreement on the use, within the framework of the convention, 
of the verification machinery for th° verification of compliance with the provision 
on the non-use of chemical weapons also, this would lead to a substantial 
strengthening of the non-use regime, and we believe that it should be our main 
goal.

The delegations of the United States and Prance have spoken here in favour of 
a '•provisional" solution of the problem of verification of non-use based on 
resolution 37/9R b of the United Nations General Assembly. We believe that the 
earliest possible conclusion of the convention would be the most effective and 
complete guarantee of the non-use of chemical weapons. Proceeding from this 
premise, it is necessary to make every effort in order to sneed up the elaboration
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Byof the convention, avoiding actions which might complicate the negotiations, 
nto-do sing the verification of compliance with the 1925 Geneva Protocol, the 
resolution enlarge- the obligations of the States parties through a vote in the 
SiUd Nati^i, with the participation also of State. which «re not signatories of 
the Protocol. We have already noted that slightly more than half of the States 
nsrties to the Geneva Protocol voted in favour of the resolution. Thus, a farina pScÏÏt could be created of the revision of an international agreement 
without taking into account and contrary to the opinions of a significant number 
of the parties to it. Such a practice would be in flagrant contradiction with 
the1969 Vienna Convention on the law of international treaties, and in Particular 

article 39 thereof, which allows the amendment of a treaty only on the basiswith
of an agreement between the parties.

the implementation of theThat is why the Soviet Union will not take part in above-mentioned resolution end we have stated so recently to Re united Batrone 
Secretary-General. We appeal to every delegation to think about the negat 
consequences that would result from an attempt to impose the solution of 
disarmament problems through a majority of votes »

A number of the Committee's membersput qïeSiinsCon thTsoviît Jî^osaAor a renunciation, by the/^HlSSction^

really necLsEy, whether it might not be hamful to progress in the sphere of 
the peaceful Seiical industry in the distant future, and what is the 
sud. an action if there axe other chemicala which are also used for them cal
weapons production.

detail to these and 
For the moment IUnfortunately I cannot, in the present statement, repxy in 

similar questions. That will be done in the Working Group, 
will make some general observations on our approach.

the Committee believe that even after the
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons enters ^tate
will in effect be entitled, if it so wishes, to produce supertoxic lethal chemicals
and any other chemicals, including those capable of being the key precuf®°^\ ^th 
Sem^Xl weapons, as well as particularly dangerous organophosphorue compounds with 
the methyl-phosphorus bond, provided that States intend to use them all, 
arms production but for peaceful purposes. We have been told that such facilities 
will be declared and be subject to verification - to verification by the drawing 
of lots, what is more.

A number of delegations in

dacl^cd^^^

kinds various, both large and small, and the element of 3-"_ prying
of verification by the drawing of lots will be so great that tte potential violator 

- convention is hardly likely to be disturbed by such a method. I d
have to Bay that such a system, whereby the ^ the

them to be discredited in the eyes 01 *ne
proposed approach is very complicated,

of the
even
all chemical enterprises, might cause 
consumers of their products. 
vulnerable and, what is mere, ineffective.

Thus the
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As far as cur approach is concerned, it narrows down the range of the 
industrial facilities capable of producing any supertoxic lethal chemicals, as well 
as those chenicals — "key precursors" (with the methyl-phosphorus bond) which are 
the most dangerous from the point of view of their use for chemical weapons 
production, practically to a single special facility in any State party.
Regardless whether 30 kg or 500 kg of such chemicals are needed, they should be 
produced at the special facility subject to systematic international on-site 
verifications by quota, and nowhere else. The detection of the production of 
these chemicals by other enterprises on the basis of verification by challenge 
would prove the violation of the convention.

Bow I come to the questions of distinguished Ambassador Vidas of Yugoslavia 
addressed to us on 29 March.

The delegation cf Yugoslavia was interested in whether according to the 
Soviet position, facilities for filling chemical-weapons should be eliminated or 
dismantled and enverprises producing the chemical weapons should be closed

Naturally, our reply to bothicediately after the convention enters into force. 
questions is positive.

The verification procedure proposedOne thing should be explained however, 
by the USSR for the closing* and elimination or dismantling of chemical weapons 
production facilities, as veil as the timing for their declaration considerably 
differ from the anorcack contained, for example, in the "United States detailed 
views on the contents of a chemical weapons ban" and in the statement by the 
United States delegation in the Committee on 17 March, upon which we shall dwell 
in greater detail in the Working Group.

The delegation of Yugoslavia requested us to explain our position on 
specialized facilities for the permitted production of supertcxic lethal chemicals.

The Soviet Union believes that the upper limit cf the production of supertoxic 
lethal chemicals for permitted purposes, i.e. for industry, agriculture, research, 
medicine and any other peaceful purposes, for the purpose of protection from 
chemical weapons as well as for military purposes not connected with the use of 
chemical weapons, should be one metric ton for any State party. This means that 
the total quantity of such chemicals produced at the special facility, transferred 
from stockpiles or acquired in some other way every year or at the disposal of 
the State party at any moment should not go beyond this limit. It may be less, 
be only a part of this amount, but it should not be superior to it at any time. 
Taking into account all these features of our position, the one—ton limit does not 
seen to us to be too high.

Finally, the delegation of Yugoslavia was interested in how the Soviet Union 
understands the verification of a justified request on a voluntary basis, 
confirm, that we see this form of verification as universal and one which could be 
used especially for the verification cf the non-production of chemicals for 
chemical weapons at commercial enterprises.

We

As to the verification of the



It is sometimes said that the Soviet Union, in proposing the prohibition of 
production of methyl-phosphorus bond compounds at commercial enterprises, 

wishes to exclude the entire commercial industry from the scope of verification 
under the convention. Of course, this is a flagrant distortion of our position. 
We in no way eliminate the problem of the verification of the so-ca^lea ey 
precursors. We are in favour of the elaboration of c iteria and definitions 
for such precursors and the setting up of appropriate ists on the basis of these. 
We believe that the States parties to the convention should annually submi 
information on the precursors included in these lists thau they haie pro uce , 
acquired, retained or used for permitted purposes. We in no way eliminate, 
either, the question of the verification of chemicals which are particular y 
dangerous from the point of view of their possible diversion for purposes 
connected with the use of chemical weapons. We propose a similar approac1 *o 

In both cases the system of on-site Verification on the basis of a

the

then.
justified request could be applied.

The decision of the State in the case of a request for verification by 
challenge will depend, to a large extent, on the nature of the request, the specific 
circumstances which provoked it, and so on. The request shoulc be prompted by the 

of compliance with the convention by all States, and not by any other
It is only natural that a completely unjustified

real interests
justified.
e basis of considerations,which are far removed from the

Let us be realistic and ask

it shouldreasons;
request submitted on
convention's purposes will be met accordingly.
ourselves — can we demand from a State to which a request is addressed that it . 
should accept verification automatically? That would mean that verification 
could cover any enterprise which has nothing to do with the production of chemicals 
for the purposes of chemical warfare but which, let us say, is directly connected 
with military production, for example, the production of missile fuel, explosives, 
various types of armaments, military equipment, etc., si ce at present chemistry 
is used everywhere. Those who state that they are read automatically to permit 
an international on-site verification in response to any request, even if

Ve have no doubt about it.unjustified, are demagogues.

Distinguished delegates, the Soviet delegation would now like to make some 
the prospects for the negotiations on the prohibition olgeneral comments on 

chemical weapons.

decisive stage of the negotiations aimedThe Committee is on the eve of the

But in the final analysis, success will be determined not by *hesi ac ' 
the readiness of every delegation to search for mutually accepta e so ^ 
compromises, to display flexibility. It will also depend on vie er a _ . ..
will continue to be made artificially to heat uP the atmosphere at the negotiations 
and to turn them into an arena for various political speculations, or whether a 
business-like situation will prevail.

Of

CD/FV.211
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destruction of stockpiles, we believe that its main form will be systematic 
international on-site verifications on the basis of an agreed quota at a transformed 
or suecial destruction facility.

O
i -P
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SinceIn this context I should like to draw your attention to the following.
7 July I960, when the USSR and the United States submitted to the Committee their 
"Joint report" (document CD/112), the Soviet Union has repeatedly improved its 
approaches to certain aspects of the problem, of the prohibition of chemical weapons, 
come out with various initiatives, meeting half-way the other participants in the 
negotiations, including the Western countries, in order to achieve an early 
agreement.
the purposes of verification, national forms of verification, national technical 
means and international on-site verification on the basis of a justified request 
are adequate, nevertheless agreed that the verification of the destruction of 
stocks and of the production of supertoxic lethal chemicals for permitted purposes 
should be conducted on the basis of mandatory international on-site verifications. 
Quite recently, we agreed with the position of the non-aligned countries on the 
inclusion of a provision on the non-use of chemical weapons in the convention.

It is enough to recall that the Soviet Union, while believing that for

And what has happened during this time to the United States approach to the 
key questions of the prohibition of chemical weapons? Using els a cover the 
allegations invented by them in respect of the USSR and other socialist countries, 
the United States has moved sway from some of its earlier positions, has toughened 
them, in particular oh questions of verification, etc. 
inspire great optimism, but on the contrary leads to the sad conclusion that what 
we are dealing with is no more than another political game.
of our reckonings the fact that chemical weapons have an important role to play 
in the Pentagon's plans for the next decade, 
said a great deal about this in recent times.

Such a movement does not

We cannot leave out

Various American statesmen have

We also pay attention to the fact that sometimes proposals are put forward in 
the Committee which are known to be unacceptable to us and which in some cases have 
a quite unrealistic and demagogic character. Sometimes differences appear as if 
from nowhere, based simply, it seems, on a lack of desire to take into account the 
opinion of the other aide. This happened recently when the tasks of contact 
group C were defined within the framework of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical 
Weapons, when, in spite of the objections of the entire group of socialist 
countries, it was considered possible again to put forward an unacceptable range 
of such tasks at the Group's meeting on 11 April. There are also in the Committee 
those who are in favour of a method of negotiating with the Soviet Union which 
offers no prospects at all — the method of putting pressure on it. They believe 
that the greater the pressure on the Soviet Union, the greater are the chances for 
an agreement. This is a profound delusion. It was very convincingly stated by 
the USSR Foreign Minister, Andrei Gromyko, at his press conference on 2 April.

We call upon all delegations and in the first instance the United States 
delegation to embark upon honest, constructive negotiations taking into account the 
mutual interests of the sides.
Soviet delegation, at any rate, will resolutely follow such an approach to the 
negotiations.

TheOnly such negotiations can lead to success.
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x should like to turn now to anotherWith your permission, Mr. Chairman,
lu-triwirtf', high-priority item on the agenda of this body, namely, the question 
of the elimination of chemical weapons. As is well known, that question has ^ 
traditionally figured prominently among the disarmament issues on which my country 
has focused its attention, "both around this conference table and in the 
United Nations. At the thirty-seventh session of the United Nations 
General Assembly, I had the opportunity of putting on record Poland's satisfaction 
with the productive results which this organ, through its subsidiary body, had 
been able to score in 1962. Indeed, we hope that also inl963, despite the 
regrettable delay in the reactivation of the chemical working group, it will 
prove possible to make a meaningful advance towards the long—overdue goau. of 
a multilateral convention on the prohibition of the development, production and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their destruction.

The Prague Declaration of States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty, which as 
will be recalled — addressed, also a number of other priority items on the agenda 
of the Committee, urged this body to accelerate the elaboration of an international 
convention on banning and liquidating chemical weapons. 
constructive proposals and important concessions, especially with regard to the 
scope of prohibition and verification in a future convention, made by the USSR, 
both at the second special session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted 
to disarmament and again last February in the Committee on Disarmament, should 
greatly help in achieving early, positive results of the Committee's nearly 
15 years of efforts. The question of chemical, weapons has its specifically 
European aspect, too. There is the prospect of the Imminent deployment by the 
United States of the most lethal, binary weapons in Western Europe, on the 
territory of some of its NATO allies. Bearing this in mind, in the Prague 
Declaration the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty offered a constructive, 
practical and far-sighted proposal. It provides for practical steps, parallel 
to the efforts of this Committee, to be taken in order to rid Europe of these 
weapons of mass annihilation. Poland and other States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty 
welcome the interest shown in this idea on the part of a number of European 
countries. Building upon this understandable interest, the socialist States are 
prepared to initiate meaningful contacts with all interested States, including 
States members of the NATO alliance, in order to arrange for a common consideration 
of practical problems with a view to achieving the goal of a Europe free from 
chemical weapons. This readiness of ours has been reaffirmed by the Foreign 
Ministers of States parties to the Warsaw Treaty meeting in Prague last week.

We believe that

We have no doubt in our mind that the successful outlawing of these weapons 
from the continent of Europe would greatly contribute to the comprehensive ban 
on chemical weapons which we in this Comnittee have been tirelessly seeking for 
more than a decade.
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Before I conclude, allow me to make some remarks with regard to the prohibition 
of chemical weapons. In the course of this session ay delegation has already 
commented on recent regional initiatives which have been motivated by the danger of 
the production and deployment of new kinds of chemical weapons. At their recent 
Prague meeting, the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the Warsaw Treaty member States 
further developed the proposal to free Europe from chemical weapons. The Ministers 
expressed the readiness of the socialist countries to consider with other interested 
States practical questions related to this objective. This would especially apply to 
the scope and sequence of the relevant measures, the content of the commitments and 
verification of their observance.

In this connection I should like to drav; your attention to the proposal made by 
my country on the creation of a chemical-weapon-free zone in central Europe.

These proposals have met with interest and response in many European Countries. 
At the same time we heard here in this Committee arguments according to which the 
proposals in question would be bound to distract attention from a comprehensive 
solution of the prohibition of chemical weapons.

The recent Prague meeting gave an unequivocal and pertinent answer to those 
arguments in stating that "the Warsaw Treaty member States continue to maintain that 
the radical solution of the problem of the prevention of chemical war would be the 
prohibition and the destruction of chemical weapons on a global scale". It was 
emphasized that the creation of a chemical-weapon-free zone, as a parallel measure, 
should facilitate the achievement of this goal.

As far as the further negotiations on a chemical weapons ban in this Committee 
are concerned, my delegation outlined on 22 February its approach aiming at 
beginning a new phase in our negotiations. In the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical 
Weapons, we noted with interest the ideas of its newly appointed Chairman,
Ambassador McPhail of Canada, on the further proceedings•of the Group. We will 
support all efforts directed at reaching quick results in drafting a chemical 
weapons convention. Having this in mind ve see much merit in a kind of "double 
approach", i.e. to draft in the Working Group and its contact groups the basic 
provisions of the convention on which there is agreement, and to proceed with the 
clarification of unresolved questions as well as the elaboration of detailed 
provisions connected with the implementation of the convention.

In the Working Group, the delegation of the German Democratic Republic will 
actively take part in such work and elaborate on the issues in question.
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At the same time, the Committee also has before it a question to which the 
Socialist Republic of Viet Nam, like all the non-aligned countries and many other 
countries, pays very close and sustained attention, namely, the question of the
prohibition of chemical weapons.
suffered as much as the people of Viet Nam the horrible and lasting consequences of 
the use of toxic chemical substances in war. 
extermination ought to be prohibited as soon as possible.

No other people in the world in recent decades has

Tnis barbarous weapon of mass

In connection with this urgent need for a strict prohibition of chemical
I feel it to be my duty, as the reoresentative of the people of Viet Namweapons,

ard of the Socialist Republic of Viet Nam, to present to this Committee.in this 
statement some additional information concerning Viet Nam's experience, which is 
still continuing, of the long-term consequences of the massive and repeated use of 
chemical substances in the war in Viet Nam during, the years 19°1 to 1971. I am 
doing so in the fervent hope that after hearing me the Committee and the countries 
represented here will be even more determined to spare no effort to accelerate the 
conclusion of a convention on the complete prohibition of chemical weapons, so that 
the tragedy which -struck my country may never be repeated anywhere, against any
people.

As you know, an International Symposium on Herbicides and Defoliants in War. 
The Long-Term Effects on Man and Nature, was held in Ho Chi Minh City at the 
beginning of this year. The symposium dealt with a subject which is far from being 
an outmoded theoretical exercise. The emotion caused in recent months in many 
European countries by the transfer of toxic wastes from the Seveso factory, and the 
aoorehensions of countless veterans of the Indo-Chinese war in America and Australia

The Ho Chi Minh Cityare evidence of the present-day relevance of the problem.
symposium was attended by more than l60 scientists and exoerts, nearly half of whom 
came from 21 foreign countries, including the United States of America, Canada,
France, the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, the Federal Republic of Germany,. Italy, 
Japan, Sweden, India, the Soviet Union, the German Democratic Republic, Bulgaria, 
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Poland and Mongolia, to mention only those countries that 
are members of this Committee, and in one week the participants heard 72 scientific 
reports and papers and held very frank exchanges of views, both at plenary meetings 
and in working groups the rapporteurs of which were all well-known foreign scientists, 
American, English and Dutch. The symposium was strictly a working conference of 
scientists whose object was not only to make an objective assessment of existing 
scientific information but also to identify and encourage the research-work needed 
and to promote international co-operation to that end. The final summary report of 
the symposium, which was adopted unanimously, was 
21 February 1983, and shortly thereafter, in order to take advantage of the presence 
in Geneva of a well-known scientist from my country, Professor Dr. Ton Due Lang, a 
meeting was arranged between him and the experts in this Committee, during which he

In that connection,

put before the Committee on

presented additional information on the results of the symposium.
I should like to say that we are very grateful to the delegations which took part in 
that meeting, and we should also like to thank the secretariat of the Committee for
its help in organizing the meeting.

As was indicated at the symposium, various compounds of toxic chemical 
substances were used in Viet Nam, including in particular dioxin, a substance known 
for its great toxicity. The total quantity of all these herbicides and defoliants 
used against my country is estimated by different scientific authorities at some 
100.000 tons. According to the United States biologist, Arthur H. Westing, this 
total included 97,000 tons of the famous agent orange, containing up to 170 kg of

Other authorities even put forward thr figure of 500 kg.the terrible dioxin.
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These toxic chemical products which were sprayed on a vast scale, in strong 
concentrations and in large quantities, have caused serious damage to the 
environment of South Viet Nam : 45 per cent of the forests were destroyed, including
70 per cent of the coconut groves and ]SO,000 hectares of tropical forests, and 
15 per cent of the agricultural land, which it has not yet been possible to restore 
in spite of the passage of 10 years. Ecological systems were seriously damaged.
The systematic sprayngs over vast areas of South Viet Nam totally or in large part
destroyed extensive areas of forests in the provinces of Tien Giang, Ben Tre,
Cûu Long, Hâu Giang and Minh Hai and in the environs of Ho Chi Minh City. This fact
was already noted in 1974 by a group of American scientists from the Academy of
Sciences who considered that, as a result of the extensive damage caused to the 
forests, the process of natural recovery could take' 100 years and even more in 
certain regions.

The massive and repeated sprayings over large areas changed the structure of 
the soil, reduced its fertility and caused a decline in agricultural production, 
aggravating the difficulties of feeding the population. Many areas, such as the 
valley of A Sâu, formerly populated with an abundant and varied fauna and covered 
with rich forests and other useful vegetation, were transformed into infertile 
savannahs covered with wild grasses and secondary vegetation of little economic 
value, as a result of which many species of animals, both large and small have 
completely disappeared and there remain only hordes of small rodents, which are 
disease-carriers.

Thus, the tropical forests in the areas heavily sprayed with herbicides are on 
the point of disappearing. The destruction of foliage, the considerable reduction in 
the country's forest areas and the contamination of the soil have caused changes in 
the water run-off system, aggravating further the periods of flood and drought.

Considerable damage, difficult to remedy, has also been caused to the river, 
maritime and coastal ecological systems. Certain types of aquatic animals have 
disappeared and reserves of sea and river fish have been considerably reduced.

As a result of all these harmful effects of toxic substances on nature,
Viet Nam is at present confronted with an extremely difficult task, that is, how 
to restore the fertility of the soils and transform these dead savannahs into crop- 
growing areas or to repopulate them with animal species and useful plants.

The famous operation known as the chemical clean-up of the jungle, through the 
jse of herbicides containing a high proportion of dioxin, also had harmful effects, 
fhich are still continuing, on the health of the Vietnamese people : 2 million 
/ietnamese have been victims, of whom 3.500 have died and the rest are still today 
Buffering their consequences. Professor Ton Due Lang gave a scientifically detailed 
'eport on this subject during his meeting with the distinguished experts from 
ielegations; I shall therefore be brief in this connection.

Numerous investigations and tests by Vietnamese scientists confirm that the 
lassive use of these toxic substances containing dioxin has had extremely harmful
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effects on the genes of the population inhabiting the regions concerned, including 
the children born there. Even a number of years after contamination, genetic 

and abnormalities have been found among the victims.aberrations
At the Symposium, 12 reports were submitted giving strong evidence of a direct 

of chemical substances and the increased number of congenitallink between the use .. .abnormalities, monstrosities and malformations among children born in the areas tnat
were sprayed with such substances »

Thus investigations in the province of Ben Tre, which was subjected to massive 
and repeated sprayings, show that in comparison with the pre-war years, the number 
of extra-uterine pregnancies has increased six to eight times, the number of sterile 
marriages eight times, and the number of congenital abnormalities and monsters among 
new-born children 10-15 times. These are terrible figure^.

In the opinion of our experts, the use of chemical substances has also caused 
increase in the frequency of cases of cancer of the liver.an increase in the frequency of cases of cancer of the liver. In a Hanoi hospital 

it has been noted that between the period 1955-1961 and the period 19c2-196o, the 
incidence of cancer of the liver among persons subjected to those sprayings increased 
from 2.89 oer cent to 9.07 per cent. Furthermore, many statistical investigations 
carried out in different countries have shown the carcinogenic effect of dioxin in 
minute dcses (in particular the work done on behalf of the Dow Chemical Company and 
the work of the cancer research group of the Environmental Protection Agency).
Studies made in recent years in Viet Nam have also shown that the incidence of 
primary cancer of the liver among subjects exposed to sprayings with defoliants is 
five times higher than among subjects not so exposed.

These facts represent only a small part of the information contained in the
While further research is stillreports submitted at the Ho Chi Minh City Symposium, 

needed on certain aspects, at the conclusion of the Symposium everyone was agreed 
that the use of herbicides and defoliants in the Vietnamese war had resulted in grave 
and harmful long-term consequences for man, nature and the economy of Viet Nam. 
Professor Arthur W. Galston of the United States said so as long ago as on 
9 February 1977 at a Congressional hearing, when he stated that he was convinced 
that the destructive effects of toxic chemical products on viet Nam, including the 
environment and the country's entire civilization, were unforeseeable.

The International Symposium held at Ho Chi Minh City, nearly half of the 
participants in which came from foreign countries, in its conclusions appealed to 
the international community to take urgent measures to help the Vietnamese people 
to eliminate the terrible consequences of the use in war of herbicides and 
defoliants. We believe that we can count on international co-operation in the 
solution of this problem, a very difficult one and extremely costly in material and 
financial resources, clearly far beyond the possibilities of our country. We believe 
that this will be for the benefit both of the Vietnamese people and of mankind as 
whole.

a
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work of the Committee on Disarmament, I should like toTo come now to the , . ..emohasize how much these preliminary results of the Symposium underline the 
importance and urgency of finding a successful solution to the problems posed in 
this sphere of chemical weapons.

sound basis exists for the speedy 
a number of importantIt seems to me that at the present time aEliEilWSi"for solutions to the specific problems connected with tne prohibition of such

Many countries among the Group of 21 have also put forward useful ideas.weapons.
Allow me, on the basis of the results of the Symposium, to put certain thoughts 

before the Committee. In my view, the prohibition of chemical weapons should be 
universal; each State party to the convention should undertake never and in no

dismantle facilities for the production of chemicalpurposes as well as to destroy or
weapons.

As regards the question of vhat chemical substances should be prohibited, my 
delegation considers that the future convention should prohibit all chemical 
substances for purposes of war without, however, placing unnecessary difficulties 
in the way of the development of the chemical industry for peaceful purposes.

Certainly, the future convention ought to contain provisions giving an 
of its strict application. As regards the question of what specific methods of 
verification should be used with respect to the various aspects of the activities 
prohibited, my delegation is of the view that verification measures should be 
effective but should not be such as to lead to interference in the internal affairs 
of sovereign States or the creation of obstacles to the development of the chemical 
industry for peaceful purposes ; in other words, they should be very carefully 
thought out from every point of view. Thus what is needed is a rational and 
effective combination of national and international means of verification.

assurance

In conclusion, I should like to express the hope that all the States members 
of the Committee oh Disarmament, through their distinguished representatives here 
present, will make greater efforts in order to complete as soon as possible the 
elaboration of an international convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons, 
which is urgently called for both by the lessen of the tragedy of the Vietnamese 
people and by the interests of all mankind.

The Socialist Republic of Viet Nam, for its part, would like to be able to 
take a more active part in the drafting of this future convention on the prohibition

VJe could thus make available to the Committee the knowledgeof chemical weapons.
we have acquired and the results of the research being carried out by our Vietnamese 
experts, among others, on the basis of the experience suffered by the Vietnamese 
people, the harmful consequences of which are still being felt even today in the 
lives of our people.
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item 4 of the agenda.To conclude, I should like to make some comments on
Bv contrast with the consideration of other substantive issues

negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons in this Committee have made 
negotiations on v of the work done is concerned. LiKe
^nv oïher dcÎegaSons we believe that'if all participants in the negotiations 

^ ri i-n contribute to the successful completion of the work on a
convention prohibiting chemical weapons this year, that would be a completely

the

attainable objective.
The important thing, as we see it, is that the work of the Ad tioc working

In thisGroup on Chemical Weapons should be conducted in a practical way. 
connection we wish fully to support the proposal made by a number of delegations 
for a parallel approach consisting, on the one hand, of the formulation of those 
key provisions of the future convention on which there is a coincidence or 
similarity of views and, on the other hand, in close connection with this work, 
the continuation of the search for mutually acceptable solutions tc questions 
on which there are still divergencies of views.
will speed up and bring us significantly nearer to agreement on the final text 
of a convention.

We think that such an approach

As regards questions of substance, the Mongolian delegation would like 
particularly to note certain constructive proposais that have been made during 
the present session. I am thinking primarily of the support given by the 
Soviet delegation to the proposal of a number of non-aligned and neutral States 
for the inclusion in the future convention of a provision prohibiting the use 
of chemical weapons, of the Soviet proposal for a renunciation of the production 
of chemicals with the methy-phosphorus bond, and of the proposal of the 
delegation of the German Democratic Republic for the declaration and liquidation 
of stocks of binary weapons during the initial phase after the entry into force 
of the convention. These proposals are undoubtedly extremely important from 
the point of view of facilitating the negotiations on the complete prohibition 
of chemical weapons.

After the prolonged interval between the end of January of this year and 
last week, the Ad hoe Working Group on Chemical Weapons has at last managed to 
resume its work. The Mongolian delegation would like to express the hope that 
under the chairmanship of Ambassador McFhail of Canada this Working Group will 
be able to complete the task before it. .

The Committee on Disarmament has today heard the important statement of 
Comrade Nguyen Thuong, the Ambassador of the Socialist Republic of Viet Nan.
In that statement he dwelt in detail on the results of the International Syposium 
on Herbicides and Defoliants in War:
which was held in Ho Chi Minh City from 13 to 20 January 1983» 
delegation wishes to express its gratitude to the delegation of the Socialist 
Republic of Viet Nam for its noble efforts and its great contribution to the 
work of the Committee on Disarmament.

We consider that the statement by the delegation of the Socialist Republic 
of Viet Nam usefully supplements the document which was distributed in the 
Committee at this session (CD/349), and will servo an important source of 
Information in the consideration of questions of substance in the Ad hoc Working 
Group on Chemical Weapons.

Th-2 Long-Term Effects on Man and Nature,
The Mongolian



At the outsetToday I address myself to the question of chemical weapons.
I should like to express my delegation's satisfaction that the lengthy and^ 
unnecessary complications which prevented a start on work in this import an v and

of Canada, Mr. Me?hail,
Chemi cal Weapons. My

promising area have "been resolved, and that the Ambassa 
has been appointed Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group 
delegation congratulates him on his appointment and„looks 
with him at this session.

forward to working closely

Ambassador MdPhail has promised to speed our work, putting the focus on
Frankly, his task is noIn this he deserves our full support.

easy one. In the first place, proceedings have passed Deycni the testing but 
still relatively straightforward phase of identification, to me much harder stage 
of trading off firmly held positions. Secondly, important procedural brakes are 
active.

negotiation.

Under the last Chairman, various circumstances, inducing the General Assembly s 
special session on disarmament, conspired to give the Committee on Disarmamen* 
something of a free run on chemical weapons. We were able to schedule concentrated 
periods of work, even outside the regular spring and summer sessions. We were able 
to take advantage of an imaginative idea of Ambassador Sujka for contact groups,

My delegation, with many others, went onconvened with maximum informality, 
record in favour of that approach.

Since then, several delegations have legitimately pointed out that to do 
business only in English, as happened in the contact groups last year, placed them 
at a disadvantage. Accordingly, they have asked for full interpretation services. 
As a result, the contact groups are better serviced and better managed, but they 
have lost something of their informality — in a sense their youth, innocence and 
dynamism. It is my delegation's strong recommendation that some element of this 
be restored and that contact group co-ordinators be allowed, as they see fit and 
as the need arises, occasionally to resort to informal methods of business. 
is a further good reason for this, namely, the absolute limit on the number of 
rooms available in any one week for full secretarial services, and the ferocious

It would be an

There

competition for them. The competitiveness will only increase, 
enormous pity if progress towards a ban on chemical weapons became the price we had 
to pay. If the secretariat is able to provide additional facilities, notably 
increased availability of interpretation, this would be a real contribution.

When I last spoke on the question of chemical weapons, on 8 February> the 
United States delegation was on the point of tabling its detailed views on a chemical 
weapons convention. We have since studied these with profound interest: there is 
no doubt that the substantive matter which is to be found in document CD/54-2 will

On 22 February, the Ambassador of the Soviet Unionadvance our negotiations, 
announced a new policy of his Government under which it could agree to include a 
prohibition on the use of chemical weapons in a future treaty. This, too, is a 
major development, and one which my delegation welcomes as advancing our efforts 
in the elaboration of an international convention to ban chemical weapons.

CD/PV 214
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The 1925 Protocol logically should have ended the use of chemical weapons, 
hut unfortunately it did not — indeed the potential for the use of 
chemical weapons exists under the Protocol;

-v
The Protocol did not anticipate that the concept of "war'1 would evolve 
into the larger concept of armed conflict;

The Protocol allows for ambiguity on the chemicals to he covered;

A new convention containing a distinct ban on use would he truly 
comprehensive ;

The 1925 Geneva Protocol, rather than being weakened in this regard, can 
he strengthened;

Treaties build on each others there are numerous precedents;

7. The protocol is limited (by reservation and interpretation) to 
use, and to States that are parties to it;

8. The logic of future verification mechanisms (verification is not itself 
provided for under the Protocol) is that use should oe included in a 
future, ban.

I have mentioned logic more than once, for example, in the additional argument 
that the general purpose criterion should lead to including a ban on use» The 
logic'of the concept that the future convention should base itself on purpose rather 
than can ability should lead to the inclusion of a ban on use: it is use which 
transforms purpose from something subjective and debatable to objective reality*
On the other hand, there are arguments, good ones, that chemical weapons capability 
itself should also be restricted by the future convention and here, too, logic leads 
to including a ban on use. Without a restraint on chemical weapons capability, 
the convention might actually add to the risk that States could develop a 
threatening rfigwi posture, within the law. The threat of use will be much more 
aop axent than the threat of manufacture, stockpiling, transfer and

no first

so on.

1.

2.

3-
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The arguments for not following this logic and for rejecting the concept of a
there is already in place a prohibition 

Other arguments flow
from this — that ambiguities could arise in relation to the Protocol, or the 
Biological Weapons Convention which derived from it.
refer to two comprehensive statements in this regard, one by the head of the 
Polish delegation in 1981 (CP/PV.138) and the other by Ambassador Onkelinx of 
Belgium last month (CD/PV.206).

v- T do not intend now to attempt a detailed counter-argument, particularly as I . 
addressed thé matter last year (CD/W.168). It might help delegations, however, 
if I simply tabulate some of the major points made in support of including a 
prohibition on use in a future convention. These derive from statements by the 
Ambassadors of Argentina (CD/teV.167), China (CD/PV.lie), Indonesia (CD/PV.I69 and 180) 
and Pakistan (CD/W.lTl). Since our five delegations have in recent years worked 
together on this issue, I trust they will excuse my borrowing from them in this 

The points that I might tabulate are the following:

prohibition on use really boil down to one: 
on the use of chemical weapons in the 1925 Geneva Protocol.

Delegations might wish to

way.

in 
... 

.V
O

4^
A
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Of all- the arguments, verification is the nain one. - Let me assure, those 
delegations which have expressed the fear lest the verification cart be put before 
the convention horse that the correct order-is being observed. The chemical 
wessons area is a good exanple of the proposition -that disarmament and arms 
limitation conventions aim to increase security, -and that verification contributes 
to this as a consequence. States' give up partially and/or temporarily some of
their national security when they adhere to a convention so that they might benefit _

The reassurance .that the -• -from a general consequential improvement in security, 
process is worth it comes largely through the methods available to them of 
verifying that all States are connlying. In the sphere of chemical weapons> there 
will have to be an-extended and delicate period during which States reduce their 
chemical, weapons profile, actual or potential.
uncertainties. - - There will be a need to ensure — in stages or phases — that 
connlex obligations are being honoured. How this verification is achieved will r 
require continuous regulation in the course of negotiating the convention, but i.t 
will of course be subordinated to the objectives of the convention itself.

There will be asymmetries and

There been a vide measure of agreement that the future convention must 
provide a means to verify that chemical weapons have not been used." 
of this agreement is that the 1925 Protocol's prohibition on use has no verification 
mechanisp.• .It might be possible to verify something under one convention which 
is prohibited in another but, to put it mildly, that would be untidy. My , 
delegation argues a simule proposition: let the future convention ban the possibility 
of the use of chemicals as weapons, and let it provide a verification mechanism to 
ensure compliance with this ban.

The basis

..
X said earlier that we were moving into negotiations proper. This is a 

stage which calls for flexibility. The Soviet delegation has indicated the 
max:irrr. flexibility cm this key question, 
in its.detailed views submitted as document CL/343
of its position on the issue of explicitly prohibiting the use of chemical 
weapons. The French delegation, too, has recently considered ways -in which its 
own concerns, as well as the concerns of those seeking a ban on use, might be met 
by acme formula which affirmed the enduring validity of the 1925 Geneva Protocol.
My delegation is ready to negotiate on this issue, 
consensus is there: one 
the Protocol and yet one which will of itself effectively ensure against the use 
of chemical weapons.

Concretely, my delegation proposes that in dur new negotiating phase we do not, 
as in the past, exclude "use" from our terms of reference. On the contrary, we 
should build it in, by brackets, unwritten agreement or any other device. As we 
proceed, we should a.sk ourselves: what would inclusion of a specific reference 
to• use involve? What would be the legal and other implications? What verification 
procedures would be affected? I do not discount the possibility that as a Committee 
ve shall eventually conclude that a specific reference to use is not necessary in 
the prohibition itself. But such a conclusion should only come after we have 
convinced ourselves — and have a consensus to this effect — that our future 
convention will rule out the use of chemicals as weapons.

The United States delegation-earlier,
, also demonstrated an adjustment

We sense that the basis for 
which protects the undeniable and lasting achievement of
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At the "meeting this morning the distinguished Ambassador Sadleir of Australia 
made a comprehensive and convincing statement on the reasons why prohibition of 
use shbuld be included in the future chemical" weapons convention." The Chinese 
delegation supports his statement. It is our hope that the Committee on 
Disarmament will arrive at an early agreement on the important subject of the 
scope of the future convention, so as to speed up the pace of negotiation and 
elaboration of the convention, . It Is in this spirit that the Chinese delegation 
has tabled a working paper today' concerning the scope of prohibition, namely, the 
question of the prohibition regime; of the convention. We hope this paper will 
soon be distributed in different languages.

How, I wish to make a few comments on this subject.

Over the last few years, there have been fairly deep differences of opinion 
between countries on the question of whether or not the scope of the future 
convention should contain a prohibition of the use of chemical weapons. The 
Chinese delegation is pleased to note that quite a number of delegations have come 
to accept the idea of including such a prohibition. However, there are still 
some delegations which express varying degrees of reservation and doubt on the 
subject. One of the questions they have raised is, if such a prohibition is 
included in the future convention, what will its relationship be with the 
prohibition regime of the 1925 Geneva Protocol? My delegation believes a 
solution to this question can be found.

First, in statements in the plenary and again in the contact group, quite a 
number of delegations have pointed cut that the prohibition regime of the 
1925 Geneva Protocol should be in"line with that of the future convention. We 
associate ourselves with this view. Should there be any difference between the 
two, problems would arise which would be similar to those we encountered during 
negotiations when the prohibition of use was not supposedly to be included in the 
scope of the convention. For instance, it would be necessary to differentiate 
which areas come under the prohibition regime of the Protocol and which would

(Cont1 d)
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With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I shall confine my short remarks on 
tliis occasion to two main subjects on our agenda, namely, chemical weapons and 
the prevention of an arms race in outer space.

On the first topic, chemical weapons, I would like first of all to express 
thanks to the Chairmen of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons,

Like his predecessor, Ambassador Sujka of Poland, 
he has approached his task with remarkable seriousneso of purpose and sense of 

His method has made it possible to minimize drift and interminable 
It ic our fervent hope that the expectations expressed by various

our
Ambassador McPhail of Canada.

direction, 
arguments.
delegations regarding the elaboration of a convention aimed at a comprehensive 
ban on chemical weapons will not be misplaced.

My delegation is of the view that the extensive work carried out in the 
month of January this year within the chemical weapons Working Group and in 
which technical experts participated, the many proposals of various delegations, 
including those of the Superpowers and the ongoing deliberations of the i*d Hoc 
Working Group on Chemical Weapons constitute a sound basis for concrete 
negotiations that could produce a comprehensive ban on the development, production 
and stockpiling of chemical weapons. The distinguishes, representative ox uhe

(Cont ' d)
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USSR, Ambassador Issraelyan, in his intervention on 12 April said, "The 
Committee is on the eve of the decisive stage of the negotiations aimed at the 
elaboration of a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons", 
that the tvo Superpowers will demonstrate with concrete result;; that the adage 
"to whom nuch is given ouch is expected" holds true for then too.

Let me reiterate my delegation's fin; conviction that the technical issues 
of verification and compliance are not insuroountr.br e, and that the tine has 
now cone for the tvo Superpowers to demonstrate with a sense of urgency the 
ouch-needed political will with r view to reaching agreements on a comprehensive 
chemical weapons treaty under effective international control.

I hope

In the process of working out the details of a convention, my delegation 
favours r general purpose criterion rather than selecting certain substances 
only for prohibition. In the view of my delegation,'the latter could provide 
a fertile loophole.' Though most of the chemicals or substances in this regard 
nay not be weapons in themselves, one can liken them to nuclear facilities 
which may be military or peaceful, depending on who is making the declaration. 
Most delegations seated around this table have expressed willingness to proceed 
seriously with progress on a convention banning chemical weapons. In particular 
it is reassuring to note that the Soviet Union has indicated flexibility on its 
once-hardened position and also the United States delegation's detailed 
proposals made at the beginning of this session have come a long way to 
providing a live picture of a future chemical weapons convention. So the bs.ll 
is now in the Committee's court ; 
chemicsJ. weapons convention, 
seize the bull by the horns now.

we have the ingredients for what looks like a 
My delegation therefore urges the Committee to

It is the belief of my delegation that the present momentum in favour of
In order tothe elaboration of a chemical weapons ban should be maintained, 

advance the cause of our work on this question, may I suggest that a chemical 
weapons convention drafting group be set up within the Committee. Such a body, 
made up of representatives of various groups within the Committee, should be 
charged with the responsibility of elaborating a comprehensive chemical weapons 
treaty. Such a drafting group should concern itself with identifying those* 
areas where agreement has been reached, while the remaining provisions can be 
inserted in the draft as soon as final agreement on them is reached, 
not let this momentum slip atray. The merits of this proposal, we believe, are 
psychological and procedural in nature ; by collating those areas where there 
is a consensus, it will help to focus attention on those topics needing further 
treatment.

We should



CD/PV.215
50

Mr. FIELDS (United States of America):__________ Mr. Chairman, as we come to the
close of our spring session, permit me a brief survey of the state of the 
Committee from the perspective of the United States delegation.

This session began on a high note with the visits to the Committee by many 
distinguished government officials, including the Vice-President of the 
United States, the Minister for External Affairs and Deputy Prime Minister of 
Canada, and the Foreign Minister and Deputy Chancellor of the Federal Republic 
of Germany. These important visitors were followed later by the Foreign Minister 
of the Netherlands, the Minister of State of the Foreign and Commonwealth Office 
of the United Kingdom, the Director of Political Affairs of the Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs of France, and the State Secretary 6f Foreign Affairs of Norway. 
The Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs of Poland and the Deputy Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of Bulgaria Joined this distinguished host of visitors and also 
addressed the Committee. Aside from the prestige of their respective high 
offices, each brought to the Committee their expressions of respect and 
encouragement for the Committee. For our part, Vice-President Bush brought a 
major new initiative on chemical weapons to the Committee. However, despite the 
auspicious beginning and the attention devoted to our work, the Committee wasted 
almost two months of precious time — virtually two-thirds of its spring session 
on futile debate. Consideration of agenda items and procedural arrangements 
were linked to important substantive measures awaiting .its consideration, 
was a deplorable situation which prevented any real progress for this half of 
our 1983 session. Our performance this spring can only serve the interest of 
our critics and depreciate their opinion of our role as a negotiating body.
Let us learn a lesson from these mistakes, lest we, as Santayana cogently warned, 
"are damned to repeat them".

This

Our agendaWe have, however, taken some small steps in this session, 
finally settled, we re-established our working groups, elected their chairmen, 
and finally began to settle down to the substantive work of the Committee.

The achievement of a ban on chemical weapons, a priority item for the 
Committee —■ and certaintly of my delegation — got off to a promising start.
The Working Group, under the capable leadership of Ambassador McPhail of Canada, 
moved quickly to organize itself and set about the important task of resolving 
differences. Continuing the extremely useful method of work begun under 
Ambassador Sujka last year, contact groups were established to focus on key 
issues. The Working Group is considering the wealth of material developed on 
this subject — and, in particular, the "basic provisions" tabled by the 
Soviet Union last summer (CD/294) and the United States "detailed views" 
tabled this year on 10 February (CD/343)• The Chairman, aided by his consultations 
and the energetic work of his contact group leaders, has placed us in a good 
position to make significant progress in the coming summer session, 
dedicate ourselves to this vital task.

Let us all

X



Or. sufcsxantive issues before the VJorking Group, areas of consensus and also
n identified, with a view to 
consensus include many aspects

where further work needs to be done have
Areas

areas
providing a focus fcr our negotiations.
related to tha question of scope; equally, there is basic agreement on a number of

Co-operation and confidence-building measures also have^a good foundation 
are elaborated; and there is a general pattern of

There
definitions
for consensus as these measures
agreement on many matters concerning the duties of comp-iance organisa -j.ons. 
is, in addition, sufficient agreement on the preamble and concluding articles of a 
chemical weapons convention to suggest that the remaining issues related to them can 
be effectively dealt with when the time comes-

and it is here that our work must be 
is lacking are the following:

But there are also areas of divergence, 
most intense. The principal areas wntre consensus

Certain definitions, especially cf orecursors and key precursors, as 
they relate to the preparation and use of lists for purposes 01 
determining levels of prohibition or control and verification procecures;

Q/FV.21611

(Kr. KcPhail. Canada)

I hardly need emnhasize the priority Canada attaches to the expeditious
We have been entrusted with aconclusion of an agreement banning chemical weapons. 

special responsibility by the Committee, and I assure you I intend to make good the 
confidence the Committee has placed in me as Chairman oi the chemical weapons 
Working Group, and X want now for a few moments to speak in that capacity.

Perhaps the opening statement from the Chair to the Working_Group on 6 April bears 
some repetition: 11 The goal of the Group is tc achieve .he negotiation.of a 
verifiable convention banning the development, production and stockpiling of chemical

the destruction of existing .stockpiles and means of produc uicn,
of these terrible weapons in war forweapons and requiring

thus finally eliminating the threat of the use
all time."/ I do not predict that this far-reaching goal will be wholly achieved 
during 1965, but ax this stage 1 make nc prediction either that we shall fail to reach 
such a conclusion. Certainly the process can be moved foward in a most substantiae 
way. Great progress has bean achieved under the Chairmanships of Japan, Sweden and 
Poland during the past three years; and as delegations on all sides lately have 
pointed out, we are new poised tc move into a highly productive final phase of inese 
negotiations. That is the challenge before us in 1983*

I am satisfied that we are moving towards this goal. The late start o± the . 
Working Group prevented us from moving as quickly as we should have liiec in tackling 
many of the key issues, and hard negotiations lie ahead. 'piis is xo say that the 
test of the chWical weapons Working Group to make real and substantive progress lies 

session when the hardest negotiations will begin, when concessions
difficult choices must be tazen if we are to progress further.

of ixo Chairman, is now at the stage where it mist

in the summer 
must be made, and when 
the Working Group, in the opinion 
be preoarfed tc confront these matters.

a> 
<h



CB/PV.216
If:

(Kr. McPhal 1 r Canada')

Destruction of existing stocks — scope, declarations, timings ano 
monitoring;

Destruction of existing means of production —- scope, declarations, 
timings and monitoring;

declarations, timingsand monitoring;Non-production — scope,

Compliance provisions, particularly challenge methods and fact-finding 
procedures;

and the verification of alleged use.

These matters of substance, and other issues as well, including problems and 
approaches in recording areas of consensus (and differences) have been examn 7

eisme
respectively. Work Group

veste-dav received oral reports from the Chairmen on progress so far, and vnile 
cKJS! «°rk is far from comlete, no insurmountable obstacles have yet 

appeared. These three contact groups, the Working Group agrees, «n 
PP activities into the sumer session, and I am confluent feat they

the task of dealing with some of the tougher issues which will confron

Provisions for the prohibition of use

their 
equal to 
us then.

Ve, I think, know what the end product is that we are seeking to achieve this 
year ! will atUpt to move the negotiations forward as fast « possible bu^do 
not pretend to believe that we will manage xc so ve a of material
that we can produce a document setting out in reasons - “ . various
where agreement has been reached and, where possible, toindi “ ■ y
techniques, via areas, where agreement remains to be acnieved,. 
will show clearly what further negotiations may be needed andalso where the 
Committee may then proceed with the final elaboration of a text.

During the present session, a ^^^^"^‘'Jrohibition^nd elimination of 

elaborating of an Internationa conKations in their statements both at plenary 
chemical weapons. A number of & , noted the contribution of the
meetings and in the Ad Hoc Working rouP tni3 work. A number of important
soviet delegationAoward^the^peeningj^^ __ tne United states of America,

United Kingdom and others, 
results of the work done.

However, we are far 
most difficult part

proposals were made 
German Democratic Republic, the 
from feeling euphoric abcut the 
of the negotiations lies ahead.

The



The Mongolian delegation, like the delegations of the other countries of the 
socialist community, considers it essential to speed up the attainment of agreement on

fresh impetus to the negotiations 
Committee on Disarmament, towards thea number of specific questions in order to 

taking place within the framework of the G
following ends:

soon as possible of a treaty on the complete and generalThe drafting as 
prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests;
The speeding up of the work on an international convention on the prohibition 
and elimination of chemical weapons;

(Cant'd)
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(Mr. Erdembileg, Mongolia)
• 9 •
Neverthe!.....not. -«J-J

• ,nd eSPeCUlly of ’the prohibition if che.lc.1 ...pon., !n th. co-r,. of the
Vr^Z Æaor"^U,rSbîr.rûo“niU The 
stimulus to the ■“rch^or^ a i-port-nc. to the r.l.tlonshlp

’ and destruction of chemical

States
agreement in the sphere 
session quite a number 
undoubtedly serve as a
betweer^the^uture convention on the compiete^prohibition^erefore, once more to say

r. «- «-
important question.

discussion of the question of the 
the view of those who 

substantial and, more important, more
It cannot be denied that the many years of 

prohibition of chemical weapons are bearing fruit.
consider that a sound basis now exists for ™ore. unûer theconcrete work on the text of thefuture convention. ^ M dor ,*.^11, it will
Ph.lHMn.hlp of th. dl.tlhgul.hed '=[ ““Sr .xt.ht th.n h.. been thebe possible for the work of the to -, ® ld of course, be a mistake not

™ - - - ^Hwia«S&,approaches will, we believe, 
to make substantial

We share

to take account of the 
countries on a number of questions 
and thorough study. A Judicious

it possible in the course of the summer
towards the prohibition of chemical weapons.

combination of these two
part of the sessionmake

progress
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(Mri_Garçia_Robl>es ^Mexico)

to achieve the elimination 
on both ofIty delegation is glad that as regards the efforts 

of chemical weapons as well as wxii +hp"subject of the
which items there are ad_hoc working groups, or. as ^ ^ only one delegationprevention of an arms race in outer space, wnere it seems . . ^ group,
still has reservations about the setting- up of anothe a - regard

less discouraging than they unfortunately appear to be witn -ega

with respect to radiological weapons, 
and as

the
prospects are 
to the items I reviewed earlier.
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de la Gorce. France 1

f

While the vicissitudes ve encountered at the beginning of this session delayed the 
re-starting of the working groups, ve must nevertheless recognize that the weeks 
devoted principally to the discussion of procedural problems and the agenda were not 
altogether lest, even as regards certain questions of substance, and ± voulu refer m 
particular to the question of chemical disarmament. During the first two months qf the 
session, some very important contributions were made on tnis issue; we heard suatemenus 
of great interest at plenary meetings of the Committee; even before the opening oi the 
session, the Working Group had spent three weeks continuing its efforts under the 
chairmanship of Ambassador Bujka, ar.d in fact it could bo said that it was that subject 
— one we consider extremely important — which marked the opening of the session, ni­
si tuati on ha;; now returned to normal, with the resumption of work in conditions v.'c

The responsibility for this, I should like to say, is due in
We particularly

consider favourable.
large part to the new Chairman of ths Woriiing Group, Ambassador McPhail. 
appreciate his determination tc concentrate the work of the Group on trying to reach

agreement on the points of substance on which there are still divergences of views. 
Ambassador McPhail has again usee the method of contact groups which proven so fruitful 
under the chairmanship of his predecessor, Ambassador Sujka, while reducing the numoer 
of those groups tc three.

with by thesej should like to say a fevr words about the subjects so fax de 
groups : the declaration and destruction of stocks of chemical weapons ; the procedure^ 
for os—site inspections by challenge, and the question of the pronibition of uhe use ox 
chemical weapons.

cLZ. v

As regards the verification of the destruction of stocks, the position o. the 
French delegation is well known; ve believe that such verification should ir. the first 
instance guarantee that the nature and the quantity of the products destroyed m fact 
correspond to what has been declared; then, tnat there is no possibility for^ the 
diversion or substitution of products during the process of destruction, ana lastly, 
that the destruction is carried out in a manner that is irreversible or very difficult 
to reverse and that the final products are unusable as chemical weapons.

We believe that in order to guarantee all these things, international verification 
should be carried out continuously throughout the period of the operations of 
destruction. In the present state of technology, tais means that international 
inspectors must have access at all times tc every' part of the destruction lacility.
The development of automatic verification systems will perhaps one day' make it possible 
to reduce these constraints, but it will still be necessary for any* equipment installed 
"to be reliable and guaranteed against any manipulation.

(Cant'd)
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(U£r-2e„La_borce^_Françe)

In the contact group concerned with the procedure for on-site inspections by- 
challenge, the discussion has centred mainly on the way a State forcing the subject of 
a request for an inspection by challenge should react to it. According to the consensus 
which appears to have emerged in the contact group, a State forming the subject of such 
a request could not refuse to accede to it arbitrarily and without explanations. Ve 
believe that it is necessary to go much further. Once the destruction of stochs and 
facilities is complete, confidence between the parties can be assured only by a 
guarantee that none of them will subsequently resume the manufacture of chemical 
-weapons. This requires, on the one hand, that the industrial establishments 
manufacturing products capable of being diverted for use in chemical weapons — for 
example, products containing the methyl-phosphorus bond—should be subject to 
systematic international verification of a strictness dependent on the potential danger 
of the products in question. In that connection, verification by the drawing of lots 
appears to offer an appropriate method. On the other hand, it is essential that any 
suspicion of a possible violation of the convention should be investigated promptly 
after the addressing of a "challenge" to the State suepeoted, by means of an on-site 
inspection conducted by an international team. This hind of inspection is so important 
that acceptance of it ought to be the rule — it would, moreover, be to the benefit of 
the innocent State and would embarrass any dishonest accuser—and refusal ought to be ' 
the exception. What the contact group ought to consider, therefore, is not the 
conditions that should be met by a request for inspection by challenge, but in what very- 
limited cases a State so challenged could refuse such an inspection, and what 
justification it would then be reauired to nrovide.

The third contact group has been dealing with the question of the possible 
inclusion in the convention of a clause prohibiting use, and the question of 
verification of compliance with that clause. As ve explained on 6 March last, we are 
not convinced of the need for such a provision. Ve consider that the prohibition of the 
use of chemical weapons is already ensured in as complete a manner els possible by the 
Geneva Protocol of 1925, both as regards the products to which that prehibifien would 
apply — "asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, and of all analogous liquids, materials 
or devices"— and as regards the circumstances in which use is prohibited, 
expression "use in war" ought not to be interpreted as having a restrictive meaning: 
in 192.5 the idea of armed conflicts other than formally declared wars had. not made its 
appearance in international law, and it is clear from the terms of the Protocol itself 
that its authors had no intention whatever of restricting its application to formally 
declared wars.

The

Howevc-r, if a consensus emerges in favour of a repetition of the prohibition of 
use in the future convention, it would be essential, and I thin;: we are all agreed on 
this, to avoid anything which would prejudice the authority of the Geneva Protocol.
As the French delegation has already stressed, the preamble to the convention ought to

Such a text ought alsocontain a paragraph reaffirming the validity of the Protocol, 
to state that the Protocol forms part of international lav: and that the prohicitions it 
contains apply to all. The future convention ought also to stipulate that none of its 
provisions can be interpreted as derogating from the obligations flowing from the 
Protocol.
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(Mr. de la Gorce, fronccO

If more is felt to be needed, the States parties to the convention which are 
parties to the Geneva Protocol could recall the commitments they had assumée under the 
latter and these States which were not parties to the Protocol coula declare eir 
acceptance of the prohibition of the use of chemical weapons embodied m .ne Protocol. 
q b solution which is very near to that suggesxea by its. AcKerman, -one co-o-d— 
of"the contact group responsible for this question, would have the advantage ci avoiding 
both duplication with the Geneva Protocol and the risk of instituting regimes foz - 
prohibition of use that were different for States parties to the protocol ana c-.e, 
not parties to the Protocol.

as was proposed byverification of compliance with the prohibition of use, 
tb= delegation of the Soviet Union and other delegations, this snoul- form tne saojec 
S'anp^pSiS provisions in the part of the convention devoted to verification Tuese 
Provisions should take account of the specific conditions— state of war or .rm^d 
conflict— in which a violation of the prohibition of use migh. be committee.
0-ù5ht to be based essentially on on-site inspection oy challenge and to provide in 
particular for speedy and unhampered access by inspectors to t.e -orations o alleg ~ 
violations. The"French Government attaches particular importance to this matter of 
verification of violations of the Geneva Protocol ana more generally to th, rule of 
international law it embodies. It was for this reason tnat at th. Uni^- .,a.i-ns . 
General Assembly" session of last year the French delegation, along wi.n otuers wor..--- 
to secure the adoption of a procedure for that purpose, vie have already replied her*.

the^objections raised that the resolution adopted violates the law of treaties.
;Lll! if necessary, revert to this matter. But we should like to repeat tnat an action 
dÎS^ed to e„su.-e' kopect for a proviso on of international law cannot be- presented as 
being contrary to international law. In adopting rerolution >7/h J- 0 
'i December 1932, the General Assembly in no way exceeded its competence.

provided for the adoption of provisional procedures designed to uphold the authority of 
the 1925 Protocol, an authority which would be weakened if such procedures coul no e 
applied when there was an allegation of. a violation of the Protocol. The well-known an- 
indisputable rule of international law concerning the useful effect of treaties 
Potiue valeat quaa pereat (the treaty should prevail rather than perish)— fu^l}

As to

They

Ve

It merely

confirms

this.

international undertaking, it is implicitly withinIn the event of any lacuna in an .. , 
the competence of the body best equipped, both by its composition and by the range Ox 
its general functions, to act on behalf of the international community of States as a

mechanism to ensure that that internationalwhole, to provide for the creation of 
instrument is in fact respected and that possicle violations thereoi shall be brougn. 
to the notice of international public opinion when such an instrument forms an integral 
part of general international law, and in the present instance the body of rules o± 
international law applicable in the case of armed conflicts.
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(The Chairman)

As the Committee is well aware, we are expected to embark on serious ana 
meaningful negotiations aimed at achieving concrete results on a number of priority 
disarmament issues. These include the prevention of an arms race in outer space, a 
draft convention on the prohibition of the production, stockpiling and deployment of 
chemical weapons, the submission of a clean draft comprehensive programme of 
disarmament to the United Nations General Assembly at its thirty-eighth session in

Concluding Document of the Twelfth Special Session of the
mandate for and the setting up of a working 

Vie also have the subject of the broadening 
Nuclear Test Ban, the question of

consonance with the
General Assembly and the question of a 
group on the prevention of nuclear
of the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group on a ..
the enhancement of the Committee's effectiveness, its redesignation, and other itun

war.

on the agenda.

At this juncture, it may be worth while to affirm that the virtual consensus and 
achieved during the spring session in favour of a future chemical 

maintained and carried to its logical conclusion.
the momentum 
weapons convention should be

CD/PV.217
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(Mr. Tlndemans, Belgiun)

The Committee has yet to demonstrate its ability to finalize international 
treaties relating to the limitation or elimination of armaments. During the 19b Os 
and the early 1970s, a start was made on the adoption'of international legislation 
in this sphere.
Since joining the Committee in 1979i Belgium has always advocated the identification 
of specific topics suitable for negotiations, 
done in recent years, particularly on the prohibition of chemical weapons, the 
Committee has often wasted time on lengthy procedural discussions or academic debates 
sometimes on abstract subjects hardly lending themselves to negotiation, 
generally agreed that this year once again the most promising topic is that of the 
prohibition of chemical weapons.

This legislative effort should be resumed as soon as possible.

Although important work has been

It is

Belgium, on whose territory asphyxiating gases were used in an armed conflict 
for the first time in history, hopes that the Committee will devote -all the necessary 
resources to these negotiations, which have reached a sufficiently advanced stage 
to permit their conclusion in the fairly near future. A willingness to negotiate 
was reaffirmed, here in the Committee on Disarmament at the beginning of this year 
by Mr. Bush, the Vice-President of the United States, and at the second special 
session of the General Assembly by the Soviet Minister for Foreign Affairs,
Mr. Gromyko.
that time by the Soviet Union concerning systematic international on-site 
inspection, even if those proposals have not been sufficiently elaborated since then.

In this connection, Belgium was encouraged by the proposals made at
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(Hr -Tnidemans^Be

virulent discussions which have developed in recent decadesConcerned at the
as a result of allegations of the use in combat of chemical warfare agents, I 
put forward in New York in June 1982 detailed proposals for monitoring compliance 
with the prohibitions on their use laid down in the Geneva Protocol of 1925- 
then, other suggestions have been made for dealing with this problem, both in the 
General Assembly and here in the Committee on Disarmament itself. Nevertheless, 
we consider that our proposal remains valid and should be kept in mind when 
considering the legal aspects of the scope of the future convention on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons. Starting from the idea that the prohibition of the 
use in combat of chemical and bacteriological weapons has, after the passage of more 
than 50 years, become universally accepted, it seeks solely to improve the range

available to the international community to ensure compliance

Since

of concrete measures
with this prohibition. However, I repeat, the negotiation of a convention on 
chemical weapons is a priority matter and Belgium expects the Committee to devote

to it in order to produce the text of a treaty as soon as possible.the time necessary

CD/PV.219
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(Hr. Cromartie. United Kingdom)

Government attaches 
We believe

I should like once again to stress the importance which my 
to the negotiations in this Committee on a chemical weapons convention, 
that significant progress has been made towards this goal in the chemical weapons 
Working Group and we are ready to work intensively on this subject during the

. We should like to sec- chemical weapons given priority in the scheduling of
meetings and the allocation of secretariat •"esourccs. We^pelieve that it is^new

to grips with the outstanding problems, particularly in the difiicult 
but vital area of verification, we hope that all delegations will strive to reach^ 
agreement on the substantive issues where differences remain, and that efforts will 
not be diverted in going cvc-r areas upon which a broac measure of agreement already

Our aim for the summer should be to enlarge the areas of consensus —

summer

time to come

exists.
indeed, we should if possible seek to reach agreement in principle on all major 
points of substance.

My delegation at our last session tabled a working paper, document CD/353» on
We look forward tothe verification of the non-product.icn of chemical weapons, 

hearing the views of other delegations on the ideas contained in that working paper 
during the meetings of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons. Wc hope in 
particular that delegations will be able to make available information about their 
national production of the key precursors mentioned in our working paper, to enable 
us to maire a bettor judgement of the size of the problem involved. We very much 
welcome the news thet a number of delegations are in a position to present such
statistics to the Committee.
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chemical weapons ban has still not been initiated. In our view, if no w°rki= 
being done on the drafting of the text, then we cannot speak ^bont the promising 
character of the work. The Soviet delegation appeals to all delegations real y 
interested in progress in this field to make efforts to secure the speediest

initiation of drafting work in the Working Group on Chemical Weapons.
may find that the interest of many btatespossible

ervise, the Ad Hoc Wor 
its work is noticeably

CE /PV. 220
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(Mr. Is8raelyant USSR)

When it is said that at present negotiations are being conducted in the 
Committee on Disannament that give promise of the achievement of a mutually 
acceptable agreement, that is usually with reference to the talks in the 
Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons. However, we are not fully convinced
that such an assessment is justified,

bO O

H-
 O
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(Hr. Valtasaari, Finland)

Another priority of Finland in the substantive work of the Committee is the 
issue of chemical weapons.

In 1971 my Government initiated a research project on the analytical
The systematic publication of laboratoryverification of chemical warfare agents, 

results began in 1977 with the report, "Chemical instrumental verification of 
organophosphorus agents".

Perhaps the most important result of the Finnish project is an identification
The first was published in 1979 and dealt with

the second,handbook consisting of three parts.
an approach for the standardization of techniques and reference data; 
published in 1980, dealt with the identification of the degradation products of all 
important nerve agents, and the third, published in 1982, dealt with applied 
automatic methods to 20 most important non-phosphorus agents.

The next publication in this series of what we call "blue books" will come out 
It will, in our view, be a timely contribution to the substantive

The title will be "The precursors and key
this summer,.
issues discussed in the Working Group. 
precursors", and the report will deal with the identification of precursors of 
nerve agents, and a few classical and other non-phosphorus chemical warfare agents 
and the degradation of the products of adarasite, lewisite and mustard.

Our project will continue beyond this year, and we hope with it to contribute 
to bringing the problems of the verification of a possible chemical weapons 
convention closer to technical solution.

In view of the significant effort invested in the preparations for the 
negotiation of a chemical weapons convention as well as of numerous positive 
statements by many governments, we would hope that the necessary political basis 
for negotiations has been strengthened. Of course this hope will be proven true 
or false only after the negotiations have reached a more concrete phase.

CD/PV.221
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(Hr. Nuflea Mosque re, Cuba)

Another important item in the work of the Committee on Disarmament, and one 
on which serious efforts are being made to achieve concrete agreements, is that 
of the prohibition of chemical weapons. However, the drafting process has yet 
to be begun in the relevant Working Group, although it is repeatedly said that' 
areas of agreement are being identified. If there are indeed areas of agreement, 
why, then, do we not begin the process of drafting?
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(Hr. Fieldsx USA)

This morninç I intend to speak about the prohibition of chemical weapons. 
I will present my delegation's views on the topic scheduled for this week 
prevention of nuclear war, including all related matters — at our next 
plenary meeting.

—- the

The over-all results of theLet me begin with some general remarks.
spring part of the 1983 session were very disappointing to my delegation. Our 
disappointment was particularly sharp in the area of chemical weapons, since we 
had undertaken major steps at the beginning of the session to facilitate progress 
toward an agreement in this critical area.
resolve procedural issues promptly led to an unconscionable delay in resuming 
work on the important chemical weapons ban. None the less, by the end of April

modestly encouraged by the activities of the chemical weapons Working Group.

The failure of the Committee to

we were
Ve believed that prospects were good for more intensive and productive work once 
the Committee reconvened in mid-June.

(Cant'd)
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(Mr. Field:;, United Stateç)

Wc continue to be optimistic about what realistically might be achieved this 
summer. It is now clear that an agreement cannot be completed this year, given 
the complex and difficult issues that remain to be resolved. On many issues the 
necessary foundation for a convention is still far from complete. However, by 
systematically tackling and resolving each of these remaining key issues, an 
effective ban can be constructed. He would hope that by the end of the summer 
some of these issues will be resolved, and that positions on others will be closer.

Under the able leadership of Ambassador McPhail, the Ad Hoc Working Group on 
Chemical Weapons has established contact groups on four important problem areas —■ 
stockpiles, the compliance mechanism, a ban on use, and recently, definitions, lists 
and related verification measures. We applaud the deôision to deal comprehensively 
with each area, to pull together work on related issues of scope, declaration and 
verification. In each of these four groups there are a number of issues yet to 
be resolved. While these contact groups have been under way for only a short time, 
there already seems to be encouraging forward movement. Still, much remains to 
be done. In particular, it must not be forgotten that there is not yet active 
discussion of one of the most important problem areas —■ the declaration, monitoring 
and elimination of chemical weapons production and filling facilities. Positions 
are far apart here, and much needs to be done. The chemical weapons Working Group 
needs to find a way to intensify its consideration of this key area.

Of the existing contact groups, the one on stockpiles has the most complex 
The group's mandate encompasses declaration ar.d destruction, the 

monitoring of the stocks until they are destroyed and the verification of their 
destruction. We expect each of these issues to be dealt with seriously in the 
group this summer. Special attention should be given to issues which have not 
already been discussed extensively, such as inspection and monitoring of declared 
stocks. Issues whose resolution appears within reach, such as verification of 
stockpile destruction, should also be focal points for the group's work and, in 
that regard, I would like to make some specific comments.

task.

In his statement of 4 February, Vice-President Bush stressed the need to 
intensify work on a chemical weapons ban and committed the United States to help 
accelerate the Committee's efforts. Toward this end the United States delegation 
immediately presented a major initiative, which is contained in document CD/543. 
We have been encouraged by the constructive response from most delegations.

In order to facilitate progress toward an agreement, today the United States 
delegation is tabling another major document. The document deals with the 
critical issue of verification of stockpile destruction.

Verification of stockpile destruction has, of course, been discussed at 
length in the Committee. These discussions, which have thus far been largely 
conceptual in nature, have none the less resulted in a significant narrowing of 
differences. The most important remaining issue — whether or not international 
inspection needs to be continuous while stockpile destruction is under way — has 
a major technical component.
necessarily rest on information about the characteristics of the destruction 
process, the capabilities of sensors and the functions of inspectors.

Conclusions about the need for continuous inspection



verification of stockpile destructions can
concepts to real-life situations.

realistic consideration
It is the

In oun view, further progress on 
only be achieved if the discussions move now from
The paper we arc tabling today io Sconcrete existing situation,
of the level of verification neededs3 period by members of my delegation in 
product of intensive work durin^ Although the paper certainly reflects
conjunction with United States army ^ ^ mindful of the views and concerns 
our own approach, in preparing Delegations should be,mindful as they study the 

■WrM”d By °S;: Toalne^r approach at several points to take into account
paper that we 
the views of others.

our paper show* In detail, and in ^acLa’lîT^,^l^anT^nT 
verification of stockpile destruction would actually • af the paper
destruction facility for ^- purpose of ^^=^ation. ^ di3po3al
describes the operation of the faciilty.^t £ 4iscUssion is followed by an
system. (CAidDS). at Tooeie army depot in ™ the verification plan. "
outline of the principles which * h0M the destruction process woui
concluding part describes in \ery s combination of sensors and humanthe Utah facility through a combination ot sens ific
inspectors. The type and location pFOvided to ensure the
tasks for inspectors described. Specific procedures to be used at another
validity.of data used for verification. Th P general « heme would be
facility could, of course, be somewhat different, but we g
quite similar-..

The

be monitored at

, . » e real-life example demonstrates clearly
In our view, a careful analysis of thi- ^an on£y be sieved through

that effective verification of stockpile d tion operations are unuer way.
the continuous presence of inspectors whilevisits to be put on a periodic 
Current sensors are inadequate does not require a

**£££ bFor°th= Sï SSSS!P—*•. “ “°“ld

be needed, and. these only during the destruction process.
different position will also explain their 

Specifically, it would be helpful 
another approach work in 

verification?

V/e trust that those who take a 
approach in specific terms, as we have done.
PP this issue to know: how would

would it provide effectivefor the group working on
real-life facility? Howpractice at a

The
which wouldOn this issue the time is past for vague,/oJ^soun^provisions 

Committee’s efforts must be Directed to working our
lead to a truly effective ban on those ^“^^ater* this wcek in the contact 
make a more detailed presentation of this pap-rJ** session later for
group on stockpiles,-and also to hold a wiU, of course, be
interested-members of delegations and expu meeting and in the
prepared to respond to questions in the contact Group 
Working Group on Chemical Weapons as well.

intention to

I believe it it cleat that tea "liT

on this issue with a view to finding s mutually yi3Wf whether or not a
We hope that others are prepared to do the sa . the prospects forsolution can be found soon on this issues -^^^cifficult problems 
an agreement. Success herv vi c' * nnuation the seriousness of somear. atill ahead. Failure aill anSaaserly lookiag forward
within the Committee. For o P ’ inevitably lead to success.

a constructive dialogue which will inevitaoiyto
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(Mr_L_Rosez__German_Demoçratiç_ReQub Liç)

With regard to the prohibition of chemical weapons we expect the 
Working Group to take up the drafting work at this session, so that concrete 
results can be achieved scon. The same applies to radiological weapons.

y •

CD/PV 224
13

CMr i_Komi_ves ^_H un^ar^)

To discharge these tasks the Committee on Disarmament should undertake, 
as a first step, the following measures:

i. The establishment, with an appropriate mandate, of a working group on the 
cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament, and that of a working 
group on the prevention of nuclear war.

The expansion of the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear-Test 
Ban with a view to carrying out negotiations.

The start of the drafting process in the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical 
Weapons in order to elaborate the chemical weapons convention at an early date.

The establishment of a working group on the prevention of an arms race 
in outer space with a mandate allowing negotiations on the prohibition of all 
types of weapon in outer space.

1.

2.

3.

4.
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(Mr. Imai, Japan)

Now let me turn to the question of the prohibition of chemical weapons. My 
delegation is very much encouraged by tr.e fact that the Working Group on Chemical 
Weapons, under the energetic and able leadership of its Chairman, Ambassador McPhail 
of Canada, is examining various aspects of a future convention on chemical weapons 
more intensively than ever. I would like to point out that many active 
contributions have been mad.-: to facilitate the negotiations on a convention, the 
most recent one being the documentation by the United States delegation on the 
queacion of the destruction of stockpiles of chemical weapons. It has long been 
the strong conviction of my delegation that the ban on chemical weapons should 
start with the complete destruction of existing stockpiles. in this sense, we 
highly appreciate the efforts of the United States Government in sharing with the 
Committee it; experiences in tne field by presenting in detail the method now in 
use, as well as the possible procedures for verification of the destruction of 
stockpiles of chemical weapons.
example on our table the Committee will now be able to tackle this difficult yet 
most basic and important task in connection with banning chemical weapons, namely, 
destruction and its verification, with a view to coning to an agreement on this 
question. • *

1 sur.cerely hope that with this sort of practical

(Cant'd)
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(Hr. Imai, Japan)

The fundamental difficulty which seemingly exists in the work on a chemical- 
weapons ban comes from a certain confusion, I might say, on what it is that we 
want to prohibit under the future convention. Wo have repeatedly stated that many 
practical problems will have to be dealt with, unless we have a very clear 
understanding about interactions between "definition", "declaration" and 
"verification". That the delivery equipment for the specific purpose of chemical 
warfare should be banned will meet with no objection. When it comes to chemicals 
or chemical compounds, however, the matter becomes more complicated, and the root 
of such confusion may be in the general understanding of what should be prohibited 
on the one hand, and the generalized expression proposed as treaty language on the
other.

According to the definition of "chemical weapons" now proposed, chemicals, 
whether super-toxic lethal, other lethal or other harmful, will be prohibited as 
chemical weapons if they are intended for hostile purposes. This definition, as 
we understand it, intends to prohibit the development, production, etc., of 
chemicals for weapons purposes only, most of which are in the area of common

As has already beenknowledge as regards their names and molecular compositions, 
pointed out on many occasions in this chamber, and I hope there is a common 
understanding on this, chemicals themselves are not weapons, except for those 
already known to be dedicated to weapons purposes. Rather, many chemicals of 
various toxicity levels ar? widely used in industry in large quantity for the

And I am sure that there is no intention on the part of any
of chemicals for peaceful

In the light of this, I would
benefit of mankind.
delegation in the Committee to include such uses 
civilian purposes in the scope of the prohibition, 
like to point out the following with regard to the definition which I referred to
a moment ago.

(1) For a general-purpose criterion to be effectively applied, it is 
to define clearly such terms as "hostile purposes" or "hostilenecessary

activities", and this, I am afraid, is not an easy task.

(2) The element of "intention" is difficult to verify, especially when it 
to the declaration of non-production of chemical weapons.comes
What, then, is the best possible approach to overcome these complications ?

In our view, it would be essential that by the time of concluding a convention we 
identify and list the chemical agents known fco be used primarily for weapons 
purposes, and that such listing should become an accepted common understanding by

The convention will prohibit thethe States parties to the convention, 
development, production, etc A smallof these agents as chemical weapons. 
quantity may be permitted for protective purposes in a very limited way. 
probably is a need to provide for the constant up-dating of such a list, but 
without it, it will be extremely difficult to proceed to declaration, destruction 
and other steps just on the basis of generalized categorical definitions.

• » There

At the same time, my delegation fully recognizes the dangerous consequences 
which other chemicals would cause to human life if used for hostile purposes, 
including possible long-tern or genetic effects.
will be needed in a convention to ensure that these chemicals with a high 
probability of misuse are restricted only to civilian peaceful purposes, 
end, it will be important that some of these chemicals, including immediate 
precursors, which can, by n single chemical reaction, be converted to weapons,

Therefore, a second measure

To this
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be also well-defined, identified in a liât and placed under control to a certain 
extent with necessary verification procedures. W*-- do not, however, envision the
prohibition of production, etc., of tnese chemicals, in the same- manner as what, 
for the lack of proper terminology, I will just call weapons-grade chemical agents. 
This second measure will be most appropriately supplemented by the prohibition of 
use for hostile purposes of these chemicals. Whether this second list, as well as 
the list of weapons agents, should form an integral part of ? convention is a 
matter that needs further examination. I would confine myself to pointing out the 
practical need for their existence in the context of a chemical weapons convention.

I only hope that careful examination in the Working Group on Chemical Weapons 
will find a suitable solution and that our suggestion may contribute to that end.

Now, Mr. Chairman, allow me to say a few words on tho question of the non-use 
It has now been widely held that a future convention banningof chemical weapons.

chemical weapons should not detract from the obligations of States under the 
1925 Protocol and should include verification measures for the non-use- of chemical 
weapons. We certainly share this view, 
since the convention we are negotiating is legally independent of the- 1925 Protocol, 
it should be legally self-consistent and self-contained.
to provide for verification procedures for non-use. in a convention, a logical 
consequence would' be that the use of chemical weapons or chemicals for weapons 
purposes should also be prohibited.

Furthermore, it should be noted that,

Therefore, if we intend
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( Mr^SadLe M^AustraLja)

I do bo because, for theToday, I take up the subject of chemical weapons, 
moment, tills is the last week of this summer session during which the Australian 
delegation will be strengthened by the presence of an expert in this field. The 
Committee's experience with chemical weapons' experts has evolved from their first 
appearance here following an Australian proposal in 1979. That proposal was 
contained in document CD/59. The experts have come for informal meetings, for 
concentrated periods of technical consultations and, finally, as a team integrated 
into the activity of the Ad Hoc Working Croup on Chemical Weapons and the various 
contact groups of that Working Group. Thera is no doubt in my mind that their 

has served substantially to advance our work, both by highlighting thepresence
technical problems which our efforts have identified and by showing the way to 
possible solutions, in every case promptly and practically.

The Committee has begun a new phase of intensive work on chemical weapons, 
seven meetings a week being scheduled with full secretarial services, and a range 
of other consultations on a bilateral, a regional or an informal basis. Inevitably, 
the results of this activity will be incremental and will not necessarily be seen all 

There is, for example, consensus in the Committee that no delegation shouldat once,
be bound by any part of an emerging convention on chemical weapons until the 
convention as a whole is put together. Thus, reservations are often made for that 

when the delegation making them can -broadly go along with the solution 
We are erecting a complicated structure with many levels, ancillary

reason, even 
envisaged, 
facilities and annexes.

First, we are making progress.
On progress, we should continue on our

There are two things I want to stress.
Secondly, the time has come to negotiate.
current course, and by no means allow ourselves to be attracted to or distracted 
by the siren calls of procedural wrangling. That will be important when we begin 
to record how fai we have got. On negotiation, we should all seek instructions 
allowing us flexibility, since we can now see enough of the structure of the 
convention to judge the extent to which our positions can contribute to or hamper 
further woik.

When I last sjxjke on chemical weapons, on 21 April, I offered a clear hint 
that Australie was willing to show some flexibility on the question of a specific 
provision against the use of chemical weapons. The contact group, co-ordinated by 
the Netherlands delegation, which has this issue before it, has been the forum for 
some actual negotiations.
Committee on Disarmament.
My delegation urges flexibility on others who, like ourselves, have strong views on

I applaud, in particular, Japan wliich (as we heard from

Regrettably, this is a rare enough phenomenon in the 
The breakthrough we want is not yet, however, there.

this particular issue.
Ambassador l'mai on 11 July) has now joined those delegations that advocate the 
inclusion of a prohibition on use in the new chemical weapons convention.

(Cant'd)



Verification of the adequacy of controls on precursors will requ^e diffe^nt
procedures from those developed for chemical weapons as such, since the toxicity 
of°theUprecursor will not be relevant to its possible use in hemical warfare. 
Adeouate analytical procedures exist, but the system of contr 1 will need to 

definitions of precursors and lists of precursors. Thus the problem 
deiini-cions y ^ chemieal a^nts relates more to how to define andinclude

presented by the' precursors 
list them than to appropriate analysis.

. The possibility of challenge inspection.

The civilian use of email of
research"purposes should not need any form of , * ^ cnbiect tochemicale^requirine "key" preeureora in theix- ,Byn-bheel. .to,™^ 
ecrutiny. The reasons for such scrutiny wou Qnd that the production,
quantity of-production is-consistent with the ^ ^ phorus bond should be
for civilian purposes, of chemicals procedure
controlled if such chemicals are seen to put at risk the vermca
suggested above.

In document m/CV/mP.78 introduced this week in the 
my delegation discussed the implications for verification of the wl^esprea 
dissemination of compounds containing the methyl-phosphorus bond. It will be

would include research into and development of purely protective military 
to control this production should, in our view, include.

justification of the type and quantity of chemical;

Such

purposes 
procedures. Measures

1. Notification and

2. Full recording of the use of the chemical,

transfer of agreed amounts to another State;Notification of the3-
small given amount ;of the facility if annual production exceeds aInspection4.

(Mr. Sadleir . Australia)

The analytical procedures necessary for verification of stockpile déclara 
and destruction will involve quantities of chemicals far in excess of the trace

of chemical agents and their residues which are likely to be available in 
01 Thus the standardized procedures

those designed to determine the
amounts
challenge procedures involving use or non-use. 
which would be developed will be of two kinds;
chemical nature, breakdown products and other impurities of a sample taken 
routinely at a facility, and those designed to detect very small amounts of 
chemicals in environmental samples.

Once stockpiles have been destroysd-i.e., after 10 years of the convention's 
— the stress will shift to the verification on non-production of new chemical 

in either civilian industry or possible hidden facilities. Verification of 
will remain an issue.

life 
weapons 
use or non-use

Controls on the precursors of chemical weapons will be important throughout 
the lifetime of the convention. During the phase of stockpile d®str^ction,

multicomponent systems should be destroyed, subject toprecursors of binary or 
the same verification as the chemicals they precede.
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I conclude by repeating something I said at the outset. We are entering a 
new phase in our work, one which demands two things: first, it demands a focus on 
the very practical problems which confront us; secondly, it demands negotiation. 
All delegations should prepare themselves for these new tasks, and if necessary 
ready for a wholly new approach. Basically it is imperative that instructions fo 
this new phase come from capitals. Some will need advice of relevan ^ac„^ca.... 
experience. Others, indeed all delegations, will need a brief to operate fie y 
within the demands of national security. Only thus will delegations oe a le 
contribute usefully to our work.

- r

(Mr/ Sadleir. Australia)

„_an_d that this bond is stable, and can be detected analytically at great 
recalled that^this bon^ ^ ^ serve ^ a marker for the presence of nerve
agents at an on-site inspection. The importance of such a marker during 
10_.roar period of destruction would be greater than later in the life of 
convention since any clandestine production of super-toxic lethal chemicals o 
S elected to ^chemical bond], which have a characteristic breakdcwn product.

dilution.

issiissiEt
qualification as chemical engineers, analytical chemists and so on, « 1 » 
specific training for their tasks. Indeed, we have yet to work out the eract 
nature of their tasks and the operating procedures that must be set up. m* 
presentation last week by the United States delegation « — 
"Illustrative on-site inspection procedures for verification of chemi posïocSS ^ruction" indicated "concretely one set of ins^ction pro^dure^that 

could apply at one type of destruction facility. Much work of a 
needs to'be done to determine how to obtain optimal results from inspection, 
analysis and the operation of sensors and monitors. Work of that kind is in ban 
in several countries. Our own discussions, notably in the contact group , 
pointed up the need to co-ordinate such work on an internavional basis. ^
co-ordinated effort of this kind will take time to develop, and should proceed in 
tandem with the consideration of other aspects of a draft convention.

EâESHÏ#ISI:ii5Ei“L..
perhaps on a roster basis?

ahead needs to be considered.
Data collection andVerification cannot be carried out on an ad hoc basis. .

approach the various tasks of verification in an appropriate manner.before we can

0) 
N



Today I would like to introduce the new Working ?a.per ci the Yugoslav 
delegation, document CD/395 of 1? July 1983, which has already been distributed

having to do with the declaration of stockpiles of chemical weapons, including 
facilities for the production of chemical warfare agents ana iailing x^cai-tie^

destruction of stockpiles of chemical weapons an- the^ 
fa.cilities of supe3>-toxic chemical agents for permittedfor chemical weapons, the 

monitoring of production
purposes.

In view of the foot that each stage of the operations in question in itsexf 
represents a. very complex process with many technological operations, tne wor.nng 
paper points to the different procedures which should be appuea when bnej are 
implemented.

Thus, for instance, production facilities for chemical warfare agents can be 
diverted to the production cf chemicals needed by the chemical industry ibr 
permitted purposes, in which case only some of the key elements neea be destroy 
coGDletely while all other devices, apparatus and measuring instruments can ce

At the same time, the facilities fcr the
for the destruction of chemical

utilized in a very useful manner, 
destruction of chemical weapons are used only 
weapons stockpiles and after that they, too, should be destreyea.

comprehensive when verifying the destruction of super-i oxic c..e„u. - _
rigorous measures may be implemented when destroying tne stcciqr es __ 
other harmful agents. This means that on-site inspection snoul- e

, which can be systematic or random, while in the case cl the
harmful agents national measurec might be acceptéethe former case

destruction of lethal or other 
with periodic cn--site international verification.

siB EE5 bEE-EEESEE--with the obligations and competences cf the States partie., - ® measures
convention with respect to the implementation cl national ven 1 _ . ^
While it is generally agreed that- international veri.ica ion mu~ * - oncemincr
on the basis, of an agreed procedure, there is etila a lot of cm igui / 
national verification procedures.
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( Mr. Kih- i 1 r vi a ■ Yucs si 3 via )

It ie not completely clear, fer exanple, whether the national inspection team 
is accountable only to its own Government or whether it ehcula also have some 
direct obligations toward the consultative committee.

The question arises, hew would the co-operation between the notional team and 
consultative committee be carried out? Sytematic on-sitc inspection, on ne 

ether hand is net end should net always be the only solution, especially in view 
of the fact that this tvne of control is not always considered tc oe necessary by 

However, regardless of the type of verification, it is essentia^, 
that it be based on confidence and a negotiated agreement on

the

some States, 
in our view, 
verification measures.

of internationalIt is understood and by now generally accepted that measures 
control should be applied particularly in the case of violations of the convention. 
If control is to be effective, in such an event on-site inspection be ^
implemented as soon as possible. It is only then that it can be credible ana 
provide all the necessary information for establishing the facts.

have already pointed out on several occasions, iu is 
list of laboratories and to standardize technical 

The above is the only way to obtain the necessary

In this process, as we 
also necessary tc compile a 
methods of verification, 
expertise and objective results.

This would secure the timely control of results and the possibility of 
controlling the analysis cf samples even when there is no cn-site inspection.

control today facilitate comprehensive ana vanea 
monitoring of the process cf destruction cf chemical weapons stockpiles, 
the results of the implementation of all these measures would bo far mere 
successful if there were confidence among the States parties. By this ve ne=n 
that it is necessary from the very beginning fer countries which possess them 
openly to declare chemical weapon stockpiles as well as ell_chemical weapon 
production facilities and key precursors production facilities. In -is en ir 
process it is very important that the consultative committee be given precise 
data, on chemical weapons in order that it can determine anc propose, m 
co-cperation with the expert sub-organ, the corresponding verification measure-.

Possibilities for remote However,

As has been stressed on numerous occasions, the declaration of exisuing 
stocks of chemical warfare agents and chemical weapons should be done immecia ..e j 

possible after the entry into force of the convention, it if 
specified that this should be done within JO days, which we also consider as 
realistic and indispensable for the declaration of, inter alxe.:

or br soon as

of chemical warfare agentsThe existence of stocks of chemical weapons cr 
in containers ;

The location cf these stocks ;

The location of stocks if they are on foreign territory' and under whose 
jurisdiction;

The type end quality cf chemical warfare agents &nu chemical weapons.

These declarations should also contain:
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(Mr. Kih.-i'i ^vic. Yugoslavia)

Proposals as to when the de»«caution of stocks is tentatively to begin,
and

Proposals as tc the manner of verification (international, national, method 
cf monitoring the process of destruction).

Declarations should also be made in respect cf the stocks of precursors 
(key precursors and other chemicals) which can be used both for the production 
of chemical warfare agents and for the filling and production of binary weapons.

The working paper specifies what types of csganic compounds cf key 
precursors should be declared, and a. similar procedure for their destruction.
It also refers tc the declaration concerning the production and falling facilities 
for chemical weapons.

The importance which is accorded to the precision of anformatier, contained 
declaration consists in that the proposed verification measures will then 

and the consultative committee and the States parties vi-Ll
realistically the importance of this control.

in the
be mere objective, 
accordingly be able to assess more

chapter which deals with the destruction of chemical weapons stocks points 
to the basic reasons which call for the application of diiferent methods an the

of destruction of chemical weapons stocks and the destruction of chemical

The

process
warfare agents in containers.

The principal question which arises in connection wits the process c» 
destruction is how to ensure full control cf the process and thus be sure that

The safest, control is certainly
However, there

all the declared quantities have been destroyed.
the constant physical presence cf an international team of expert», 
is another question which imposes itself right away — whether it is necessary - or
this team to be in the facility and exercise control all the time, when it is

In ourknown that the process of destruction cf stocks can take several ye»rs. 
view, the most acceptable solution in the case of the destruction of super-toxic 
chemicals is random inspection and systematic international cn-site inspection.
It is understood that the technological destruction process will be automatic, 
while the control of the technical process and the recording cf parameters 
(pressure, temperature and other) will be analysed by computer. Moreover, samples 
of chemical warfare agents and decomposition products should be taken penoû-:a--y 
snd sent for analysis to certain laboratories.

and established byThis entire monitoring system should, naturally, be set up .
before the destruction facility is put m»othe international team of experts

operation.
As far as the destruction cf stocks of toxic lethal chemicals ana ether 

harmful chemicals is concerned, in our opinion, tins ccuia be carried ou. - 
the control of a national inspection team which should be obliged periodical., 
tc send the results of control to the consultative committee and periodically 
send samples to be analysed to specific laboratories. Ir. such c»ses, - ^__ 
on-site inspection would be carried out s.t random. Ve hope that this v»rki -g 
paper will contribute to the solution of the complex issues of verifico ion. 
would like, however, also to express our conviction that the complexity » 
question of verification should not serve a.s a pretext for prolonging t - f
a whole, particularly with respect to the long—awaited process c ne ar' 
the convention.

We
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Mr-. BE SOUZA E SILVA (Brazil) t Mr. Chairman, my delegation would 1 idee today 
to make some brief comments on the work of this Committee on two items of its

I do not intend to repeatagendaï chemical weapons and radiological weapons. the basic position of Brazil on those two issues, but simply to reflect on the 
state of our efforts to achieve progress in the respective negotiations.

tfy delegation supports the practical approach which the Chairman of the 
Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons has adopted, especially through the^ 
establishment of contact groups to deal with specific areas where further work 
is needed toward achieving consensus. This is a painstaking exercise, mainly 
because of ’the detailed nature of the questions involved. It is obvious that the 
convention cannot be negotiated all at once, in one single piece, as it were, 
must necessarily proceed by parts, trying to work out in as much detail as P°s31°le 
the various problems raised during the earlier stages oj. our work, en reco ing 
the progress achieved, and eventually tackling the task of putting the pieces 
together in one coherent whole. I believe that all of us understand clearly that 
during the current phase of this process, and especially when putting down on 
paper the results of the work in the contact groups, no delegation should feel 
irrevocably bound by the formulations recorded. By the same token, however, sue 
formulations must be seen as a common basis for the future work of consolida ion.

We

In order to- serve as a common oasis, therefore, such formulations must be 
arrived at with the full participation of delegations. Ambassador Sadleir ol 
Australia, stressed two points last Thursday, and I fully agree witn him; firs , 
we are making progress, and secondly, the time has come to negotiate. Cn 
negotiating, he went on, we should all seek .instructions allowing us flexibility, 
since we can now see enough of the structure of ühe convention to judge the extenu 
to which our positions can contribute to or hamper future work. Statements of 
general positions must now give way to the search for accommodation in the normal 
give and take process, as we deepen the examination of each specific section of 
the convention. Otherwise, contact groups and informal consultations, under the

of Ambassador HcPhail, will not be able to provide such a
the success of this

common basis withguidancethe necessary degree of clarity and detail needed to ensure 
phase of the negotiation.

We have heard from all quarters expressions of resolve and determination to
A few importantproceed speedily with the achievement of the convention, 

conceptual points on which there was disagreement have now been resolved, but 
only in a general way. The co-operation of all delegations in the sorting ou

recording the understandings at which we may arrive in the 
crucial element for the successful accomplishment of thethe details and in 

coming few weeks is a work of the Committee on chemical weapons during this session.
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The negotiations on a convention for the prohibition of chemical weapons 
to me to be marked at this stage by the intensity of the work, the extremely^useful 
contribution made by experts participating fully in the discussions and the fact 
that some of the details are being worked out more fully.
furthermore, benefiting from the submission, in the form of working papers and 
other documents, of important contributions on many different aspects of the 
convention.

seen

These negotiations are,

It is essential, now, that reactions and contributions should come from all 
sides as soon as possible, so that the Committee may have a complete picture of all 
the main positions. That is the most urgent requirement if we are to pass on to a 
new stage, as Ambassador Sadleir of Australia urged us to do last week. *e are verj 
fortunate in having as the -Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group a colleague o. sue., 
talent and competence as Ambassador McPhail, together with the Canadian delegation 
which has contributed so effectively over the years to the negotiations or. chemical 

This guarantees our success as we move on to the concluding phase ovr 
shall be obliged to record the results of our work.weapons, 

summer session, in which we
We are compelled once more to recognize that the main difficulties to be 

resolved in these negotiations concern the adoption of an adequate verification 
Bystem. I am not minimising the importance of other outstanding issues if I oa. 
that, in the final analysis, the success of our negotiations depends largely o 
reaching agreement on such a system.

our

(Cant ' d)
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In order to adhere to a convention on chemical disarmament, a State must be 
convinced that it will find in the convention effective mechanisms at its disposal to 
be sure at all times that the obligations flowing from the convention are being 
respected by all other parties. This is true for certain States which possess 
chemical weapons but would renounce the possibility of being able to use them 
against a potential adversary in the event of an attack with chemical weapons.
This is all the more true for countries which do not possess chemical weapons, and

If, in violation of ain particular for the small or militarily weak among them, 
treaty, chemical weapons were to be used against a major power which had 
conscientiously divested itself of such weapons,, it would still possess a vast

The same would not bearray of other means for its defence and for retaliation, 
true for a small or medium-sized power: 
question, in recent years, of a possible use of chemical weapons have all concerned 
unprotected military forces which did not possess any effective retaliatory 
capacity.,

the cases in which there has been a

The verification of a convention prohibiting chemical weapons ought to be not 
only effective but also non-discriminatory in character, that is to say, 
accessible to every State party whether or not it has highly developed national 

These two requirements can be met only by an adequatetechnical means, 
international verification system.

The attempt to reach agreement on such a system raises difficult political
Ve must try to ensure thatquestions ; it also raises complex technical problems, 

the solution of the latter facilitates agreement on the former.

It is for this reason that my delegation wishes to express its great 
appreciation of the working paper in document CD/387 * submitted on 6 July last by 
the United States. At this stage of the negotiations a contribution of this 
kind appears to us particularly useful, in the first place for reasons of method : 
the document in question describes in detail a concrete experience, and it is on 
the basis of that experience that it endeavours to draw conclusions and formulate 
requirements ; and in the second place because this contribution concerns a sphere — 
that of the destruction of stocks — where there are already significant points of 
proximity if not of convergence of views which couH-d make decisive progress 
possible. Other contributions of the same kind a? that contained in document CD/3'37 » 
bearing on other key aspects of the convention, would be extremely desirable.
I note with appreciation, in passing, that of the United Kingdom delegation on the 
experience acquired during the operations for the destruction of the Nancycook 
factory in Cornwall.

The merit of the American working paper will have been to prove from 
experience that while the continuous presence of international inspectors is an 
essential element in any verification system, that presence can be contained within

This shows us at the same time that the problem of thenarrow numerical limits, 
resources and measures necessary for the maintenance of a body of international 
inspectors should not create major difficulties.

The effective verification of the destruction of stocks as well as the 
maintenance of a balance between the potentials of the various States during the
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period of destruction naturally presupposes initial declarations which are 
informative (detailing- type, chemical structure and quantity of th^ agents to be 
destroyed as well as the location of stocks) and verifiable. Such declarations 
would at the same time bring about the necessary level of confidence for the 
starting of the process of implementation. I note in this connection that the 
working paper in document CD/395 of 1J July last submitted by Yugoslavia calls for 

considerable degree of detail in declarations, including- the location of stocks.a

My delegation would like at this point to emphasize one particular aspect of 
the destruction of stocks, that of the security conditions which should be ensured

In order that no quantity of a‘toxic agent should be able tofor the operation.
escape into the environment, a destruction facility should be completely "leakproof". 
Another aspect of major concern is the evacuation of the final products resulting 
from the destruction of the chemical agent. These final products, although 
themselves of relatively low toxicity, could cause considerable harm if they were 
introduced into the environment in large quantities. The destruction of all the 
stocks of chemical weapons existing in all the arsenals of the world should be 
accompanied by extensive environmental and security measures, measures which would 
affect both the methods to be used for the destruction of massive quantities and 
the probable duration of these operations. I should like in this connection once 
again to stress the need to include in the convention a clause permitting the 
transfer of stocks, of chemical weapons for purposes of destruction, under 
appropriate international control. In many cases such a transfer could prove to be 
the moot reliable, the cheapest and the quickest way of eliminating certain stocks 
of chemical weapons.

An adequate verification system is also essential with respect to the 
non-production of toxic products for weapons purposes. Such a system should have 
two main objects: (a) to make sure that States are not manufacturing single-

(b) to make surepurpose chemical warfare agents or single-purpose precursors: 
that dual-purpose agents or precursors are not being diverted to weapons
purposes.

- ■ This is a very difficult and complicated matter because it involves the whole 
of national chemical industries. It is to the credit particularly of the 
United Kingdom delegation that, through its document Cl/353» it stimulated a 
full-scale debate on the subject, which is now under way. Following the British 
initiative certain delegations, resuming an exercise started at the- time of the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, have begun to divulge certain 
statistical data concerning their national production of key precursors, and in 
particular the number of chemical plants engaged in such production, 
of the consultations we have undertaken with our chemical industry we are now 
able to provide the following preliminary information.

At present, none of the chemical substances or families of chemical substances 
listed in the table given in working paper CD/CW/WP.46 of 12 April 19®3 ;ls being 
produced in Italy;

As a result



question of non—productionf t has to "be recognized tha*c 
there will still, in practice, remain possibility for violation. The most 
difficult problem is that of dual-purpose chemical products or precursors, 
this connection, the verification system outlined in document CD/353 could be 
could be usefully supplemented — supplemented and not replaced — by the periodica.

To revert to

In
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Phospho-ms trichloride and phosphorus oxychloride are imported into Italy at a 
rate of approximately 2,500 tons in all per annum. They are used principally in 
the production of additives for resins, plastic materials, fibres ana lucricants. 
They are also used, as intermediaries, in the pharmaceutical and dyectufis 
industries. We are in the process of determining the quantities imported, if any, 
of the other products on the list.

One conclusion is to be drawn at this stage: the information so far made 
available by various delegations appears to support the thesis developed in the 
United Kingdom document, namely, that a system of verification of the non-production 
of chemical weapons based on routine on-site inspections carried out by a team of 
inspectors at facilities chosen by lot from among those declared would he both 
possible and adequate. It has in particular been confirmed that the verification 
system proposed would affect only a small number of facilities and would not 
impose an excessive burden on the civilian chemical indue ury.

experience acquired in this matter by the Federal Republic
submitted to the Committee also

The unique
Cermany and synthesized in many woricing papers , „ ,__
confirms these conclusions anc particularly the preferability of a system based on 
regular checking rather than on special on-site inspections by challenge, 
latter possibility would still remain open to the parties through the complainus 
procedure which, through being brought into operation in particular in cases where 
there were doubts or suspicions, would complete the system and increase its general

The

effectiveness.

Having touched upon the subject of on-site inspections by challenge, I should 
like to add one comment: by issuing a challenge, a State would thereby assumera 
considerable political responsibility, both with respect to the State suspected and 
with respect to the other parties to the convention. It can be supposée that no 
State would take such a step lightly; consequently, acceptance of the challenge 
should be the rile — it would cause embarrassment to a dishonest accuser —_ana 
refusal should be the exception. It is impossible not to note the basic ambiguity 
in the attitude of those delegations which demand that the State challenged should 
be entirely free to accept or reject the request for an inspection (even when 
filtered through the consultative committee) and at the same time insist that th<- 
challenge procedure should be the cornerstone of the entire international 
verification system under the convention. The pursuit of these two objectives at 
the same time would have only one result: the general weakening of the system.
If it is feared that the challenge procedure could lend itself to acuse, the 
obvious thing to do is to favour a system of routine on-site inspections, which 
would not have a political connotation.

(/)
 H*
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The data couldpublication of reliable statistical data at the national level, 
give the quantities produced, exported and imported and the quantities consumed in 
each State. A consideration in detail of the type of information to be supplied, 
as well as of the use which the consultative committee would have to make of it, 
should be undertaken in due course.

On the other hand, we consider that it would be unrealistic to try to prohibit 
the manufacture of certain categories of products which have some civilian use, 
subject, of course, to an appropriate monitoring of the quantities produced and 

Nor would it be practicable to establish quantitative limits or a
The general purpose criterion should sufficetheir use. 

system of licences to manufacture, 
in this connection.

The effectivness of the system for the verification of non-production should be 
assessed jointly with other procedures introduced for the verification of o.her 
activities such as the destruction of stocks and production facilities. The 
cumulative effect of the various investigative techniques adapted to the forms of 
concealment and diversion which it is intended to discourage or detect shouic oe 
sufficient to dissuade any intending offender and to provide, against possible 
violations by one of the parties, guarantees considered adequate by the others.

In any agreement, the means of verification must be commensurate with the
It is therefore necessary, to define precisely both thescope of the prohibitions, 

scope of the prohibitions and the methods of verification.
I shall refer in a later statement specifically to questions concerning the 

sphere of application of the convention; for the moment, I shall confine mysel.^u- 
making a few remarks on the question of the prohibition of use. The positrons of 
States on this question are known and understanding of them is now infinitely 
greater, thanks to the thorough work done by the contact group co—ordina.ec by 
Mr. Akkerman of the Netherlands’ delegation. The alternatives that have been 
identified will prove very useful in our future work. Like other delegations, the 
Italian delegation has stressed the need not to undermine the Geneva Prctocol^o.
1925 but to reaffirm it in all its lasting value. This approach appears now to nave 

. Ve have also considered the possibility of strengthening the role 
of the 1925 Protocol; suitable clauses have been proposed by the co-ordinator.
The explicit extension of the prohibitions embodied in the Protocol to all 
conflicts (and not merely war) appears no longer to pose any difficulties eithe.^ 
in any case, that is the interpretation which a number of parties, including Ita-y, 
give to the scope of the 1925 Protocol. The consensus on the need to safeguard 
what was achieved by the Protocol, and if possible to reinforce it, facilitates, we 
believe, our effort to find ways of going beyond the Protocol and even introducing a 
prohibition on use in the body of the convention. Although we have not yet jnL' a 
solution to this question, we are certainly much nearer to one. My delegation 
pledges itself to continue studying the problem in order to help find a sol-t.o.. 
acceptable to all. One important point appears to me, however, tc be accep ee? 
whatever the solution found, the prohibition of use should be supplenentec .y a 
verification procedure which would allow speedy and effective investigations 0. any 
allegation of the use of chemical weapons.

won a consensus
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I intend to refer once again to the negotiations that are under way for the 
elaboration of a draft treaty prohibiting the manufacture, development and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons. When this instrument comes to exist it will 
constitute the necessary complement to the 1925 Protocol prohibiting the use of 
chemical weapons in war. In this connection I should like to recall that my country 
has been a party to the 1925 Protocol since August 1929 and is thus a member of the 
fairly small group of the original parties to it.

It is a matter of great satisfaction to my Government to see the substantial 
progress that has been made in the Committee in this sphere. We venture to hope 
that in the not too distant future it will be possible to submit to the 
United Nations General Assembly a text acceptable to the vast majority of the 
international community.. To this end, and although in the matter of negotiations 
of this kind it is not advisable to fix time-limits, we would like to suggest that 
the Committee's report to the General Assembly at its thirty-eighth session should 
mention the possibility that curing its 198^3 session the Committee will achieve 
results sufficient to enable it to submit to the General Assembly at its 
thirty-ninth session a draft of the treaty so long awaited by all those of us who 
Wish to see the elimination from arsenals of certain weapons of mass destruction 
which are unfortunately now far morn deadly than those in use in the First World War.

We are convinced that the work now being done by this Committee in connection 
with chemical weapons is entering its final phase.
is the most difficult questions which will have to be resolved last, 
not underestimate the progress which has been made up to now or forget that certain 
positions which appeared to be totally unchangeable have been mo'dified. 
in the sphere of the many and complex technical aspects, it seems to us that many 
doubts have been removed. For all these reasons, if there ie a firm political will 
on the part of the members of tills Committee, it will be possible in the near future 
to eliminate these weapons of mass destruction whose cruelty is well known to all of 
us, thanks to the existence of a treaty which can be ratified by all the countries

This will also allow us to implement

We are also fully aware that it 
But wa should

Likewise,

members of the international community, 
paragraph 75 of the Final Document approved by consensus at the first special 
session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, which took place in 1978»

I should now like to make some aomments on the aspects of the future convention
The most important of these.isthat are being examined by the Ad hoc Working Group, 

the question of the scope of the convention. • Although the 1925 Protocol is still' 
valid, it seems to us important that the undertaking assumed in that Protocol should 
be ratified ir. the new treaty. We accept the thesis that the prohibition of the use 
of chemical weapons forms part of customary international law. 
that it would be advisable to make a specific reference to that prohibition in order 
to strengthen the verification provisions and to extend their application to the 
non-use of such weapons. The contributions made by a number of delegations in 
proposing texts which would resolve the problems of international lav.' arising m 
this connection enei to us to be of great interest, for they indicate a certain 
drawing Together of positions that have uj> to now remained divergent.

However, we think



CD/PV.227
12

(Hr. do Laiglesia. Spain)

As regards the declarations States will have to make concerning the stocks cf 
chemical weapons they possess, as well as their production capacities, my delegation 
considers that those declarations should contain all the information necessary to 
make it possible to carry out a destruction of stocks and dismantling of facilities 
that are* truly verifiable." The declarations ought in the first instance to refer 
to all chemical products and facilities whose sole purpose is the manufacture or 
filling of chemical weapons, including binary weapons. The States parties ought, 
in addition, to make declarations concerning their stocks of chemical products 
intended for peaceful usee or permitted purposes which could be considered as 
precursors or key precursors of chemical weapons, including binary weapons, as 
well as the relevant facilities. The declarations ought to contain all the 
information necessary to permit a verification designed to prevent the declared 
stocks and facilities being used for purposes not permitted "by the convention.
All these declarations should contribute effectively to transparency in the matter 
of the possibilities for an industrial mobilization with a view to the rapid 
acquisition of a chemical weapons production capability. As far as this question 
is concerned, we have unfortunately to note that although there is agreement as to 
the basic principles, there are still considerable differences of view on points of 
procedure.

As regards the verification both of the destruction of stocks and production 
facilities and of non-production, the powers of the consultative committee should 
be very broad so that it can determine the means and methods appropriate to each 
period in accordance with the prevailing technology and circumstances. Obviously, 
the verification methods should consist of a combination of national and 
international systems sufficient to guarantee States parties a reasonable assurance 
that the convention is being complied with.

be considered finalThe lists of precursors and key precursors should never 
and it should, in our view, be one of the tasks of the consultative committee 
periodically to bring them up to date. The purpose of these lists is to facilitate 
States' preparation of their declarations and also to facilitate verification hot.* 
by national means and by international means. The lists ought in no case to be 
regarded as restricting the scope of the prohibition contained in the convention. 
For this reason they ought not appear in the text of the convention but in a ^ 
supplementary instrument attached to it. The prohibition centaines i~ the exi. Oj. 
the convention should refer to categories of products the details of which couia

facilitate declarations and verification, in appropriatebe given, in order to
periodically updated by the consultative commit«ee.annexes

Verification is undoubtedly the most important and complex aspect c: aul the 
problems connected with arms control, in the realm cf chemical weapons, this 
question raises special difficulties. New products in large quantities appear ever} 
year, with constant changes of technology. Many of these products are toxic ana 
could be considered as new materials that would be usable in the event of chemical 
warfare. Furthermore, there are many activities to be verified in connection wj. -i 
a convention: the possession or non-possession of chemical weapons, the aes true i^n 
of stocks and of production and filling facilities, the clandestine manufacture of 
chemical weapons and, lastly, the problem of transfer, involving both the purchase ar- 
the sale of prohibited products or their technologies. Since transfer co



countries not parties to the convention, this subject has not been sufficiently 
studied from the point of view of verification, which presents special difficulties 
in the case of the multinational corporations. This aspect of verification is as 
important as regards the countries non-producers of chemical weapons as is the 
question of ensuring non-manufacture in the case of producers. In the event of 
conflicts between non-producing countries, the sole possibility for the use of 
chemical weapons is the illegal transfer of such weapons or their technology

Although the difficulties posed by verification in connection with the 
elaboration of a convent ion prohibiting the development, manufacture and stockpiling 
of chemical weapons are considerable, nevertheless all the countries taking part in 
these negotiations are agreed on the need for the establishment of an effective „ 
verification system. It should not be forgotten that technological development has 
made available for purposes of the verification of arms control agreements tools 
that were unheard-of a few decades ago. It is thus true to say that verification 
systems can constantly be improved. From all this it can be concluded that if there 
is political will, the adoption of a given system should not constitute an impediment 
to the achievement of a draft convention rendering the use of chemical weapons in war 
impossible and eliminating them for ever from scenes of combat.

With a view to the effectiveness of the means of verification, both national and 
international, which should have adequate personnel and equipment, it would be 
extremely useful if countries which have experience in the analysis and detection of 
the most modem chemical warfare agents were to organize seminars to train the 
technicians of States which have adequate laboratories so that they may help in the 
work of verification, which is rather different from the analyses that may usually 
be carried out in those laboratories. This would be of particula^ value in connection 
with the verification of non-use, the urgency of which would necessitate the 
utilization of the means nearest to the place of the possible violation of the 
provisions of the conversion.

At the present stage of the work of the Committee, it would seem to us extremely 
desirable to begin the process of the drafting of the texts which will constitute 
the basis of the draft convention. In our view, there are grounds for thinking that 
there is sufficiently broad agreement for us to tackle this task with reasonable 
possibilities of success. It is obvious that if all the delegations involved in the 
negotiation of this treaty were to try to embody in a text the areas of coincidence 
which, in our view, would make up the greater part of the convention, the results of 
this session of the Committee would be very positive, 
that if the text of the convention does not contain points of conflict which could 
be included in supplementary instruments that Dight in due course be drafted and 
perhaps later improved, the work of the Committee would be greatly simplified.

I do not wish to end this statement without referring to the admirable work done 
by Ambassador McPhail of Canada, whose effective guidance of the work of the Ad hoc 
Working Croup has given us all great hopes for a successful outcome, which would 
undoubtedly contribute to the prestige of this Committee, to which the Spanish 
Government attaches special importance.
disarmament negotiating body means that countries like mine, which attach the 
highest priority to the eradication of armed conflicts as a means of resolving

It should be borne in mind

Its status as the single multilateral
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differences between the meabers of the international community, watch with 
extraordinary interest its efforts to achieve a climate of peace that will make it 
possible to devote the resources spent on the arms race to combating the hunger and 
underdevelopment from which the greater part of humanity is suffering.
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Finally, ay delegation is encourated by the ongoing negotiations on a future 
chemical weapons convention. We regard the various initiatives and draft

We expect theproposals as a welcome development in this Committee.
Ad hoc Working Group to bring to fruition the drafting task on a 
weapons convention.

future chemical
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Now I wish to turn to the question of the prohibition of chemical weapons.

The negotiations on a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons
This is alsofigure prominently on the agenda of the Committee cn Disarmament. 

one of the more promising areas for achieving results. During the summer 
session this year, the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons, under the 
guidance of the experienced ambassador of Canada, Mr. HcPhail, and with the 
assistance of the able co-ordinators, has been working very hard and lias made

Of course, we still need time to settle the many difficultcertain progress. 
problems still facing us.

(Cant'd)



C2/PV.227
19

flir. LI Lure. China)
Today, I shall not take up all the outstanding issues. Instead,I will make

a few comments on two questions which should have been resolved without much 
difficulty.

First, the question of the prohibition of use. This is one of the questions 
most frequently discussed in the Working Group on Chemical Weapons. In April 
this year, Ambassador Sadieir of Australia made a comprehensive statement on the 
subject here. We support his statement which in fact reflected the 
position of the other delegations which also advocate the inclusion of the 
prohibition of use in the scope of the future convention. Bather t.h?n repeating 
the arguments contained therein, I just wish to make one point: if we fail to 
include explicitly the prohibition of use in the scope of prohibition of the 
future convention, there will be difficulties for the solution of other relevant 
issues.

common

It is generally held that the future convention should strengthen the 
Geneva Protocol of 1925.
up for the deficiencies of the said Protocol by including provisions on 
verification. It is the view of the Chinese delegation that a better way to
achieve this is to include the prohibition of use in the scope of the convention.

All delegations agree that the convention should make

There exists a different view which involves resolving the issues related 
to the prohibition of use without including it in the scope of the convention. 
Obviously, this is difficult, sinçly because it is illogical to expect the 
convention to solve the problems of verification concerning use if use per se is 
not included in the scope of the prohibition. In fact, we have already 
encountered such contradictions in discussing such proposals. Therefore, by 
including use in the scope of the prohibition and verification concerning use in 
the verification provisions, we will have a consistent, logical and clearer text.

In our view, the inclusion of the prohibition of use within the scope of the 
convention will serve to strengthen and not to weaken the regime for prohibition 
of use of the 1925 Geneva Protocol. We understand the misgivings that certain 
delegations entertain on this point and so we have agreed to the reaffirmation 
and emphasis both in the preamble and in the operative parts of the convention 
of the indelible historical role of the Geneva Protocol and its continuing 
important effect.

Yet another opinion proposes dealing with the chemical weapons convention 
along the lines of the bacteriological weapons Convention, 
is not necessary. We think that this

Althou^i it is true that the Convention on the Prohibition of 
Bacteriological Weapons and the chemical weapons convention are to be related in 
certain ways, they will, after all, be two independent international instruments. 
The latter can indeed include some of the useful elements of the former, but ij 
should in no way repeat its deficiencies. It would be better to take a 
forward-looking posture.

are all aware that the weakness of the bacteriological weapons Convention 
is its lack of a prohibition on use and of verification provisions. Therefore, 
if the chemical weapons convention copies the bacteriological weapons Convention 
in thin deficiency, it will be difficult to resolve the question of 
of use of chemical verificationweapons.
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In sum, the Chinese delegation holds that ty using the concept 
warfare agents", the scope of the future convention can be more precise.
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In addition, it is obvious that chemical weapons and biological weapons are 
different weapons, which cannot but affect the contents of the international 
instruments which deal with these two types of weapons. At one point in the 
early 1970s, it was planned to deal with both types of weapons in a single 
convention, but later it was dc-cided to deal with them separately. Now, 10 years 
later, we must take into consideration certain international events and deal with 
the chemical weapons convention in a more circumspect manner.

With regard to the possible emergence of two non-use regimes under the future 
convention and the Geneva Protocol of 1925* "the Chinese delegation had occasion, 
at a plenary meeting last April; to make its views known and put forward a working 
paper (CD/378). Here I wish to ac.d a few remarks-

In our view, the future convention should complement and perfect the 
Geneva Protocol of 1925 in the light of the present circumstances and contain 
more concrete provisions than the Protocol in many of its aspects, with the 
basic aim of prohibiting the use of chemical weapons. Therefore, the prohibition 
regimes under these two instruments are in line with each other, and to our 
understanding, will not give rise to unbridgeable differences. This is the 
rationale behind our working paper CD/378.

In conclusion, the prohibition of use is not the most crucial question in 
the way of an agreement on the convention during our current negotiations.
However, we hope that this question car be settled as soon as possible, so that 
more time can be allocated to the solution of the other complicated question.

That question concerns the concept and definition of chemical warfare agents. 
Over the past four years, quite a number of delegations have put forward working 
papers on the concept and definition of chemical warfare agents. This shows the 
importance accorded to the question. We have ail along maintained that the 
future convention should deai with the question in the light of the following 
considerations ;

1. The reason why chemical weapons constitute a weapons system lies in the 
fact that they exert the toxic effects of certain chemicals for war purposes.
Only by clearly defining this specific category of cnemicals can there by a precise 
and unambiguous concept and definition of chemical weapons. For this reason, we 
find it difficult to understand how the definition of chemical weapons can be 
formulated without touching upon the concept of chemical warfare agents.

2, Since chemical warfare agents are the essential element of the three 
elements making up chemical veanons, they are necessarily the key element of

We can hardly imagine aprohibition under a chemical weapons convention. __
convention providing no explicit definition of the main subject of its prohibition 
or even containing no reference to this veiy concept.

3. Chemical warfare agents have long become a well-established concept an,, 
term, which is recognized on its merit of clearly denoting the use and purpose of 
such chemical agents, Therefore, it can just veil concretize the generally-accepted 
"general purpose criterion".

• 
o
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be pointed out that up till now no proper status has been given to chemical 
warfare agents in the future convention, 
confusion and inconveniences in practical work.

This has already caused some conceptual

Within the Working Group, a kind of toxicity categorization of chemical 
warfare agents has often been used to replace the concept and definition of 
chemical warfare agents. Wherever the general concept of chemical warfare 
agents should be used, the formulation of super-toxic and lethal, other lethal, 
and other harmful chemicals has been applied, 
convention, this kind of categorization can and should be used, but it must be 
used under the general concept of chemical warfare agents. Otherwise, a correct 
categorization, if used in a wrong way, may also produce errors. The reason is 
very simple: not all the super-toxic and lethal, other lethal and other 
harmful chemicals can be used for hostile or war purposes. What the convention 
is intended to deal with is the portion which may be used for hostile or 
purposes.

For the purpose of the.

war
Therefore, using the three types of chemicals alone —- which are 

classified according to their toxicity categorization — cannot define the scope 
of the prohibition of the convention in a correct and precise manner. This 
seems to be a major flaw in the future convention so far discussed. And the 
flaw originates from the fact that only the toxicity criterion is used, whereas 
another and even more fundamental criterion — the general purpose criterion — is 
neglected.

That the concept of chemical warfare agents is not used has also caused 
confusion in other concepts. For instance, -strictly speaking, the concepts of 
"precursor" and "key precursor" should be "precursor" and "key precursor" of 
"chemical warfare agents".
has not been accepted, sometimes such paradoxical formulations as "the key 
precursor of chemical weapons" is used.
chemical weapon, only the chemical fillings of the chemical weapon, namely, 
"chemical warfare agents", involve precursors or key precursors, whereas the 
shell body and the launching device have nothing to do with precursors and key 
precursors.

To sum up, "chemical warfare agents" should be one of the most fundamental
In our

view, this is mainly a technical problem and ought to be solved more easily.

some

However, as the concept of chemical warfare agents

Of the three component parts of the

and most important concepts and definitions in the future convention.
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Mr. CARASALES (Argentina) (translated from Spanish): Mr. Chairman, in my 
statement this morning I intend to refer to the item that is on the time-table 
for our plenary meetings this week, namely, chemical weapons.

My delegation is convinced that the time has come to make the maximum 
effort to intensify the negotiations in order to agree on a convention on
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the prohibition of chemical weapons before a now arms rac^ dcvclopes in this 
aria and constitutes a further threat to international peace and security.

Wo believe that it is purlwCtiy ^ossialo to acnieve, within a reasonable 
period of tine, a convention which would remove the danger represented by this 
odious weapon and strengthen the security of States and which would not indirectly 
create the situations of inequality or discrimination that could arise as a 
consequence of the differences in degrees of development.

I shall now refer to certain points which, although they have already been 
dealt with a number of times, are still of great relevance to the process of 
negotiation on which we have embarked. Gradual changes of position with respect 
to these will enable us, we hope, little by little to achieve a convergence of - 
views which can then be translated into agreed texts and finally into the 
convention that is so necessary and so much desired. The Argentine delegation 
has always believed that a frank exchange of ideas and viewpoints in the various 
forums of discussion, namely, the Committee, tne Ad Hoc Working Group and the 
contact groups, is an essential prerequisite to the progress of the negotiations.

Before mentioning specific questions, however, I should like to make a 
general comment. While it is true that some progress has been achieved in the 
course of our discussions and they have contributed to clarifying positions, the 
fact is that no substantial headway has been made on certain aspects of crucial 
importance such as the kind of information countries should provide in their 
declarations or the specific methods to be used for the verification of the 
destruction" of chemical weapons and the elimination of production facilities.

Tnis has meant that in one of the contact groups we are continuing to 
have interesting discussions but they are theoretical and have nothing to do 
with the essence of the tasks entrusted to us nor are they truly commensurate 
with the purposes of this multilateral disarmament negotiating body.

The presence of experts has beer, very useful ir: the present phase of the 
work being done during the summer part of the Committee's session. My Government 
decided to send a technical official to co-operate in the work of the different 
groups. We consider that the discussion of the various complicated matters to 
be covered by the future convention makes it essential to have available the 
requisite specialized information and infrastructure and we hope that the method 
used this year will be repeated. It should be pointed out in this connection 
that it is not an easy matter for experts from developing countries in distant 
regions to come to Geneva and it is therefore necessary to plan in detail and as 
far ahead as possible the use that will be made of the presence of experts here 
so that the utmost advantage car. be taken of their contribution during the short 
space of time available.

As you know, the Argentine delegation has always been firmly in favour of the 
inclusion of the prohibition of tne use of chemical weapons in the scope of the 
convention.

For this reason, and as the Ambassador of Australis said a few days ago, we 
were pleased to hear the statement ma-'C by Ambassador Imai on 11 July indicating 
that Japan may now be counted among the countries holding this view.

It would perhaps not be superfluous in this connection to emphasize once 
more the importance and aiguificarter of the Geneva Protocol oi 192f>, which 
represented an important ni lenton- in tb. development of international law and for 
that reason merits our appreciation anr our respect.
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Vu have to recognize, however, that the Protocol doer not contain any 
restrictions on production, development, stockpiling, transfer and other

It stipulates.solely thatpossible activities in the sphere of chemical weapons, 
th^ir use in war is prohibited.

Since some countries hr.vc reserved their right 01 reprisals the Protocol 
has become essentially an agreement on ,:non-first-uso".
to it have confined the scope of their undertaking solely to signatories,

It is for this reason that in the present negotiations we ought to 
formulate a treaty which prohibits, without exception, the development, 
production, stockpiling, transfer, acquisition and use of chemical weapons. 
new convention ought to avoid a double regime, allow for verification and cover 
situations of hostilities not considered cases of war or foreseen ir, 1925.

My delegation hopes that a spirit of flexibility will prevail in this 
matter so as to parmit a consensus which will not only make it possible to 
achieve a truly comprehensive instrument but also undoubtedly help us to reach 
agreement on other important aspects of the convention.

Another element to which wc attach special- importance is that oi the 
definitions tc be included in the convention, 
key precursors, r.ry delegation made a statement in Contract Group D which appears 
in a document dated 25 June.

We believe that the definitions should be as complete as possible and should 
in addition contain an indication of the basic characteristics of the key 
precursors, which will serve as a guide to the consultative committee in its 
future work.

The statement to which I have referred was made with the object oi 
contributing constructive information for this purpose, an-a wc hope that progress 
can be made on this score.

As regards the destruction of stocks, my delegation maintains the right, o± 

each State party to possess substances classified as prohibited toxic agents 
for non-hostile uses, but in quantities defined and declared so as to facilitate, 
where necessary, the requisite verification.

By non-hostile uses we mean those directly connected with industrial, 
agricultural, scientific and research purposes and also protection purposes.
The use of irritants or temporary incapacitants should be permitted for ; 
the maintenance of public order and the enforcement of the domestic laws of
States.

Other States parties

Tne

With respect to precursors and
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The work of the Ad Hoc Working Group has confirmed that the destruction of 
would require the virtually permanent presence 01 inspector.-: atstocks

destruction installations.
We wonder, however, what is the point of

declared cannot beWe are net opposed to this, 
strict verification in this respect if the stocks that are
verified.

We mention this example simply in order to indicate the differences of 
views which still persist in the negotiations and which require clearer po_itica*
definitions.

well understand that the convention should notAt the same time, while wc .be an obstacle to the development of chemical industries, we consider that 
commercial operations ougnt not to contribute to the masking of tne production 
of supertcxic lethal substances or their precursors. On the contrary, tne 
chemical industry should ensure that the levels of such production are not higher 
than those permitted, including that of the relatively less tcxic components of 
binary weapons or dual-purpose agents.

The elimination of chemical weapons production and filling facilities is
They should be declared, immediatelyan important aspect of the convention. 

closed, and destroyed within an agreed period.
of destruction should also include 

temporarily converted for 
this transitory activity

It goes without saying that the process 
those chemical weapons production facilities that ar. 
the elimination of chemical weapons arsenals, as 
comes to an end.

soon as

commissions during the process of the 
to increase confidence.The presence of international 

elimination of production facilities will serve
In the matter of ensuring compliance with the convention, it should be 

pointed out that the timing and characteristics of the verification process 
will have to vary, depending on what is being verified — declarations.the 
destruction of installations, non-production or the destruction of so . .

of each of these will call for special procedures.The verification
the need for the complaints

the effectivenessWc believe that there is £ consensus on

the agreement should be built consists in the political wnl and tne 
determination of States not to use or to possess chemical weapons , ever or in
any circumstances.
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Verification should be based on a combination of national ano international 
including systematic on-site inspections to investigate possiblemeasures, 

viciations of the convention.

Existing means of nonitorin: have an important but limited capacity for 
the detection of activities in preparation for chemical warfare.

It is necessary, in our view, during the negotiations, to agree- on a
reasonable degree of assurancebalanced system of verification which will offer a 

that the provisions of thé convention are being complied with, but we should 
not attempt to achieve perfection, for the very complexity of the interests at 
stake makes this unattainable and such an attempt would certainly mean the

postponement of the adoption of agreements at a time when they are
should seek is the greatest degree Oi certaintyindefinite

ever more necessary. What we 
possible in the detection of activities on a sufficiently large scale to 
constitute a military threat as regards this type of weapon.

The international character of verification will be assured by the 
presence of the experts of a subsidiary body of the consultative committee, 
who will be able to act rapidly and effectively wjithin their sphere of competence, 
without going into aspects unconnected with the scientific technical con en o 
the task they are required to perform.

In thisSimilarly, the procedures should be appropriate to each case, 
connection random visits will serve to strengthen mutual confioence and help 
ensure compliance with the convention.

Disarmament has been engaged for a number of years in 
the effort to achieve a convention prohibiting chemical weapons. The 
distinguished chairmen of the Ad Hoc Working Group on this subject, 
Ambassadors Okawa, Lidgard and Sujka, and now Ambassador McPhail, and tneir 
colleagues the co-ordinators of the contact groups, together witr. all the 
participants in the meetings held at every levai, have worked intensively, an 
it is this work which is now bearing its full fruits.

The Committee on

What we ought to do now as soon as possible is tc start the actual work 
of drafting the provisions of the future convention. My delegation is aware

considerable difficulties still lie ahead and that a great ded of work ^ 
will be required. Eut at least we should start it, and it is to be hoped tha. 
that beginning will prove to be a psychological stimulus towards the reaching 
of compromises, which are not unattainable if ther^ is 2 re“ ^ a . . fc
to reach agreement — an agreement which would be not only tne first achievement

Disarmament but also a very important step towards 
international community is demanding more and more

that

of the Committee on 
disarmament, which the 
insistently.
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I intend t-o apeak today about the agenda item for this week —? chemical
This area at present seems to have the best prospecta for a successful

The complex and difficult questions connected 
with the negotiations are being tackled vigorously and serioubly. 
least the positive result of determined efforts by the chairmen of the Ad Hoc 
Working Group on Chemical Weapons, including the Chairman for this year,
Ambassador McPhail of Canada. 
groups are working very actively.

However, several difficult problems remain to be solved. 
briefly on some of them.

First, however, a couple of positive notes on some concrete contributions 
which have been oeveloped during this summer session.

weapons.
conclusion in a not too long a time.

This is not

We can note with satisfaction that the contact

I will comment

Several countries have answered the questions put forward by the United Kingdom 
delegation at the spring session with regard to the production and consumption 
by different countries of some possible so-called key precursors, as asked for in

Sweden is among those countries. Wethe British working paper, document CD/353*
with those who think that this is a very useful approach. This approachagree

will make it possible for us to identify the problems which would arise for the 
chemical industry if some of those key precursors have to be regulated under a 
future convention. We look forward to the revised version of the working paper 
announced by the United Kingdom delegation, and which I understand will contain 
answers from other countries. We would also like to urge more countries 
representing different economic systems to provide answers.

Another tangible contribution has been the presentation by the delegation 
of the United States of the working paper in document CD/387 on the question of 
the destruction of chemical weapons. Hopefully, the ongoing discussion of this 
paper will make it possible to solve an extremely important problem for the 
convention: that of clarifying the concepts of respectively, continuous and 
systematic on-site inspection of the destruction of stockpiles. Although thv 
final solution to this problem will depend on political considerations, the 
question nevertheless requires considerable technical studying in all Its aspec s. 
This is very clear from the conclusions drawn by the delegation of the 
United States itself with respect to the need for continuous on-site international

It seems toverification of the destruction of stockpiles at a large facility.

(Cant'd)



like to acknowledge the very interesting
« for verificationIn this context we would also 

statement by Ambassador Sadleir on 14 July outlining a stra egy 
and indicating a practical and flexible approach.'

It should bv underlined, however, that this is a problem where all concerned 
parties have to contribute with constructive proposals and to takw p«.rt in 
discussions^ as the distinguished Ambassador of Brazil said in ^ statement at 
our last plenary meeting. Progress in the negotiations process will not be advanced 

parties Just wait for suggestions to be made by others.if some
One would hope also that progress regarding the problem of the destruction o

stockpiles might pave the way for dealing with thu question of the^struction^^^ 
production facilities. This is the more important since ^ f t ^ vaUdity
facilities would remain for future use Is cruc al with regard to the futu. = vail
of the convention we are working on.

Some progress has been reached on the question whether the convention should 
contain a new prohibition of use of chemical weapons. One reason Estions 
able work of the co-ordinator of the contact group handling these questio^^,
Mr. Akkernan. It seems that in general no objections exist tc ng chemical provisions in the convention relating to the prohibition of the use ^^emical 
weapons. Thus, compliance measures under the convention *^*f*^££ Tha 
possible in cases of alleged use of chemical weapons »^er these provisions.^
work of the contact group has so far resulted in two nrohibit-ion on use
operative part of the convention, one recommending an explicit prohibition
in the scope cf the convent ion.

The other approach is mainly to have an explicit reference to the convention.

oni“ ^==1.
At th- same time we have obtained, through the work in the contact group, a 

very Lfui Ust of criteria on what is required in order to make an investigation 
of alleged use of chemical weapons. My delegation is pluaouo with ^s
development since we consider the P^-^^.^f^SeJenoê P^ohihition
chemical weapons to be the main reason for including - reterencv to
of use in the convention.
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my delegation, however, th-t it 1, necessary to study vary closely these conclusions 
and the premises on which they rest in order to see whether alternative and 
perhaps less intrusive means might. be found. My delegation will revert to this 
problem later or.. In the meantime, we have put some questions to the ^tlon 
Of the United States in the hope that the answers could be helpful in the evaluati
we will attempt.
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Thfi work or ;h3 compliance procedure in general has also shown clear progress. 
We now have a substantial oauis ti; which ve c.v continue our work, 
be generally agreed that the procedurec for the verification of the use of chemical 
weapons can also continue to be discussed in this contact group. We hope that it 
will consider this problem again soon.

The problems which remain with respect to certain definitions and the 
provisions deriving from them seem to be mere difficult than envisaged. This is 
clear from the work in the contact group. Also, the thought-provoking statement

Ambassador Iraai of Japan raises pertinent aspects on the question

It seems to

made recently by 
of définirions.

The problems concern the concepts of chemical warfare agents and the 
so-called key precursors. It is obvious that these problems are more of a 
political nature than really technical. However, at the same time they ought to 
be the problems most easy to clarify, presupposing mutual accommodation.

In this'connection we might reflect on another approach, which might prove 
to be helpful for our deliberations, namely, to draw up a comprehensive and as 

authoritative list of the words and concepts being used in our 
Although such a list would not be complete or agreed 

convention enters into force, it still might be useful to
Such lists of words and concepts have

far as possible 
work with the convention.
upon totally until the
have provisional versions during our work. .occurred in connection also with other treaties and are by no means an innovation 
in themselves. Hy delegation -cordlnsly-ggestsjha.^uch ^ovisiona^

This work should preferably beshould be worked out as soon as 
hire a consultant in order to undertake the job. 
ready by the time our work starts next session.

My delegation has also made a suggestion in the Ad Hoc Working Group on 
Chemical Weapons for a more comprehensive work method. We described such a 
method in the Working Group when we presented our idea -of supplying structures 
for the discussions on each key issue, for instance, on the destruction of 
stockpiles and of production facilities, etc. The suggested structures for such 
different key issues are not intended to constitute treaty texts but only c 
keep track of different issues which are interrelated. Take, for instance, the 
question of destruction of stockpiles. A discussion of this issue requires that 
the questions of declarations of stockpiles, of their destruction, and of t e 
verificarior. of the destruction process are discussed together ana not separately 
under different headings treating declarations and verification in too general 

It is our sincere hope that this approach will facilitate our work.terms

benefit of all parties.



this yaar brings forward solutions to some of the problems 
that the prospects for the substantial work on the

Thus, if our ' 
mentioned above, I 
convention next yeti’* arc indeed gcod.
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In summary, the following conclusions can be drawn:

The work on a chemical weapons convention is proceeding very 
•lowly;

Nevertheless,
ouv in the process, work which is indispensable for the ultimate 
realization of a convention.

much useful and much needed work is being carried

r*
 "1



CD/FV.227
1 V

O'ir. Turbanski, Poland)

Let me new come to the qu-.-stton cf the prohibition of chemical weapons. It 
shcu]o be said that the Committee has gene out of its wny to provide all possible 
resources to ensure the freer, light for negotiations in this priority field. 
Delegations contribute t.n the activities of the contact groups and of the Working 
Group as a. whole, dynamically loo by the distinguished Ambassador McPhail cf Canada. 
Progress is ir the making but it is still ret as distinct as one would wish it tc 
be. The Ad Hcc Working Group on Chemical Weapons is still faced with the major 
task cf considering and reaching an agreement on numerous unresolved questions. In 
this situation delegations’should demonstrate the necessary flexibility and mutual 
understanding so as to avoid creating artificial and superflous impediments leading 
tc the waste of line- and hampering progress, as .was emphasized by some delegations 
speaking cn the subject at our earlier meetings.

I would like tc concentrate cn the question cf the destruction of stockpiles. 
This question is one cf the most important parts cf the future convention to 
negotiate, and will subsequently be most costly ir. implementation. It will, 
however, be conducive to the affective implementation of other previsions of tne 
future convention, such as the•nqn-productior of key precursors that could be used 
for chemical weapons purposes, the destruction of facilities producing cnemical 
weapons, etc. Furthermore.. the successful implementation of these measures will 
increase confidence among the parties to the future convention; it will also 
encourage other States to join the convention. That is why, in the considered view 
of my delegation, the successful negotiation of the question of the destruction of 
stockpiles is cf primordial importance. But before we come to that, a number cf 
important elements in this respect must be agreed upon„ Among ctner questions to 
be clarified and agreed upon arc: the form and content of declarations on existing 
stockpiles of chemical weapons as well -as the principles for the verification of the 
destruction of stockpiles. Sc far, no adequate solution to the above questions has 

. been found„ This, howave", should not discourage delegations and hinder them from 
making progress or many other important questions concerning the future convention.

,A final agreement or. the contents of declarations and on plans concerning the 
destruction of stockpiles should constitute a good basis for an effective control 
of their destruction,, both quantitative!y and qualitatively.

The pace and stages of destruction foreseen in their plans -should ensure that 
no party gains a unilateral military advantage.

The process of destroying chemical weapons stockpiles will require the 
construction or conversion cf at least one specially designed facility in a given 
country , The timing cf the construction cf that facility should be planned in such 
a wav so as not tc allow any party to delay the ratification process owing to its 
inability to commence the destruction (6 months to 2 years after ratification) of 
its stockpiles.

The costly process of the designing and construction or conversion of the 
destruction facility will most probably require ar. international co-operation with 

■ the participation of., inter aJ ia, the envisaged consultative committee, 
context, it is important that t-hi future convention should contain a provision for 
the possible transfer of chemical weapons tc another State party for their 
destruction, under effective international control. This will require further 
legal arrangements.

In this

The possibility or" the diversion of some chemicals for peaceful purposes 
constirutes a separate problem. An understanding expressed on that subject in 
documents CD/112 ana CD/334 is being currently contested by seme delegations on the

The delegation of Australia hasgrounds that it ir net economical1 y feasible.
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itself recently in favour of conversion, in agreement with the future 
Let me express the hope that further discussions on thispronounced

consultative committee. 
subject will lead to a satisfactory solution.

Another important problem, which is the subject of difficult negotiations, is 
the verification of the destruction of stockpiles. So far no solution satisfactory 
to all has been found. On the contrary, well-known divergencies of views in this 
respect persist. The important elements for making an optimal decision on the 
methods for the verification of the destruction of stockpiles should, in our 
include inter alia the following:

international inspectors during on-site inspections ; 
information to be provided by the national

The scope of the duties of
The scope and nature of the 
verification body ;
The scope and contents of the plans for the destruction of chemical weapons;

destruction facility and its specificallyThe degree of automation of the 
designed control instruments ;

of the detailed information to be provided before the commencementThe scope
of each stage of the destruction process ;

destroyed stockpiles in the subsequent stages of theReporting on the 
destruction process.
The tine is ripe for us t.o deal as Intensively as possible *>ith th«s c^the1" 

Any agreement on them could bring us closer toIt seems that it would be very helpful to th. nesotiat”
common agreement on the detinition 

compilation of two lists of 
to be destroyed and

questions. 
future convention.the destruction of stockpiles if we could reach a 
of the terms chemical weapons and key precursors

One of them should include the key precursors .could be manufacturerai under 
It is our hope and 

Contact Group D will bring

and a
such precursors.another one should contain key precursors which

their use for peaceful purposes.
these issues insupervision, to ensure 

expectation that the work conducted on 
tangible results soon.

the activities of contactBefore concluding, let me also say a few words about groups B and C. In group C, dealing with the jueation °f inoorporatin^the^^, 
prohibition of the use of chemical weapons in the see~ Questions in
as well as in group B, concerned with the resolution ° c°”£nion pr0Ups are
our view, meaningful progress has been attained. In ou p .
close to reaching the stage of the drafting process.

green light for negotiations in this P^ity 
decision by the United States 

generation of
I started by speaking about a

br^furt-hbl^fudds^t o^bs^releaBed^foi^the^development^of

creation of confidence, which is
the elaboration of a convention

chemical weapons.
Such a decision cannot contribute tc the 
indispensable and should accompany our work on 
prohibiting chemical weapons.

1 “ ■s£sar=s«æss = SÉ s
Should Bring Poli3h delegation will spare no effort to

readiness for 
Weapons may and 
the work of the said Working Group.
contribute to that end.
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The other two working papers which I have the honour to introduce deal with 
problems relating to the elaboration of a chemical weapons convention by the

I should like to stress the urgency which Norway attaches 
to this matter. In our view this is a priority item on the. multilateral 
disarmament agenda. Definitive progress in this field would be most important on 
its own merits ; but it would also be highly beneficia.1 to other multilateral 
disarmament efforts. We would urge all parties in these negotiations to- take full 

of the momentum which has been created with a view to achieving early

Committee on Disarmament.

advantage
agreement on this highly significant disarmament measure.

Norway has closely .followed the progress which has been made in the Ad. Hoc
In this connection, our delegation was

We have noted
Working Group and its contact groups.
strengthened for seven weeks this year by the presence of experts, 
the increased support for the proposal to include a prohibition on use in the

It is of vital importance that this should not detract
An inclusion of ascope of the convention.

from the obligations of States under the 1925 Geneva Protocol, 
prohibition on use in the new convention would have the advantage, however, that 
the non-use of chemical weapons could be effectively verified.

(Cont'd)
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A primary objective of the Norvégien research programme on the sampling and 
analyses of chemical warfare agents under winter conditions was to focus on the 
verification problems which would have to be dealt with in the framework of a v 
future chemical weapons convention. The programme which was initiated by the 
-Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs in 1931 was aimed at using snow samples for 
verification of alleged use. In particular, the possibility of positive 
verification some weeks after alleged use has been investigated with a view to 

realistic time-frame for undertaking on-site inspection under suchfinding a 
conditions.

The first part of the research programme was carried out in 1981/1982 and the 
results were presented in working paper CD/311.

to introduce working paper CD/396Today I have, therefore, the pleasure on the verification of a chemical weapons convention, which summarizes the results 
of the second part of the research programme undertaken during the winter 
1982/1983. The full report is annexed to the English version of the working
paper.

I would like to stress that the programme is based on experiments under field 
conditions in order to provide as realistic a bas.is as possible for this research.

As the scientific results of the second part of the research programme were 
presented to Contact Group C of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons on 
1 July, I shall limit myself to the main recommendations in regard to

of chemical weapons w-iich can be made on the basisverification of the alleged use 
of the results of the research programme. •

demonstrate -the importance of the time factor 
The samples should therefore be taken as

Further
The results of this programme 

and proper collection of samples. 
as possible after report of alleged usedecomposition of the chemical agents in the samples on the way to the analysing 
laboratory should be avoided by rapid transport and proper handling. To ensure .he 
integrity of the samples, personnel having the necessary knowledge should do the 
sampling and transportation and be selected by the consultative committee or a 
euborgan under that Committee. The laboratory or laboratories where the analyses 
will be carried out should be selected and supervised by the same suborgan. The 
chemical analyses would require highly trained and scientific personnel and modern 
equipment.

soon
has been received.

In addition, toSeveral different analytical techniques will be needed, 
obtain'maximum reliability of the results, it may also be necessary to apply more 
than one independent analytical method for each chemical agent.

The regular updating of the procedures for the taking of samples and of 
analytical methods should be the responsibility of the consultative committee.



Finally, I have the honour to present working paper CD/397 on verification of
Such verification should inthe non-production of chenical weapons in Norway.

principle be based on on-site inspections under the auspices of the consulat 179 
committee according to a list of key precursors. This list, as well as the criteria 
for making such a list, should be kept under constant review. The key precursors 
for super-toxic lethal chemicals and other super-toxic chemicals, listed in the annex 
to the working paper, document CD/353, submitted by the United Kingdom, would seem 
to be sufficient for a system of inspection in order to verify that those substances 
which pose the greatest, threat are not being produced in violation of the future 

In that working paper, the United Kingdom presented a survey of he
It was suggested that other 

their civil chemical
in document CD/397,

As can be

convention.
British production and civil uses of key precursors.
States should furnish corresponding data concerning
industries. The third paper which I am submitting today,
contains similar data as regards civil production and uses in Norway.
seen from thi document, the civil uses of such substances in Norway are very
limited and b sed on import. I hope that these data will be useful in *he
Committee's further work in regard to the verification of non-production of chami
weapons.

CD/PV 229
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The Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs intends to continue to support 
research in Norway of questions relevant to a future chemical weapons convention and 
the results of such research will in due course be presented to the Committee.
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Mr. VF, JY OUA (Czechoslovakia): Mr. Chairman, in my statement today I wish to
Our delegation considers theaddress the issue of a chemical weapons convention, 

convention not only a matter of the highest priority in our wori:, but — like many 
others in this room — also the most promising area for achieving the concrete, 
positive results so badly needed for disarmament as well as for the Committee itself. 
Wi acknowledge with satisfaction that in the Ad hoc Working Group as well as in all 
contact groups, the work is going on intensively and seriously, and we higlily 
appreciate the skilful guidance, and initiative of Ambassador McPhail of Canada as 
Chairman of the Working Group.

We took note of several suggestions as to how to make the work of the Group 
still more effective. There is no doubt that procedures can be always improved. 
However, the main realistic way to bring the work to a positive and reasonably fast 
end is to take a political decision to clear the way for real negotiations and the 
drafting of the convention. The idea that the time has come for such work, 
expressed by several delegations, has full support on our part.

We can only express our regret at the decision by the United States Senate to 
allocate f'130 million to begin production of artillery shells and aerial "Big eye" 
bombs for binary chemical weapons — a decision indicating the direction of real 
political interests which are far from disarmament measures.

SomeIt is only natural to ask what was the main purpose of such a step, 
opinions were expressed that it was intended to put the Committee on Disarmament 
under pressure to accelerate the work regarding a chemical weapons convention. At 
the same time, we all know the heavily scheduled time-table of the working and contact 

and we can all see that even small delegations are contributing to the workgroups,
in groups with remarkable activity, doing their best to achieve maximal progress. 
Should we understand that the United States administration has a different opinion 
regarding our efforts or even a quite different approach to the Committee on 
Disarmament as such?

Trying to review the most important results and problems of our woik on a 
chemical weapons convention, I wish to point out the following questions.

Some progress was achieved in the solution of the issue of the prohibition of 
the use of chemical weapons in the convention. Since there is consensus that 
nothing in the convention should weaken the Geneva Protocol of 19-5 > one of the 
acceptable ways certainly could be to cover the prohibition of use by an explicit 
reference to the Geneva Protocol of 1225 and its direct relevance for the parties 
tc the convention, as suggested in the contact group -- though some other 
formulation coulu bo equally acceptable, 
group) brought the views very close together, so that a final solution should not 
be too far off.

In any case the discussion in the contact

A reasonable amount of work was also done with regard to fact-finding 
procedures and the nature of the evidence which should be available to justify the 
initiation of a challenge. In our view, the question of evidence is very important : 
the experience of unsubstantiated allegations, for instance concerning yellow 
rain, etc., is a warning, because the political consequences, even of evident fakes, 
tend to be far-reaching. The text elaborated in the contact group certainly is not 
the language of the treaty, but, in principle, the procedures suggested are 
reasonable and can serve as a good basis for actual drafting.
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(Mr. "o.ivoin. Czechoslovakia)

Renewed attention appear? to b< attached bv several oelegationr to the scope 
of the convention and to the definition of chemical weapons, where the introduction 
of the concept of chemical warfare -agents has been advocated.

In military terminology
chemical weapons are called chemical warfare agents, 
by qualities important for their military deployment, such as their chemical 
structure and toxicity, the character of injury they cause, the period of latency, 
their resistance under environmental conditions, etc. Such characteristics are 
needed in the first place for an army planning an offensive use of chemical weapons, 
but of course, they should be known and considered also by those planning the 
defence against chemical weapons.

chemicals which are contained and dispersed by
As such, they are characterized

The question is whether this evidently military term, and the concept behind 
it, could become useful in the context of the convention prohibiting the production 
of all chemical weapons irrespective of the above-mentioned characteristics, and 
providing for their destruction without exception.

The introduction of the concept of chemical warfare agents was considered 
already in the very early phases of our negotiations, several years ago. It soon 
became evident, however, that such an approach would create several difficulties.
If we proceeded along such lines, using military concepts anc criteria, it could 
become difficult to avoid formulations resembling more the language of instructions 
for the use of chemical weapons rather than a disarmament document.

But the main question is if and how the concept could help to maire the 
provisions of the convention more precise.

Providing for a total bar on all chemical weapons, the convention hardly needs 
to specify them very much. The concept cf chemical warfare agents, as we -understand 
it, implies the use of lists of corresponding agents. Speaking in terms, of specific 
agents, however, one can in principle never cover the whole field of potential 
chemical weapons. Any list would always be only illustrative: there will be 
troubles with different military code-names, and it will not include chemicals 
kept in secret or those newly developed in the future etc.

According to such inherent restrictions, the concept could in fact be 
interpreted in such a way that only known chemical warfare agents, corresponding 
to all military criteria, should be declared and destroyed, while some others 
could be omitted. With the complex problem of new multi-component chemical weapons 
systems in mind, we should like to express our serious apprehension that the 
chemical warfare agents concept could fail, especially in this most important area 
of new kinds of chemical weapons.

For all these reasons, with regard tc the scope of prohibition, we cannot see 
any more proper criterion than that cf general purpose.

The criterion of toxicity is an additional one. It was adopted for the 
purpose of the convention later, after it had been recognized that there must be 
some kind of differentiation un some provisions of the convention (certainly not, 
however, in the scope): some chemicals are extremely dangerous and should be 
subject to a very strict regime of verification, while some could be monitored 
less strictly.



a matter of fact, the question of reasonably differentiated approaches 
arrears tc be one of the most important in the future- work on the convention. T e 
oie-ussioiir in the contact groupe, go deeper and deeper into individual issues, 
the"course of such a orocess there is a natural tendency to reach the highest 
possible level of perfection of a particular proposed procedure. Doing this one- 
might easily forget the- brea-ncr context, an-1 fail to sec- a realistic balance between 

implementation provision and the reasonably evaluated real importance oia gixen 
the given issue-.

The destruction of stocks may serve as an example of that pro clem.

As is well known, some delegations proposed for this purpose a complex of 
sophisticated procedures. Such a complex would include the monitoring; of^a-i e 
steps of the technological process by a number of sensors and automatically 
operating television cameras, a continuous on-site inspection performed by a whole 
group of international inspectors, a great number of laboratory teste, and so on.

this has been suggested in order to verify that tne State which has
I must admit that myAH

declared its stocks of chemical weapons really destroys them.
delegation has some difficulties in seeing why the declared stocks should not be 
destroyed. It seems more logical to consider the destruction of declared old 
stocks of chemical weapons one of the most simple tasks for verification.

At the same time, a real danger foi international security could be potentially 
posed, e.g. by the undeclared production of some chemicals, which could eventually 
be deployed in multi-component chemical weapons syst'ems, by the civilian chemical 
industry.

There seems to be little doubt that the only verification measure practically 
applicable -with regard to such a very serious situation would be an on-challenge 
inspection — that is something, considered by some delegations as "absolutely 
insufficient and. unacceptable" for such a simple task as the destruction of known 

An imbalance between these two approaches is evident.

The issue of precursors might serve as another example.

The concept of precursors is needed in the convention for two main purposes, 
(l) to cover — as far as declarations and destruction are concerned — the 
chemical components of binary and/or multi-component chemical weapons systems, and 
(?) to cover the commercial production of chemicals which could potentially b- 
misused for creating new chemical weapons in the future.

are

stocks.

all intermediate chemicalsFrom a chemical point of view, precursors 
participating in the process of the chemical synthesis of the end—product.

It would be not only impractical but virtually impossible to deal with the
Also, thewhole spectrum of potential precursors, which arc innumerable.

the interests of the peaceful civilian chemical industry would beinterference with
, and many delegations have already expressed their principal objections to 

which could restrict the free development of the chemical industry.
enormous 
any measures

It seems much more appropriate to choose only key precursors, and of those, 
only the kt-y precursors of supertoxic chemicals to ur dealt with in the convention. 
Our delegation contribute- to this problem in document Ch/cv/Chi.B.S issued on 
19 July of this year, in which v- tried to tit-fir,■■ the main areas where the concept

CD/rV.:’?9
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of key precursors is relevant ana corresponding general criteria for the 
definitions of key precursors, and proposed a few chemicals which could be 
included in tentative lists of key precursors to be destroyed and to be 
manufactured under supervision. Ve also emphasized that the concept of key 
precursors should be reserved only for situations of exceptional importance for 
the security of States.

In this context it is also pertinent to touch briefly upon the issue of 
lists of chemicals, in the convention.

The provisions of the convention reflect different levels cf the problem.
At the level of scope, for instance, the convention provides for the complete 
prohibition and destruction cf ail chemical weapons. Here, the genera- purpose 
criterion is sufficient, and by using a list of specific substances its generao. 
validity would probably be impaired rather than improved.

In such a specific problem as key precursors, some lists would be appropriate, 
because they should facilitate the discrimination of areas of the highest 
importance and the limitation of any unnecessary interference with the peacefu_ 
chemical industry.

However, even these lists would be provisional and ought to be periodically 
revised and brought up to date.

Consecuently they should be incorporated in the convention in a way whicr. 
would (l) give them the necessary authority as an obligatory provision cf the 
treaty, and (2) allow fcr their appropriate revision in the future.

An annex, revised in the course cf the review conference cn the convention, 
might be a reasonable way to meet both requirements mentionec.

There is no doubt that at this stage of the negotiations the lists help
Still, we must focus our workto give the discussion more concrete dimensions, 

on the formulation of general criteria which —- being prerequisites for any 
objective listing of chemicals —- would be valid permanently and would there-~re 
be embodied in the main text of the convention.

Only something more than three weeks are left for cur work on a che_--a- 
weapons convention during this year's summer session. It would re regre ^ vab^e 
to use this time for the formalities so often presented in the course of the

Our delegation is convinced that ala.preparation of the Working Group's report, 
efforts should be given to constructive work on the substance Ca the ccnver^-on. 
I would like to express our conviction that the possibility stil- exists f~r -.s 
to achieve real progress even during the current session of the ;ommi.^ee.



, I seek your permission to invoke rule JO o th rules of 
procedure i ord r to speak about the subject of chemical wea ons Unfortunately, 
the current wave of global armament has led to-the refinement and amass ngo 
even those deadly weapons which the world thought had been forsworrv long time 
ago. The strange and dangerous dialectic which seeks disarmament thn=u'^ ^ 
continuation and intensification of the arms race has, of late, been deP^°y® 
in support of the production and stockpiling of chemical weapons too. However, 
the nations engaged in such an arms race must be realizing at the same me 
that chemical weapons do not make much difference to their real sec y 
defined in terms of their own strategic doctrines. It is this real za 
which constitutes the main hope for making progress in the Committee in t -

Hr.

sphere of chemical weapons.

and moving towards a consensus on

(Cont1 d)
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The importance of the question of verification of compliance cannot be 
This question has, therefore, very rightly claimed a large

I would not like,over-emphasized.
part of the time and attention of the Ad -Hoc Working Group, 
on this occasio'n, to go into the details of the proposals made in this regard.
I would simply reiterate my delegation's position that one of the most Important 
considerations to be taken into account in reaching agréèrent on the verification 
of compliance should be that the chemical industry in many countries of the 
third world,.including my own, still remains at an early stage of doyclopmen 
and nothing should be done in the proposed convention which will inhibit the 
growth of the civilian chemical industries in these countries. ■'The legitimate 
desire of these countries to develop their chemical industrie.' for the benefit 
of their peoples and as a contribution to bridging the technological gap and

It will be recalled that India has so far not been in favour of including
This was sothe prohibition of use in a new convention on chemical weapons, 

because we considered the Geneva Protocol of 1925 to be adequate for prohibiting 
the use of chemical.weapons. As this Protocol constituted a universal legal 
prohibition against the use of chemical weapons, recognized both in international 
and customary law, we had apprehensions that the duplication of its provision in 
another instrument might undermine its legal force and status. Ky Government 
has, however, reviewed its position, and I am now glad to inform the Committee 
that India vrill be willing to support the incorporation in the proposed convention 
of a suitable provision for a ban on the use of chemical weapons. We have done 
so primarily as a contribution to speeding up the work towards negotiating a 
convention banning chemical weapons. Having said this, I would like to emphasize 
that the incorporation of a provision on the banning of use in the proposed 
convention should be done in such a manner as to ensure that tr.c convention^ 
supplements and strengthens the prohibition already provided for in the 1925 Geneva 
Protocol. I am sure that in this connection some of the genuine concerns regarding 
.the status of the 1925 Protocol voiced by distinguished delegates will be taken 
into account. We arc happy to note that the tentative draft prepared by the 
co-ordinator f the contact' group dealing with the sub ect duly reflects the 
sensitivities and concerns in this regard.

CD/PV.2?:
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This has no doubt greatly improved the prospects for work next
should go to the distinguished

chemical weapons.
year. For this the credit, in no small measure 
Ambassador of Canada, who, as the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group, has 
indeed made an untiring effort to fulfil the pledge he gave at the beginning to 
"take these negotiations forward during 1935"• Valuable contributions have also 
been made to the work on the subject by the delegations of the United Kingdom, 
Australia, Sweden, the United States, Yugoslavia, China, France and the USSR.

At the same time, quite a few problems of a complex and sensitive nature 
remain to be sorted out.' 1 Many of these problems are rootecT in the-'VCfyyhature 
of the technology in the chemical industry as well as the dual purpose — 
military and development — of the end-use of the products of this industry =
In the opinion of my delegation, while continuing to deal with those problems 
through various contact groups that have been set up for this purpose, it is not 
too soon to bring together.in the form of provisions of a draft conventions those 
elements on which there is already a consensus or near-consensus, as also those 
on which differences still persist. This will lend greater clarity to subsequent 
discussions,, will enable delegations to sec the main provisions of a draft 
convention in their mutual relationship and bring into relief points on which 
instructions have to be sought from their governments. •

both
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developing self-reliant economic structures must be respected. Moreover, the 
verification regime which is ultimately agreed upon must be non-discriminatory 
in character and should be accessible to all States parties to the convention. 
Finally, we should be careful to ensure that the procedures for the verification 
of compliance remain fair to the civilian chemical industry and do not put an 
unnecessary burden on it.

CD/PV 232
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(Mrt_EL_Reed£t_Eg£Et)

My pu-rpose in speaking to dry is to introduce the Egyptian working paper 
l has oeen distributed as an official document under the symbol CD/406.

-

I do not believe that I need stress our eagerness to see the adoption of a 
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. In our opinion, such a 
convention would be among the principal achievements of the Committee on 
Disarmament. However, for this achievement tc become an effective reality, efforts 
should be made to ensure the global nature of the convention through the accession 
thereto of all the countries of the world, in order to save this and future 
generations from the threat of the potential use of such horrifying weapons and 
to bring about their final disappearance from the military arsenals of the world.

In our viaw, one of the main prerequisites in this connection is an 
undertaking by the States parties to work for the achievement of this objective 
and to act in a manner conducive thereto. Accordingly, the Egyptian working

that the convention should contain a provision indicating that thepaper proposes
States parties undertake to respect the convention, promote its objectives, and 
observe its letter and spirit ir. their international relations.

Moreover, in the matter oi a convention on the prohibition of chemical
readiness or reluctance to accede to it will be the result of reciprocalv;eapons ;

influences in the attitudes of States such that, if a particular State or group 
of States declines to accede to the convention, other States, which initially 
might have wished to become a oarty to itf will be disinclined to tazee such a

Conversely, the accession of a particular State or group cf States mightstep.
encourage other States to follow their ezasmle.

States are most likely to be predisposed towards accession if they have 
faith in the credibility of the convention and are satisfied that its provisions 
are conducive to the furtherance of a common interest, namely, the prohibition 
of chemical weapons, and that their security would not be jeopardized as a 
result of their accession thereto.

In this connection., the provisions concerning verification and compliance 
assume particular importance. The greatest inducement for States to accede to 
the convention would be a feeling of confidence that the convention is capable
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This necessitates the establishmentof enforcing compliance with its provisions, 
of an effective system to verify the occurrence of any violations, to counter 
such violations when they occur, and to deal with arty situation in which a State 
finds itself endangered as s result of its accession to the convention and its 
fulfilment cf its obligations in good faith.

At meetings of the Working Group and meetings of experts, Egypt has
stressed the need for the convention to incorporate an e..ec veconsistently

verification system, including the possibility o- on-siue inspection.
note that the Committee on Disarmament currently appears to be

It
is gratifying to 
more aware cf this requirement.

However, we do not oelieve that the establishment of an effective 
verification system would, in itself, be sufficient to inspire the requisite aegree 
of confidence in the credibility of the convention. Provision snould also be maaey 

•So deal with situations in which a State party refuses to co-operate
violation of thetherefore, #with the bodies responsible for verification, or in whicn a

convention is ascertained through the verification procedure.provisions of the
situation, any injured State could cali 

the matter and take the appropriate action,
commendable

It might be said that, in such a 
upon the Security Council to discuss
However, with all deference to the Security Council, which plays a

Resort to the Security Council is net, in itself, sufficient
the credibility of the 

the largest possible number cf

to its
we have referred„ 
to inspire the requisite degree of confidence in 
convention and would not, therefore, encourage 
States to accede to the Convention,

I do not. believe that we need to elaborate or our reasons -or. bating mu.
In effect; under the Charter of the United Hâtions, any Kemcer ^ .ate ..as 

to the Security Council and no special convention j.s
the Security Council is régulatec 

convention such 
The right of veto or 
the provisions of the

view.
the right of recourse 
needed for this nurpose.by the provisions of the Charter which cannot be amended by^a 
as the convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. rTT~ 
objection granted to the five superpowers is laid com 
Charter governing the work of the Security Council.

Moreover, resort to

We are all aware ol the problems encountered in the adoption of resolutions 
in tie Security Council as a result of political considerations an- 
circinstances. Consequently, we can envisage a situation in w c.. a s 
State, possibly net ever a party to the convention, migr.t be able ^bstruct 
the ’<ork cf the entire Council and prevent the adoption of a resolution, 
this reason, we do not believe that the possibility of resort o -ne 
Security Council would, in itself, inspire the requisite degree 01 con-iaen. 
in the convention.

In making this assessment, we have taken into account the special nat 
of a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons, together with — P 
experience cf the work of the Security Council.



I ortheimor-3, it is possible to envisage circuns tances in which the convention, 
taa legal system that, it establishes or the legal principles that it lays down 
might^be endangered, but not necessarily as a result of a breach committed by 
one of the States parties. In such a situation th ecurity Council might, once 
afcc.in, bo ’Convened, particuj.ccly if the matter rel t s to a circumstance which 
poses a threat to international peace or security. In addition, .however, it 
mignt rlso bo necessary-to ..convene an urgent meeting of the consultative committee.

thus connection, wt believe that there must' be some form of guarantee of the 
serious nature of such convocation for which we have therefore stipulated the 
concurrence of a number of States parties, for example, five.

These are the concepts that we believe should be incorporated in the 
convention on the prohioition of chemical weapons in order that the convention 
may acquire the credibility and effectiveness needed to make it truly capable 
of fulfilling our aspiration, namely, the final elimination of such weapons 
and the exclusion of their use in any form whatsoever.

CD/FY.252
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It should also be noted that the ultimate objective of the proposed 
is the institution of a^general legal system under which the various States would 
give specific, verifiable undertakings. They would assume these commitments on 
the underst-nding that the ether States parties would follow suit. Voluntary 
participation .n such a system must be based on the conviction of every State 
party that, in the event of its security being endangered as a result of the 
non-fulfilment of -commitments by any other State party, there would definitely be 
a body to which appeal could be made.

convention

'That body could only be the group of 
States in association wit’., which the injured State entered into specific 
commitments, on the understanding that the group would be responsible for upholding 
the convention and ensuring its observance.

To that- end, stipulation of the possibility of convening a special meeting 
of the consultative committee if the fact-finding team is unable to solve a problem 
relating .c the observance of the provisions of the convention, as mentioned 
in the draft submitted by the United States of America, merely constitutes a 
proper application of the principle of the collective joint responsibility of the 
States parties to uphold the convention and endeavour to ensure the observance 
of its provisions.

However, we balieve that the provision concerning the convening of the 
consultative committee to consider a matter relating to the violation of the 
stipulations oi the convention should comprise an indication of the legal 
framework within which the consultative committee can act. 
consultative committee consists of all the States parties, specific provision 
should be made for

Since the

s commitment on their part to assist ary State whose security 
is endangered or vhxc.. is otherwise prejudiced as a result of the violation of 
the provisions of the Convention by any S tates party. Ir. parallel, a stipulation 
should be made to the effect that the Staxe parties must take action to ensure 
observance o. tne convention ana fulfilment of the commitments specified therein.
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, and especially 
giit contradiction 
.rters to arrive

If we lock back upon the long-, difficult negotiating years 
to the past annual session, ve cannot but be struck by tne c_ 
between the declared will of delegations from all political q 
at the early conclusion of a chemical weapons convention, 
degree cf practical movement in terms of real progress. 
essicn, my

and the relatively minor 
It she beginning of the 
ns would bring a 
public at home concrete 

In reality, partial agreement in
It is a

i nourished the hope 
.we would be able toand our

results or at least seme tangible momentum.
of rather peripheral significance is all that ve can shew, 

painful insight in this last month of' our annual work that the breakrchrough nao
This evaluation of cur present annual work is particularly

areas

not materialized.
disappointing since the preconditions for progress were uniquely present.

Firstly, the Committee on Disarmament had found in Ambassador Herbal- a 
Chairman who has untiringly, worked.for the further progress cf cur negotiations, 
aided by his dynamic personality, his professional competence and a singular

The same can be said of the chairmen of cur corvacvdegree of commitment. groups, our colleagues Hr. Cialowicz, Hr. Duarte, Hr. Akxcerman and Mr. Lunuin.

Secondly, the Committee has at its disposal a valuable and detailed orr^y 
of documentation, providing a comprehensive basis for further negotiations.
I would like to cite in particular the comprehensive United States working pa?-e_, 
document CD/343> the Soviet "Basic provisions" as contained m document CD/ 2 
and, as an important background paper, the USSR/United States joint report^daved 
July 1930; the United Kingdom paper concerning verification of non-production, 
document CD/335> and finally, our own national contributions on issues ci 
verification, documents CD/265 and CD/326. Fundamentally, there is no important 
part of the future chemical weapons convention which has not been dealt vitn 
extensively in the existing working papers. In a different context I have 
concluded from this state of affolrs that the time for additional national papers 
is new over and that the legitimate quest for profile by various individual 
delegations should now be replaced by a common effort to register tangible 
progress at the common negotiating table.
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Hy delegation has repeatedly used this tribune to document its particular 
interest in the early conclusion cf a convention banning chemical weapons. The 
exncsed situation of my country on the dividing line between contrasting political, 
social and military systems explains the apprehension which the possible use of

In the Federal Republic of Germany, therefore, chemical 
weapons are a subject of extensive and serious public discussion, 
the Government has been exposed to several comprehensive parliamentary questions 

I would venture to say that there is hardly a country

chemical weapons evokes. In addition,

on this topic.represented in this Committee which is at present conducting a comparable bread 
public discussion on this particularly barbarous weapons category.

You all know that, as long ago as 1934» the Federal Republic of Germany 
renounced the production of chemical weapons in an international Treaty and 
admitted international controls verifying the non-production cf such weapons on 
its territory. It is therefore a matter of logic end continuity chat, we should 
strive with singular fervour for a universal, comprehensive ana adecuars-iy 
verifiable prohibition of all chemical weapons. In the view cf my Government, 
the conclusion of a chemical weapons ban is a matter of extreme urgency.
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Looking back upon the annual session, of which so little remains for our
group of States ha.s insistentlywork, one is impressed by the fact that .

chosen silence in the face of the essential issues of a future chenucal weapons_
We must seriously ask whether this silence betrays a new policy of delaying 

chemical weapons ban, or what else might be the cause for
efforts at bridging diverging positions.

one

ban.
the conclusion of a
such failure to contribute to our , _ ... ,,
There is really no use indulging in ritual affirmations, together witn otrk.r 
jr^oup of States, that the negot ations on a chemical weapons ban are promising,

the necessary fforts are missing to move negotiations ahead.
It is qually rutile to call, in a ritual manner, for the political will in favour 
of genuine negotiations and for formal drafting exercises if one is not oneself 
equipped with the necessary political flexibility, enabling one _
of necessary compromise to relinquish untenable positions and to move in the 
direction of new, shared positions. Indeed, it is futile to limit one s^own 
contribution to ongoing negotiations-to a sterile rehashing of known views.

common

if,
in the interest

My delegation feels strongly that the time has come for an appeal to all 
participants to show a greater measure of political flexibility and to document 
such flexibility by practical contributions. That is the prerequisite for
progress.

.-In a recent statement, Ambassador Imai of Japan underlined the priority of 
the destruction of existing stocks. Indeed, the current decisive _da^ej

There is at least a certain measure of agreement among ourselves on tms 
reauirement, and there are also in this central area a numoer of elements which 
work towards consensus in substance. We should seriously ask ourselves 
it would not be worthwhile to achieve, in the first instance, a solution to rhes- 
two interrelated problems — the destruction of stocks, and of production 
facilities. I would indeed suggest that the chemical weapons Working Group 
should on a priority basis, concentrate on these elements of consensus, a~d my ^ 
delegation would be ready to undertake a compilation containing sucheenenz 1C- 
the benefit of the Working Group. These elements of consensus could then 
"recorded" in the proposed manner. If we do succeed in this central area ^ 
achieving partial progress, and registering it in witten f°rm, we shal a 
accomplished a great step, facilitating and accelerating the work of next year
session.

to this connection, I am pleased to cornent on the impressive working paper
of America m which procedures for theby the delegation of the United States ... . .. . -, __nverification of the destruction of stocks are graphically ctescribea basea 

the example of an existing destruction facility. The particular value of this
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Why hasWhy have these propitious circumstances faded away before our eyes?
Do we have to choose a different negotiating method?eluded us?progress
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working- paper resides in the fact that it testifies in a particularly practical 
form to the possibility of effective international surveillance during- the 
destruction process. It makes evident that control by international inspectors 
entails no undue burden for the signatories to the future convention, 
delegation is therefore surprised that the views of Western countries on the 
destruction of stocks has drawn only critical and rather unhelpful comments 
from the representatives of socialist States, most recently in the statement 
of the distinguished delegate of Czechoslovakia, Ambassador Vejvoda, of 
23 July 1°33. These negative views are, however, developed without the 
benefit of any constructive counter—ideas on the part of the socialist

This dilatory and superficial treatment of the topic of the

My

representatives.
destruction of stocks and its verification is in blatant contradiction with 
the urgency of eliminating these threats that stem from tne sxiszence cf i-re

We must seriously deal with the issues 01 tne 
international verification of the destruction of stocks.
elsewhere, it is totally insufficient tc reiterate positions that harbour no 
consensus potential, and, for the rest, to remain metiomess on estaclisnei 
positions.

present chemical arsenals.
Here, more than

Advocating the concentration of our work on one key prcciem area of the 
future convention does not imply any less emphasis upon the important issues 
of, for example, the "prohibition of transfer or other elements, such .as, 
especially, the important issue of non—production and the detains cf a 
verification system relating to non-production. However, cur position on these
issues is well known, since my delegation has in working paper Cu/yUc submitted

In particular,detailed suggestions for the verification of non-production, 
in these papers, my delegation has developed a control system of a low levej. 
of intrusiveness over the industrial production of organophospnerus compounds

For its part, the United'Kingdom delegationon the basis of random inspections, 
has shown a. pragmatic path towards the verification of non-production in 
working paper CD/353-

My'delegation would counsel seriously against any attempt to solve^ the 
problem of nen-pro duct ion by other means thru a -pragmatic approach, 
a high degree of expert knowledge is required to avoid loopholes in the future 
convention. ' On the other hand, we should not unduly blew up the scient 11-lc . 
complexities of non-production, thus building roadblocks on the way tc the 
early conclusion cf a convention. It appears highly advisable to conduct cur 
discussion on non-production under the auspices cf genuine relevance m arms 

, and to structure cur debate in a more goal-oriented fashion.

Obviously,

control terms
under the brilliant leadership of our Dutch colleague, 

the inclusion of the prohibition of the use of
There is now

In contact group 0 
Mr. Akkerman, a consensus on
chemical weapons in the future convention is imminent. 
agreement in substance that the prohibition of the use of chemical weapons
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will be included in the future convention, and that the verification system
We still have to work out a formulationwill also cover chemical weapons use.

which will accomplish the inclusion of the use prohibition in the convention 
in correct relationship to the present rules of international law. 
possible solution could consist in a proviso which would juxtapose an 
unambiguous prohibition of the use of chemical weapons and the acknowledgement 
that such provision would reaffirm and strengthen the interdiction of the 
Geneva Protocol of 1925- 
the Geneva Protocol of 1925 has, by virtue of the manifold reservations

de facto degenerated into a prohibition of the first use of
It would have been a noble task for the Committee on

One .

In the view of my delegation it is regrettable that

attached to it 
chemical 'weapons only.
Disarmament to eliminate the many ambiguities which result from the multitude 
cf reservations to the Geneva Protocol by a constructive further development

»•

It isof lav in the direction of an absolute interdiction of use. 
worthwhile to remind ourselves tha.t such an evolution was in fact called for

It is thereforeby the Geneva Disarmament Conference in the 1950s. 
legitimate to.ask whether the issue of the further evolution of international 
law in terms cf a categorical prohibition of use — if indeed a consensus of 
States to this effect cannot be reached during the current round of negotiations — 
should be assigned to a later review conference which could deal with this 
problem, say, at the conclusion of the chemical weapons stock destruction 
phase.

In conclusion, I would like to reiterate that my delegation strongly 
advocates a negotiation procedure which tackles problems in a. manner mere 
clearly structured, gradual, and better adapted to the priorities, 
would be a mere oremising path towards the solution of outstanding problems. 
Simultaneous work in all areas over—extends the Working Group and the contact 

This, in our view, is one important lesson of the past couple of 
For many years now the Committee on Disarmament has been facing

This

groups, 
weeks.
the challenge cf working cut a comprehensive and verifiable prohibition cf 
chemical wea yens, aimed at the elimination of this entire weapons category 
for all time, 
should.
to make the utmost effort so that the Committee does not lose its credibility

To this day, we have not responded to the challenge as we 
would like to appeal to all delegations, in a solemn fashion,

in this crucial domain.
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Since there already exists the fairly immediate possibility of an agreement on 
the prohibition of chemical weapons, the Committee ought to endeavour at once to^ 
initiate work on the refining of the basic elements of such an agreement. Objective 
criteria Should be used to elucidate ambiguous concepts which are hampering the 
negotiations and thus to reach a clear definition cf the ideas of "permitted uses , 
"defensive purposes" '(which seen difficult to accept except in the form of tha 
neutralization of the toxic effects of chemical agents ) and "precursors" and "ke\ 
precursors", and agreement should be reached, through negotiation, on the machinery 
for the declaration and destruction of existing stocks of chemical weapons and the 
verification thereof.

CD/PM 234
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(Mr^ Berhane Deressaz_Ethjooia);

Ac the representative of Ethiopia, a country which was one of the first 
victims of aggression through the indiscriminate use of chemical weapons against 
its defenceless population, some 50 years ego, it in with a sense of great 
anguish that I refer to the production and stoclroiling of chemical weapons 
that have continued ’mabat?-! despite our hocx efforts within the United hâtions. 
Je therefore place high hopes on the early conclusion of a chemical weapons 

In this connection, even though intensive work has been done 
during the present session of this Comni.ttc.*o, 
to impede the attainment cf our common objective, 
remove those difficulties with a view to achieving tnc long—awaited conclusion of 
a treaty banning chemicrl weapons.

convention.
important differences continue 
V/o must collectively strive to

s >mc



CD/PV 235
17

Mr. ISSRÀELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Rus3i_agj : 
Mr. Chairman, there is an item on the agenda of the Committee on Disarmament which 
by genet*al recognition draws the greatest attention of its member States. This is 
the item on the prohibition of chemical weapons. This year we have repeatedly 
expressed our view on this item, both at the plenary meetings of the Committee and 
in the course of various bilateral consultations. In addition, of course, there 
has been the day-to-day participation of our delegation in the negotiations within 
the Working'Group and its contact groups. Nobody will deny that important work has 
bean done during the current session of the Committee. Many new proposals, 
documents and comments have been submitted, by the USSR delegation among others.
In our view, what is of primary significance is the fact that, in spite of 
well-known attitudes, the Committee has managed in some" respects to go beyond 
sterile academism and general theoretical debates, to overcome in part the 
formulophobia of some delegations and to start the process of the preparation and 
consideration on a preliminary basis, where it was possible, of the draft 
provisions for the future convention. This new working method, used in parallel 
with the search of solution for outstanding questions, began to prove its. vitality 
and-efficiency. There is no doubt that it should be used also in future. It 
should be noted that the co-ordinators of the contact groups have come to see the

It is not their fault that it was not possible"to
We would likemerits of such an approach.

adopt it in full measure. In general they have done a good job. 
also to praise the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group, Ambassador McPhail of 
Canada, who has supported the initiatives of,the co-ordinators and who himself has 
not ignored new ideas and has displayed enthusiasm, energy and readiness for
co-operation.

It is clear that the results of the work on the prohibition of chemical 
weapons done this summer could be considered as on the whole positive.

(Cont'd)



the reasons for this? Of course, the work has been affected, and 
ail to be affected, by the very unfavourable situation prevai ins

fically, in the context of the
to ignore the fact that at the height of the
e summer

What are 
iuld not 
ie world

it of. Butin
ischemical of tha Committee onn th item during

the Senate of the United States Congress
the production of a new type of chemical weapons — binary weapons, 
hears it argued that the production of binary weapons is necessary to the 
Lbited States so that it can bring pressura to bear on the Soviet Union.

such illusions should not forget that peace is indivisible and there is
The decision adopted by the United States

negotiations forallocations for the
One frequently

Those who
cherish
such a'notion as retaliatory measures.
Senate to allocate in fiscal year 1984 130.6 million dollars for the production of 
binary munitions, including the creation of the "Big Eye" chemical air bomb and the 
production of shells for 155 mm howitzers, represents another step in the

of the United States $10 billion programme of preparations forimplementation
chemical war, and threatens the renewed spiralling of the chemical arms race, 
programme, it is known, envisages the mass production of new types of chemical 
weapons and the working out of methods for their use, as well as the stationing 
and storage of-new types of chemical weapons primarily on the territory of 
western Europe, near the borders of the socialist States. We cannot view this 
decision of' the American Senate otherwise than as further evidence that the present 
policy of the United States in the matter of the prohibition of chemical weapons 
is determined, not by tne declared desire of the official United States 
representatives to prohibit and destroy chemical weapons, but by the desire at all 
costa to keep a free hand in order to implement the Pentagon's large-scale plans 
for the stockpiling and building up of the United States chemical arsenal. Of 
course, this decision adopted in Washington has strengthened the doubts of many 
States as to the sincerity of the United States desire to achieve agreements in 
the Committee on Disarmament.

Tne

Nor has progress in our negotiations been facilitated by the fact that the 
sam delegatio , which submitted to the Committee last spring its version of the 
bas c provisio 3 of a convention and which was prepared in theory to take note of 
any concurring or similar views on the part of delegations on vatious aspects o 
the future convention, has avoided by every possible means the recording of ^.uc 

in the form of draft wordings for the future convention. As was
we badly need formulas 

"a common basis for
concurrences
justly stated by Ambassador de Souza e Silva of Brazil 
recording the results achieved, which could be regarded as
the future work of consolidation". $4oreover we have even noticed the following

United States delegation has in some respects departedtrend. The position of the
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Nevertheless, they are considerably below our expectations, 
delegation represented here, will agree that much more could have been done.

I believe that any

But is it not possible that the very delicate thread of patience in the 
negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons may be broken when such things 
happen, for example, as the following: the Vice-President of the United States 
comes here to the Committee to advocate the speeding up of the negotiations in 
order to eliminate the threat created by chemical weapons, and a few months later 

decisive vote in favour of the implementation of the programme whichhe givos a 
could kill these negotiations?
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from the Soviet-American agreements reached after laborious negotiations over many 
yearn between the USSR and the United States.

The Soviet Union has repeatedly emphasized the tremendous significance of an
Pointing out that the problem ofagreement on the prohibition of chemical weapons, 

the speediest possible prohibition of these weapons, which are one of the most 
barbaric means of annihilating people, is squarely before us, Mr. Andrei Gromyko, 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the USSR, at a session of the Supreme Soviet of the 
USSR, called on our partners at the negotiations to start the elaboration of an 
international convention on the prohibition and destruction of chemical weapons.
Thv same view is held by all the States parties to the Warsaw Treaty. In the 
Political Declaration adopted at Prague they stated that they deem it necessary to 
speed up the elaboration of an international convention on the prohibition and 
elimination of chemical weapons.

With this noble goal in mind, the Soviet Union and the other socialist 
countries bend their efforts to finding mutually acceptable solutions, 
always consistently pursued this policy in the Committee on Disarmament and they 
continue to do so now.

They have

In our view, at tnis stage of the talks it is of key importance to achieve 
an agreement on the entire range of questions connected with the destruction of 
chemical weapons stockpiles, in other words, the questions entrusted to contact 
group A, headed by the representative of the Polish People’s Republic,

It has in fact already managed to achieve something. ButColonel J. Cialowicz. 
we believe that there have been and that there still are the preconditions for 
achieving considerably more, in fact for considering the problem of the destruction 
of stocks to have been solved in a preliminary manner.

It appears that one of the serious disagreements concerns the question cf the 
specific content of the initial declarations by the States parties to the future 
convention of their , stocks of chemical weapons. 
convinced that at such an early stage of the implementation of the convention i.e. 
30 days after it has entered into force, from all points of view the declaration 
of stocks according to the categories of chemicals would be more than sufficient. 
That would give a general picture of the state cf affairs as regards stocks and 
provide the necessary level of confidence, 
subsequent stages more detailed data would be submitted fo^ the purposes of 
verification of the destruction process. However, some delegations, including 
those of non-aligned countries, have advocated that the States parties to the 
convention should submit more detailed data from the very start of its 
implementation.

With a viuw to resolving this problem, which has been deliberately complicated 
in many ways, the Soviet Union today proposes that the States parties to the 
future convention which possess chemical weapons should undertake to declare, not 
later than 30 days after the convention enters into force, their stocks of chemical 
weapons, both filled and unfilled, their precursors and the components of binary

The Soviet delegation is

It is only natural that during the
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weapons, by their chemical names and by the toxicity of the chemicals, in metric 
tons (for example, chemical agent sarin — 10 tonnes), and their stocks of 
chemical munitions by types and calibres and the number filled (for example, 
artillery munitions, 155 mm, filled with sarin — 1,000 pieces).

We submit this proposal in the belief that it would largely r«solve the 
eritlre problem of the declaration of stocks of chemical weapons and the 
declaration of the progress of their destruction at various stages of the process. 
In addition to tne achievement of full agreement on the content of the initial 
declarations made after 50 days, it would open the way towards mutually acceptable 
agreements on the content of the general plans for the elimination of chemical 
weapons stocks which would be submitted by the States parti ;a to the consultative 
committee, on the content of the periodic notifications concerning the 
implementation of these plans for the destruction of stocks, on the content of 
periodic notifications concerning each future stage of the implementation of such 
plans and on the content of the appropriate declarations after the completion of 
the process of the destruction of stocks cf chemical weapons.

Another question connected wita chemical weapons stocks which has caused 
disagreement concerns the international verification of such stocks at the atag-; 
up to their elimination. Quite frequently, solutions have boon proposed which 
could not be implemented in practice because they did nut take into account a 
number of specific features connected with this question. In particular, it has 
been suggested that States parties to the future convention, after it enters into 

should declare the locations of declared stocks of chemical weapons, i.e.
Such a requirement is purely unilateralforce,

the storage places where they may be kept, and unrealistic, since it does not take into account the possible general use of 
such places of storage, where chemical weapons ire being kept, and might affect the 
dof jnce interests of States not connected with chemical weapons.

After careful study of this question and some realistic proposals made in 
connection with it, the Soviet Union proposes that in ordf-r to ensure reliable 
verification of the declared stocks, provision snouid be made for the creation of 
store-houses at the specialized facilities for the destruction of these stocks, 
the location of which would be declared concurrently with the declaration of the 
destruction facilities mentioned above. At such places cf storage, international 
verification on a "quota■' basis would be permitted during the entire period of the 
destruction of the declared stocks.

Thus this question, too, could bo considered to be resolved, with provision 
for the verification of the entire process of the destruction of all stocks of 
chemical weapons, on the understanding, of course, that everyone will display a 
realistic approach to it.

At the current session of the Committee on Disarmament a great deal of 
attention has also been paid to the question cf the direct verification cf the

In this connection wo wouldprocess of the destruction of chemical weapons stocks.
like to state once again that we art no less interested than other States in 
reliable verification .assuring our security and that of our allies. This applies
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in full measure to the verification of the elimination of stocks of chemical 
But this approach in no way calls for extremes — the converting ofweapons.

verification into an end in itself.

What kind of approach to the verification of the destruction of stocks would 
we consider effective and at the same time sufficient and consequently the most 
feasible? As you know, the Soviet Union proposes the conduct of verification 
through systematic international inspections on the basis of an agreed quota at 
the facility (facilities) for the destruction of chemical weapons stockpiles.

The level of the quota, which in our view means an agreed number of 
international inspections per year at one destruction facility or another, could 
be determined by the consultative committee on the basis of criteria agreed on 
in advance.

Unfortunately, the rigid position of one delegation on the question of the 
verification of the destruction of stocks, which up to now has not wished to take 
into account anything except its own maximalist proposals, has hampered the 
solution of this problem. We appeal to it in the hope that it will be able to 
mnkv an objective assessment of the proposals of other delegations too, primarily 
from the point of view of providing an assurance'of the compliance of States 
parties possessing chemical weapons with the order for the destruction of their 
stocks which has been c.laborated and agreed on.

Is it not clear, for example, that there is no need at all for the permanent 
presence of inspectors at a facility destroying, for instance, small lots of 
chemical weapon stocks that are, furthermore, obsolete or of low toxicity, during 
the entire process of destruction? The stock probably does not represent any 
significant danger from military point of view, but rather creates problems for 
the State to which it belongs, because the time for its storage has expired and 
it presents a danger for the environment, but under the convention the same close 
attention would be paid to it as to the latest and most dangerous chemicals.

The Soviet Union proposes a differentiated approach whereby, for the purposes 
of verification, account would be taken of the quantity of the stocks to be 
destroyed at one facility or another, their characteristics according to toxicity 
and danger, the destructive capacity of the facilities, the level of their

In practice this would mean that in some cases 
the inspectors of the consultative committee would visit the facility more 
frequently, and in others less frequently. Nerve gases are one thing and 
chloropycrine quite another.

automation and sonic other factors.
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All this we have already explained in the course of consultations with 
other delegations, in private talks, etc., and we are prepared to continue 
to do so in order to reach an agreement as soon a.' possible.

specific feature of th-- Soviet position consists in the fact that we 
do not propos- any final solutions about arrangements for the application of 
the quota during verifications, because we believe that this could best be 
done by joint efforts. It is in this direction tnat we intend to concentrate 
our efforts in the future.

Thu

This, in our view, is the general state of affairs as regaras the 
problem of the elimination of stocks of chemical weapons. There is everything 

in order to advance in the nearest future to its solution and thenecessarycompletion of work on this matter as soon as possible.
There are, of course, certain other questions connected with the

Wo do not think thatelaboration of the convention which require solution, 
it would be correct to wait until a time when hll of them arc agreed on in 
principle before starting the drafting of the convention where that is 
possible. The experience gained at the negotiations shows that the best 
results are provided by flexibility and a skilful combination of various
working methods.

In this connection, we would like in particular to dwell upon the 
question of the facilities for tns production of cn-nical weapons. During 
the deliberations in the Committee on Disarmament on the pr-paration of a 
draft convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons, different views have 
been expressed and are still held as regards the time for the declaration of 
the location of facilities that arc tu be destroyed.

The Soviet Union and some other delegations, taking into account the 
possible general use of some facilities producing, in particular, chemica^ 
weapons, and tht importance of not causing any harm to the commercial in-cres 
of the States parties because of their accession to the convention, an a 
number of other considerations which I shall refer to later, propose the 
starting of the elimination of ch-mical weapons production facilities not

after the convention enters into force, and the 
location not later than one year before that date.

declarations of States parti-s would refer only to
later than eight years 
declaration of their 
Consequently, the initialexisting capacities for the production of chemical weapons.their

would like to state today that a mutually acceptable 
declaration of the location of facilities andAt the same time we 

solution on the time for the
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the beginning of tueir elimination could be found at a later stage of the 
negotiations, taking into account the agreements of principle which could 
be reached, in particular, on tht. question of the verification of the destruction 
of chemical weapons stocks, the permitted production of supertoxic chemicals 
and the non-production of chemicals for binary weapons at commercial enterprises.

The Soviet delegation attaches great Importance to the solution both of 
the question of the "verification of the destruction of stocks and of that of 
the verification of the production of supertoxic chemicals for permitted 
purposes, but at the sane time it particularly 'singles out, in the context of 
chemical weapons production facilities, the question of the verification of 
the non-production of components for binary chemical weapons at commercial 
enterprises. The solution of these questions will, to a considerable extent, 
ensure confidence between the States parties to the future convention, 
regulate questions of balance and guarantee the viability of the convention as 
a whole.

The Soviet Union fully supports the relevant proposals of the 
German Democratic Republic concerning the elimination in the first instance 
of facilities producing binary weapons and proposes for its part that their 
destruction or dismantling with partial diversion should begin not later than 
six months and be completed not later than two years after the convention enters 
into force. We believe that the number of these facilities should include not 
only those which are in fact producing binary chemical weapons, but also 
facilities which are fulfilling contracts on work connected with their 
production. We also believe that the closing down of these facilities, their 
maintenance in a state of non-production and their destruction or dismantling 
with partial diversion should be carried out with appropriate international 
verification.

Logically, the convention should also include a provision under which 
the destruction of stocks of binary and multicomponent weapons should start 
not later than six months and be completed not later than two years after 
the convention enters into force.

We believe it important to emphasize other specific features of our 
proposals. They are not discriminatory because th_y would apply to all 
States which wisheo to embark upon the production of binary chemical weapons, 
they permit the solution of the problem of the time of destruction and 
declaration of any chemical weapons production facilities, taking into



Soviet delegation believes that work on the convention on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons should continue at a considerably more 
intensive rate than has been the case up to now. The situation can hardly 
be considered normal when work in the Committee on such a priority iten Is 
done during only two or threw months of tne year, and for the rest of the

This aspect of the matter should be seriously 
thought over and we should try to improve the situation. We for our part, 
are ready to continue the negotiations for as long as is necessary to 
complete as soon as possible, the elaboration of a convention on the 
prohibition of chemical weapons.

The

time there is a recess.

In conclusion, wc would like to call on al delegations to display rea 
and not sham constructiveness and flexibility. Recently in the ™ni 
the representative of a Western country went out of his way to prove that 
the group which he represents allegedly displays "pragmatism' and political 
flexibility". We would like to ask — where specifically is it displayed.
On what issues have the delegations of Western countries in fact met half-way 
the positions of other States, including the country which I have the honour 
to represent? Apparently some in the Committee see their task as the st-bbo 
and, I would say, sometimes obstinate repetition of rigid, inflexi^xe 
positions and the adoption of a prejudiced attitude to the po3 on o ne 
other side.

Such an approach can only lead us to an impasse. We hope that the 
example shown by the. Soviet Union and other socialist countries, which have 
repeatedly displayed during the current session of the Commit-ee their
participants in^he^gotiationsf will^o followed also by those delegations 
which still do not go further than their declarations about their 
constructiveness.
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other questions I mentioned earlier, and they would not create
not commissioned at all.account some

problems for anyone if binary types of weapons were
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In concluding ny statement, let me turn to the subject of chemical weapons.
At the outset of the 1903 session of the Committee it was commonplace to hole the 
view that t--spents for progress, if any, were to be found in tlie field of chemcal 
disarmament negotiations « Such progress has not materialized. The head of 
■“-hé T dz: -I I'epublic of Germany, Ambassador Wegener,
eloquently e_ubcrnvod on that disappointing fact a week ago. Hue delegation of 
the liethsrlands unfortunately has to a^d its voice to his. It must- be clear tha 
if a delegation xhnt opposes the detailed views of another fails to suomit a 
correseor.iingly detailed proposal of its own, the basic tools for any valuable 
negotiations are not available.

that it is toohe arc informed — -ven more frequently so in recent times — 
early in the day to proceed to the ultimate substantive phase of negotiations on a 
chemical vci^om inn. Such an assertion, no matter who makes recourse to it, hardly

Xhu Netherlands holds the viev; that only in that ultimate phaseseems convincing. ...are delegations really forced to see eye to eye on the remaining keyjoroolems. 
Further delay is hard to accept for all countries which, like the Netherlands, 
have renounce! the ontion ci chemical weapons.

This is not to soy that some useful work has net been carried out in 1983- 
No delegation uv.y longe., stands in the way of the incorporation of a use prohibition 
in the scope cf the convention. A good deal of progress was made on conditions, 
structures and mechanisms for on-challenge verification, 
to key precursors lave been defined and analysed, so 
for them to be solved in the hopefully near future.

In evaluating the positive results in the chemical weapons Working Group, one
must liave the greatest admiration for such men as Dr. Lundin of the Swedish

the Committee on Disarmament 
cause of chemical disarmament,

Votvitl" 31 and i' g the advances made on many related issues, a breakthrough in "the 
field of th- monitoring rf stocicpiledeclaration and destruction was not achieved.
The laudable eil>ru; cf the Polish delection which co-ordinated the work on this 
aspCiCt un fou tuant: iy wove net matched by sufficiently forthcoming positions of

The problems relating 
that the basis has been laid

delegation, who has vorkec', longer than anyone else in 
and its prcoecessur:; wit', untiring persistence for the

(Cont1 d)
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It is therefore with great interest that we have taken noteeertain delegations.
of the positions developed today by the distinguished head of the delegation of 
the Soviet Union, Ambassador Issraelyan. We will study them carefully.

If it is realized that stockpile destruction constitutes, together with 
assured non-production, the main goal of the convention, the seriousness of the

Furthermore, lacksituation just outlined is brought to light in all clarity.
of progress in one area apparently has a spill-over effect on other areas of the 
future convention. So this lack of progress on stockpile destruction seems to have 
had an adverse effect on progress in the field of assured non—produc vion.

In an important brochure of the International Federation of Chemical Energy 
and General Workers' Unions (ICEF) entitled "The Chemical Workers Report on Chemical 
Warfare", we are once again reminded that chemical weapons were originally derived 
from civilian industrial research. Chemical warfare agents can be produced without 
difficulty in the non-dedicated civilian industry. This very fact led, in the early 
discussions or. a chemical weapons treaty, to the rejection of the idea of establishing 
a list of chemical warfare agents to be banned, since such a list could be easily 
circumvented and might indeed uromote research on non-listed chemical warfare 
agents. We therefore do not think that the chemical warfare agents approach is a 
very promising one. It is obvious that some form of assurance by the civilian 
chemical industry that commercial chemical operations do not conceal the production 
of outlawed chemicals (which would be a qualitative check) and that they do not 
produce more than the permitted quantities of dual purpose agents (quantitative 
check) is necessary.

For these purposes, an obligation to exchange production statistics shculc be 
within reach, since, inter alia for environmental reasons, most countries^already 
require that the industry submit such data- oh the national level. This, nowever, 
can only be part of an effective verification system. More intrusive control 
measures cannot be dispensed with, first and foremost to control the civilian 
chemical industry that produces key precursors. The United Kingdom, in submitting
document CD/353, has rendered 'is a highly valuable service by dispelling the my n

of the sheer size of the chemical industrythat this is an impossible task because 
involved. More difficult is the problem of the verification of non-proauc„ion 
in commercial chemical plants that are not declared as producing key precursors 
but nevertheless can be considered capable of making them. During ne.^ > ea 
session, work on the^e problems should continue and be intensified.

of inspection of theAs to the acceptability of the particular measures 
civilian industry on the territory of the inspected party, the delegations ^ 
lustralL, Finland and the Netherlands have in past years made proposal, that would 
allow for a lower degree of intrusiveness than often feared. With repru -o

SEàïïKT £S£ '-SETS^ £ r-rraSKu
This phenomenon already necessitates vast numbers of foreign Pe”°nnel to 
directly engaged in Soviet industry, and shows that the S':^concemwi

he accommodated. In so far as - j^ihewieesecrecy can
in the context of a future convention, this may 
manageable and acceptable.

which matters of 
the loss the 

each other again

indelegation that after a year
substance, non-. -5K-S25SMSK. -.... ~

here in Geneva.

over
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Mr. CRQMARTIE (United Kingdom) t Mr. Chairman, I will devote my statement today 
to chemical weapons and I should like to begin by expressing the warm thanks of my 
delegation to Ambassador McFhail and the Canadian delegation for the hard work which 
they have put into the Chemical Weapons Working Group this year and for the very 
substantial report which the Working Group adopted last night.

substantive work this year, weIn spite of the unfortunately slow start to our 
in the view of my delegation, made some encouraging progress in the field of 

We have seen the presentation of a number of substantial workinghave, 
chemical weapons.

(Cont1 d)



papers, which get down to the real detail that is necessary at this stage of our-work. 
We have also seen agreement on a useful substantive record of the present state of 
our negotiations. My delegation believes that annex 1 to the Working Group e repor 
sets out clearly the position on many of the substantive provisions that will oe 
needed in a chemical weapons convention, and that it will enable Governments to 
analyse in depth the areas where an effort to achieve solutions is now required.
We can see the shape of a convention emerging and we have an outline for our futur 
work. I should ale a like, Mr. Chairman, to thank the hard-working co-ordinators o 
the contact groups for their efforts; the detailed descriptions contained in their 
reports of common views and of differences of opinion will need to be considered 
carefully, with the main report of the Working Grpup, in the preparations to be made
for next session.

which offers a practical model of a verification system for the destruction of 
stockpiles. We hoped that this would provoke a full discussion o, all aspects oi 
this important issue. We were therefore disappointed that Contact -roup Aof - 
Chemical Weapons Working Group did not make a serious effort to deal with this k y 
issue, but instead spent much of its time examining in depth rather minor poin. s 
the Convention, such as the question of the transfer of stockpiles to another State 
for the purpose of destruction.

Fortunately, Mr. Chairman, in the other Contact Groups more 8^bs^^! J®3* *
done on the central issues with which the Groups were entrusted. ^J®^^ures 
particularly welcomed the elaboration in Contact Group B ox ' faet-fjjtfxng pr 'ork 
for use in connection with verification by challenge, together with the further work 
on the related issue of the structure of a consultative committee. Challenge
inspection and fact-finding procedures are clearly vital ®Je®ents -tv-net which
verification regime of the chemical weapons convention. They are th- *y 
will allow States to call for international investigation of any problems^iu^ J 
have with any aspect of the convention. We look forward to further work in this area
next year.

Interesting ideas also emerged from the work on the question of use of 
chemical weapons in Contact Group C. We welcome the clear statement vhich *a^n° 
been made thït all delegations can accept that the convention should ensure tnat the
use of chemical weapons is banned. We are grateful to Mr. *
efforts to find a way of expressing this underlying agreement, which will not weaken 

Protocol^ Thi^, iSfad, » delegation' 6 « -ajor ^o^PBU-njhen

atockpilee are being ran Sovn and destroyed, obligation, undertaken by Statea under
the existing regine, under the Geneva Protocol, t^°toa Geneva
extended to States parties to the new convention, which are not P ‘

After the 10-year period, when everyone is satisfied that cheouxal 
veaoons stocks have been destroyed, we would then wish to aee all States Paries 
to the new convention subject to an obligation not
Med conflict in ^y oircama regardle,^"roup C L triad to addraaa

* will consider carefully during the

Protocol.

Geneva Protocol, this problem, and ve hope that all delegations

CE/FV.23É
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In this connection, Mr. Chairman, I listened with interest to the statement on 
chemical weapons made at our last plenary meeting on 18 August by the distinguisned 
representative of the Soviet Union; should like t make some preliminary comments
on some of the points he made. My de egation welcom s the agreement by the 
Soviet Union to include in the future convention a provision for a declaration 
within 30 days of stocks of chemical warfare agents and munitions specifying the 
relevant chemical names and toxicities. A requirement for full detailed declaration 
of stocks immediately after the convention comes into force will contribute to the 
confidence that will be needed to enable States to ratify the convention, and o 
sustain it during the long transitional period of 10 years proposed for the 
destruction of stocks.

Unfortunately, however, the reverse is true of the Soviet proposal that par les 
to the convention should only be required to start the elimination of facili les . 
chemical weapons production eight years after the convention comes into force. If 
we have understood their proposal correctly, the declaration of the o_
production facilities would not necessarily be required until a year later, ha 
To aay, nine years after entry into force. During these long periods other parties 
to tX convention would seem to have no assurance tnat chemical"JE^^±tion 
not being produced at these unknown locations. My delegation finds this posi 1 hard to^quare with the proposal of the German Democratic Republic, supported by th 
Soviet Union, that the dïïtruction of plants for the production of binary weapons 
should begin within six months, and be completed within two years aft 
convention enters into force. The components of binary weapons are 
immediate precursors in the synthesis of the super-toxic agents they are daug 
to generate; and, in at least some cases, they are also precursors in the normal

CL/PV.236 ^ .20
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recess the type of approach outlined in the Contact Group's report. Ve should come 
back next year ready to come to grips with this problem, on which we seem close to 
reaching agreement.

Under Mr. Lundin's able guidance, Contact Group D also produced some very useful 
results on definitions, although my delegation was disappointed at the unwillingness 
of some delegations to become engaged in a serious discussion of a possible „ ,
list or lists of key precursors. The report, nevertheless, contains much food for 
thought, not least in the area in which my delegation has taken a special interest, 
the verification of the non-production of chemical weapons. Delegations will by now 
have seen the working paper my delegation has tabled, showing the information we have 
so far received, from other delegations to the Committee on Disarmament, and also 
from non-member States, on the production levels of the key precursors listed in oui 
earlier paper CD/353. Ve would very much weloome further information in this area 
from other delegations, and we hope that at the beginning of the next session such

It is perhaps too early to draw any firminformation will be forthcoming, 
conclusions from the information received, but the results to date, recorded in 
the revised table, suggest that the procedures we have proposed in CD/353 would 
affect only a relatively small number of factories in the world. Vhile delegations 
are holding discussions with their chemical industries on the question of civil 
production, we would like to suggest that they should also inquire about any 
production of super-toxic lethal compounds for civil uses. Ve would expect such uses 
to be extremely limited, because the very high toxicity of these compounds makes 
them difficult to handle. This information would help us to assess more clearly the 
practicality of proposals already on the table for limitations on the production of 
these compounds for civil purposes, and to enable us to see whether other means of 
verifying their production for civil purposes could be devised.

O 
QJ

H
 H



CB/PV.256
21

(Hr. Cromartie. Uniter ?~in-rdom)

route for their synthesis. It seems to my delega vicn, therefore, illogical u..a u
for the production of these compounds should he t.^ated differently according -n

chemical weapon in whichplantswhether the final product is a binary chemical weapon, or aIf the periods of sir months ar.d two years are appropriate m
Hy delegationthe agent is preformed. . A . .. , .*

the former case, they would seem also to be appropriate in tne latuer, 
agrees with the Soviet view that the declaration and destruction of production 
facilities, qud the verification to provide sufficient confidence to ether parties 
that they have been eliminated, require further consideration.

disappointed that the distinguished representative of the Soviet Union was 
unable to give further clarification of his Government’s proposal for international 
inspection of the destruction of stockpiles on a quota basis. 1-fcr delegation has 
always made it plain that we are fully prepared to give careful consicerauion uo u..e 
ideas of other delegations, and to work together to find mutually acceptable 
solutions to the problems which remain in our negotiations; ou„ it is Difficult to 
work for such solutions when one has no more than a general.concept o- -he position 
of other delegations. If we had a clearer idea of what is meant by inspection on a 
quota basis, and by the new Soviet idea of a differentiated approach to verification 
of destruction of stocks, then we would be able to see ^whether a solu.ion could 
found to this important question. My delegation therezore hopes uha a & 
beginning of the next session we shall hear .in detail how tnese approaches 0 u - 
verification of destruction of stockpiles would be put into practice. Without such

will be- difficult.

I was

clarifications, further progress in this area
The verificationFinally, I should like to turn to an important general point.

"regime of the convention, taken as a whole, will need to provioe suffi ci en 
confidence to potential parties that its provisions will be stricu^y ooserved; 
the first place to enable it to enter into force at all; and then to sustain -, 
throu^a the exceotionally long transitional period of 10 years, an ere 
permanent basis. I say, "taken as a whole", because the confidence among parties 
and potential parties, that the verification provides them with an adequate oegre 

, that the convention is being fully respected, will need to oe buiut^ p
One element of primary importance must ueassurance

from several interdependent elements. _provision for a system of verification by challenge, which would also provide a 
reliable recourse to States which are suspicious or dissatisfieo about une 
implementation of the convention by other parties. Nevertheless, we see a @
the repeated use of challenge could create a climate of dijtruo , ^ convent*on
the very confidence which is so important for the continued liie of the convenue . 
It seems to us, therefore to be vital that the convention should in adc-tion, 
include a system of routine inspections which would not involve any e of
suspicion or accusation, but would take the weight o e a imau v• _verification by challenge. -As my delegation has alreaoy indicated in its wo kxng 
paper CD/353,'ve believe that the system of routine verification shoulo comp.ise 
four distinct elements:

risk that

Verification of the destruction of stocks;
destruction of production facilities;

chemical agents for permitted
Verification of the
Monitoring of production of super-toxic 
purposes; and
Verification of non-production of chemical weapons.
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I have already reviewed the substantive discussion that has taken place this
the first and last of these elements, i.e. the verification of destruction of

but we have not
year on
stocks and the verification of non-production of chemical weapons ; 
reached any conclusions and a great deal more needs to be done, 
seriously tackled either of the other two elements. Obviously, if the Convention is 
to permit the production and retention of small quantities of. super-toxic substances 
for protective purposes, this will have to be subject to stringent international 
control to ensure that this exception is not abused. Perhaps even more important to 
confidence in the Convention will be the provision of adequate assurances that the 
existing1 facilities for the production of chemical weapons, and the super-toxic 
compounds that go into them, have been definitively eliminated and cannot be used 
secretly to replenish stocks that have been ostentatiously destroyed. These 
four elements, along with the element of verification by challenge, will ultimately 
need to be considered together, because they will, together, be needed to build up 
and sustain therequired level of confidence in the convention that we are

As confidence is indivisible, so we must look very carefully at the
liy delegation hopes that this will be the priority

Ve have not yet

negotiating*
verification regime as a whole, 
task of the Chemical Weapons Working Group at the beginning of our next session.
}ty delegation will give careful thought to these problems during the recess, and we 
hope that all other interested delegations will come back in February with 
comprehensive instructions to enable us to make rapid progress in this area, which 
will be of decisive importance to the success of our joint endeavours.
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efforts to ban chemicalToday, I intend to speak only about the Committee's 
weapons. My delegation's views on the other areas of the Committee's work vii. be 
presented at the next plenary meeting. I would like to offer some general comments on 
the Committee's work on chemical weapons in 1985, then comment on some recent 
statements made by other delegations, and finally advance some ideas about next year.

The results of the 1985 session in theLet me begin with some general remarks.

Weapons, Ambassador KcPhail, and a number of other delegations, including my own.=SHmsmspB-on related issues of scope, declaration, and verification in each area. F^rthermo- , 
for the first time the Committee has an agreed document which records the areas o. 
convergence and divergence and can thus serve as a generally accepted basis lor
future work.

work

been carried out by the four contactCertainly, useful and important work has groups as well. We very much appreciate the efforts of the contact 
co-ordinators. Some progress was made in crystallizing and recording co - -6 * 
where it previously exist-d only in nascent form. However, except in the area of non- 
use of chemical weapons, little headway was made in finding mutually accepta 
solutions to unresolved issues. It is notable that Delegations w^,^eheld £ron* 
views on the non-use issue have displayed a spirit of co-operation and flexibly 
enable prepress to be made. We hone this spirit will continue and tha. rema-r^g 
issues in this area, as veil ee others, can be resolved.

(Cont ' d)
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Having pointed to these positive aspects of our work, I must admit at. this point 
that my delegation is, however, somewhat frustrated. Ve shared the general optimism 
that existed at the beginning of the 1983 session, when it was widely believed that 
great things were possible. Our Vice-President visited the.Committee, and we 
introduced a comprehensive document designed to help intensify the work of the

. Later we introduced another major paper and b rougit a number of experts 

. We participated actively and constructively in the deliberations, And yet,
We should

Committee 
to Geneva
an effective ban is not much closer today than it was a year ago. 
determine the factors which may be responsible for this lack of progress.

Most importantly, some key delegations have not been sufficiently prepared or
* * This factwilling to take an active part in discussion of some of the main issues, 

has been pointed out eloquently in recent statements by the delegations of the 
Federal Republic of Germany and the Netherlands and today the distinguished 
Ambassador of the United Kingdom. My delegation is also deeply concerned about this 

In order to negotiate, delegations must know each other's views.' development.
For our part, we note there has as yet been no detailed reaction by certain key 

delegations to either of the major papers we have put forward this year. Nor has 
there been any detailed response to the important proposals made by the 
Federal Republic of Germany in document CD/326 and the United Kingdom in 
document CD/353. .Only in the last week, when the work of the contact group on 
stockpiles had been completed, did the Soviet delegation begin to clarify for the 
Committee its proposal for verification of stockpile destruction by inspection on 

It must be remembered that they made this proposal over a year ago,a quota basis.
and questions about it have been on the table ever since.

Furthermore, my delegation cannot understand why the Soviet delegation, which 
ardently professes its interest in completing a convention as soon as possible, 
refuses to discuss the subject of chemical weapons production and filling facilities. 
When the Working Group took up this issue, that delegation remained totally silent, 
neither presenting its own position nor responding to questions from others. The 
statement of the Soviet delegation on 18 August made quite clear their view that this 
subject should not even be discussed until all other issues have been resolved.
We do not see how such an attitude can help accelerate the Committee's work.

Moreover, a hardening of the Soviet position has been quite noticeaole in the 
last few weeks. We have discovered that matters thought to be agreed, for example, 
in Contact Groups B and D, are apparently no longer acceptable to the delegation of 
the Soviet Union.

My delegation is also very disturbed about the failure of the Committee to 
re-establish the Chemical Weapons Working Group promptly at the beginning of the 
1983 session. Matters totally irrelevant to the work on a Chemical Weapons ban 
were allowed to intrude. Two months of potential work were lost. This must not be 
allowed to happen again.

In addition, we are concerned, that at this session there was a proliferation 
of meetings, and increasing formality took the place of a more productive form of 
work. To some extent we seem to be substituting the appearance of activity for 
real negotiation.



few words regarding the assertion of the Soviet delegation on 
delegation has been holding up progress.Let me now say a 

IB August that somehow my own

security1 in the absence of an effective agreement. Ve have welcomeû discussions 
modernizati n programme and have gone to great lengths to ensure that our

that binary weapons are completel)
The United States lias 

Can the

on our
own proposals include provisions to ensure 
covered by the ban, including the verification aspects 
observed a moratorium on chemical weapons production f 
distinguished reoresentative of the Soviet Union say the same 
Ve have^ade it quite plain that, rather than producing chemical weapons, 
prefer a sound agreement and we are willing to work hard to achieve it.

the Soviet representative said on 18 August, that the Chenic states
negotiations will be killed. But I can assure you it will not be the unite
delegation that kills them.

14 years.
for his country?

we would
It nay be,

as

In this connection my delegation deplores the unseemly ad homi^em attack on

p-rsonnel Ve are now prepared to use data generated during routine » - -for verification^purposes. Ve have agreed that effort, Jte
minimize interference with the operation of a destruction jollity. ^
now prepared to restrict verification to the actual destruction s„ep. In uur vie , 
these important steps to satisfy Soviet concerns seen to have been ignored by 
that delegation.

We

Nor is the lack of progress due to United States reluctance ^solution
treaty texts. Drafting of treaty texts cannot proceed any faster ^ ^ the
of key issues. While drafting can sometimes help clarify issue-, . * ,
issues have been clear for several years. Ily delegation's concerns about beginning 
to draft treaty texts at this stage have been explained previously, and 1 nee 
lot repeat thet today. I would only say that these conccins have been hei^teine 
by developments in Contact Group A, which dealt with atookp^le-relataa Bues. 
tLt grourdrafting of treaty texts on minor questions was substituted for eff?r+
to resolve key questions.

In

of the substantive suggestions made inI now want to respond to a number 
the Soviet plenary statement on 18 August.

generally constructive nature of the Soviet 
related to chemical weapons stockpiles.My delegation recognizes the 

remarks on various substantive issues

CD/TV.256
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We welcome Soviet willingness to provide a detailed declaration of the contents 
of stockpiles, along the lines advocated by a majority of delegations, including 
my own. 
resolved.

It is to be hoped that the remaining unagreed points can be quickly

We also welcome the Soviet proposal for the establishment of special storage 
sites at stockpile destruction facilities and for the monitoring of these sites by 
systematic international on-site inspection on a quota basis. In this connection, 
we would like to ask the Soviet delegation to clarify, which stocks would be located 
at the special storage sites. In addition, would all stocks be moved to these 
locations promptly after entry into force? Or would the special storage sites 
contain only some of the stocks at any given time, for example, those stocks to be 
destroyed in the next stage of the schedule for stockpile destruction?

We also listened with interest to the explanation of the Soviet concept of 
inspection on a quota basis for stockpile destruction, particularly the criteria 
which were given. As outlined in the United States Working Paper CD/387, our 
conclusions are different. But the criteria on which the United States conclusions 
are based are similar. For us a major problem with the Soviet approach is that the 
actual level of verification would not be known until after entry into force. We 
are being asked to undertake a commitment to disarm without having an agreement on 
verification levels. We would expect the Soviet delegation to take this concern 
into account.

On the other hand, the proposals to single out binary chemical weapons stocks 
and production facilities for specially severe treatment seem to ray delegation 
to be extraordinarily one-sided. They can only be seen as efforts to preserve 
Soviet Chemical Weapons capabilities while eliminating those of the United States. 
What else is one to think of the Soviet proposal whose effect would be to eliminate 
totally United States binary production facilities within two years after entry 
into force and not even to begin elimination of Soviet Chemical Weapons production 
facilities until eight years after entry into force? Surely the Soviet delegation 
recognizes that such proposals cannot advance the work of the Committee.

I promised to make some suggestions for making the Committee's work more 
productive next year.

Clearly, it will be essential for delegations to come with instructions which 
will enable them to negotiate on all of the issues. We think that the five-months 
recess should provide adequate time for thorough preparation.

We believe that the working group should be re-established promptly when the 
Committee on Disarmament reconvenes, regardless of the status of other procedural 
issues and other working groups. Work on a chemical weapons ban must not be held 
hostage to disputes over unrelated issues. We must not repeat the sad experience 
of this session.

In our view the Working Group must next year try to come to grips with each of 
the four major problem areas: scope of prohibition, including non-use ; stockpiles ; 
chemical weapons production facilities; and non-production of chemical weapons, 
particularly in the chemical industry. We would favour continuing the type of 
broadly based contact groups instituted in 1903» The record of the negotiations 
prepared under the leadership of Ambassador Mc Pliai 1, and the reports of the 1982 and 
1983 Contact Groups should be the starting-point for this work.



that the frustration and disappointment 
I also sense that we all share 

I trust that

As we end the 1933 session, I sense 
felt "by my delegation are shared by others. B
common objective and a desire to achieve it as oon as possible, 
delegations will return in 1934 resolved and prepared to make it a year oi 
accomplishment. 1-ly delegation certainly will.

a
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I noted earlier the problems of proliferation of meetings and of increasing 
formality of meetings. It may be that having fewer meetings would facilitate 

by enabling delegations to focus their attention, rather than being
We would also urge

progress
compelled by circumstances to spread themselves too thinly.
that greater use be made of private efforts by the co-ordinators of contact groups 
to clarify problems and develop solutions. Such consultations cannot and should not 

substitute for the work of the contact groups or the Working Group, but theybecome a
may help to overcome obstacles to progress.

Finally, as pointed out by the Soviet delegation on 13 August, consideration 
needs to be given to how to make better use of the time available. We share that 
view and I would today like to introduce a formal initiative from the United States 
delegation designed to facilitate the Committee's work next year.

As you know, my delegation attaches great importance to the efforts of the 
Committee on Disarmament to find a coram n approach to verification of the destruction 
of chemical weapons stockpiles, which is one of the principal obstacles .0 agreemen . 
The need to resolve this issue as soon as possible has also been stressed recently 
by the delegations of the Soviet Union, the Federal Republic of Germany, and other 
member States.

To help accelerate the negotiations, the United States is today inviting 
member and observer delegations to participate in a workshop to be he-^d a„ the 
United States chemical weapons destruction facility at Tooele, Utah. The workshop, 
which is scheduled for mid-November, will provide a first-hand look at actual 
procédures used by the United States for destruction of chemical weapons. It is 

intention that it will also provide a forum for discussion of various means 0^
A working paper outlining the arrangementsour

verifying destruction of chemical weapons, 
for the workshop is being distributed today.

In addition to touring the destruction facility and being briefed on its 
operations, participants will also observe a mock on-site inspection exercise, 
exercise will employ actual equipment installed at the destruction facility.

That

I would like to emphasize that the workshop will not be constructed B°lelyj‘-s 
a platform for United States views.
discussion of all points of view regarding verification of destruction, 
also provide an opportunity for discussion of other issues closely^lin~ed^witn 
stockpile destruction 
18 August.

It will provide an opportunity for a wide-ranging
It could

stockpile destruction, including those raised in the Soviet plenary statement of 
.—c__.. To facilitate a balanced discussion we are inviting a number of 

delegations with pa-rticular interest and expertise in this field to make 
presentations.

We intend to circulate a more detailed agenda, and would welcome suggestions 
from delegations, with a view to making the workshop as useful as possible. 
Furthermore, we hope that other countries with destruction facilities, including 
the Soviet Union, will also consider inviting delegations to their facilities.

r' 
cn
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My delegation regrets to observe that the Committee, towards the end of the 
-current session, has slid into the same guagmire of lack of purpose and flexibility 
which was its lot at the beginning of the 1$83 session. The Committee has relapsed 
into a rather untoward complacency which is getting more and more ominous for our 
future work. We cannot hide our apprehensions when we observe that our early hopes 
of a rapid elaboration of a Chemical Weapons convention are becoming more and more 
illusory as the major parties concerned continue to stall negotiations on a future 
convention that would constitute a major breakthrough and inspire more fruitful 
efforts in disarmament negotiations
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''Mr. ttcPHAIL (Canada): As we have indicated to the secretariat in the last 
couple of days, my intention is to speak both as Chairman of the Ad Hoc 
Working Group on "Chemical Weapons and as representative of Canada.

As Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group I have the honour to table 
document CD/4-lb, which has been distributed■this afternoon, a few moments ago; 
it is the result of very strenuous and, I think, laudable efforts of the 
secretariat facilities which have been put in place since we completed our work 
last night between o and 7 p.m.
Group to the Committee on Disarmament, 
to by all members of the Working Group and this, I believe, augurs well for future 
work in achieving a ban on chemical weapons.

I want to comment for a few minutes on what the Working Group has 
accomplished this session to supplement what the report itself indicates in detail.

You will all recall that General Assembly resolution 37/$8 B urged the 
Committee on Disarmament "as a matter of high priority, to intensify, during its 
session in 1523, the elaboration of ... a convention ... with a view to enabling 
the Committee to achieve agreement at the earliest date."

The resolution summarizes the collective wish of the international community ; 
and I 'believe that we have, through the Working Group on Chemical Weapons, clearly 
shown the measure to which this body has successfully sought this year to fulfil 
the resolution's purposes.

That document embodies the 1933 report of our
The report and its annexes have been agreed

Translated into specifics, the Working Group’s objective can be said to have 
been defined both substantively and procedurally on the basis of the sentiment that 
underlies'■that resolution. Substantively, of course, the goal was to achieve the 
negotiation of a verifiable convention banning the development, production and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons and requiring the destruction of existing 
stockpiles and means of production, thus finally eliminating the threat of the use
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of these weapons for all time. More precisely, our substantive task in 1983 was to 
achieve further consensus, if not full agreement, on the issues that still divided 
delegations. Procedurally, our task was to reach agreement on the structure of a 
convention and on the elaboration of provisions in their proper order so that the 
process of negotiation could be brought to an early conclusion.

The report of the Working Group reflects the method designed to meet these 
objectives. Apart from the standard introductory parts, the report does innovate : 
the Working Group agreed to set out,• as it has in an annex, in one single document, 
the substance of provisions for a chemical weapons convention. This document 
indicates the consensus reached earlier and during phis session, and sets out 
remaining differences clearly, where further work is needed, so as to reveal how 
best the Committee can proceed to the final elaboration of a convention. We thus 
developed an integrated or internally consistent procedure whereby each provision 
is intended to be presented in a logical hierarchy, progressing from the general 
to the particular; and whereby each provision is accompanied by an indication of 
the control or verification measures appropriate to it.

This record, as it now appears in the annex to the Working Group report, is a 
distillation of the highest common factor of agreement and the lowest necessary 
index of disagreement ; throughout the annex, areas where positions have yet to be 
reconciled are indicated by indentation.

The text, an integrated and systematic document structured according to a 
uniform format, thus allows others, in capitals or elsewhere, to see precisely 
what the situation is. It is, of course, a document to which all in the Working 
Group have agreed. This gives it particular significance in a negotiating context 
for our further work. It hardly need be said that, since this document records the 
provisions of the convention in terms of their concepts, the language it contains 
is not directly transportable to the final text of the convention itself.

However, simultaneously with the process I have just described, and 
complementary to it, four contact groups were charged with addressing selected 
principal areas where consensus was lacking. These groups were as follows;

Contact Group A; Co-ordinator, Mr. J. Cialowicz, Poland, on the monitoring 
of the destruction of stocks and basic content of 
declarations required;

Mr. S. Duarte of Brazil dealing with issuesContact Group B; Co-ordinator,
related to the resolution of compliance questions;

Co-ordinator, Mr. J. Akkeroan of the Netherlands on the 
prohibition of Use;

Contact Group C;

and Contact Group D: Co-ordinator, Mr. J. Lundin of Sweden on definitions.

The reports that these contact groups produced, along with the groups* terms 
of reference, are also appended to the Working Group's report as annex II. 
only is the substance in the conclusions of those reports reflected in annex I 
recording the provisions of the convention to which I referred, but the

Not
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Contact Group reports themselves contain language which can be utilized, for the 
actual drafting of a convention. Here, I want to note — and do so emphatically
_ dedication and skill of,ail four contact group co-ordinators and the valuable
role their groups have played in delivering over-all consensus on the document 
which is now before us.

I have spoken of process and methou. These were aimed at achieving
The Wprkirig Group did not solve all substantive problems.

In certain areas, the intensive examination of ..
Butsubstantive ends.

here too, there was some .progress, 
comparable positions revealed greater coincidence of view than had previously . 
been apparent; for example, agreement was reached on the use of chemical names _ „ 
in the declaration of stocks, and the usefulness of on-site automatic instruments 
in assisting other techniques of verification. In other areas, new proposals came 
forward, and these were incorporated into our common document. There were, for 
example, United Kingdom proposals for monitoring of non-production, and separate 
Soviet proposals on prohibition of use, on prohibition of compounds containing the 
methyl-phosphorus bonds, and on details required in declarations of stocks.
There was a proposal by Egypt on assistance in the event of a violation. There was 
also the United States detailed views paper, which allowed a comparison to be made 
with the Soviet text, containing the outline of a treaty, tabled at last year’s

I mention only a few of the many contributions, such as those contained 
in a Soviet statement last week, which have been made only late in the year and

The full list of such proposals appears in

session.

will thus require further examination, 
the Working Group's report.

But I wish to emphasize once more that there are indeed major areas where 
agreement must be reached for there to be success. These are clearly indicated 
I think, in the document before you. The Working Group has not solved these 
matters. but at. least unequivocal agreement has been reached on where work needs

rv

to be focused.

I am sure that among us there is no illusion that- through process alone 
disagreements will simply fall away without hard decisions being made in capitals. 
Moreover, it is natural to expect,that when such decisions come, they will be based 
on perceptions of the balance of advantage, in national security terms, of 
accepting in whole or in part yet to be agreed provisions which, however difficult 
in themselves to accommodate, are the necessary price for a greater gain.

In this context, and whatever the substantive or process achievements of the 
Working Group on Chemical Weapons this year, particular satisfaction should be drawn 
from the manner in which the Group performed its business. We dealt with problems, 
facts and issues. The discussion was souer and restrained. In short, the approach 
was businesslike. This in itself was a necessary confidence-building measure ; and 
this reason alone justifies, I suggest, the effort we have collectively put into 
the Working Group's activities this year. We must build upon these efforts, ana I 
commend for the Committee's approval, tne three steps recommended by the Working 
Group in the final paragraph of its report, in order that a ban on chemical 
weapons may be finalized at the earliest possible time. In this respect, I 
understand that there ar* consultations now among a number of delegations which, 
when the Committee considers its own report or. this matter, 
included a recommendation about the precise nature in which the negotiation may be 
resumed late this year or early next year, and that is a matter t.o wh^ch my 
delegation Intends to revert to when the appropriate portion of the text of thv 
Committee's report is considered.

may permit it to have
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I conclude then this statement with what should by rights have come first: 
an expression of my gratitude for the unstinting co-operation of all delegations as 
these complex negotiations have unfolded, and with a very special word of thanks 
for the secretariat, Mr. Bensmail, his staff and interpreters, whose willing support 
contributed materially to our endeavour.
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It is net too much to suggest, then, that a new consensus is emerging which 
shows that this institution' car. work --and work well. I would refer to an

we have ceased to hear such frequent appeals forinteresting supporting phenomenon : 
the display of "political will", which often meant the simple rallying by someone to 
the point of view of someone else ; instead we have witnessed true evidence of 
"political will" in the efforts of those to reconcile different points of view on a 

In this sense, true political will means not the will tobalanced basis, 
expostulate, but to negotiate.

Our collective will to negotiate in the Working Group on Chemical Weapons is 
an example.

The Working Group was giver, a mandate to negotiate, and by negotiate, I mean 
convene with others with a view ho obtaining compromise of differences and agreement 
or. commitment. What the Working Group has achieved is significant progress towards 
the conclusion of a chemical weapons convention through negotiation on matters of 
substance and form as well as procedure. For the process of compromise to work 
required each delegation to observe a rule, unwritten though it may be but essential 
in its ooservanee to the success of any negotiation: that negotiation be conducted 
with the temptation to engage in debate held firmly Ir. check. That compromise was

renarkaale because the issue of chemical weapons isachieved is all the more sometimes an emotional one, and perhaps rightly so; and this aspect is matched by
the issue1e technical complexity.

(Cant'd)
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In the Working Group,
indeed unresolved issuesfully satisfied, nor should one be..

U’?redin”1nitheew;ySorresôîuUonaif Is^s'coSrSntiS all our working groups.

permanent flxtures imnovable obje , " P a hard look at how much
* 3UCh ^without'either*insist!ng^on fresh Instructions from capitals °r 

broadly still the unwritten rule^f an

iNo one is
i

loose.
further we can go
I1referred1to earlier — the holding in check 

ingredient of the negotiating process.
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Mr. ISSRASLYAH (Union of Soviet Socialis^^lifconneetion vith^ ~ 

Permit me to express on behalf of the Sov g titude to the Chairmen of
the adoption of the reports of the, Ambassador Ahmad,

of work and, if we did not achieve the desired /for ^ expression of
rrS; pn8ent * the United States delegation

(Cont'd)



CD/PV 236
51

(Mr L_Iss raej^an^JJSSR)

not because I seek a confrontation with the United States delegation or with any 

share its approach to try to understand our position too.

Firstly, the United States representative said, in particular, 'r** nct^ 
there has as yet been no detailed reaction by certain key delegations to either 
of the major papers we have put forward this year". Perhaps we have indeed not 
come forward with a detailed response or conmentary to the document from the 
United States delegation. But permit me to ask the United States delegation 
and a number of other Western countries the following questions. Why have t-ey 
what I would call such an ambitious attitude with regard to their own aocumer. „s. 
Why are they silent for many years with regard to other delegations proposals. 
Why, for example, have the delegations of the United States or of other Western 
Powers not cemented in detail on the draft treaty- on the prohibition of the use 
of nuclear weapons proposed by the delegation of India? Why nave the oelega.ions 
6f Western States not commented on the craft international agreements on 
security guarantees for non-nuclearvweapon States proposed by a group of socia—s, 
countries and by Pakistan? I do not recall there having been any cetaileo 
commentary on those, not just working papers, but draft international agreements. 
The representatives of Western States said merely "en passant’’ tnat -hose 
initiatives were not acceptable to them, that they were inopportune, and so on.

document from the United States delegation or from a
Why?But when there appears a-------- . ..

number of ether Western States, everybody must comment on it m detail.
What if our attitude to those documents was, on the whole, negative and we

attitude in general form? Why should we be obliged to 
in a court, that we should have to justify ourselves or 

do not make such demands of others.

expressed that negative 
do it in detail? Are we
submit factual evidence? For our part, we ... ,
Why, for example, did the United States delegation not present in plenary sessions

the Soviet draft basic provisions of a treaty ona detailed opinion concerning 
• the prohibition of chemical weapons? If my memory serves me right, our

document was also referred to "en passant".

Another point:

"It must be remembered that we made this proposal over a year ago on 
the quota and questions about it have been on the table ever since. Only in 
the last week, when the work of the contact group on stockpiles ban been 
completed, did the Soviet delegation begin to clarify for the Committee ..s 
proposal for verification of stockpile destruction by inspection on a

It must be remembered that they made this proposa— a year ago,quota basis-
and questions about it have been on the table ever since. .

Well, to begin with, that is inexact. We have explained our position on 
verification on a quota basis in quite some detail during bilateral consuitar-ons 
with numerous delegations. And it is especially surprising to us that the
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United Statee delegation, with which we held consultations in particular and openly 
set out a whole range of criteria and whose reaction we awaited and are still 
awaiting, should raise this question. The delegation of the USSR has repeatedly 
emphasized that we have a precise idea of the general principles of verification 
on a quota basis, and we have repeatedly set out those general ideas. As regards 
details, we have repeatedly invited all delegations to reflect with us on the 
most efficient and, at the same time, unobtrusive way of conducting systefaatic 
international checks on the destruction of stockpiles of chemical weapons not on 
a permanent basis, but on the basis of individual systematic inspections, that is 
on a quota basis.

A third matter: "My delegation cannot understand", it was said today, "why 
the Soviet delegation, which ardently professes its interest in completing a 
convention as soon as possible, refuses to discuss the subject of chemical weapons 
production and filling facilities". I wish to say that we have a position on this 
subject and that we have expressed it. Ve took into account the views of other 
delegations and we made on 18 August a statement which, of course, everybody will 
remember. But I have a question of my own: is it not true that the United States 
delegation has repeatedly declared and continues to declare, including in its 
statement today, that it will not proceed to the formulation of a draft convention 
until such time as all questions have been settled? In other words, the entire 
convention is in suspense. When we say that we wish to suspend one question and 
are ready to resolve all the others, we are told that it can't be done, that an 
answer must first be given on the issue concerning which we are proposing the 
continuation of negotiations.

As you'know, Mr. Chairman, our negotiations are negotiations among States 
with equal rights. But some delegations are suggesting to us that such 
negotiations were conducted in evil colonial times and not in our day.

One more topic, that of binary weapons. According to the distinguished 
representative of the United States, Mr. Busby:

"On the other hand, the proposals to single out binary chemical weapons 
stocks and production facilities for specially severe treatment seem to my 
delegation to be extraordinarily one-sided. They can only be seen as 
efforts to preserve Soviet chemical weapons capabilities while eliminating 
those of the United States.".

Nothing of the kind. The United States already has sufficient stockpiles of 
chemical weapons; its chemical munitions total 3 million units. And we are 
opposed to binary weapons not because we do not have such weapons and find 
ourselves in a worse position. As you know, the world has already been a witness 
on several occasions to a situation in which new types of weapons have appeared in 
the United States and the Soviet Union has, after a while, been obliged to acquire 
then too. The same could happen in the present situation. And we fear that, 
because the appearance of binary weapons in the United States — and that means 
in other States too — will inevitably complicate the conclusion of a convention 
on the prohibition of chemical weapons. Many delegations share this opinion.
It is incomparably more difficult to monitor chemical binary weapons ; they 
represent a qualitatively new step in the development of lethal chemical weapons.
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I was far from making* an uncomplimentary remark about the Vice-President of
The only thing that was said wasthe United States, whom I know personally, 

this? here, within the confines of this Committee, the Vice-President of the 
United States advocated, or spoke in favour of, the speeding-up of negotiations on 
the elimination of the threat posed by chemical weapons, 
months later, the same person cast a deciding vote in favour of the implementation 
of a programme which is killing those negotiations.
the deciding vote for the implementation of a programme which, from our point of 
view, is indeed killing the negotiations?

Isn't that true? A few

Isn't it true that he cast

Finally, there sounded in Hr. Busby's last statement a note which really made 
me prick up my ears.
misunderstood the United States delegation, 
once again that of an ultimatum: unless all delegations agree on all issues, there 
will not be any definition, any formulation of- a draft convention next year either. 
Now that makes me-prick up ay ears.

I would like to think that I made a mistake, that I
It seemed to me that the tone was



Mr« CRQMARiIE (United Kingdom): Mr. Chairman, in my statement on 2 August 
welcomed the progress that we had made on chemical weapons; otherwise it has, 

unfortunately, to be admitted that this has not been a successful year for the 
Committee on Disarmament. We have allowed ourselves to be dominated by procedural 
issues to an extent which is to no one's credit. We lost eight weeks at the 
beginning of our Session over arguments on the agenda. Now, the last three or 
four weeks have been largely spent in writing reportsi first in working groups 
an then in the Committee itself. With the exception of the report of the 
■tC hoc Working Croup on Chemical Weapons, these documents
catalogues of opposing views. This experience has confirmed my delegation in 
the view, which I expressed in my first plenary statement to the Committee on 
4 eoruary, that changes must be made in our procedures. The first necessity is for 

egations to recognize tnat, if arguments have not been convincing in debate, they 
vail not be made more so by trying to force conclusions on a working group, when 

vy are not generally shared. Secondly, it must be recognized that not everv view 
expressed in a werxing group is worthy of record or indeed of answer. This 
f 0 rjC0Snize these facts, and to exercise restraint in the common interest

ail, has contributed most to the excessive length of the reports, and to the 
excessive amount of time which has been devoted 
in writing them is out of all

are little more than

to them; the effort which we spend 
proportion to the extent to which they will be read.
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Ir. the area of chemical weapons, the most promising field of our activity, 
forward movement is in evidence inasmuch as the structure cf the spade work done

The areas of disagreement- and the lack of consensuslast year has been formalized.
on various important elements have been brought into sharper focus, whicn should 
provide ar. opportunity to the concerned Governments to reflect on their positions. 
The work done this year would best be seer, in terms of its utilization next year, 
when the shape of the proposed convention should begin to emerge.

CD/PV.237
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VX
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Even on the issue of the prohibition of chemical weapons, which was generally
It must beheld to be more promising, the results are also not sc satisfactory. 

recognized that under the experienced guidance of Ambassador McPhail of Canada, 
ably assisted by the co-ordinato^a and experts from various countries, orogres^- 
has been made in the Working Group on Chemical Weapons: more in-depth discussions 
were held; common grounds have increased and divergences more clearly defined.
Yet, on the other hand, nobody denies the fact that some important dii ferenc«s 
remain unsolved, and that there is still a long way to go before a convention on 
the prohibition of chemical weapons can be drafted and concluded.
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Chemical weapons represent the success story of the Connût tee onDisarmament
Over the j-ear s, able and energetic Chairmen have taken 

the long march towards a convention to rid the world of
This year, we

in terms of work done.
the Working Group on
these weapons. We have, despite everything, gone quite fax.
must pay tribute to the Ambassador of Canada, Ambassador McPhail for taking us 
further and to higher ground. Eis report, with its record of substantive

The differences of views clearly shown, as alternatives are there for priority 
The Committee should start in on this vcrk with full purpose.

Chairman drawn from the Group of 21,
Preparatory

Itsresolution.
working group, which evidently i" to have a session,
should be able to commence at the .arlieat moment in the 1984 session
consultations b#en earlier could greatly help this objective.
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'yLi-Wegene r^Fedcra Re£ub l2£_of _German£)._

Like most others, my delegation has carefully registered and welcomed the 
conceptual gains of our work this year in the chemical weapons field, 
gratified with the production of a new consolidated text.
intention on our part to downgrade the measure of progress achieved, let alone 
the dynamic performance of the Chairman of the Working Group and his able 
associates.

On 11 August, my delegation expressed its preoccupation with the current 
state of negotiations, especially if measured in terms of earlier hopes. We 
observed that one group of delegations among us, the socialist group, showed 
reluctance to join in overcoming the central obstacles for a future chemical 
weapons ban.

Meanwhile the distinguished delegates of the Netherlands, the United Kingdonj 
and the United States of America, sharing our analysis, have voiced their 
concern in similar terms. Our own observations, substantiated by a number of 
facts, were coupled with an urgent appeal to the socialist group to show a 
greater measure of political flexibility and to document such a flexibility 
by practical contributions.

We axe
There is no

The balance sheet, however, is hardly positive.
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My delegation had presented these views against the background of growing 
apprehension among the population of the Federal Republic of Germany, for whom the 
prospect of any future use of chemical weapons is particularly terrifying-.

Since then, Ambassador Xssraelyan lias spoken on 18 and 22 August to refute 
these affirmations.
which my delegation has carefully studied. We have also observed the Soviet 
delegation's participation in the drafting of the "recording" and of the report

We have examined 
As a

He furthermore submitted a number of technical proposals

of the session of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons. 
the Soviet presentations as attentively and objrstivfely as possible, 
result I must state that I can in no respect retract from my statement of

The position of the Soviet delegation in the recording exercise and11 August.
the silence on key issues continue to cast doubt on its repeated professions of 
interest in the speedy completion of the convention.

Our assessment has been reinforced by the impression that there is a 
hardening of the Soviet line, most markedly as regards the degree of stringency 
of the obligation to submit to on-site inspections in cases of challenge. Here 
the Soviet delegation seems to be retreating from positions which we had hoped 
they had accepted.

There is nothing wrong in analysing critically each other's positions. It 
is the right attitude towards criticism that counts. The criticr.l remarks of 
the Soviet delegation on our own negotiating posture will also be examined 
carefully. We shall use their critical suggestions to reflect on an even 
greater flexibility on all open issues in order to be well prepared for the next 
round.

I trust that the Soviet delegation will distinguish between such constructive 
criticism in the interest of a shared objective, and sterile accusations designed 
to denigrate the adversary and to mask one's own inability to contribute in 
substance.

I should likeNegotiations need the former; they must, avoid the latter, 
to appeal to the Soviet Union to show more flexibility which would allow us to 
progress quickly in the next negotiating phase, particularly in the key areas of 
destruction of stocks, destruction of production facilities and compliance.
My delegation firmly hopes that the Soviet delegation will honour our appeal to 
engage in a serous joint endeavour to overcome the obstacles on the way to 
concluding a ban on this particularly barbarous category of weapons.

We welcome the initiative of the United States delegation to organize a 
workshop on verification issues relating to stock destruction in Tooelle, Utah. 
My delegation believes that this endeavour will provide an excellent possibility 
for all negotiators to acquaint themselves with b he problems of verification o: 
the destruction of stocks in a practical manner, 
contribute to the workshop in a substantive way.
context that former Chancellor Helmut Schmidt had announced at the 
second special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament that the 
Federal Government would also on its part organize a workshop on the destruction 
of chemical weapons. That event is now scheduled for 1964, and invitations will 
be extended to interested delegations in due time. The destruction facility

My delegation expects to 
I wish to recall in this



CD/ïV.236
9

(Mr. Wegener. Federal Republic of Germany)

where the workshop is to take place differs from the United States installation 
in design and throughput. The workshop is therefore expected to yield 
additional insights. We look upon the United States invitation and ours as 
being mutually reinforcing.

• ŒD/FV.23S 
24-25"

(Hr. Issraelyan, USSR)

With this, Hr. Chairman, I would like to end my statement as co-ordinator of 
the group of socialist countries and now make a short statement as head of the 
Soviet delegation. The other day, a letter was distributed, to members of the 
Committee from the' representative of the Federal Republic of Germany concerning 
two statements made by the Soviet delegation on 4 and 22 February of this year.

As far as this letter is concerned., I would like to state the following.

The crimes against humanity committed by the German fascists constitute one
The fact that these crimesof the darkest and most shameful pages of history.

were committed has been proven beyond all doubt by, among others, the 
International Tribunal in Nuremberg which, as everyone" knows, convicted the 
principal Nazi war criminals, guilty of the deaths of millions and millions oi 
innocent people. The German fascist leaders received the punishment they 
deserved, in accordance with the sentence of the Tribunal.

The many atrocities committed by the Nazie.anc fully proven, at the Nuremberg 
triale and other trials of war criminals included the use- of chemicals to exterminate 
people. Hundreds of thousands of neople of different nationalities — Russians and 
French, Jews and Poles, Czechs and Belgians —— perished in the gas chambers in the 
death camps ax Auschwitz, Ha j da. nek, Buchenwald and Treblinka. Poisonous chemicals 
were widely used at these factories -of mass destruction.-

However, in various instances,' the Nazis used such substances during military 
operations. In our statements of.4 and 22 February of this year, we referred to the 
use of poisonous gases by the German fascist forces in the Crimes in. .1942 during 

action against units of the Soviet armed forces and civilians defending 
themselves in the Ad zhinushkai quarry.
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The French delegation constantly displayed the paramount interest it attached 
to negotiations on chemical weapons, which were actively pursued in the 
Ad Hoc Working Group chaired by our colleague from Canada, Ambassador McPhail.
I wish here to pay tribute to the remarkable way in which he organized and 
conducted the work, notably by making the most appropriate use of the method of 

The work was not marked by any significant breakthroughs in
It made it possible to

contact groups.
the negotiations, but it was none the less useful, 
achieve a better form and more precise structuring of the negotiating elements. 
The French delegation hopes that the next session will be marked by substantial, 
and even decisive progress, thanks more particularly to acceptance by everyone 
of the forms of international verification specifically required by each of the
operations involved «
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however, I would like to cite only one paragraph irom ray letter. I quote.
"I have insisted in ray letters to Ambassador Issraelyan tnat mydeiegationdoes 
not f»el the slightest urge to defend the German army of the National Socially p^icd! aSf the National Socialist regime Soever ^ to o«m=Um -
or in any context — to evoke the war crimes and cruelties committed by the National

Second World War would find my delegation m the
We wouldSocialists before and during the ...frontline of those who will join in a condemnation of these atrocltl®^ltrieE 

enually be among the first to deplore t*e horrible r..ffonnp- 01 tao..c t including the^oviet Union, which had to submit to armed conflict on their^e 
as well as to foreign occupation. This, however, is not the isrue _® * of the
much mere narrow question is whether or nov chemical weapons we- “ t, i 
parties to the Second World War in this case the German army- The l..8ue 
not merely of historical interest. 1 eubnit that ve as negotia r^ 

ban should be keenly aware of histor cal precedent .

The

End of quote.weapons
; Hr. Chairman, I do not thin}- that it is legitimate for anybody from

into historical truth and I also suomit tc_ycu
the truth and to ceflect 

There
country to prohibit an inquiryE «application of chemical weapons in various parts cf lie world. hi-tor-cal
Ambassador Issraelyan would agree with me thaw scientific rigour ^historical

the criteria by which all these allegations are -o b.truthfulness should be 
measured.
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(Federal Republic of Germany): Mr. Chairman, I regret to have to

tad £££*?»*«

of members of the Committee. He was not among the formal addressees. I had chosenEXISTS r0Ve™ -Essrs-i s.fflr-r.most intimately his emotional approach to the problems raised and I respect it. 
Inadvertently, I have resurrected extremely painful, personal memories of his, 
memories of difficult times, and I understand him the better since I, as a 
!rSe totally devastated eastern part of my country, saw the same horrors of Jie 
war, and in addition, the ensuing horrors of foreign occupation.

Mr. WBGShtik

The population of mr country at this juncture is composed of a percentage of

drawn is the building up of a democratic State of which we are proud, 
democracy and freedom also rest on truth and truthfulness. , . ..which has deliberately accepted the heavy burden of the past without snovrng o 
off to others, it is difficult enough to live with this painful chapter of history, 
tat we alao^va a right to the truth about our own past. Horrible crimes have 
been committed and ho new crimes have to be invented. _

But
For my generation,

H-
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CMr. Vejvoda,, Czechoslovakia)

As far as the part concerning chemical weapons is concerned, I do not want 
to get into any argument because this I consider to be a legitimate part of 
negotiating postures here in this Committee, but, I have to reject accusations 
by the distinguished delegate from the Federal Republic of Germany concerning the 
Warsaw Treaty countries in one other respect. He claimed that the Warsaw Treaty 
countries are constantly increasing their arsenals, including those of chemical 

X do not know on .which facts he could base this allegation. .1 knowweapons.
only one thing, that there are, and there have been for 10 years already, 
negotiations on the limitation of armed forces and armaments in central Europe, 
in Vienna, and that there, the Warsaw Treaty countries have been waiting for 
many, many years for a realistic and sensible approach from the hATO countries. 
In fact, we are waiting still for the substantial answer of NATO countries tc 
our proposals concerning armaments in Europe recently riade there by 
delegate.

our

l60984l81800i
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