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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. It has
been compiled and edited to facilitate discussions and
research on this issue.
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CD/PV 189
10

(The_Chairman)

Distinguishod delegates, as regards the question of the prohibition and
elimination of chemical weapors. 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.1€9
22

(1. liackachen, Canada)

The time is right for progress this year towards 2 treaty on the prohibition
of *he development, production and stockpiling of chenmical weapens and the destr.zc@:lon
of existing stocks. Ve intend to participate vigorously along with others in seeking
to realize the maximum from the present opperiunity.

Continuing Canadian research on defensive measures enubles us to put forward
suggestions on such aspects as the verification provisions of a treaty tanning
chemical weapons. Canada has contributed woriking papers. Ve have allocated i‘und§ y
+o enable Canadian technical experts %o participcte here in Geneva for longer perioas,
beginning with the 1903 session. Ixpertise from many ccuntries, including non-nembers,
has been brought to bear in this Committee cn the complex igsues involved. The
achievements of the VWorking Group on Chemical Veapcne again illustrafe that work in
this body can complement bilateral negotiations.

- - e

e - .

1 have focused on four important issues, four Canadian priorities for 1983,
on which I wished to put Canada's position strongly:

Canada will press for progress itoward the objective of a comprehensive nuclear
test banj

Canada will press for a more effective non-proliferation regimes
Canada will press .for a convention to prohibit chemiczl weaponss;

Canada will press for progress towards the objective of prohititing all weapons

for use in outer space.

These are issues vwhere there are prospects for genuine progress and wvhere progres:
can meke a direct coniribution to mutual security.






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

(Mr. Vejvoda,_ Czechoslovakia)

Let me also note that, as has already been ncted by the distinguished Secretary
of State fer Fereign Affairs of Canada, the 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 prohitition cf the stationing of weapons of any
kird in outer space, the prohibition of radiclogical weapons and the issue cf
-+rengthening the security of non-nuclear-weapon States.



CD/PV.189
24

(Mr. Don Nanjira, Kenya)

Three: consequently, the working groups on a comprehensive programme of disarmament,
chemical weapons, radiological weapons, a nuclear test ban and negative security -
assurances should be re-established under their former mandates, except for the
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 thes= existing working groups have been re-established, consultations should

be held to finalize the allocation among the various regional groups of the -
chairmanships of these subsidiary bodies. Again, action to this end should not
consume too much of the Committee's time. No delegation which seriously wants to
see a comprehensive test-ban treaty signed would disagree with the argument that

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. The mandate of the

Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban should thus be elaborated accordingly.

CD/PV 189
20

(Mr._Don_Nanjira,_Kenya)

On th: othzr imporiant issues before tiw Committce for deliberation at its
current session, I would have th: following to say.

1. On chemical ws2pons, it is most regrattable that the> discussions in the
Working Group on Chemical Veapons, which convened here in Geneva on 17 January last
and worked for two wcoks, wer= a mere reaffirmation of the pozinions the various
delegations had adepted during th: second part. of thc Committee's 1982 session.

The delibarations of the contact groups creaied by Ambassador Sujka of Poland have,
howuver, been us~ful and the adoption ef a similar work programme for tn:

Working Group on Chamical Weapons during the Comnittre's present session might be
very worthwhile. Th2 VWorkinz Group jiself snould convenc as few Tormal meetings

as possiblc in ordor to allocate most of ite time to discussions ia smaller un?ts
which have proved to bc better forums for n-:gotiatiocas than larger ones—— providad,
of coursc Lnat such smaller working units are opun-ended znd announced for §11
delegations to participate in if they should s» wish. I take this q?portunlty to
express my genuine thanks to Ambassador: Sujka and his team of co-ordinators wh9 have
done an outstanding job in thz past two weeks within the Working Group on Chemical
Weapons. i



cb/PV 190
9

(Mr. Genscher, Federal Republic of_Germany)

Disarmament and arms control are integral parts of our security policy and that
of the alliance. As early as 1954 the Federazl Republic of Germany gave its allies
a contractual assurance that it would not manufacture nuclear, bacteriological or
chemical weapons. So that its renunciation of the manufacture of chemical 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

I note with satisfaction that the negotiations on a chemical weapons ban-have
been greatly intensified during the past year. This affords a good basis for the
Committee’s work this year.

The indispensable prerequisites for: such 2 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 commlttee of experts with autonomous competence, 1nc;ud1ng £he-right
to carry out on-site inspections.

My.- country is the only oné& to have directly experienced ‘international
inspections in connection with the renunciz2tion of the production of chemical weapons.
Proceeding from this experience, we presented specific, practical suggestions in 1982
both at the second spa2cial session devoted to disarmament 2nd in the Committee on
Disarmament. I appeal to the Committee to exzmine these proposals carefully and to
use them as a basis for its subsequant deliberations so that the negotiations can be
brought to a successful conclusion as soon as possible.



co/Pv 190
21

st year the negotiations in the Committes on Disarmament again confirmed
that there exists a broad political consensus on the need to ban the development.
production and stockpiling of chemical weapons. The Ad Hoc Working Group was

able to make substantial progress on a number of technical and scientific issues
relating to a possible convention on a complzte ban on chamical weapons. Cn issues
of a more political nature there was some progress with regard to the question of
on=-site inspectién. This matter should be explored further, @s the questien of
verification is one of the greatest problems in the nagotiations. It is imperative
that all delegations demonstrate the political will that is required in order to
ensure such concrate progress that brings us closer to a generally acceptable
agrecment.

co/PV 191
11

(Mr. Bush, USA)

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

The Committce is confronted with numerous important issues. ¥one has a higher
priority for the Unitec¢ States than the efforts to ban for ever an antire and
different class of weapons from the werld's arscnals. As the Prcsident has stated,
the poal of United States policy is to elinminate the threat of chemical warfare by
achieving 2 complete and verifiable ban of cnemical weapons.

The nations of the world have alrzady prohitited the first use of chemical
and biological weapons in the Genova Protocol, and have outlawcd the possession of
biolozical and toxin wcapons in the 1272 Biological anc Toxin Weapons Convcntion.
Like most other nations at tho table, the United States ic a party to theco treaties,
and, like most othurs, wc are in full compliance with thesc srovisions. Beyond
the provisions of these treaties, there is an ev:in broader moral prohibition against
the usc of these wcapons. President Franklin Roosevelt perhaps expressed it best
when he said that their us: “has been outlawad by the genvral opinion of civilized
mankind".

(Cont'd)



A1 forus of warfaru cre tormitle. But thesc u~u~~n: ars p::ticularly to

be fesrod beccusa cof the huren auzfcrlng thet thsy inflict. Thet is vy the
civili-eﬂ world has conéemned thoelr usc. Sodly, menkind hes, ncnethclecs, had
repaated deponstrotions of the cruclty ang horror wvoughi by *HL vee of thesc

wezvonc. Arnd now, chemicgl ond IOXIR wWeapons ore beins used in Afghonistan
zni south=eost Asiz in violatinn ef internation:1 1zv and nuerrationaT erns

control ccreemerts., Thesc vioistions ore mads c1Y 4ke weres by the foot that
s ~~ainst them or

the vietire Go noi hove the mezns either to deter the oitack
t> defend or protect themaselves agiinst these weonons.

T United States presentod comrlusiwe evidende tc the vorid commurity
of the fzois surrcunding the uss of chemical cnd texin weapcns. Otaers have
precernted evidence 25 well. We did not come 1o tiiese conclusions seeking
corfroniatior or reshly, but only efter the most exnzustiive gtedy. . The
implicetions thet flow from the use cf these wespons are so serious that meny
would prefer to disbelieve them, simply to isgmors tkem. In our view w2 just
have to fuce the ficts.

The world's progress ioward more civilized relsticns snong Stztes has
been doggeily slov, ond beset zt cvery turr by fears, smpitions, rivalry among
pztions. We czhmot, thereforc, zilcw tiie progress which we nive mcde in
civilization t5 be destroyed. To 4o so would de to begin = Telentless slide
tzck io 2 neow dozk age of mindlese ocrberism. This i1s what is atl stake hers,
and this is what we must prevent.

K'

Wh-%t must now be done? We heve czlled u
e

upcr: the Scviet Union and its
2llies tc step irmediately the ille*al nee of th

' these wezpons. I strongly
repezt that cz21l here todzy. Ard I urge the Scviet Union, ard a2ll othcr members
of the Committee, tc join the United Stotes in negotiziing ¢ complese 2nd
effective znd verifiable ben on the develcpment, production, sicckpiling arnd
rensfer of chemical weapons, & bar that will emsurs tuot these horrors cen

never cccur zgcin.

A ccomplete, effective and verifizile bar on cherical weapeong is reclly
long overiue. Vy Government, thercfcrc, weuld like to sce tiie work of this

Committes accelerzted, znd nepctiztions undertaien on & treciy <c elimincte
the threzt thet is pcsed by chemic:l weapous.

A mumber of key issues, 21 course, must te resolved if we 2re to be
successful ir negotiating such a2 treety. In the coming dzys, our delegztion
will present to this Committee 2 new document thet contains our detziled views
on the content of 2 convention thot we believe could effcctively — more
specificzlly, verifiably — eliminzte the chemiczl weapons threst. We undartzke
this initiztive with the zim of furthor advincing the wori: of the Comnittee,
2nd to encourcge contributions znd co-operzticn from cthers as well.



- CD/FV.191
13

(r. Bush, United States

The key to an effective convention — one that could eliminate the possibilitly
of chermical warfare for ever — is the firm assurance of compliance through
effective verification. I think we would zll sgres that this principle is
absolutely fundamental. Effcctive verificaticn, as the world's recent experience
with the uce of chemiczl snd toxin weapons shows, is an absolute necessity for
any future agreement thet could b2 entered into. This is vhy we seek & level of
verification that will protect civilization, our zllies, and indeed humenity
itself from this terrible threat. For today, the threzt of chemical warfare hes
increased. And until an effective agreement can be achieved, the United Steates,
just as others, must continus to ensure that it can deter the use of chemical
weapons against its citizens and friends. If we zre to expect nations ever :
to forgo the ability to deter chemiczl werfare, those nations must hzove confidence
that others who accept the prohibition cannot circumvent their odligatiens and
later threzten the peace with chemical weepons. They must be certain that they
will not be zitacked with such weapons by any State which hes likewise forsworn
chemical werfare. In short, for us, the verification and ccmpliance nrovisions
of a comprehensive chemical weapcns treaty have got to be truly effective.

Wz know that most of the members of this Committee, like ourselves, are
dedicated to zccomplishing this immortant task. To do so will reguire more than
our dedication. It will require greater willingmess and flexi®ility on the part
of the Scviet Union znd its allies to work seriously end corstiractively on
resolving these key outstanding issues — especizlly those pertzining to the
verification and compliance side. And such issues must be rescived if we expect
to make progress. For zlthough some may argue that progress could be made by
concentroting on the “easier" issues, or even by drafting trezty texis on them,
this would be a fruitless exercise if the verification issuss cammot be 2ddressed,
cannot be resolved. We will not support a diversion of effort hers.

I urge 211 mezbers of *his Committee to begin negetiation in this session
to resolve the key issues that face us in this arez, and to join with us in
acnieving a complete and verifiable ban on chemical weapons.



CD/PV 191
15-16

(Mr._Issraelyan, USSR)

[resuming in Russian] As regards the questions tlat 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 crncrete proposals
and in particuler in the form of a draft convention on the prohibition of chemical
wezpons and a drafi treaty on the complete and general prohibition of muclear-
weapon tests.

With respsct to the Vice-Presideni's assertions 2bout violavions of the
Geneva Protocol of 1925, I should like to remind hin, znd others as welil, that

the Geneva Protocol has indeed boen vioclated. The facts ars well Xmown: in

1935-1936, poison gasas wers used by Fascish Itely against Ethiopis; they
were used by Citlerite Germeny agcinst ny country, especizlly in the Crimee,
> T

in 1942: both bofore ithe Second World Wer and during 1%, =
s2id, chemical substances were used by Japan zgzinst o S
chemiczl subsiznces wers widely used for z long tinme during t
Arorican zzgression zgainst Viet Nam, end this, teco, 1s we
lies zbout the Soviet Union's use of chemiczl weapons in A
south-east Asia, well, a lie will never be anything tut a
times it is repezted.

sidant Roosevelt
.
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(Mr. Onkelinx, Belgium)

Belzium 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 1983.

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 1
all the parties concerned show the necessary flexibility. I should like today to
launch an urgent appeal for this chance of success to be seized.

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
Disarmament ought to convert into reality. We await with much interest the
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
necessary at the service of these negotiations. If the Committee succeeds in putting
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
merit. The Working Group ought to resume its activities as soon as possible. It
ouzht 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.

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
as regards the use of negotiating techniques. At the same time, we ought clearly to
take care to avoid two dangers: the first is that of becoming embroiled in
semantics, which would be a waste of time; the second is that of forgetting that
there can be no agreement on the whole of the draft treaty without prior agreement
on each of its elements. :

(Cont'qd)
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(rir. Onkelinx, Balziuam)

The VWoirking Group will no adoubdbt be oblized simultancously to zive attention to
some mor= t2canical issucs rzlating to certain aspects of tue conveation. T 3w
thinking in particular of certain proslems concern2d nitiaacily vith the procedures |
for verification of compliance with thz conventicn. Useful work was cona duriay: the
lasc¢ technical consultations with the participation of zxoerts, egsnacially in the
mattoer of the deceramining which oracursors of chemiczl weprfare a2~2ncs will call for
specific verification proczuures during tae chauaical procuction process. Taz same
applies to the czfinition of reguiremsnts as razands V".lf‘ ztion oo tha destruction
of stocitpiles of chwmical waapons and tas casaerilinz o £3das, sMogmras, . ik
seems to me tnat it shouls bHu clezir Lo avervon: thit | mical discuscions
Q1.:aT Lo 1224 Lo airranfauanis that cail D& LNCoSnY Forcione - An cthaf
woprls, 2 st aov los2 sizat of thoe ulgimate ot suchy Shinrcisas and seg ta
it that overly technical or acazomic considG:iraiions L2 noi u:“e

() f.a n

s

arily a3< to tha
coadleoxity of these calks. It will He nzcessacy, 2o an 2uhirods 2 {
consoliuat: the clemcants uwhich have Fforacd ta2 subject of cocv:;;c“cies of viers
«uring these consultatisas irto dralt ann2xes Lo Liaz fonvoavion.

Vaile taz Working Groun continuss ius offorts —-— which vz ooz -rill he resuued
caortly, for it would h2 unwisc vo intersunt (e broczss that is unlers vay -- ic
woulc seea to us appropriate te iaitiate, =t th» aizhost lovel in this Coamictee,
FTnuinz aczoiiations oa tas main issues w 2rc civepgencies of visws ~dain. I think
“2 nov Xnoy vary well vhat these issues ave. I thinlt it woula he e2

¢az odposing views in small consultation sroups. lic ‘believe taal thic
Lo tn& sucesss of our work.,

CD/PV 192
13-14

(Mr. Cromartie, United Kingdom)

My celegation is encouraged by the general agreement that progress can be
reached in the field of chemiczl wezpcns. We are much encouragecC by the renargs cn
this subject made by Vice-President Bush cduring his visit to the Commitfee.last week,
We support his call for the Committee to begin real negotiations on a chemical
Wezpons convenition, and hope that the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons
can resume its work without delay. Ve look forward to examining in detail the
proposals put forward by the United States delegation when its paper becomes
available-and hope that it will provicde the necessary impetus for rapid progress.

My-delegation will mzke a further staiement on this subject in due course
but I should like at this stage to ‘comment briefly on the outcome of the reuent
consultations on technical issues relating to a chemical wezpons conven*icn.

My delegation thought that these consultations showed that a measure of agreenent
was emerging on a nuamber of techniczl poirnts relating to the definition and
identification of key precursors of nemic,l weapons, anc to scme of. .the procedures
which might be suitable for verifying the destruction of stockpiles of chemical
weapons. We were therefore disappointed to-find that delegaticns were not able

to reach agreement on a way of recording the discussion which had taken dlace,

An oral report by the Chairmzn, however careful and balanced, cannot really replace
an agreed written report.
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(Mr. Herder, German Democratic Republic)

Unfortunately, some States are not following such a course of action, even if
one has tried in recent days in this Committee to make us believe the opposite. But
how can a policy of superarmament and confrontation be reconciled with the search
for peace and disarmament? We heard dramatic words about the danger for civilization
stemming -~ as we were told -~ from the alleged use of chemical weapons, an assertion
based only on liss and distortions. Does that mean that we should forget about the
sword of Damocles, i.e. the danger of nuclear war, hanging over us? Recent events
show that these are real dangers we are facing.

The "Dafence Guicdelines™ of one nuclear-weapon State for 1984 to 1988 have
beccne known. Thev are said to contain plans for a "protracted nuclear war'. They
project a nuclear first strike against targets on the territories of the USSR and the
other countries of the Warsaw Treaty, includinz tne use of nuclear medium-range
systems. The so-called decapitation strike is a main pillar of this strategv. Outer
soace has been fully integrated in thess war plans.

ik up such »nlans, armarent programmes aie being imnlemented whnich include
s of weapons: nuclear and chemnizsal as well as convantional weapons.
iva af = liestern nuclear-weapon State who some days 230 2xplainad to
ad ar—s control seolicy of his country deciared zlready in 1381 in
aprd: “One has to nave a weapons potential which inflicts more damage on the
e than thay can do to us. Tha%t exactly is the wey to victory in a nuclear
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(Mr. Herder, German_Democratic_Republic)

The Ad Eoc Working Group on Chenical Weapons hes recently achicved soze
progress. The shape of a future chenical weapons convention is becoming clearer.
Now_is the time to tackle the matter with the seriousness it deserves and procecd
to actual drafting work. In this process the problems remaining can be nverccme.
Let us not waste tine in discussions which might lead us awey from our cormmon
aim — a chenical weapons convention, the elaboration of which is first and
forenost a political task and not so ruch a question of technical perfection.

We noted with interest the recent announcement that 2 ncw comprehensive
proposal will be tabled by the United States delegation. It is our hope that
it will further sur work in draftinz the convention. But how can one reconcile
this anncuncement with naws reports coming these days from the capital of the
szne country that additionsl funds — the figure of 315C million is mentioned — will
be zllotted to the develcpment and production of new chemical vieapons? This is
certainly a counterprcductive nmeasure, and et the same time, it would be
counterproductive psrpetually to bring up ncw verification demands. From the
history of negotis®icns on z comprehensive test ban and cther disarmament issues

‘we know what this mzy lead tno.

We stand for a realistic verificetion system, based on a combination of
national and intarmsiional procedurcs, including certain on-site ingpections.
This would correspcnd tn the legitimate interests of all sides in enhencing
confidence that %he convention is being complied with. So, vie do not believe
that it is necessary tc preach %o us the virtues of verification.

At the recent session of the General Assembly, special attention was dirccted
towerds countering the guelitative development of chemical weapons and their
stationing or the Vverritory of other States, for this worsens conditions for

the conclusinn of a chemical weapons convention. In short, everything should
e

-

be avoided which stands in the way of thc process nf elaborating the cconvention.

. That is why the Germsn Dcmocretic Republic reaffirms the proposal submitied
in the Prague Declaration for 2 Burope free from chemical weapons. Moreover, the

Government of my ccuntry has officizlly declered thet it is roedy to ercete
together with interested States o chenical~weepon-free zone. in central Burnpe
and has propascd to enter into aprropriste ncgotietions.
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(Mr._Sadleir, Australial

The conclusion of z chemical weapons convention is, in Australia's view, one
of the most important tasks beiore the Committee on Disarmament. Under successive
dynamic chairmen the Ad lloc ‘orking Group has tackled the tasli:i well at the past
three sessions. Key issues have been identifiec; broad agreement has been
reached on the main problews; alternative formulations for elerents of the future
convention have been advanced. Novel approaches have bzen successfully tried.
These approachas have included resort to highly informal s=ssions and periods
of intense concentration with experts strengthening delegations. The Soviet Union
last year submitted "basic provisicns” for a chemical wezpons convention. The
United States is snortly to table its own detailed ideas. Fy delegation greatly
welcomes this development. Ve welcome, too, the steady stream of new ideas and
technical papers from many cuarters, as well as the active involvement demonstrated
by all delegations. In view of the promise genzrated by the wark of the Working
Grour on Chemical Weapons, I urge that no niatus and no hesitztion be allowed to
damage its prospects and that it be permitted without faltering speedily to
econtinue its operations under a new Chairman.

The key problems before the VWorking Group relate to scope and to verification.
On scope, my deleration believes that the case of including a ban on the use of
ecnemical weapons is stronger than ever. Ambiguities remair az te thc existing
prohibition; 1t is also the case that the use of cncuical weapons reportedly
continues. Moreover, Lhe concept at the heart of, the future convantion -- that
therc must be a ban or the use of chemicals as weapons -~ i5 & concept of use;
and the sco-called “general purpose criterion" which all agree should define
this concept is a use criterion. Havings said that, mv dclesation will carefully
gxamine any alternative ways tc meet our ccniral concern. It may prove possible,
for example, by providing in the convention for strong verification mechanisms
vhici: would be trigrered by evidence that these repurnant weapons have been used,
decisively to end the prosrects of that ever hanpening. i

Verification ic the central issus. The international community must have
some way of ensurirg that treaty commitments are being honourcd. National arrengements
can certainly simplify thez tasic but they can never be a substitute for verification
measures of international scope. The Ad Hoc Working Group has recently gone into
greater depth on what chemical stocks States should declare when thay become
parties to the convention, and on what procedures are necessary to destroy stocks:
the conclusion which' Seems increasingly inescapable is that a strong systom of
international cnecking is essential to thesc znd other aspacts 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
awaitins;; answers and elzboration, but the principle is a fundamental one. On-site
insnocction, strengthened as nccessary by remote sensors and oth=r non-intrusive
technological means, is the key to achizvinz a chemical veapons convention. If
agreement is reached heore, th. outstanding issues will alwost certainly fall into
place.
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(Mr. _Sadleir, Australial

Finally, I urge on this body a new spirit of accommodation. Many speakcers
have urged that ‘we get down to substance, that we spend less time on procedural
qurstions, that we not toleratc political obstacles. But it is time for action,
not words. Last week the Committce failed to carry out an important task
called for in the rcport of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons
in document CD/334, namely, to produc2 a rcport on the latest consulations
on tochnical issues. One delcgation blocked conscnsus, and did not offer an
explanation. There is a risi that those arcas where this negotiating body not
only can co good work, but actually has donc good work, may be frustrated by
actions such as those. In addition to the technical consultations it could be
that the normal work of thc Chemical Wcapons Working Group runs this risk.

The scismic work of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts, the direct relevance
of which to the nuclzar test-ban item has been rcpeatedly shown, has also

becn recently quericd in the same way. Informal consultations have not, so

far, it scems, produced consensus on chairmanships for our subsidiary bodies,
despitc the cxistunce of understandings which normally constitutc the oil that
cnablcs our somewhat cumbersom: machinery to function effectively. Mr., Chairman,
my delegation insists that we get down to work at the ecarliest possible moment.

CD/PV 192
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The prohibition of chemical weapons is a question of great concern tc all
countries. Over the past few years, the Committez on Disarmament has done a lot of
work in this regard and has made some progress in the elaboration of the elements of
a future convention on the complete prohibiticn of chemical weapons. At the beginning
of this year, delegates and experts of various countries continued their in-depth
discussions and consultations on the basis cf last year's results and made some
progress on certain issues. This is a positive development. However, we have noted

| wide divergences ©on such important issues as nyerification” and "the scope of the

! prohihition", where we still have a lonz way to go before agrezsment can be reached.
In particular, on the questions of international verification and on-site inspection,
to which many countries attach importance, a major power that posscsses chemical
weapons remains at a standstill. This cannot but make people feel concerned.

Like other delezations, we hope that at the current session the Committee will be
able to speed up its pace in negotiating and elaboratinz a convention on the complete
! prohibition and total destruction of chemical weapons with a view to fulfilling at an
: early date the task of thorouzhly eliminating such savasge anc¢ detestable weapons from
the earth. The Chinese delecation will continue to make active efforts in this
regard. :
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(Mr._Alessi,_Italy)

My delegation considers that progress can and therefore must be made during the
present session, in three directions in particular: nuclear questions, and
especially the general and complete prohibvition of nuclear-testis, chemical weapons,
and the prevention of an arms race in outer space.

In the short term, the elaboration of 2 convention prohibiting chemical weapons
appears to be 2 realizable objective. In view of the importance that such 2 result
would have in itself and for the multilateral disarmament negotiations as-a whole,
no effort should be spared to attain this objective. ©Cn 4 TFebruary 1983, we heard
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
the interest with which the comprehensive document announced by Mr. Bush is ewaited.

The areas of convergence, as well as the points of divergence, appear to us %o
be identified sufficiently clearly. The time has come to make a decisive effort to
seek the necessary compromises and to overcome the points of divergence. In our
view, the Vorking Group should concentrate its efforts on this task, with a view %o
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 of
work; it will be for the new Chairman of the Ad hoc Working Groupr to find procedures
which, through their flexibility and informal nature, will contribute to the success
of our eiforts.
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(Mr. Imai, Japan)

Considerable progress has been observed in the field of 2 ban ~n Fhem;cal
weapons, resulting from the intensive wcrk of last yeer. It wiil, we nOpe, becgme.
the basis on which further progress will be achieved this year,”agd in this convext
the reccent statement by Nr. George Dush, Vice-President cf ke United States, wno
used the occasion of his presence in this Committec perscnally to announce tnat‘tne
United States' views on the content of a {reaty banning chexical weapons_would oe
submitted soon, ic a welccme indication of the positive a*+titude which his country
is essunming on this subject.

In the Working Group on Chemical Veapons this year, tke key ele:cn?s of a
chemical weapons.convention, tha® is, "Definitions", "Declarations", anc :
"Verification", neei to e considered in Gepth and in close connection with each
other. With regard tc "Verification", we expect that progress will be achievad toward
the establishment of effective. internaticnal verification measures, including
on-site inspections, with the co-operation of the Group cf Scientific Experts on.
their technical aspects. I believe that progress in the field cf verification will
facilitate the early ccnclusion of a chemical weapons conveniion.
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(Mr. Cannock, Peru)

Viliregerd to item 4 of our agend:z,chemiczl weapens, I should like to express
our gratitude tc the 4¢ Hoc Werking Group on this subdject for the work it 2id
under the able guidancc of Ambassador Sujkz, vhich made significant progress possible
in thiz sphere. This goes tc prove that when the political will exists to act, or
at least not to obstruct the elfcrts of the Committee, it is perfectly possidle to
moke headway, Naturally, this recognition is without prejudice to the crde
priorities established by the General Asscmbly at itc first special sessic
_to disarmament, which was recently ccnfirmed.
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(Mr. Tellaloy, Bulgaria)

We share the view that one of thc Committee's main tasks is accelerating the
elaboration of an internationzl convention on the prohibition and elimination of
chemical weapons. The socialist countries, including the People's Republic of
Bulgaria, are actively pursuing this course. The basic provisions for a chemical
weapons convention introduced by the USSR, thz other relevant documents of the
socialist countries, as well as their participation in this Committec's Ad Hoc
Working Group on Chemical Weapons arc significant examples of their constructive
activity. For co-ordinating mutuzlly acceptable texts, however, it is necessary
for certain States to give up their attempts to cnforce the inclusion of unrealistic
or biased elewents in che future convention. We are awaiting with interest the
proposal of thc United States on this matter.

Regrettably, the leading Western power continues to disrupt the normal
atmosphere in the Committee and its lWorking Group, and by directing unfounded
allegations against another member State is trying to influence the negotiations
on a chemical weapons convention. As in the past, my delegation is of the opinion
that tha resumption of the Soviet-American negotiations on banning chemical weapons
will considerably improve the chances for thz carly elaboration of a convention.
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(Mr._Fields, USA)

Mr. Chairman, the complete and affective prohibition of chemical weapons
is perhaps the most important task currently before this Committee. This 1is
an area which is ripe for serious negotiations. Much preliminary work has already
been done and the principal issues have been well-defined. It is now time
for the Committce to intensify its efforts to resolve these critical differences
so that the spectre of chemical warfare may never again threaten mankind.

In his statement to the Committeec on 4 February, Vice-~President Bush
reiterated the commitment of the Unitad States to the objective of the complete
and verifiable elimination of chemical weapons and stressed the urgency of its
accomplishment. My task in taking the floor today is to present in detail the
views of my Government as to how this long-sought objective can finally be
reached. I will offer to the Committece a comprehensive document on thce content
of an effectiv: convention and outline our suggestions on how the Committee can
most rapidly move ahead.

If progress is to be made, it is essential that thec views of all dclegations
be clearly stated -- and in detail. To this end my delezation outlined, on
12 August last, the points which we believe could serve as the basis for a
chemical weapons convention. We further developed these ideas in the
contact groups and consultations on technical issues.

Today, the United States is tabling our detailed views on the content of a
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 kcy issues which are indispensable to the recalization
of our common objective.

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

Our document is an elaboration of the general points which we presented
last summer. I would stress, however, that the substance of the document results
from a very careful review by our experts of the ideas presented in the Committee
by many delegztions over a period of years. The results achieved in the
contact groups established last summer received particular attention. As you
study our document, it will become apparent that sugrestions and ideas from many
different sources have been adopted. Tnere are also manv new ideas.

As delegations will have an opporturity to study the document in some detail,
let me juct sketch out briefly our approach to the key issues, especially those
relating to verification and compliance.

The United States supports a comprehensive ban on chemical weapons. Any
activity to create or maintain a chemical weapons capability would be forbidden.
On the other hand, chemical activities with a legitimate purpose would continue
unhampered. The convention should also contain several specific provisions
relating to the use of chemical weapeons to help ensure that our commcn objective ==
to remove the menace of the possible use of such weapons =-- is met. In particular,
use in circumstances not covered by the Geneva Protocol should be prohibited; the
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
be promptly declared, and destroyed over a 10-year period. In order to take into
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
firw assurance of compliance through effective verification. Ve have learned
the hard way -- throuznh the bitter experience of recent events in Sverdlovsk,
south-east Asia and Afrshanistan -~ that effective verification is an absolute
necessity for any future agreement.

Many different approaches to the verification of a chemical weapons ban
have been discussed in this Committee. We share the view of the majority of
delegations, which have emphasizzd 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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(Mr. Tields, United States) -

In our view, the following zhould be subject to appropriate forms of
systematic internationzl on-site inspection on an agreed basis:

Decizared cherical weapon stociipiles and the process of their
eliminztion: Y

Declared chenical weapons production and filling facilities and
the process of their elinination;

Declared facilities for permitted producticn of cihemicals which pose
a particular risk. i

To avoid misunderstandine, I want to emphasize that we do nct 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 coripliance issues is essential.
This is one of the key lessons to bSe drawn from the compliance problens
encounterec in recent years with respect to the Gezneva Protocol and the
tiological and to:in weapons Convention. My delezation believes that the
mechanism must promote prompt resolution of issues at the lowest possible
political level. At the same time it must b2 flexible, zn2 allow issues to be
taken to higher levels, including the Security Council, whenever that may be
necessary. e 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 puttine forward this document tc help
advance the work of the Committee. We belizve that thie verification approach
it described is tourh but fair and practical. I want to enmphzsize that we
are not seexing zbsolute verification. Ue recognize that some risks will have
to be accepted. !llowever, we do insist that these risks be minimizec in order
to safeguarc our security and that of all other countries. Ve must have a
level of verificaticn which meets that objective.

I want also to emphasize that we are continuinz to explore possibilities
for new and more effective mezns of verification, for example, possible use
of on-site sensors. e have invited others to join us in 2 co-operative
evaluztion of such sensors. 1 wish to reaffirm that invitaticn. Furthermore,
we are prepared to explore seriously any suggestions by others for zchieving
an effective level of verificztion. Our views arzs subject to modification and
further refinement. In fact,.we encouragc constructive comments and contributions
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(M~. Vields, United States)

froia other delezations, particularly with respect to any acddition=l verification
arrancezments whici would reduce the prohlems of pocsiuvle undeclared stociipiles
anc facilities.

lie recoznize, toc, that on rezding this lensthy document guestions may
arise. 'le welcous your cucstions and will cdo our best to respond promptly.
We arc anvious to exnlain our cpnroazin. In fact, our delegation is
tentatively planning to holcd, in the near future, an infoirmal s2ssion open
to all delegations for tiie express purpose of receiving and respondinz to
vour questions and comments. -

Vice.-Fresident Bush pointecd out tuant a cnenicml wazpons ban is long
overdue and urged that efforts toward this long--souzsht goal be intensified.
The United States delegation is ready to engage in intensive negotiations
on a chemical weapons ban. Ve hzve once amain augznented our deleczation
with our best experts. Our interest is in solving problems so that a
convention can e achizvad as soon as possible, and we sense that most
delegations herc sharz that ardent desirc.

But, speaking frankly, the first three weeks of wor'k on a chemical
weapons ban this year hove been discourazinz. It has becn quite clear that a
smzll group, led by the Soviet delegation, h=s thwarted any achievement of
concrets results. 'e call upon the Soviet Union to join with us and other
membars of the Committee at our 1635 session to find ways toc overcome the
difficult issues which have orcoventad progress -- 2specizlly those pertaining
to verification and compliance. As we have repeatedlr made clear, ue are
prepared to consider any and 21l channels, including bilateral nerotiations,
that promisz to be nroductive. Ve nmust have resson, however, to expect that
bilataral negotiations would be nioductiv:z rather than simply a device to
draw a cloal: of secrecy around these vital negsotiations. ‘Yhus far, we have
haé no reason to bz ontimistic on this point.

Ue have repeatedly stated that for such negotiations to be fruitful,
the Soviet Union nezds to demonstrate, rather than simply profess, that it
is menuinelv ready to work out and accept effectiv: previsions to verify
compliance with a chemiczl weapons prohibition. And th2 Soviet Union must
also show the United States and the rest of the woirld that it will abide
by existinz agrezements in this area if me2aninsful progress 1s to be made.

Tt is soberini to rezlize that the chemical weapons Vorliing Group is
entering the fourth véar cf its existencc. Considerable useful work has
bean accomplished, but the pace is much too slow. The worlk can anc must be

accelerated. I would like to outline some sugsestions as to how this could
be accomplished.
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(ir. Fields, United Stotes)

First, let us not wastc timec and ercrgy on procedural strugrles. The .
chemical weanons ¥oriinz Greup should be rc-estoblished and resume its
necotiations immcdiately. It is.the responsibility of the western delegations
to nominate this year's Chairman. £As you knov, imbassador MePncil has
agreed te assume th: Ch2ir under the rot=tion svstzui. Consultations on
other proccdural issues could be conductcd simultaneously. L2t us nct hold
up this vital work while we 2ttenrt te sort out othcr problens.,

Seconcly, lat us focus on the toush issues, vhich are the key to real
prorress towards a convention. Soie mAy argue that prosress could be made
by decling with the "easier" issues, or by drafting tre=zty texts on watlers
already asreed on in principle. Eut this would b2 a fruitlesc ciercise if
the key verification issues cannot b recsolved. Yo will not support a
diversion of effort away frou th2 real obhstacles to a convention. Before
tne drafting of actual treaty text czn be productive, an acceptable verification
and compliance franework must first be negotinted.

Thirdly, the chenical weapons Horlting Groun snoulc bs allowad te proceec
at its own pzc2. It should determine its owm sciaedula and not bz dependent
on the scnadules of other groups. ¢t is to be expectec in any serious
nezotiation that durinz some periods frequent meetings will ve needed, wviile
in other oeriods very informal consultations ~nd wor: within delegations will
be most productivi. The Uorkinz Group should have thc flexzibility to agopt
whatever schedule will best facilitate its work.

Fourthlv, the very useful innovatien of contact groups should be retzinecd
and refined to permit rclated issues tc be dealt with torether. For exaimple,
a method needs to tz found to deal simultaneously with all questicns related to
stockpiles -~ declarations, destruction and verification. Thes: issues are so
closely linlkec¢ that they cannct bc resolved in isolation.

Fifthly, more effective ways must be found to mn~izc use of technical expertisc.
Experience has shown that close interaction between technical experts and
diplomats is essantial. ihile therc will continuz to b2 2 need for discussions
which are prim-rily technicnl, the highest priority should bc fiven to
integrating political and technical considarations, perhzps within the framework
of the contzct groups. 4s part of tne wvork of these zroups, specific periods
should be planned, well in advance, for ccibined political-technical discussion
of issues on wnich technical advice is particularly important.

In closinz, I want to stress again what Vice-Presicent Bush said 2 few days
ago in this room. The goal of my Govcrnment is to climinate the threat of
chemical warfare by achieving 2 complete and verifiable ban on chemical weapons
as soon as possible. e urge cevery member of this Committee to join the
United States in intensive negotiations to ensurc that the possibility of
chemical warfarce is climinated for cver.
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(Mr. Ijewere, Nigeria)

Yhile it is true that w2 have many urzent problezs to deal with, it is the
view of my delezation that there is an ascendins ordeir of urgency. For psychological
reasons it mizht be necessary to concentrate on those areas where success is more
likely and in this regard the nacotiations to ban chemical weapons come readily ©o
mind. It is, therefore, the view of my delegation that we should not lose the
momentum already acquired in the process of negotiating a chemical weapons ban.
tlhile we believe in the psychological advantage of trying to achieve success where
it is more likely, we are convinced, like the rest of mankind, that the most urgent
task before us is nuclear disarmament. Because of their devastating and
indiscriminate effect, nuclear weapons can hardly be regarded primarily as weapons
of war. They are essentially weapons of zenocide and mass killing. The intended
targets of nuclear weapons are not the combatants in the field but the civilian
population. This was denonstrated in_Hiroshima and Hacasaki. It is, therefore,
our hope that the Ad Hoc *“orking Group on a iuclear Test Ban will start its work
as soon as possible, with a wider mandate covering not only verification but also

the scope of an agreemernt.
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(Mr. Terrefe, Ethiopia)

‘ Qs regards the Ad Hoc Worikinz Group on Chemical Weapons, useful work has already
peen done. The Ethiopian deslegation would like to emphasize the nacessity for the '
earliest possibie conclusion of 2 convention on the orohibition of thz de&elooment,
piroduction and stockpiling of all cnemical weapons and their destruction. Hhile some
out§t§nding issues pertainin~ to the scope of ihe futuvre convention and its
verification require intensified negotiations and greater flexibility oysall, it
would.be'highly essential and inpelrative not to fuéther complicate ths preseét
negotiations ov pussuing the dzvelopment and production of ﬁeu tynes of chemical
weapons. In this respect, resolution 37/93 A aconted by the»Unitéd wations
Eeneral Ass?mbly deserves attention.. In its operative paragrapnh 5, the resolution
reaffirgs its call to all Statez to rafrain froam any action that could impede
negotiat1on§ on the prohibition of chemical weapons and specifically to refrain from
the procduction and ceployment of binary and other new types of cnemical 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 negotiatiohs between the
USSK and the Unitazd States as called for in the resolution could, we believe,
facilitate chemical weapons negotiations in the Ad Hoc Working Groun.
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(Mr. Pérez de Cuéllar, Secretary=-General)

Ais far as the questicn of rucleor disarmsment is concerned, I feel sure that
the Committee will lool: clocely of +he verious concretc propesels that have been
mede so fer and (avise spprepricte procecures for e sustcined considcration of tha<
question. 7 The ‘cther” irovds w erernds deserve eguslly pragmatic hendling,
notebly the renctisticns an 1 wegpons. The Committce hes been conducting
2

b
es relating tc a chemical wee

en in-depth review cf iechnicel isc pons ban. The
time now seems rip: for pelilicel action lecading vo agrecmint on this questicn.

CD/PV 194
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(Mr. Berg, Norway)

Norway recognizes the importance of the prcgress wkich was made during the
1982 session of the Committee on Disarmament in the negotiations concerning a .
multilateral convention on chemical weapons. We are indeed encouraged by recent
developments and would like tc welcome the new United States initiative anncunced
in this Committee by Vice-President Bush on 4 February. In a statement on the same
day, the Norwegian Foreign Minister expressed the hope that this move wculd provide
a new impetus in these negotiations. The dccument which Ambassador Fields presented
on 10 February certainly provides the Committee with a fresh opportunity to intensify
the negotiations on such a convention. Given this document, together with the basic
provisions which Foreign ilinister Gromyko of the USSR introduced during the
second special session of the General Assembly devoted fo disarmament, it seems that
a sound basis has now been established for real negotiztions with a view to
concluding a convention containing adequate provisions for on-site inspecticn.
Energetic efforts should now be made to prepare a draft convention at the earliest
date, while solving all cutstanding Issues.

(Cont'd)
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(Mr. Berg, Norway)

Tn our view this is mcre than ever a pricrity task in multilateral disarmament.
The importance which my Government attaches to this question is demonstrated by the
fact that a research project has been undertaken in Norway dealing with verification
of a chemical weapcns conventicn. Last year, as the Committee will recall, we -
rresented 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 be
presented in a follow-up document during the seccnd pari of this year's sessicn.

CD/PV 194
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Finell;, I should like ¢ sun ur very briefly hew I sae Korwar's invelverernt
in the activities of thi: Committec during the current ses
.

Pending e scluiion %: the membershir cuesticn, we should lile to talc full
advantage ¢f ocur ckserver status znd ccntinuc our full ari active participation in
all of the Committee's working grouyps.

=}

Norwegian scientists will continuc to participete in the Group of seisuic
experts and in expert censultations i chemical weapons. In zddition, we would
like to ses Norwegian experis follow the work cf the Commiittee with regard to
outer spacz.

Ve intend to continue zllocating resources ic researci prajodis relevant to

disarmament matters on the agendz of this Committee.

Working papers will bz prepared crn the verificeticn of 2 chemical weapons
sorventior. and on the results of zn international experimentazl exchange of seismic
data (sn-called level II datz).
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(Mr._Ahmad, Pakistan)

We are satisfied that 1982 was a productive year at least for the elaboration of
a convention on chemical weapons. The contact groups have painstakingly worked out
substantive details of the draft elements of a convention. Various views and perhaps
all possible alternative approaches, ideas and propecsals 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 irreconciliable positions. On the question of verification, there was
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

oonvention. RNational verification measures alche are an insufficient and _
unacceptable guarantee. We néed to build upon this in the Working Group this yesr.
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(Mr._Vejvoda, 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 ‘leapons during the last perioc of our worik.,  He¢ undoubtedly succeeded in
bringing new initiatives and reachins progress in the negotiations. In
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 sconer than some delegations are ready to admit.

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

Ve are readv to consider seriously any new proposal aimed at the solution of
difficult issues involved in the treaty. e are upset, however, at the repeated
tendenciess to present in the Committze unsubstantiated allesations clearly
distortin~ the historical effects reegarding the use of chemical weapons in a
contemporary conflict.

T would also like to express bewilderment over the way the United States
delezation nrese-ted its draft concernin- chemical weapons This body, whether as
tne Ei'DC, tha CCD or thes C2, hag aluays worked in a matter-of -fact, lucid atmosphere,
in vhich one delemation nevar tried to offend anotner. And this atmosphere had
becn maintained even during difficult- situations in the international field. But
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 ralations in this Committee?

The slanders azainst the delegations of the socialist countries which
allenedly created obstacles to the deliberations of tha cnemical weapons
Workinz 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 nzgotiations. Moreover,
certain preconditions for further negotiations on a chemical weapons convention
were raised. All this increases the doubts of thz Czechoslovak delezation as to
the sincerity of the United States delegation's intentions.

(Cont'4d)
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(Mr. Vejvoda, Czechoslovakia)

There is no doubt that the verification issue remains one of the most
important unresolved problems. it would seem unwise, however, to press for the
inclusion in the treaty of political 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 advantaze.

This is why my delegation supported, and is goiny to support, the concept
of international verification underlying the basic provisions for a chemical
weapons convention submitted last year by the USSK. May I recall that, according
to this concept, different phases with different amounts of information and of
verification measures have been foreseen for the substantial period of tiae
needed for the complete destruction of chewuical weapons stocks and facilities.
This period has been understood as a sui generis proccss of international
co-oneration, 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.

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 exchangz of information, satisfying all legitimate
demands of States for the necessary security guarantees. At the same time we
are of the opinion that the concept of a systematic international verification
on the basis of agreed quotas could be further elaborated in a more detailed form.

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

ianner.
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(Mr._Jayakoddy, Sri_Lanka)

The one area in which the Committee has made some evident progress which can
give rise to a faint degree of hope anjd 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. The

Committee, therefore, can justifiably claim a emall degree of achievement on this
issue.

CD/PV 194
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(Mr. de la Gorce, France)

among the tasks confronting the Committes, that of negctiating a convention on
the prohibition of chemical weapons is ~f primary importance and could offer nrospects
of real progress in the very near futurc. We notc certain positive elements in this
connection.

(Cont'd)
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(1. de la Goree, France)

During our 1982 session, with twc additional weeks of intensive work in
January 1983, the Working Group on Chemical Veapons achieved significant results.
The "contact groups" method introduced by lir. Sujkz =— and I should like to take this
opportunity to offer him the thaniis of my delegztion for the work he has done as
Chairman of the Working Group on Chenizal 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-crdinators of those contact groups, which are annexed %o the
report of the Working Group on its 1582 session, will constitute cne of the bases of
negotizations during the present year. It would scem to us useful if this nethod
could be used again, with the necessary adjustments.

The Working Group will also have the benefit of the technical contribution nade
each year through the meetings of expertis. 4T the meetings which have just taken
place, the discussions were msresubstantizl then they have been heretofore. It was
thus possible, under the ablc guidance of the Egyptian expert, Dr. Ezz, vwho was
asked to undertzke this task by the Chairman, to draw up a list of precursors with
the active participation of all the experts. The content of this list was not
contested. My delegation ccnsiders it 21l the more regrettable, therefore, that the
opposition of certain delegations prevented the submission of a report on the results
achieved. We hope that the Chairman's practice of holding consultztions with experts
will be continued 2nd *that they will provide the technical data necessary for the
current negetiatious.

The submissicn by the United States delegation of a very full docunent on the
content of a2 future ccuvention, which it is prepared io negotiate, as announced by
the Vice-President of ihe United States, also constitutes a very positive element,

The Soviet delegz*ion circulated to the Committee last year, on 21 July, a
document contzining prcposals for the basic provisions of a convention on chenical
weapons.

Documents of such importance have prompted and will undoubtedly continue to
prompt corments and reguests for clarification from other delegations. The
United States delegaticn has said that it is ready to answer gquestions put to it at a
meeting arranged for that purpose. Ve are glad to hear this, and are sure that the
Soviet Unicn delegation will dc likewise, '

The French delegation hopes that the Working Group on Chemical Veapons will be
re—established without further delay. In acdition to those I have just mentioned,
. . - ‘. ' .- . 2 2 % L
it has at its dispcsal meny important ccntributions and there will no doubt be others.

On the basis of the diccussions that have taken place and the documents that have
been submitted, the Committee is ncw in a positicn tc perceive clearly those‘po}nts on
which there are divergencies of substznce, and it is on these that the negotiations
should be concentrated from now on.

N

I'd
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(Mr._Komives, Hungary)

Unfortunately, there have been attempts recently clearly aimed at putting the
socialist countries in a disadvantageous position. Certain delegations tried to
tell us which working group our representative is supposed to chair. The intention
of our delegations, the candidature of representatives from the socialist
delegations, were not even considered by them. In a very strange and unusual
manner, on one occasion, dealing with such questions, the representative of a
Western dsl=zation took the liberty of stating flatly which delegation should chair
the Ad Hoc Horkingz Group on Chemical Veapons. He did so in snite of the fact that
no previous agreement had been r2ached in that respect. He then went on to state
that in the cas2 of z number of other working groups the chairmanship should be
kept unchanged.
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(Mr. Oul-Rouis, Algeria)

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

Vhile it is true that the negotiations are proceeding with difficulty because -
of the divergencies of views that persist, nevertheless they of fer promising .
prospects. The establishment of contact groups each responsible for looking into a
given aspect of the future convention has had the merit of bringing out clearly the
areas of agreement and the points where there is disagreement. The time has come for
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 chould serve as the basis for finding
solutions acceptable to all parties, so that the present difficulties can be
overcome .

<
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(Mr. _Skalli, Morocco)

The questior of the prchititicr: of chemical weapcrns is one of thosc tc which
we all zttach great impcrtance. This conclusion of a convention tt ban such
weapons seems tc us an essentizl measure of disarmzment. ke progress achieved
during the meetings of the Weriing Group concerned with this meiter is promising.
In fact, the state of advincement of the work of this Group suggests thet we
should be in 2 positicn shcrtly to tegin negotiations proper aené to preceed in the
very near future tc the drafting of the text oi - odnventicn on the prokhibition
and elimination of chemiczl wzapons. It was with sctisfaction that we hearc the
statement made in this regerd on 10 February by the distinguished representative
of the United Stctes, Ambasszder Fields. We consider that this statement gives us
cause for optimisn.
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(Mr. Datcu, Romaniz’

The pricrity our delegation attaches to nuclear disarmement does not make us )
forget the dancers represented by ithe existence and developmeni of other weanons cf
mase destructicr.. We atiach great inpc -tance to the Comm: tiee's negotiations on the
prohibiiion ¢f chemicsl anc rodicleogical weapons and on new types of weapons of
destruction and naw systems of suck weapons, '

L increasing number of delecations have this year expressed the idea that our
negotiations on the prohidition cf chemical weapons are of tecp pricrity, beaxin: irn
ming alsc the impressive amount cf worl: which has been done to date. Perbars I may
be permitiec in this connection tc add the thanks of the Romanian delegaticn tc
those already sidressed %o the Chairman of the Ad.Eoc Woridng Group on Cheniczl
Weapons, Arbassador Bogumil Sujke of Pcland, and I beg the representeiive of Poland
to convey my sincere gratitude %c hizm, It ic my delegation's most sincere conviciion
thet all the necessary preparsticns within the Commi ttee have been completed and
that tris year wc can elaborate a draft text of the future convertion in this srhere.
We believe that the presentation by the Tniied States of its detailed views, last
year's initiative by the Scviet delesaticn, which put forward the basiz elementis
for 2 future convention, ané the other documenis we have before us constitute the
necessary basis for going on to effective negciiations in this regard.

CD/PV 195
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(Mr. Maung Maung Gyi, 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 apgreement.
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(Mr._Zawalonka, Poland)

"

The conclusion of a chemical weapons convention is, in Poland's view,
one of the most urgent and important tasks before the Committee on Disarmament.
The Ad Hoc Working Group has already done the groundvork and with political will
the remaining obstzacles could be overcone.

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
means of verification. We have discussed at length the main elements of the

future conventica and we have already many drafts of such a document on our table.
The question ncw is how to use most effectively the accumulated experience in
order to bridge the remaining differences and to start the task of drafting the
text of a chemical weapcns convention. e are firmly convinced that the
realization of this -tasi is ncw within our reaciie '

I would also 1like +o say thet my delegation noted with interest the views of
the United States delegation ccmcerning the contents of a chemical weapon
conventicn which heve recenily been publiched as document CD/343. Ve sha
gtudy it and address the gquesticn in greater depth in the course of cur

S
11

discussion vnder the agendz item "Chemical weapons'.

While I am speaking about chemical weapons allow me, now, Cormrace Chairman,
to express cn behalf of Ambassader Sujka his hearifelt thanks to all those who
fror the beginning of *his session have spoken varnly cn his performance as the
Chairman of the A3 Hoc VWorking Group on Chemical Wearons during the 1232 session.
Arbassador Sujkz, z3 you may know, nas completed his teur cf duty at Geneva and .
left for Wars:w. He couléd not intrcduce the report ccvering tze periocd

17-28 Jaruury 1533 personally to the Ccmaittec on Diszz=2=ent. That is why
he conveved the repczt with a letter which reads as foliocvs:

"Cemrode Chzirman, 1 have great pleasure in enclosing foxr your consideration
?he"rcporb cn the woux done during the period 17-2& January 1983 in the
Ad Foc Workirz Greup.on Chemical Weapons, in accordance with paragranph 17 of
the report of the Ad_Zoc Working Group on Chemical Wezpons of .
17 September 1922 convained .n document CD,/334. =t me express the
hope that this 1opcxt will provide a contributidn te the future work of
the A4 Hos Working Greup cn Chemical Weapons during the 1983 session of
the Comritt=2e on Disarmament. Sigred: Chairman of the Ad Zoc Working Group
on Cnemic2l Wewupoas, 3. Sujka." ’
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(Mr._EL_Reedy, Egypt)

Tre A& Hoc Werking Group on Chemical Weapons has covered a considerable
amount of ground. VWhen it resumed its meetings last month, it wos able to :
achieve some progress. 1% concucted intensive technical censultations in which
tuc experts from Egyrt, naumely, General Ezmat Ezz and General fuid Sultan, took
part. Gencrcl Ezz presiied over o small cantact group entrusted vith the task
of drowving up & list of rreotursers snd ksy pre~crscrs.  Although this contact

5 4+

greup did excellent werk ard schieved considerzble progress, 2. Was uni:ble to
subrit « repert, or even ic recsxd the proceedings. This is mosi regrettable
since, as membars of this Cormrittee, we have so cfien beenr given advice on the :
usefulness of the purticipation of experts from mstioncl capitals, the importante
of their being representative of ull geographical regions, und the need for such
experts to work in accordance with the customary procedures of the Cormittee and
in o spirit of mutu:l respect.

A few days ago our Committee received the propos.ls mentioned by
Vice—President Georgs Bush in his stotement. We heard them presented by our
coll eague Ambassador louis Fields. Last summer we 21so received Sovict proposals
on basic provisions fcr o chamical weapons convention. We believe that zll of
this constitutes a development of paramount importance which should enable the
Committee to proceed in an efficient manner towards the irafting of a chemical
weapons convention. =

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

We also attach the greztest importance to provisions that would deter any
party from violating the Convention. Provision should also be made tc ensure a
collective response by States parties to the Convention in the event of any
violation.
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Mr. RAJAKOWSKI (Finland): Mr. Chairman, I thank you for giving me the floor and
msy I say first of all how 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. Pérez de Cuéllar,
gave 2 graphic fescription of the importance of the disarmsment issue and the
role of the Commitiee on Disarmesment in multilateral disarmament negotiations.

He pointed to the mounting concern among peoples 21l 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 the
growing momentum towards agreement in the field of disarmament. It is also our
view that negotiations on chemical weapons seem to offer such zn opportunity.

. Since the views of the Finnish Government were expressed at length in the
First Committee of the General Assemtly last autumn, I should like in this
intervention to make only a few remarks on dissrmament negotiations generally.

I will then elaborcte on certain more specific prospects in the field of chemical
weapons.

Despite the virtual lack of progreses in most fields, some noteworthy :
developments are discernible in certain sectoxrs of disarmament. Problems relzting

to the verification of arms limitstion messures command increasing attention.

(Cont'd)
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(Mr. Rejckowski, Finlend)

There are eigne of undenicble progrecs in this respect. The conditicns for an
gdvance in verificstion protlems reloting to erms limiteiion mey further improve
in the coming yesrs. Procgress in the field of detecticn seismclogy hos, in our
view, lergely improved the posridiliiiec for solving the verificction problems
associated with 2 comprehensive test ban, & longrtending pricrity issue on the
internationsl diszrmement zgend>. Recently, views on prchibiting chemiczl
wezpons zppezr to have converged significanily. Bcth technicclly ené pcliticelly,
the problems related tc the verificetion of 2 possible chemicel wezpons convention
may have come closer te their solution.

Chemiczl weszponcs zre univerczlly consijered perticularly repugnant. Recent
controversies relating to the devel-pment, mamufecture, storage snd use of these
weapons are prcof of thas. Poscibilities for progress towards the eliminztion
of chemiczl wezpons exist perhzps ncw mere than befcre. I have in mind certain
stctements mede in this Committee in the pest days ae well ss proposals put forward
in other forums. We lock forweré with some optimism tc the possibilities of
negotiated results to bzn chemicel wezpons. :

The Finnish Governmen: has for itc pert devcted perticuler efforts tcwards
facilitating internstion-l negctiztions fer 2 comprehensive ban on chemical warfare
sgents. As is well known to members of the Committee, Finlend in 1971 initiated
e research project for the anslyticel verificzticn of chemiczl worf-re agents.

The goal waes to crezte ¢ comprehencsive monitoring system which wouléd apply equslly
to z11 2rezs covered by an eventual zgreement. This would be achieved through a
detziled verificetion memucl 2rnd on zutomstic method of anrlysics {o be used by
the signatories of zn eventusl zgreemert in carrying out relizdle snzlyeis in o
standzréized menner, The z-ne methed cculd alse be used by internztionzl
monitoring orgens, shculd such be creztea.

The Finnish project stzried in 1972 ir the form cf laborz
c

In 1679 z lorge hendbook wce presented to the Committee on Disarmcment with
the title "An approcch for the stendoriizeticon of technigues and reference asta".
This study introduced¢ the oprlicsticn of severzl highly scensitive instrumentel
technigues sné described the possibility feor *heir zutomsztization in order ic
improve the relisbility of the identificction cf individus=1l compounds. Further,
the identificztion of the degrzdztion preducts of c11 important nerve agenis wcs
etudied in 1930.

The following year, in 1921, 2n =spprosch for the envircnmental mcnitering of
nerve sgents wes presented in : mere comprehensive menner. In 1932 the same
sutomstic methods were sprlied to 20 of ithe moct important non-phosphorus agente.

Together, the three psrtc on syctemstic identificzticn published in 1979, 1980
and 1982 form zn identification hendbock in which the collection and concentration,
retreztment 2nd anslycsis by five instrumentzl methods are presentel. In these
three hrndbooks more thzn - hundred chemiccl w=rfcre agents cr relzted compounds
synthesized by the project ore ~nalysed :n< detciled zn-lyticcl resulis ore precenied.
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(i, Kejskoweii, Finmlors

Among the centrcl creas for fulure resecrch ic firct cf =11 the idenvificotion
of pessibilities for remctie monitering, on which we will pubtlirh a detailed report.
Ir, remote monitering o moving laborotery unit is usec. It will be trensperted <
to the required leczticne for the ccllection of examrles of air or woter cnd their
anslysie.

Ancther zrec is sutom:iic "bleck-box" meonitoring cof instellzticne feor the
destruction of chemiccl zgents o«nd suspected procucticn estzblishmenis., This
issue ic best discussed by experis Finnish resezrch in this arems ccncentrotes
primerily on methcds of sutcmatic 1a=nt1f1cstlﬂn of agenis an¢ their appliceiicn
in the menitoring of the zbcve instcllciicons. k

A third centrsl arez ic the improvemeri of the reliztility cf the methcads
published ir the Finnish reports, the testing of these methods with simaletion .
end unidentified somples z¢ well as comparisont of results cbtained by vericus
lebore torier,

If I have elzboratel ot concidercble length the ‘echnical acpects of the : ‘
Pinnish verificaticn project, it is because my Govermment conalde £ it important that
d to ihe cracizl issue of honning chemiczl weapens. In cur

all efforts be devoted
mind, all =pprczches chould be exrlored. It is e fcet thet puch interest hec been
vested on all sides ir coming %tc grips with benning the develcpment, production end
stockriling of chemicel wecpons, .

v

(Mr. McPhail, Canada)

Durirg the present pericd of the Cormittee's activity, in vhich general
tctements zre made in plenurw, pony of them witkh particulny focus on chemical
wecpens, znd I refer for eszmpla ic the interventicn, # few memente ago, of cur
Finnich ccllezgue, & very interesting .nd uceful contributisn, my deleg:=ticn
wishes i~ place or reccrd o number of cbserveticrs to surplement the comprehensive
views »f the Government of Cin:da which were presentec to the Commitiee on

1 Februcry by the Deputy Prime lMinister.

(Cont'd)
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The Deputy Prime Minister during thot zddress on 1 February said: "The time
is right for progress this year towerd a trezty cn the prohibition of the development,
preduction 2nd stockpiling of chemical wezpons and the destruction of existing
stocks. Ve intend to participate vigcrously, elong with others, in seeking to
rezlize the msximum from the prezent opportunity". Vith that reference I need
nct tzke the time of this Committee to reitercte that the Government of Canade
attaches high priority to the negeciistion of a chemical weapens convention. .MNor
do I intend to discuss today the voricus negotiasting elements of this issue — these
are well known to the Committee. Rether, I went very briefly simply to say why
Canada considers that this session has the pctential ¢ lay the groundwerk for
the conclusion of z chemicel weapons convention, building upcn the progress
achieved in the chemical weezpons Working Group over the past three years.

We must first look back to the words of USSR Foreign lMinister Gromyke 2%
the second specizl session cf the Generzl Assembly on disarmsment last-June when
he suggested that Soviet proposals abouf to be placed tefore the special session
held the potentizl of a breskthrough cn the issue, particulsrly in the area of
verification. Those provoszls were subizitted to the special sessicn and
subsequently were tzbled here as document CD/294. At the time of the special session,
the Prime Minister cf Canadz stated that he was encoursged by the positive approach
to verification procedures contained in the remarks of the Soviet Fereign Minister.
I think we 21l look formmerd to discussingthe Soviet propesels in deteil, znd to
receiving amplificzticr of them this yeor in the Ccmmittee.

Of equal significznce was the intention, indicated by Vice-Presicent Bush
in his address tc us on 4 Februery, of the United States Govermnment to submit o
detziled paper on the szme issue early in this session. That document has now
been tabled as CD/343. It is beth wide-ranging and ferthcoming, and it constitutes
a valusble additiorn +2 cur search for a convantion. Not since the joint USL/USSR
Report of 198C tztled ==z dccument CD/112, I believe, have we hod the ooportunity to
assess and compere positicrs which documents CD/294 and CD/343 now zfford us.
Indeed the parzlleliszm tetween these documents in 2 great many aress, ranging from
objectives to destruciion of stocks, is striking. Both accept, for exzmple, the
princivle of systemstic internmaiionzl on-site inspections, although there are
differences on imclementotion. - Nevertheless, it is the common recognition of the
principle of snd ihe nsed for such inspections which is significant. From the
Canadian perspective, verificz*icn procedures bzsed upen 2quity, non—-discriminaticn,
raciprocity ané preservation of netioncl sovereignty cen be, and should be,.
acceptzble to z1l.

A Since it is generzlly recognized thst the bulk of chemical weaponry is held
by the USSR 2né the United States and since they have placed proposals before us,
the Committee has s special responsibility a2t this session to ensure thzet the
opportunity to reach significent zgrecment is rot missed.
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Before concluding, I shculd like to introduce the document vwhich we have made
available to all delegations and transmitted to the secretariat for distribution
as an official document, with a view to contributing to thie Committee's work on the
subject of chemicazl weapons -- the text in questicn will be or is being issued as
document CL/34¢.

This document contzine the report of the Interndtional Symposium cn Herbicides
and Defoliants in War, which was held in Hc Chi Minh City from 15 tc X' January thig
year with the perticipation of 160 scientists from 21 countries, including Cuba.

The conclusicns of the report as regards what was essentially a chemical var
waged with herbicides and defoliants in Viet Nam between 1961 and 1975 are of
particular interect. X
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Mz, FEEDIR (Germon Democratic Republic): Comrcde Chairmen, in the generzl
gtatement I made on 8 February here, I declared thet it was my delegation':
intention tc express our views in & more detailed mznmer on the iteme cf the
agendz of the Committee on Disarmament, in the course of +his annuzl sessicn.
My stztement today will be devoted te the item on the prohibition cf chemiczl
weapons.

The Germen Democratic Republic contimues to sttach high priority to the
complete prohibiticn of chemical wezpons. In the recent Prague Declaration my
country, together with the other Worsaw Treety member States, advocated thet this
Committee accelerate the elaboratior of an internationzl ~onvention on the
prohibition and eliminztion of chemical weapons.

In my stztement delivered on 8 February my delegation has already expressed
gome idezs on how this goal czn be achieved. Todey I would lile to elaborate
on our basic approach to the work of the Committee or Disarmement in the field of
chemical weapons.

In the view of the delegztiom 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 = chemicel weapons conventicn. All prerequisites for such
an endeavour exist.

Pirstly, we have before us guite a number of comprehensive proposals with
regard to 2z chemiczl weapons ccnvention. Let me only mention the dccuments tabled
by the sociaslist countries, Jzpan, the United Kingdom, the joirt documents by the
USSR and the United Stetes zs well as the Soviet "Basic provisions".

The papers submitted in rscernt years by the consecutive chairmen of the
Ad Hoc Working Grour on Chemical Weapons have been mest helpful for advancing our
work. The veluzble "Views of the Chairman on o -chemicel weapons convention'
submitted last yeer by Arbasscdor Sujka (CD/332) deserve perticular przise. The
same appliec to the interesting: papers reflecting the work done in the contact
groups set up ty Ambassador Suje (CD/324, Amnex). Now alsc the views of the
United States on & chemiczl weapons ban have been tubled.

Consequently, there is emough materizl tc be processed in drafting the
convention.

Secondly, the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group on.Chemical Weapons which
was agreed upon last year and tc which, after e1l, every delegation gave its
consent, provides for the elzboration of a2 convention. Thus, the work of the
Committee on Disarmament, and in particular of its Working Group, can no longer
be limited to a mere systemztization of views and positiomns or lengthy discussions
on certzin questions.: Now, the Committee should really stexrt discharging its
political negotiating role concerning = chemical wezpons convention. It stands to
reason that negotiations entzil more than just reflections con working papers tabled
in this Comrmittee.
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Thirdly, the demznd to proceed with actual drafting work also takes into
eccount the time factor. Each day spent on discussion may cniy lead us further
swzey from the cim of z cocnventicn. While we are spending our time on discussions,
¢ new generation of chemical weapcns — the bincry weapons — is being introduced
into military arsenzls. It ic likely tc give the whcle chemiczl weapons problem
- nev dimension. This is alsc & chailenge for the Committee, where the tendency
can be felt to involve it ever more in z growing tangle of technical meterial
and idezs, sometimes of no or only marginel importance to an international -
political and legal instrument.

o

Fourthly, questions which are still cpen 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 ENM(D Convention
which took place in the predecessor of this Committee in 1976. This agreement
was 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 cf the negotiating process.

Having stated the case for drafting work one-might well ask how this sheculd
be done. Ls far zs the negoticting forur is concermed, one possibility could be
to use the instrument provided by contact groups in a more systematic way. One
could think about setting up such a group for 21l gquestions connected with the
scope of a future convention.. It cculd also tackle the issues comnected with
stockpiles and facilities, perhaps even the question of declarations. Another
group could deal in a comprehensive way with all verificestion matters. Thus,
we favour zn approach which would follow the actual structure of the future
conventicn. We nhave stronc doubts about the usefulness of an approach aiming at
a priority discussion of certain ectivities — stockpile dsstruction, for
instance — and dezling with ther in a separate, isolzted way. This cowid perhaps
lead to interesting scientific and technicel debates, but would obviously lead uc
away from drafting work on a chemical vzapons convention. With regard to the
workirg method, we would prefer the use of brackets. In this way we could proceed
on the tzsis of the structure envisaged for the convention and narrow down
differences of opinion concerning questions of deteil. This, of course, presupposes
a readiness to compromise, to engage in real negotiaticns.

Sometimes we are told thet the main problem of a chemical weapons convention
would be that of internmctional verification. We do not overlook the fact that in
this field different views still exist. But this is the case with other areas as
well, as has been shown by the United States document which I have already
mentioned. So, hov can one agree to the proposal to negotiate first an acceptable
verification and compliance framework before drafting an actual treaty text? ?his
would contravene common practice in intermational law. Such z position would
amount to putting the cart before the horse. It could endlessly postpone actual
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disarmement, as histcrical evperience shcws. Besides, peragreph 31 of the .
Final Document statec clearly the: the forms and modzlities of verificztion

depend upon and should be determined by the purpcses, scops and nature of the
cgreement. Moreover, should we now in the field of cnemical weapons take the

same dangerous approach as we werz asked tc do last yeor with regard to a
comprehensive test ban? Should it be ¢ rule from nov on, lirst to agree on &
verification system which would be acceptable tc cne delesztion, end then,

perhaps, start working on the discrmameni egreement?

Experiencec has showvn that it ie nct a serious approzch to expect one side
to accept the demands of the other side on a take-it-cr-lecve-it bosis. EKere
agzin we should bear in mind paragrzph 31 of the Fincl Document which provides
that verification measures should be satisfactory to 2ll perties concerned. So,
our aim cannot be absolute verification or a verification system which might be.
perfect and not leave any doubts or risks. I? is common knowledge thed taking
into account the complexity of the moderm chemicel industry, we hzve to live
with certain risks. Whzt is necessary, however, is ¢ system which creates the
necesszry confidence and ensures that the relevant zgreement is observed bty all
parties., :

In this we share the view, cxpressed twc years agc in the Committee on Diszrmamenrt
by the Indian deiegation: "“Let us nct pursue verification procedures which may be
'instrusive' but not necessarily effective in ersuring compliance. There is &
tendency ir the Working Group tc assume that on-site inspection or other intrusive
methods of verification necessarily ensure compliance. When we are dealing with
as complex a field zs chemicals, we cammot te sc sure. Our debvate should not
concentrate merely on wihether or not to have on-site inspecticn. Rether we should
try to determine what methods of verification are (i) fessible and (ii) optimal
in ensuring compliance." (CD/PV.122, p. 31).

Or. severzl occasions my delegation has outlined its basic approach tc
verification. In the Working Group we hove expressed our viewpoint abcut @
verification system consistirg of = combinction of national and internationzal
procedures, inciuding different kinds of systematic internmstional on-sitc
inspections and inspections ty challenge.

It is the zspect of combinztion that we miss ir. the United States docw 2ut.
Virtually nothing is szid concerning inplementation and monitoring at the naticnel
level, that is, on the level of the States parties which, after all, would be
responsible for carrying out the obligations of the convertion and oversecing
national enterprises and other btodies in order to guarantee compliance. Thic is
common practice in intermationz]l law and has becn recognized by many delegctiions
in this Committee. I would only like to refer to worling papers CD/205 tabléd
by the Netherlands, CD/1€7 and CD/313 by Canzda, CD/CW/CRP.35 by Australisz and
CD/326 by the Federal Republic cf Germany. Our approach does not imply &
"confrontation" of nationzl 2nd intermational verification. They should be
considered two sides of the same medal. It certainly does nct nean the establishment
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of & so-called self-verificetion. In calling for sound netionel procedures we
start from a purely practicicl viewpoint, since o weli=functioning nationzl
implementztion ani monitoring system is ¢ sine ouc non for intermationzl
verificaticn. Whecre should the consultative commitiee send the inspectors, if
there is nc peint of contcet zt the naticnal level which keeps traclkc ¢f nzational
sctivities concerning the implementation cf the convention? Who should keep

the records to provide the consultative committee with the required informction?

Ir this connection we wvould like to refer i< the experience gathered ty the
Internztionsl Atomic Enercy Agency. The sefeguards applied by this Agency are
largely based on national systeme of accounting and control.

Furthermore, I would like to mention the national experierce of my country
in the chemical field. The improved Lazr on ihe ling of Pocisons adopted five
years agc, for exanmple, provides for a full inventory of zl11 poisonous substances,
which applies té zll branches of the national economy and covers the whole process,
beginning with the preductiorn and ending with the disposal of poisons. 4 systen
of national agencies oversee:s the implementation of the lav. To our knowledge,
similar laws exist in cther countries as well.

It ic the intenticn of &y delegation to express at a loter stoge cf our
worlc mere detailed ideas with regard to the co-cpereiion between the national and
international bodies cof the verification systers.

Ir our view it is exacily the co-operation aspsct which counts, namely,
activities based on mutuzl® trust, not an atmosphere cf distrust. Morecver,
spuspicions should be eliminated by verification cctivities. But how can this
be achieved when even ihe declarations of parties who voluntarily entered the
agreement are not trusted ani should be verified?

Ir the course of the Committec's work on z chemical weapons ccnventicn we
have seen, like many cother delegations, that the prcdlens cornccted with benning
chemicel weapons are, indeed, guite complicated. Onz pariicular reason is that
it is sometimes rather difficult to draw & line between whet is connected witn
chemiczl weapons and what does not beiong to it. Thct is true of chemicals
forming the basis for chemicel wezpons, as well as of facilities producing these
chemiczals.

Such difficultiec arise not only with regcrd tc the scope of 2 chemical
weapons .convention but als> concerning verification of compliance. Thess
problems ere further complicated by differences ir the organization of ‘the
chemical industry in various countries. The procuction of binary chemicz. weapone
and their introduction intc military arsencle will bring ebout serious additiomal
problens. This "latest achicvement" in chemiccl weaponxy would be mere closely
connected with the commericzl chemiczl industry than the so-called uni texy
chemical weapons. Thic applies both to the chemicezls involved and tc the

fecilitiec concerned.
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We share the concern of mony delegotions abeut thie dangerous development
and join their request that the preblem sheuld be cerefully ctudizd and solved
on ¢ priority basis. A situetion has t- be avcided vhere attention is concentrated
only on the decleration on? destruction of focilitics for the producticn of
treditionz]l chemiczl weapons, while the same is not sufficiently fuaranteed for
the most modern chenmical wewpons.

In viev of this cituation, ve should look for z sclution which would
eliminzte thnie imtzlznce and bring positions cn the timing of the declaratiorc
for chemiczl wezpone production ficilities clcser tegether.

A pessiblz sclution could be to elaberate specific mezsures vith regard to
productior. facilities for binery weapons, nanely, to declare their locztion and
to destroy them earlier then other fecilities. Such a procedure would give all
other States perties to the conventicr confidence thet this mew kind of chemiczl
weapon does not exist any more. This approach would, in fact, not place those
who hzve binzry weapons in an unequel situation. On the contrary, it wculd
improve conditions for elaberating and implementing the convention. Therefore,
my delegation propzszs that thie convention previde for the declaraticn of the
locetion of production fecilities for binery chemical weapons during the first
year after its entry into force. They should be destroyed in the course of the
first two yecors.

The Committee hos tefore it a woriing puper contzining the final summary repert
of the Intermcticnel S;mposium on Herbicides and Defcliants in Wer: The Long-Ternm
Effects on Man zni Nature, held in Ho Chi Mink City from 13 tc 20" January 1953,
whicl hes just been introduced by Lrbasszdor Sold Vila. Scientists of my country
perticipated in this Cunference. We highly cpprecizte its results. There is no
doubt thet the results of this symposium cre directly linled with our efforis te
elzborzte z convention on the prohibiticn of chemical wacpons. They therefore
deserve cur specicl attention. Proceedins from this considerction, wve would liite
to suggest that you, Zomrade Cheirmen, should hold consultations vith a view to
inviting representctives from Viet Nem to explain in c more detziled way the
results of the above-mentioned symposium. -

I}
.k

Concluding my remarlks, I would lilie to expresc the readiness of my delegzation
to offer in the Workins Group on Chemiczl Weapens sdditionzl comments on questicns
referring to the drafting of the conventicrn.
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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,

ir their Political Declarztiun a2copted recently in Prague, called upon all States
to give a new impccus Lo negotiations, ir luding those conducted within the
Geneva Committee on Disaruateni, in urGel oo spoed Up  tae elatoration of an
international convention on the prohibiticr 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 cther members of our Committee.

As the deliberations in the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons at the
beginning of this year showed, the mnst important obstacle hindering the completion
of work on the provisions relatir~ tc th~ scops of the future convention is the lack
of agreement cn whether the convention, in spite of the existence of the 1925 Geneva
Protocol, should in some or ocher way envisage the prohibition of the use of this
type of weapcn of mass destruction. In our statement today we would like to dwell
unon 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
wavs of resolving tiie issue were pronosed.

In particular a number of delegations, including the delegation of the
Soviet Union, hava exprassed apprehension that the duplication in the future
convention of tha prchibition of the use of chemical weapons established by the
Geneva Protocol some 50 vears zgo might be to the detriment of this authoritative
international treaty. In this connection the delegztions deemed it necessary to
display the meximum prudence and carz ard 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 zny way limiting c» dirinishinz the undesrtakings of States
under the Ganeva Protoccl »nd eertain other international agreements.

Cn the other hand scme delegations have maintained tha. since what we are
concerned with is the comrrehensive prohioition of chemical weapons, then it would
be adviszble to includs in the convention aiso a provision on the prohibition of
£k2 us2 of suchk wzapcac, =¢ Indisatires the nompleteness of the scope of the
prohibition. ' : =

(Cont'd)
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Other proposals oo, have been made for the solution of this problem, in
particular, the inclusion in the convention of a provision or provisions extending
zhe mezhanism of verificatioas envisuged by the sonvention for unclear situations
to cases of the use of Clicwical wCtpCual. T3cog hors oven kean put forward,
although not here in the Committee on Disarmzment, to the effect that the
strengthening of the regime cf the non-usc of chemical weapons could be achieved
through procedures suitable rathar for the adoption of resolutions than for the
eiaboration of effective measures in the sphere of the limitation of the arms race
and disarmament, and which would have practically no links either with the
1925 Geneva Protocol or with the futurs conventicn.

1 am thinking of resolution 37/98 D of the thirty-seventh sesgsion of the
Urited Nations General Assecmbly. Soviet representatives nave already had ocecasion
to state their basic attitude to. this resolution which provides,_contrarylto’the
principles generally recognized in international law for the drafting and review of
international agreements, that the alavorasion of a mechanism for the verification
ot compiiance with the Geneva Protocol should be carried out nct by Stztes parties
to the Protocol but by all the States Members of ‘the United Nations, including,
therefore, States which are not parties to the Geneva Protocol. Morecver, it is
proposed that the adoption of tne mechanism for the verification of compliance with
the Geneva Protocol should be carried out, not after the reconciliation of the
various viewpoints in the course of negotiations and on the basis of consensus, as
is always done at disarmament talks, but through simple voting. It is clezr that
should we follow this resolution an unprecedented situation would be created.

In short, one cannot but see that resolution %7/$8 D, which was supported, by the
way, by only approximately half of the States parties to the Geneva Protocol, can
bring nothing but harm, and of course it will not soive the problem of strengthening
the regime of the non-use of chemical weapons.

As you see, quite a number of proposals have been made on the question of the
non-use of chemical weapons, but up to the present time no mutually accectable
sclution has been found. It is clear that the time has come to tackle this problem
seriously, the more so as, in spite of the fact that the use of chemical wezpons
was prohibited de jure long ago, de facto such wezpons have been used, and mcre
than once. We have no desire to turn back now to this unattractive page of
history, but since we are on the subject, distinguished delegates, lst us dot all =
the "i's". ; '

(Cont'd)



CD/PV 196
19-20

(Mr._Issraelyan, USSR)

First of all we would like to emphasize very firmly the positive significance
of the 1925 Geneva Protdcol, the parties to which number more than 100 States.
Whatever attempts are made by some critics to find weak points in this inqtrument,
with references to its lack of this or that provision, its brevity, etc., the main
thing is that the Geneva Protocol placed an effective barrier in the way of the
use of one of the most barbarous types of weapons. The Geneva Protocol, as we have
already pointed cut, has become an irrevocable part of international law. Given
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 tloody,
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 deterzinaticn of the major
States of anti-Hitlerist coalition severely to punish the fascists for any attempt
to violate the Protocol and use chemical weapons.

Tn this connection it is interesting to recall that in the spring of 1342 the
Soviet Government informed Mr. Churchill, the British Prime Minister, of the
possibility of the use by the Hitlerites of poison gases against the Soviet Union.
Tn this connection the British Prime Minister informed the head of the Soviet
Covernzent, 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 directed against
England. "T have been building up an immense store of gas bombs for discharge
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

the fascist troops occasionally used chemical gases. In 1942, for example, they
were used in the Crimea in the course of military operations against Soviet troops
and civilians defending themz2lves in the Adzhimushky gquarry.

“There were reparts of the 32 of chomical weapens by Jananese trooes in China
on a number of occasions. President Franklin D. Roosevelt stated on 5 June 1942:
"Authoritztive reports are reaching this Government of the use Dy Japanese armed
forces in varicus localities of China of pciscnous or noxicus gases. I desire
to make it unmistakably clear that if Japan persists in this inhuman form of warfare
against China or agazinst any other of the United Nations, such action will be
regarded by this Government as thcugh taken against the United States, and
retaliation in kind and in full measure will be meted cut. We shall be prepared
to enforca complete retribution. Upon Japan will rest the responsibility.”

-It "is known that chemical weapons were used by the Italian fascists in their
aggression against Ethiopia in 1335-1636 and in some other cases. :
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However, since the entry into force of the Geneva Protocol, peisonous chemical
substances have been most widely used -- on 2 truly massive scale -— by the American
armed forces in tneir aggression against Viet Nam. About 100,0C0 tons of various
chemical and poisonous agents were used against the people of Viet MNam, including
several hundred kilograrmes of the most terrible poison =-- dioxin. A few dozen
grzomes of this agent dissolved in water-are enough to eiiminate the entire pcpulation.
of a city with severzl millions of inhabitants. iot only cdid these actions of the
United Statea dacags alzmost half the cultivable lands and tropical forests of
Viet Nam, but in additicn many pundreds of thousands of people became their victims.
Those who survived have experienced the same genetic changes as the victims of
liroshima and Nagasaki. : -

A few days agc the Vice-President of the United States pcinted cut in this
room that apart from the trovisions of the 1925 Ceneva Protocol and the 1972
Biological and Toxin Weapons Conventicn, "there is an even broader moral prohibition
against the use of these wezpoans”. It is pertinent to ask hcw, in the light of
this statement, we should 3ju2lify the acti.as of the Americar troops in Viet Nam
for more than a decade. Some may tell usthat thnis is a matter of past history and
that it-— 3" 7.0t worth while dwelling upon it ncw when we are sonducting business-like
regotiations aimed at the 2laboration of 2 convention on th2 prohibition of chemical
weapons. We do not share this opinion, because the use of American chemical
weapons in Viet Nam is by no means 2 closed quastion. In this connection we would
like to draw your attention to the symposium held in Ho Chi Minh City which was
devoted to the study of the conseguences of the use of chemical weapons in Viet Nam.
Ye believe that all participants in the negotiations should serioualy and carefully
study the documents on “hat cympezium. - '

There is another aspect to the question of strengtnening the regime of the
non-use of chemical weapons. 4 good half of the States parties to the 1925 Geneva
Protocol, when adhering to it, made reservations in which they reserved their right
to consider themselves free of their commitments in the event of the use of chemical
weaponcs against tham. At the same time, however, some States —- the present members
of MATC -- have since broadened their reservations te such an sxtent as tec exclude
a number of catezories of chemicais completely from the prohibition as regards
themselves, For exsmple, the CGovernments of the Yinited Kingdom and Canada have in
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the past declared thatthey do not consider CS and other such gases and "riot
control" agents, i.e. the so-called harmful chemicals, as subject to prohibition
under the 1925 Geneva Protocol. The United States has also left room for itself
to use harmful chemicals and not only for police purposes but also even for
certain military purposes.

In these conditions the Soviet Government, having carefully weighed all the
circumstances connected with the question of the prohibition of the use of chemical
weapons and guided by the desire to speed up the elaboration of an international
convention on the prchibition and elimination of such weapons, has decided to agree
with the proposal of a number of non-aligned and neutral States members of the
Committee on Disarmament for the inclusion in the future convention of z provision
prohibiting the use of chemical weapons. The Soviet Government considers that the
procedures for the verification of compliance with the provision on the preohibition
of the use of chemical weapons should envisage the use of the verification mechanism
of the convention, including on-site inspection on a voluntary basis.

Tn what manner might this new Soviet proposal be reflected in the text of the
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
would in fact eliminate the whole class of chemical weapons, thus providing a |
serious material foundation for the Protocol. ,

The convention would, further, contain a provision stating that nothing in it
should be interpreted as in any way limiting or diminishing the obligations assumed
by any State under the Geneva Protocol. In other words, the future convention
would be organically incorporated into the fabric of already existing international
agreements, not destroying, but on the contrary, strengthening it. Should any
State not be a party to the future convention, it would in no way be released from
its obligations under the Geneva Protocol. As far -as the parties to the convention
are concerned, they would be bound by the obligation not to use chemical weapons
u:igrtzzth international agreements at the same time. There is ncthing wrong
W -

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. A '
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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/343, on the use of such weapons "in any
circumstances where use is not already prohibited by the 1525 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 talk about
the seriocus consequences that would result from attempts to solve the problex
outside the frazework of the convention and the 1925 Geneva Protocol.

‘Our delegztion, in putting forward this new important proposal of the Soviet
Government corcerning 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 cheamical

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. z
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. ) €
am convinced that the two important documents proposed and others that may come

together with the work done sc far by the Working Group on Chemical Weapons as
contained in the report of the Committee on its 1982 session, will provide a
sound basis for making rezl progress toward the elaboration of a comprehensive
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons.
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Mzy I now turn to thc subject of chemical weapcns. My delegation, with
others, regrets the lengthy and largely unnccessary procedures which have
prevented the working groups of the Committce from commencing their annual work.
However, in the ficll of chcmical weapons some delegations have already made
important contributions tc the negotiation proccss. In the first place, 1
would like to refer to document CD/343, entitled “"Unitel States detailed views
cn the contents of a2 chemical wezpens ban'.

The Federal Government wclcomes the introcuction of this document which
ccntains the essentizl substance of 2 futurc chczmiczl weapons ban. The great
value of thiz document is that it reflects the actual state of negetiztions
2n< that it has rickly abscrbud suggestions frem cther delegations. Its
ccmprehensive naturc, but alse the professed flexibility of the authors on many
of its positions, will m=2ke this document an essential tool for our future jeint
work. It 2lso testifies, in a welcomeé manner, to the determination and good
faith ~f its authors in their gquest for a rapid conclusion of a chemical wezapons
conventicn. Thc dncument places particular emphasis on the key issues of
international verification.

My cclegation is particularly plecased to state that the suggestions which
the Feleral Government submitte ' throughout the year of 1982, and most
particularly in :ocument CD/326, havc becn largely incorporate! into the
Unit. ' States tuext. Some <elegations cn the other han!, have alrcaly veiced
initi=1 criticisms vis-2-vis thesc verification proposals. They shoul.!, however,
roecognize the great 2'vantage that the clesr vicws an? precisc formulations on

(Cont'd)
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the part of the Unite< States dJelegation on 2 crucizl issue of the chemical weapons
conventizn allow us to sharpen our -facus on the xcv Jecisions ncgotiztors will

have to take. The document will undoubtedly stimulate a cdialogue between the
United States, the Soviet Union znd other interestel celegations cn the key
provisions of 2n international verification systen and will hopefully facilitate

a narrowing of differences.

Last year my celegation, tozether with others, formulated a certain number
of questions designed to clarify tnosc parts of thc Soviet "Easic provisions”
document which relate to international verification issues. VWhile our patience
has been somewhat taxcd in waiting for 2 satisfactory response, we are pleaset
that replies to our gquerics are ncw immincnt. They will certzinly fertilize our
further work. We continue to hore that the Soviet Union, pursuing further the
promising course on which it hal embarkel in its Basic provisicns document, will
soon come to the insight that an obligatery cn-sitc inspection clause in the case
of on-challenge cascs will be an indispensable fezture of the future convention.
As regards such on-site inspections, my Government reiterates its full preparecdness
to contribute to the rapid success of the checical winpons negotiations anl &0 make
its territory availatle fcr intcrnational controls like thosc it alreacy practises
in connection with its unilateral renuuciztion of chemical weapons of 1954.

4nother importent prcposcl that is certain tc have = substzantial bearing on

our negotiations is containel in the statement of Ambassader Isaraelyan of Tuescay
(22 February 1983). The suggestion that 2 ncn-use provisicn be inecorpcrated into
the scope of tha prohibiticn ~f a future convention is of the highest interest to
my delegation. A number of fzctual 2nd legal arguments why the scope of the
prohibition should be sc definec has been acducecl by the Soviet delegaticn. My
authorities have alrealdy initiated a thc.ough examinztion (i the Soviet proposal,
and I hope that I will soon %e in 2 position to provide more substantive comments
on it. One of the criteria which my Government will apply in anzlysing the legal

complexities which the propnsal entails is whether it is likely to render the future

convention, including its verification provisicns, more effective.

In the last months, 2nd cpecifically at this session, several proposals have
been formulated for the creztion of chemical-weapon-fres zcnes in Eurcpe. Thesc
proposals come in twc variants: somc speak cf a narrcwer chenical-weapon=free

zone ccvering only 2 strip of territory in central Curope, while cthers call for a
zone comprising zll of Europe. Obtjections against tiie former, mcre limited

concept may be even greater and ccze to mind even more realily, but in princircle
both concepts appear to offer similar problems. On 13 Noverber 1982, my delegction
ha<d the oprortunity tc spell out some of our doubts cn thesc concepts before the
First Committee of the General Assembly. The fact thzt the idea of a chemical-
weapon-free zone has nevertheless been reiterzated with somc insistence prompts me
to clarify our viewpoint further.

In the first place, we should sse the ncgligible military relevance of such
zones. Cncmical ammuniticn is easily transpcrted and can reacily be reintrocuced
into a free zone, if indeed it has not remeined hilden there in the first place.
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n the meantime, the threat from chemical we"porq from outsids the zons would
remzin tetz2lly undirinished -- the morc menzcing the smzller the zone. The nere
fzet thet stocks have been removed from one part of a2 territory does not contribute
to rrotectins it frer beins {ired into (by ordnancs or fro~ airpl2nes) with the
cz2ce kind of ammunitien. -

Any agreement on o chemical weapons bar in 3 particular zone would of course
require the sclution of thc problemcs of verification. In fact, in comparison to
a2 world-wide ban on chemiczl weapons, an even greater number of problems would
havc to bo solved, since it would be indispenszble {and very difficult) to control
acecss to the limited arsz which the 7one would comprisc. We all know that
verification suestions in thc chemical weapons field are technizally complex.
Any negotiation on 2 limited territcrial chemical weavons ban would reguire &
negotiation offort which would not only duplicate but in fact undercut the serious
ncgotiations on 2z world-wide ban in which we are here engagec.

My Government a2ttaches atsolutz priority to the worid-wide prohibition of

211 chemical weapons and is working actively towards the ra pid conclucsion of this
endeavour. & universzl cheniczl wezpons convent-on woald automatically make 2
cheniczl-weapons-frec zonc in Eurcpe superfluous. ¥hy, then, losc time with the

ciabeoraticon of limitcd zones whiern would only exist to he superseded by the larger,
world-wice prohitition? I cannot escarc the suspluzou that those who purport tc
prozotz the concert of geograrhiezlly limited chemical-weapon-free zones of smaller
cr larger dimenzion arc less concerned a2bout the rapid conclusion and effective
irslementatiorn of a world-widc ban on chczical weapons.

Even if, by 2 mirzcle, 2 chemiczl-wezron-free zcene within Europc could be
negctiated and implemcnted morc rapidly than & world-wids prohitition, there would
bz ncgative consesuenzus. Possibly, two verificztion systems with different
coligztions, and two contrzctual systems with Zdivergent consejuences would exist
side by side; 2and ag=in, nuch effort would have te bc uasted to clcar uc the
situction. These are cogent argumenta for a2ll of us at tne nccotiating tzble in
Genovz to erasc the concept of gecsgrzphiczlly lirmited chemica z1-weapon-free zones
from our voczbulary, znd to concentratc our full effort on the world-wide
interdiction.

Let me put =y comments con the concept of chemical-weapon=-free zones in the
wider perspective of proposzd weapon-free zones cr other zones of peace. Severzl
croposals for subrezional weapon-free zones in Europe, or Europezn zonces frce of
particulzr winds of nuclezr weapons, have Leen made in tie vast months. At least
this concest ic familiar. Xuclear-weznon-frec zones aro described, ané under
certzin conditions recommended, in the Fimal Jocuvment of the first specizl sessicn
of the General 2sscmbly devoted to disarmament, while chenical-weapon-free zoncs
arc not. Howcver, the proposals which ars at present being promcted by various
interestzd sides suffer without exception from the fact that the conditions which
the Finzl Documcnt spells out zrc not or nct fully met. Thc Final Documcnt has
obviously limited its recommendzticns for the cstablishment of such zones to wholc

o
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regions, and not to bits and pieces of territory arbitrarily chosen to mect the
vested military interest of this or that proponent. Like 21l 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 internationzl control.
My Government is ccrtainly 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 Docurent !
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 Finzl Document if they ccnstitute 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.

L shortcoming of those current suggestions which a2im a2t the creaticn cof
limited zones free of battlefield nuclecr weapons is that they do nothing about
such wezpons outside the area. Put for the nuclear menance that hovers over a
particular territory, it is not important whether there are nuclear weapons
stationed within the ccenfines of the zone; the decisive question is, whether
nuclezr wezpons are targeted upon it. Negotiaticns which would only lead to a
limited geographical discngagement of nuclear arsenals in Europe would therefore
not enhance stability but create a mere illusion of greater security. They would
also crezte zones of different degrees of seeming sccurity 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 of such a limited and insufficient
concept can only distract attention from the ongoing vital negotiaticns on the
reduction of nuclear weapons and would therefore render their rapid conclusion
more difficult znd lengthy. Verification chbviously is ancther problem, in fact
the same as found in considering the implementation of chemic2l-weapon-free zones.
Here again it would be futilc to engage in the elaboration of technically complex
verification measures with limited geographical parametres, whilc at thc szme
time almost identical verificaticn problems would have td be sclved in the ongoing
nuclear negotiations. My delegation continues to be of the cpinion that nuclear-
weapon powers and the military alliances shcuid, in the nuclear rezlz, concentrate
all their efforts upon those disarmament and arms contrcl activities which have a
potential to bring about concrete, balanced and verifizble negotiation results in
terms of substantizl over-all reductions of arsenals.
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Let us o on to acenda itew 4§ — the prohibition of chemical weapons. It might
appear that it would te possitle tc resunc without any delay the negotiations on thir
question which verc guccessfully concucted last year and at the begimiins of this
vear under the c.airmanslin af the A-bassador of Poland, Comrade Sujlkz=. Iut here
acein difficultiec have arisex berause o tne ulticatur issuel to the delegations
cf the socialisi Siztes. Attermts have been madc virtuzlly tc exclude the group
of socizlict countries from participstion in the decisions on the chairmanshipe
of the workins groups. Furthermore, vith respceet te some working groups it has
been proposed that tlie principle of r~tation siculé be adopted, while with respect
to others it has been susgested tlct ve keep to the saze distribution of pests of
chairpen 2s in 1062. As a result of this arproach the grour of eccialist ccuntries
could fing itself eniirely deprived of 2 post as cHairman. As Comrade Komives, the
- hripassador of Bunrary, has emin corfirnel today, the pocition of the esocialist
countries is flexilble: we are prepared to acree either to a systen of rctation or
to tie meintenznce of the distribution of posts of chairmen which was in force last
year. But whatever the decision, it past apply to 2ll the working groups. Ve
are not proposing dishonest deals to anyone and we ourselves shall not agree to any.
Ve shall not perzit infringements of the interects of the socialist countries.
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As it has stated repeatedly in the past, my delegation is convinceé of the
urgent need to conclude a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons, before
the trend towards the production of newer and more sophisticated weapons of this '
kind makes that impossible. History shows that qualitative development and the
conseouent appearance of improved weapons make any disarmament effort, even partial,
constantly more difficult, and we note with concern that this danger is arising in
the sphere of chemical weapons.

Prompted by this conviction, my declegation participated actively in the
negotiations conducted by the Ad Hoc Working Group during the 1982 session, with
an open mind and in a spirit of compromise. It was in the same spirit also that we
took part in the work of the contact groups usefully established in 1982 by the
Chairman of the £d Hoc Working Group, Ambassador Sujka of Poland, whose personal
contrivution to the work of that Group was undoubtedly great. I believe that the
value of the exercise conducted last year and this through the contact groups
consisted basically in the open and frank exchange of ideas mzde possible by the
informality of such meetings. There is no doubt that exchanges of that kind are
helpful in the elaboration of a convention and facilitate our task as diplomats
responsible for multilateral negotiations, for our task consists not only in
defending the pésitions of our countries bu* also in fully understanding the
positions cf others and the reasons underlying them, so that we can thus together
seek solutions to the various prcblems before us.

Certainly, there are still various questions to be resolved, and they merit
careful attention, but there are also widening areas of agreement. This justifies
us in thinking that we already have a sufficiert basis to be able at this 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 of 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 explicit
reference should be made in the future convention to the prohibition of use. Even
though this is already contaired in the Geneva Protocol of 1925, its inclusion
in the future convention will both permit the poesibility of the verification of
non-use, wnich was not provided for in the Geneva Protocol, and also extend the

scope of the prohibition to cover situations of hostilities not considered as cases
of war or foreseen in 1925.

(Cont'd)
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Tn this comnection, my delegation has noted with satisfaction the development in
the position of the Soviet Union, as expressed in the stetement of
Ambassador Issraelyan of 22 February last, in which he agreed expressly to the
inclusion in the future conventien of & prchibition on the use of chemical  weapons.
We appreciate this decision as a contribution to ensuring that the scope of the
convention is complete and that its provisions complement those of the Geneva .
Protocol of 1925; it thus at the same +ime shows a willingness to negotiate which my

country hopes will be reflected in important achievements during the Committee's
present session.

My delegation likewise considers the submission of document Ch/343, entitled
"United States detailed views on the contents of a chemical weapons ban", a valuable
contribution by the United States delegation, which has been supplemented by an
interesting preliminary exercise in the clarification of positions. This document
has been transmitted to the competent authorities of my country for consideration
and study, ‘and for that reason I shall make no comment on its contents, but the
very fact that delegations have set forth their basic positions in writing
undoubtedly represents a step forward in the process of negotiation.

Certainly, a key issue in the negotiations will be the question of a
verification system which will adequately ensure compliance with the provisions of
the future convention.

In thet connection, we believe that the essential element on which agreement
should rest consists in a real commitment and in the political will on the part of
the States parties never in any circumstances to use or to hold chemical weapons.
On such a basis, verification should be simply a mutual reassurance for States and
not & mechanism of such complexity that by its very nature it will entail endless
negetiations.

Ir my delegation's view, the verification system should be such as to meet the
needs of the international comrmuity and it should make use of simple, accepted and
recognized methods that will make 2t possible to obtain speedy and conclusive
results. It shouléd in additicn use suitable procedares, such as random visits to
the facilities of the various ccuntries, vhich will serve to reinforce mutual
confidence and ensure compliance with the corvention. It should alsc serve for the
investigation of any complaints of non-compliance that may be made and permit the
settlement of disputes through some effective machinery in which all States parties
have equal rignhts.

The future convention should provide foxr the possibility of investigating
reports of activities prohibited unrder the Geneva Protocol of 1925, activities which,
it is to be hoped, ill also be covered by the convention. This would make it
unnecessary to rescrt to abnormal procedures such as those envisaged in
resolution 57/99 D adopted by the General Assembly at its recent session, a
resolution about which the Argentine delegation has serious reservations of a
juridical nature.

The Argentine delegrtion, aware of the importance of the speedy conclusion of a
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons, reiterates its willingness to
negotiate and trusts that it will meet with the same spirit in other delegations, so
that the miltilateral negotiating effort we are making in this high-priority field
will lead as soon as possible to the success which the international community
expecte and which the Commitiee on Disarmcment needs in order to demonstrate its
usefulnese anéd confirm ite prectige.
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Today, the Chinese delegotion would lilke 4. subrit some of our views and
, - . - '3 .
comments concerning tie prohitition of chemical weri.pons.

Great imnortznca is attached by various Stctes to the banning of chemical
weaponc because this kind ¢f ~ovege and sbeminaiie weopon constitutes o real threat
to ri~nizind. Deccdec have passed cince ths coming int~ force of the 1715 Geneva
Prctocol, and yet lorpe zmounts of cheniczl veapons arc still in the arsenals oi
the Cuperpovers. . lioreover, the chemicol arms race adming &% © quciitative
inprovement is ctill coniinving unabated. Rcoeris a0 couplaintc about the uce
of chemical ond toxic weapons in certein regions of conflict in recent yelrs hove
not been declt with effectively. £11 these foets lend o grecier gense cf urgency
and importance to cur task, vhich ir to reech & negotiziad cgreement on @ ccnvention
on the complete prohibiticn on’ totzl cestruction of cheulctl werpois.

1t ie herrtening for vs tc sec that in the pact fe vecrn, through the efiorts
of delegcies cnd expertc of verious countrier, in=depth diccussicns and consultotions
hove been carricd cut on the elements of » future convcution in the Vorki: GIcup
on Chewizael Veapons. Progrcse has bLeen mode on some icsuec, and on certein problieus,
.where views rerain divergent, concrete counromise .ol zlternative srovisicne have
been put forverd; thus proviaing uc vith n~ sound baciz for the fornuliation of the
bacic articlec of the fuiture convention.
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I wish now to turn to a few issues on which divergencies of view still remain
wide.

First, on the scope cf the prohibition: this is an important matter which
would determine whether a future convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons
were to be & legal instrument which was 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 & 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, we feel that the inclusion of the
prohibition of use in a future convention will complement and strengthen the
1925 Geneve Protocol, rather than wealiening it in any way. &c a State party to
that Protocol, we are ready to uphcld 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 certzinly 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 yeers, 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 prohlbltlon 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 definiticn 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 contzct 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. Ve should continue our work in
this direction.

So far, a few illustrative lists of certain key precursors have been submitted
by some delegations. Our delegntion has also submitted a tentative list. Ve
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 Lkey
precursors, as this will only complicate matters.
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(ix. Li, China)

Like many otner delegctinns, the Chinese delegetion clsc regrets that the
report on thc technical concultations of the Worliing Group was not submitted te
this Committec becavse of the unjustifiacvle objection cl a certain delegetich.
Thirdly, or the questicn of verificeiion: this is a matter of generzl concern.
Iy delegation has clwoyc meintoined +hai the future convention should include gtrict
end effective provisions on verificziion in orcer toc mole ur for the ilnck of
verificaticn provisions in the 1929 Protoccl. Verification measures -shoulcd be based
poinly on interncticnal meosures, including the nccescary on-site inspections, such
os the on-sitec insvection: of destructions cf chemicel weopons, stocks and production
facilities. Prompt on-site inspection should be carried.ocut in any case of o
conplaint of the vce of chemicel weapont. (ur study of the papers submitted by
other Stotes cn the question of verificatien is unCer way, and ve shall submit our
peper on the subject at an appropriate time in the future.

At present, despite the acceptance in principle by zll parties of the cencept
of intermationzl verification an? on-site inspection, there still e:ists a wide
divergence of viewc on specific issues. e hope tnnt thir session cf the Committee
will see some progress in seeking a corvergence of orinion. ;

lany delegations have —eferred tc the foct thal the prohilbition of chemica

weapons is one of the items on the 2 enda of the Coomittec on Tiscrmement on which
pregress is likely to te attained, ané have expressed the hepe thet the Committee
will speed up the negetiationes. e cherish the czeme hcpe. Ve feel thct the

eristing divergence between the various parilec on cpecific issue: ie 2 refleciion

of differsnt politiczl stands and interezis.. The Ley %o resolving 4+hic divergence

ijes in political twill, in other wecrds, in cheiher the big Powers in pessession of

the copcocity for chemicsl werfare cincerely wich to give up cheimicel werponis &€ €
meons of werfore. But vhat it is difficult te anderziaia is thot although everycne
hos expressed his willingness to negoticte & cenventicn on the prohibition of chemical
weepons, vhat we are fecing nov is still ¢ de 7locly, eveil Cn SOmE non-substaniive
issvec, such cor who should be the Chairmen of +he Chenical Weapons Veoriiing Grovn.
Ve appeal to 21 partiec concernes o denonsirote their cinceriiy witi ectucl deedc

cc that the curren: sescion will be crownsc wiih practical progress ir, the elaborotion
of the future convension. The Chinece delegatiou will contianue its active efforic

in this regerd. :

-
<

R
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of the priority items and an area vwhich is promising for an agreement o
is thgn:rohibitigz of :i;mical weapons. lNew proposals, submitted Ty the de%?gatlans
of the USSR and the United States, as well as the proposals of other dglega tions
which have accummulated with time, offer a solid basis for ihe completicn as
soon as possible through intensified efforts of the negctiatioms ccndu:te? so
far. We consider that the time has come to initiate the drafting of particular
Jrovisions of the convention cn the prohibition of chezical weszpons. After many
years with no results, the Committee must show that it is capadble of at least
beginning the drafting of the convention this year.

cb/Pv 200
12
(Mr. Laiglesia, Spain)
The Committee's ecenda is extremely ambitious and covers almosi all the problems

relating to disarmament. It is our intention, therefore, to take part in the work
on ftoe prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests, on the slaboration of effective
arrangements Io assure pon-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat of use of
nuclear weapons, on radiological weapons and on the rrevention of an arms race in
outer space. On this occasion, however, we shall confine curselves to speaking
about the ilem on the prohivitisn of the development, producticn and stockpiling of
chemical weapons, and that for two reasons. 1In the first place because we believe
that the time is sufficiently ripe for a draf: treaiy on that question and we do not
think that it would be rash to suppese that the negotiations under way could give
rise to such a draft in the reesonably near futurz. In *he second plzce because the
Spanish delegation has given thic problem particular attention, both in ite .
statements at plcnary meetings and in the worli of the A¢ Hece Workinz Grour 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 ite Chairman to the Working Group on Chemical Weapens on the consultations
he held with experts on technical issues, which ie contained in document CD/ow/WP.141.

(Cont'd)
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The importance of this report which sugeests an agenda for the meetinz of experts
to be held this spring, has led us to study iV very carefully and to comment on
certain of the points contained in it. It is cur view that the principal obtstacles-
to the completion of a draft treaty on tue prchibition of the manufacture and
stockpiling of chemical weapons are technical in nature, for we believe that the
politicel will exists and thai on many aspecis — for example that of on-site
verification — considerable prosress has been made. We therefore feel that the
most useful thing to do at this siage of the negotiations is to make & more thorough
study of valid methods which would enable ue %o determine with absolute precision
which substances should be prohibited and conseguenily destroyed.” I% is likewise
important to determine the most effective methods of estatlishing the degrec of
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 cr their
prcursors. The latter also give rise 1o technical problems which should be
investigated and we ought, sc far as poscible, %o differentiate between those which
can be used for various purposes — among them chemical weapons, including binary
weapons — and those which have virtually no other purpose tut the production of
chemical weapons. In this connection we must not overlook the problems connected
with the so-celled additives, which help to improve the quality of this type of
weapon. Lastly, the degree of toxicity by aerosol inhalation and the methods for the
protection of the environment during the carrying-out of the procedures for the
destructicn of stocks of component substances of chemical weapons, are alsoc impertant.

The working paper wkick I have the honour to submit to the Committee for its
consideration is based on thz content of the report of the Chairman of the
Working Group on. Chemical Wzapcns on his consultations with experts on technical
issues, whick was circulated as document CD/CW/WP.Zl. Our working paper consists
of four parts. The first part refers to aspects tc be tazken intc account with
respect to the lists of agents in the category of "other harmful chemicals" and the
list of impcrtant precursors. In this connecticn we stress the complexity of iths
chemical industry as well as the work of certain national bodics which study the
harmfulnes: 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 concemed with the formulation of recommendaticns concerning
methods for the determination of toxicity by aeroscl inhalatic In addition to
mentioning a number of systems that ere used ir various countries, thie section refers
to certain aspects which should be studied separately in order to determine the
toxic effects preduced, using, as is suggestec, a standardized method for the
purposes of the treaty, while recognizing various other methods that might be us¢d by
States, wrich would be contrasted with the former. X

The third part deals with the technical evaluation of the use of specialized
information-gathering systems (black boxes) as componenis of a chemical weapons
verification system. I%.suggests a nev definition of the black boxes, one which, we
believe, is stri~ter than that appearing in paragraph 13 of documeni CD/CW/WP.41-
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lastly, the fourth part of the document deals with methods for the protection
of the environment during the destruction cf chemical weapons, and it refers to
various matters connected with air quality and the parameters of pollutants.

We hope that this document will contribute to the success of the work peing donec
by the Ad Hoc Werking Group on Chemical Weapons and that the Committee on Dlsa;?ament
will be ablie to put before the United LKations 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 intemational community will be able to.
adopt. More than half a century has passed since the adoption of the Erotocol which
prohibited the use of such weapons in war. Neverthe€less, and despi?e t@e fact that
for a fairly lengthy period such wsapons anpeared to have been ebandoned by tpe
major powers, there have for some t:me now been large stocks of such weapons in the
arsenals of a number of powers. It is therefore urgently necessary to a@opt the
proposed treaty in order to remove the risk of the violation of the provisions of the
1925 Protocol. Although most Siates are signatories of the Protocol, there is no
doubt that the existence of chemical weapons always constitutes a great danger, for
the possibility cannot be excludeé that they may be used through miscalculation or
as the result of an unforeseeables accident. If this is one of the risks in the sphere
of nuclear weapons, there is no reason why the same thing could not happen as‘reggrds
chemical weapons; and if, es far as nuclear weapons are concerned, an e;calatlon is
probably inevitable, the same is also true if someone uses toxic gases 1n a conflict.
It is therefors important that no one should be in possession of them.

cp/pPV 200
22

Pakistan, along with Argentinz, Australia, China and Indonesia, has long
stressed the necessity of includins the prohibition of use in the proposed
convention on chemical weapons. It is a matter of setisfaction to us that the
Soviet Union, in recognition of its concretc valuc, has accepted this proposal.
The significance of this policy decision will not bt lost on anyone. It 1s
our hope that other countries will give serious consideration to a general
acceptance of the inclusion of the prohibition of use. It will mark the end
of controversy in one important arez of the convention.

The United States delegation has also taken a positive initiative in
tabling its detailcd views on 2 chemical weapons convention. Provision has
been made for thc intcrnational supervision of chemical weapons stocks found
after the declarations have been made. We have clways advocated internatiocnal
control of all stocks and facilities following the convention's entry into
force. Chemical weapons stocks declared at the time of the entry into force
of the convention or found afterwards will egually jeopardize the continued
faithful adherence to the convention until these are destroyed. The acceptance
of the prohibition of their use by the convention sharply brings our proposal
into focus. It is also a nztural corollary to the British proposal that
chemical weapons production fzcilities should bc sealed and internationally
supervised within six months after the convention comes into force.
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(Mr. Herder, German Democratic Republic)

In conclusion, allow me %o offer a few suggestions, wnich I will make in my
eapacity as co-ordinator of the group of mocialist countries for the month of March.
At one of our recent plenary meetings my predecessor as co-ordinator, "
Ambassador Kémives, the distinguished representative of Hungary, has already
expressed the great concern of the group of socialist countries that owing to the
negative attitude of the group of Western countries it has not been possible s0 far
to adopt the Committec's agenda and to sclve the other organizational questions.

At thc latest meeting of the group of socialist countries, we again assessed the
present situation and decided to submit new, constructive proposals to enable us to
proceed to substantive negotiations in the Committee without losing any more time.

We accordingly submit the following concrete proposals:’
15 Considering that with regard to item 4 of the proposed agenda, on "Chemical
weapons', as far as we know no objections have bezen raised by any delegation
regarding the formulation of the item jtself or of the mandate for the relevant
Working. Group, the group of socialist countries proposes that the regular activities
of this Working Group bde resumed immediately, starting from 7 March 1983.

2. Considering that with regard to the chairmanship of the working groups there
continue to be differences of opinion, our group suggests that we proceed in
accordance with-one of the following 2lternatives:

(a) Continue in the Working Group on Chemigal Weapons with a chairman from a
socialist country as in 1982, following the principie of continuity for the
chairmanships of working groups;

(b) Extend temporarily the chairmanship of the chemical weapons Working Group
by a representative from the socialist group, until consensus has been achieved on
the chairmanships of all working groups set up for the 1903 session on the basis of
the principle of rotation: :

(¢) Apply tne principle of rotation for the chairmanship of the chemical
ueaans Working Group on a weekly bzsis among the threc principal groups in the
Committee, until the question of the number of working groups this year and of the

principle for the distribution of the chairmanships of all working groups has finally
been resolved; or :

(d) Appoint the Chairman of the Committee for the month of March as temporary
Chairman of the Working Group on Chemical Weapons and settle the question of the
chairmanship of the Working Group during the period of his mandate, taking into
account the distribution of chairmanships in the other groups.

We are submitting these alternative proposals for the Committee's consideration.
At the same time, the group of socialist countries is prepared to consider other
possible solutions, which would not violate the legitimate interests of the principal
groups in the Committee. For us, the main thing is to continue immediately the ‘
useful negotiations taken ur last year and continued early this year undar the
guidance of the Polish representative. .

The socialist group requests you, Mr. Chairman, to conduct consultations
{mmediately in order to solve this gquestion and to resumc the activities of the
chemical weapons Working Group starting next Monday.
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(Mr._Lidgard,_Sweden)

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
important task. We have noted with appreciation the initiative last Thursday of the
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. It is rather unfortunate that so much valuable time
has since been lost because of lengthy procedural discussions in ocur Committee.
Ways must be found to prevent a repetition of this in the future, and we noted with
much interest -the ideas expressed by thz representative of Yugoslavia on this
question at our last meeting.

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

It is encouraging that several delegations have shown increasing interest in
and contributed constructively to the work in the Ad Hoc Working Group. Wc take
note of the fact that the Soviet Union in less than a ycar 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 a2 chemical weapons convention in document CD/343. We also
appreciate the initiative that the United States delegation has taken in giving
other delegations the opportunity of exploring its views morc deeply.

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. We regret,
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.

(Cont'd)
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= 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 liks to offer somc views.on the issues to be negotiated.

With rezard to tne 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 Committec 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 havz on the Geneva Protoccl. Such effects would be particularly
serious if they were to crecatc misgivings among the parties to the Protocol about its
value. If, however, a majority of States are now in favour of a repetition, a necw
situation emerges. Some conscguences could be discussed already at this juncture.

An agrecement 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 znd 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 use
in the convention. As is known, Sweden has proposed that some activities in order
to acquire or retain a capability 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 Statecs' views on the contents of a chemical weapons convention.

Significant progress has becn made in the last year with regard to the question .
of compliance and verification. However, further development is necessary. For my
own delegation it is clear that international on-site inspection is necessary in
order to monitor thc 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 gquestion. I
would like to underlinc 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.
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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 thc basis of agreed on-site visits according to a
random selection system. In this particular case it would thereby be possible to
avoid a politiczlly cumbersome system based on verification by challenge.

On the other hand, 2 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-
sitc inspection. It is particularly important to.note that once a question of a
possible violation of 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 2 challenged party to
admit on-sitc 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 unrclated 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 Committec 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 sceem genuinely committed to achieving
results on it in this multilateral negotiating forum. If we succeed, and let us
hope we ghall, it will also give the strongest impetus to the Committee as an
instrument for disarmament negotiations.
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(Mr. de la Gorece, 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 thc opening of our 1983 session, it has not been possible
to resume thosc negotiations.

This dclay has nevertheless not prevented our Committee from hearing important
statements on thc 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. i

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

Lastly, on 22 February, we heard a statement by Ambassador Issraelyan, the
distinguished rcpresentative 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 usz 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

provieions prohibiting the use of chemical weapons.

The French delegation would have no objection to the inclusion of provision
for such procedures in thc 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: "Provisional procedures to uphold the authority of
the 1925 Geneva Protocol", The Soviet delegation has expressed criticism of that
resolution and the procedures it provides for.
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It considers, on the one hand, that such provisions should have been adopted
by the States parties to the Prctococl and not by the States Members of the
United Nations. We do not find this objection convincing because, as
Ambassador Issraclyzan said, the Protocol has become "an irrevocable part of
internationzl 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 21so considers that provisions relating to the
verification of compliance with the prohibition of use ought tc be adopted on the
basis of negotiations, which implies a consensus, and not throuch a vote on a
resolution. 1

We agree with the Soviet delegation in thinking that provisions adopted
throuch a convention should settle the problem of verification once and for all,
in the matter of use as in other spheres.

However, we maintain that the procedures set forth in resolution 37/98 D are
in nc way contrary to internationzl law and fill a need until such time as the
provisions of a2 convention have been adopted.

The French delez=tion, in its staicment introducing resolution 37/98 D on
19 November 1982, guoted in d=tail the conclusions submitted in this connection by
independent bodies whose members included persons of 2ll political persuasions,
including some from the Soviet Union: these bodies were the Palme Commission and
twc Pugwash groups of experts whe met in 1981 and 1982. All recommendad the speedy
and nccessary establishment of machinery for the consideration of complaints’ and
the investization of charzes.

The "provisional procedures" orovided for in resolution 37/58 D have the same
object in view. T would stress the word "provisional™, for it was never the
intention of the sponsors of the resolution to prejudse 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 a2 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 2 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 delezation noted with satisfaction the firmness
with which Ambassador Issraclyan stressed the value of the Geneva Protocol as an
"irrevocable part of international law".
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The French delegation believes that the preamble to the convention should include
a paragraph reaffirming the validity of the Protocol. In our view, such a text ought:
also to state that the Protozol forms part of international law and that tne
prohibitions it contains apply to all. We also think, like the delegation of the
Soviet Union and most other delegations, that the future convention ought to stipulate
that nonc of its provisions should be interpreted as in any way detracting from the
obligations flowing from the Geneva Protocol.

Is it necessary to go further and repeat, in a specific provision, the
prohibition on tnhe use of chemical weapons? The Soviet delegation assures us that
therc 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 cannct be sure that a repetition of the prohibition on use really reinforces
that prohibition. Is it intended thereby to prohibit any possibility of a response ?
to a possible violation of the convention® The complete and verified elimination of !
chemical weapons stockpiles and production facilities will, when completed, make a
response physically impossible; and until then it scems unlikely that 2 provision
in a convention could anmul the right of every State to derogate from its
obligaticns under z treaty with respect to z partner which violated them, and to
formulate reservations to that effect.

|

\
It would seem, too, that the inclusion ir the same article of the convention of 1

the prohibition of usc, on the onc hand, anc the prohibition of manufacture,

retention, etc., on the other, would create a difficult problem. In fact it would

almost inevitably stzrt a discussion on the scope of application of the prohibition J

of use (as regzrds the preducts czvered).

Somz among us will undoubtecdly not be content with the general formula in ths
Geneva Protocol; in trying to make it more explicit, tney will inevitably end up |
with provisions that will restrict its scope. }

‘Furthermore, there it no zucstion for us but that the sphere of application of
the prohibition of use should remain what it is in the Geneva Protocol, that is to
say, something much wider than thc scope of the prohibitions relevant to chemical
disarmament.

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

Although Ambassador Issrealyan has told us that the Soviet dclegation's proposals
are designed to remove the principal obstacle hindering the negotiations, the French
delegation nevertheless considers that these proposals still do not offer a definitive
response on the question at issue: that of the scopec of the prohibition. It would
like, lastly, to point out that thc elaboration of an international verification
procedurc remains an essentizl task and the one presenting the greatest difficulty.

We look forward on this point, too, to constructive proposals froz the Soviet delegatior
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Last Thursday my delegation, on behalf of the socialist group, submitted a
rumber of concrete proposals aimed at the early resumption of the activities of
the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons. Our group proposed that work on <
the chemical weapons convention be resumed immediately, on 7 March 1983. We
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
proposals nor did they submit their own proposals. We are deeply concerned by
this situation. We want to reaffirm our readiness to agree immediately on the
resumption of the activities of the chemical weapons Working Group.

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 poss.bility to enable us to get
out of the deadlock.

We would 1l; e to ask you, Mr. Chair -an, tc take all m asures necessary Sc
that as a result of further consultatiorc a;recmehi. can be achieved quickly
on stzrting the work of the Working Group on Chemical Weapons.

On this occasion I would like to recall that ir. my statement on 22 February
I proposed that we should invite a representative from Viet Naic to explain in a
more detailed way the results of an International Symposium on Herbicides and
Defoliants in War held in Ho Chi Minh City early this year. Your predecessor
in the office of Chairman of the Committee, Ambassador Erdembileg, had agreed
and started consultations. I would like to ask you to direct the requisite
attention to this question and to continue consultations. I would be glad 1if,
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 1 have requested the secretariat to distribute this invitation teday. As you
know, on 21 February 1983 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 160 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 Unitec Kingdom, Italy an others. From 9 to
11 March, that is to say, during the conming three days. Mr. Ton Duc 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 2 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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So, then, we look for practical discussion of practical objectives and we
want to see real results which advence the practical cause of peace. Now there
is much work to do in the comventional fielZ because the subject-matter is vast.
Ané I would now like to spend a little time —— a2 few minutes — on one striking new
opportunity which we believe exists. We have agreed in this Committee on a number
of objectives as regards chemical weapons. The progress made. over the last
four years in the Committee on Disarmament seems o 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 has helped to preserve the world from
the horrors of chemical warfare, although we have recently been reminded that it
has not always been totally effective. My own country gave up its retaliatory

(Cont'd)
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capability in this field but this did not lead to similar steps by other countries
possessing a formideble capacity for chemical warfare which, in the case of the
Soviet Union, has been strengthened since that time. So we must move on now and
do our utmost to conclude a comprehensive convention which would ban chemical
weapons.

Such o comvention would be a solid expression of faith in the purpose and work
of this Committee. It would be a2 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 arsenzls of chemical weapons. We welcome the fact that all members of
the Committee have shown, by joining in the Working Group, their commitment to
meking progress.  The preparatory 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.

The specific proposals made by Vice~President Bush and developed by the
United States delegation in its working paper, document CD/343, seem to us
sensible. The readiness of the United States delegation to explain its proposals
in detail has been of great help to other delegatioms. The acceptance by the
Soviet Union of the principle of international, on-site inspection in the
gyerification regime of a chemical weapons convention was also an important step
forward. We hope that the Soviet delegation can soon elaborate on its proposals
and enter intc detailed negotiations.

We were also interested tc learn that the Soviet Union is now prepared to
inciude the use of chemical weapons in the scope of a convention. We need to
discuss how a convention which covered use would relate to the Geneva Protocol
of 1925. A convention would have to provide adequate means for investigating
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 the
convention.

Now some have argued, I know, in this Committee and elsewhere, that the
problems of chemical weapons are 80 complex that we shall never agree. I believe
that we need to step back from our detailed discussions to analyse what is really
important in this field. The most important and immediate tagk is to rid the
world of the exieting arsenals of chemical weapons. We might begin with substances
in the supertoxic category, of which by far the most important are the so=called
nerve agents. No one can contemplate their use without revulsion. No commercial
use is made of these substances. This should make it easier to agree on a
convention which effectively proscribes them and which incorporates means of
verification to give confidence to other parties.

While concentrating attention on the nerve agents, we should recognize that
there are meny other lees toxic but nevertheless lethal substances which have been,
or could be used ams chemical weapons, but which also have extensive civil
applications. For example, we know that hydrogen cyanide and phosgene are
widely used in the chemical industry as synthetic intermediates. We believe that




C»/PV.202
16

Mr. Hurd, United Kingdom

a less stringent regime of verification would be acceptable for such substances

than that-which could be achieved for the perve agents. We cannot and should not
want to police in detail the civil chemical industries of the world, when good
progress can be made by focusing on the products of a very marrow and particularly -
dangerous categery.

My Government believes that the verification regime for the convention should
combine routine intermational on-site inspections with the possibility of fact-finding
procedures to investigate any doubt whichk may arise about compliance with the
convention. Agreement must be reached on = procedure for handling complaints.
Without such a procedure, confidence would be wezk, 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 elirminated, by the
system of routine inspections which we have in mind. Such inspections would carTy
no implication that the convention was being viclated by the country inspected.

We have a model for a world wide system of internmational inspections in the
safeguards system of the Intermational Atomic 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 infermational on-site inspection would be reguired for four activities
set out in the provisions envisaged for a2 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 cf existing stockpiles.

We are encouraged that agreement in principle already exists on the need for the
first and third categories, i.e. destructica of stockpiles ani monitoring of
permitiad production. But we .are puzzled at the seeming reluctance of some States
to conterplate intermational imspection to verify the second activity, namely, the
destruction.of production facilities. It is clear that once stockpiles have been
destroyed, parties tc the convertion must be confident that the means to build thenm
up again have glso been remcved. 'This is particularly true for the supertoxic
nerve agents. As in the case of destructiion of actual stocks, Govermments should
have nothing to fear from letting the world see that they are destroying permanently
their production facilities in fulfilment of their obligstions under a convention;
indeed, they should be happy to dc so.

I should like to recall that in 1979 the United Kingdom invited representatives
of Menber States tc vieit the pilot nerve agent production facility at Nancecuke in
Cormwzll which was ‘then being dismentled. This was not, of course, intended &8 a
detailed model for the procedure for inspection of destruction of production
facilities, which will need to be worked out here in this Committee. It was
designed rather as a confidence-buildins measure. We showed that we were willing

to accept visitors at such & facility. I hope that there will soon be agreement
in principle on this aspect of verificationm.
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The fourth type of on-site inspection which I mentioned is particularly important.
This is designed tc verify that States are mnot starting to produce chemical weapons
again once- their stockpiles have been destroyed. As a comtribution to the _
consideration of this subject, my delegation has circulated a working paper entitled,
"erification of non=production of chemical weapons", which I introduce today. This
is the latest in a series of initiatives which successive British Goverrments have
taken in seeking a ban on chemical weapons. We gratefully acknowledge the important
contributions in this field already made by other delegations, particularly that 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 would,
in our judgement, have to continue indefinitely, we aim to show that the regime
required for this purpose would not be amything like as onerous to the chemical
industry as has sometimes been suggested. We kmow that that has been a cause of
comnent and concern in some countries. We are examining the problems that might
arise with the help of the British chemical industry and hope to be able to report
to the Committee in due course on the results of these discussions. ;

We look forward to hearing detailed comments from other delegations on our
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 commitment of other
governments to these negotiations will be judged by their disposition to grapple with
difficult but necessary detail.
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Mr. DE SOUZA E STIVL (Zrazilj: Mr. Chairman, the Brazilier delegation would
like to adaress toda, some cf the issues relating to the prohibition of chemical -
weapons and their destruction. Both in thic Committee and in ite rredecessor, the
delegations of the Group of 21 have long advocated -the speedy conclusion of a
convention on chemical weapons and have urged serious multilateral negoiviations tc
that end. Concrete action now appears feasitle, since the nations which possess the
largest arsenalcs of such weapons at last seen willing tc join the other members of
this Committee in an effort tc achieve agreemeni., Both the Soviet Urnion and tre
United States recently submitted documents containing their ideas and stating their
views; the Committee also has beforc it a considerable number of papers on the
various aspects of the convention, and in tlis connection I sheuld like o
acknowledge and welcome the contributiorn just made by the United Kingdom through its
Minister of State for Foreign a~d Commonwealth Affairs and in document CBIE5

-

The Working Group esteblished in 1950, first to "examine issues to be dealt
with" in comnection with the prohibitior of chemical weapons, and since 1935z to
“elaborate" the relevant coavention, produced significant resulte during its
threc years of activity. The elements ideniifiec in the earlier stages of its werk
were subsequently studied in grea’er detail, andi 2 substantial measure of convergence
was achieved with regard to several iscues. There are etlll dilferences tc be
resolved on other relevant parts of the convention, but the current trend towaxrd
greater flexibility on substaniive guesiions should be pursued in order ic overcoms
the remaining protlems.

9 (2 0

[

Agreement on the impertant question cf the scope of the fiture conveniion seens
now within reach. Thz statement by Acbassador Iss P T
positions closer on thai account. Iy own deleza
the sclution proposed by the co-orcinator of tle contact grour on the sccpe, which
had the merit of uphclding the 1927 Protocol while &t ithe same time equaiin
incident of use of chemical weapons with a viclation of the prohibitions
in the convention. Indeed, it is hard tc imagine the poseibility of uze of a
weapon whose producticn, poscesesicn, stockpiling and transfer ars prohibitec,
particularly if adequaie verification provisions are included in the convention. We
are ready, however, t> examine the existiing prcposal aimed at naxing the prohibiticn
of use explicit in the text, with a view %o dralting the articie whicr. will sed
forth the scope of the agreement. If o generally accepvable dreft is achievad,
negotiations on the verificaticn clauses would be greatly fzcilitated, since the
area of aprlication of the convention wculd be clearly defined.

There sezms to be general azrecment that the main artivlie on tha scorpe of the
convention shouwld spzll out a sct of prchibitions and a set of obligations, namely,
the prohibition of the development, production, stockpiling, transfcr, and possidbly
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also use of chemicel weapons, pluc the obligation to destroy existing stocks and g
production facilities. It is obvious that some exceptions must be contemplated
under non-hostile, or permitted purposes, such as industrial, medical and scientific
recearch as well ze law enforcement neede. The guestion of permission to retain
certzin guantities of supertoxic lethal chemicel agents for so-celled "prctective
purposes' must be mcre closely scrutinized to avecid any loopholes that might defeat
the aim of the convention. If existing stocks of chemical weapons and the facilities
for their producticn are to be destroyed, therc seeme to be no sensible argumenti in
favour of maintaining a protective capability, for there would be nothing left teo
protect oneself against. ;

"Perritted", or "non-hostile" purposes tc be dllowed as exceptions under the
convention should, in our view, be understood in the narrow semsc described above.
Tt would not be practiczl 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 scope of the instrument that we are negotiating here.

Beside the prohibitions contemplated, special attention should be given to the
obligations which are an integral part of the scope of the future instrument. Such
cormitments would regquire those who now possess chemical weapons in their arsenals
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 in
mind thet 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 of
the parties to the convention. International procedures, including on-site
inspection, should air at the minimum degree of intrusiveness necessary to satisfy
all parties that the provisionz of the convention are being adeguately observed.
Special care must be taken to devise a s=t of procedures that allows ample
opportunity for ecnsultation and co-cperation between parties to clear any doutis
about the implementation of the convention, before the mechanisr. for international
verification is set in motion. In carrying out agreed verification procedures, the
appropriate interuiaticnal body to be instiituted by the convention zust take into
account the preservation of the sovereign righie of States parties, in order ic
avoid the utilization of allegations as a tool for the exacerbation of tensions
or for increasing confrontation betwezn States. National institutions and internal
legislation should function in co-operation with the international body anc in
accordance with the provieions of the convention.

Provisions dealing with the procedures of verification showid aim, in our
view, at establishing a multilaterzl, ncn-discriminatory regine in which all parties
have equal rights and obligations. Nothing can prevent any State from utilizing its
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tecnnological advancement to gain private knowledge esbout facts and events taking
place in another State, provided thst the use of such methods does not violate
existing principles and practices of international law. The conventiion should not,
however, become a means of condoning or legitvimizing such practices, nor should
parties be reguired to give their consent in advance for tne use of so-called
"national technical means", the nature and sccps of which is necessarily coverv.
Whenever infermation obtained by a perty is introduced to substantiate claime of

a possible viclaticn, all pariies should have equal access To the aveilables data
through the international bo¢y charged with the verification of the conventvion. Ey
the same token, the compasition cf the internaticnal body should not be based upon
any form of discrimination, by srsanting tc somg parties special rights and
responsibilities whick are denied to others. Nor should the ccnvention refer the
solution of such claims tc any existing international organ whose rules permit &
fow privileged parties effectively to block action. TUnder the Charter of the
United Nations, all Member States are already entitled to bring tc the attention of
the Security Council any situation which might endanger intermafional peace anc
gecurity. Action by the Security Council should not be confused with or becone a
substitute for action by the mechanism provided for in the convention.

As I said at the beginnine of this statement, there seems %o 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 weapone 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 %roops, caused by the need for cumbersome
protective equipment. Quitc apart from morzl considerations, the purely military
value of chemical weapons appears to be doudtful. 3uv because huge arsenals exist,
some powers have continued tc »roduce and stockpile large quantities of chemical
agents that have no application in peac2ful industry. Their cost, d tha tactical
drawbacks of their actual use in military operations mey have been the mairn Iactors
in the pelitical decision to seck an agreement to ban chemical weapons ialen by those
who possess them. Their mein interest, accordingly, is the achievement ol 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 reciprocel confidence that no such weapons are
ever used in combat. The international community, represented in this Committee,
should seize thies opportunity to nescotiatve and conclude a convention through which
chemical warfare will no longer remzin an indiscriminate thrsat in the hands cf
those who are capabtle of waging it. Thus it is imperative that the erseneis in the
hands of a few be completely destroyed, so &s to win the confidence of thoses who
do not possesc any chemical weapons at all. ] :
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For the vast majority of nations, the convention can alsc have another useful
purpose: the promotion of internztional co-operation in tne peaceful uses of
chemical agents. -

The Brazilian delesation, togetner wiih otiler dslegatvions of the Group of 21,
hac lone arcucé that the convention should contair mearingful provisions on
internationsl co-operation for peaceful purposes. We arc convinced that such
provisions would be instrumentvel in promoting confidence among parties, by ensuring
that technological progresc in the field of chemistiry ies made evailable to all
parties, particularly the developing countries. 4 number ¢f proposals to tnis effect
have already been advance?, and we hops they will receive the serious ettentiion
they deserve. The "detziled views" submitied by the United Svates do now elaborate
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 confrcnted since the start of the 1563 session and which
have so far prevented it from building upon the resultz of the fruitful activity of
the Working Group on Chemical Weapons. I delcgation deeply regretis the absence of a
report by the previous Chairman of the Working Group on the result of his
consultations with exverts. The obstacles raised %' z group of delegations deprivec
the Committee, for instance, of the possitility of consolidating the progress madc
bty the contact group led by the distinguished Egyptian expert, Generzl Ezz. The
inability of *he Cormittee to agree on an agenda and programme of work for 1%s
1953 session also adversely affects the continuation of work on the elaboration of
a convention on chemical wezpons, since the intransigent attitude of some
delegations has so far prevented the re—estadvlishkment of worizing groups and agreenment
on their chairmanships. The consequence of the procedural obstacles raised is the
unjustifiable and counterproductive delay in the resumptiorn of the activities of the
Working Group on Chemical W.apens, which might otherwise have already starved ite
work on the basis of existing proposals, thus taking advantage of <he political will
to achieve a convention. I delegaticn fails to understand the metiviations of this
attitude, especizlly since the delegatiorns concewned profes: their aciive interest
in the speedy conclusion of a convention. Wec are confident "that under your guidance
Mr. Chairman, the procedural deadlocik can be quickly broken sc that work on a draft
convention mey stari very soon.
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I should now like to dvell on some aspects of the problem of the prohibition
of chemical weapons. We shall, of course, study the proposals put forward today
by Mr. Hurd, the representative of the United Kingdom, in connection with the

prohibition of chemical weapons. I should, however, like to mak< one observation
immediately. We note the fact that the United Kingdom is ready to proceed to
negotiations on the conclusion of auconvention on the prohibition of chemical weapons.
The United Kingdom delegation linked this readiness on its part with the statement

of Vice-President Bush of the United States. In thzt connecticn, I should like

to draw attention to the fact that the socialist countries, and in particular the
Soviet Union, together with many non-aligned Siates, have long been urging the
Committee on Disarmament to move on from general discussions on the guestion of
chemical weapons to real and serious negotiations on the drafting of the text of

a convention.

At a2 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
non-aligned and neutral States for the inclusion in the future convention of 2
provision prohibiting the use of chemical weapons. The Soviet Government was guided
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 cauzed the greatest divergence of views in
the sphere of the definition of the scope of the prohibition in the future
convention. We have listened to the comments on our proposzl, which have on the
whole been positive; we have also taken note of the statement made by the French
delegation at our last plenary meeting, and we sizll be ready to —evert s this
cues<icnat o later meetingz of the Committee.

‘The Soviet delegation today intends zlso to touch upon a number of other
questions, with a view to facilitating the search for mutuzlly acceptable solutions
on a number of important provisions of the future convention on the prohibition
of chemical weapons.

One of these questions has already bzen raised recently in a statement by
Ambassador Herder, the representative of the German Democratic Republic. He spoke
about -:¢ "serious additional problems" which zrise in connection with tne
technological breakthrough in the field of chemiczl weapons =-- the appearance of
binary types of such weapons. These probtlems are of different kinds. We shall
touch upon one of them, which consists in the following. The introduction of
binary weapons could siznificantly underzine the tasic principle of the future
convention in the course of its implementation -- the principle of the vmdipinished
security of all sides. The delegation of the Cermar: Democratic Republic proposed
the following solution to the problem: the inclusion in the convention of a provision
whereby the States parties, durinz the first year of its implementation, shall
declare the location of plants producing binary chemical weapons, and shall, during
the first two years of the implementation of the convention eliminate these plants.

While supporting this proposzl, we would like to express our point of view
on it.

There is every reason to describe the existing situation with chemical weapons
as such that some States possess only unitary types of such weapons anc the capacities
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 conseguently are capable of creating in the future stockpiles of
such weapons. This puts future parties to the convention in an unequal situation,
allowing some of them to maintain the material basis for circumventing their
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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,

new stockpilec of binary chemical weapons than of the traditional typec of such
weapons. Binary weapons need nét necessarily be produced at specialized military
facilities; they can, besides, be manufactured unnoticed since the produccion
process for binary weapon components does nct inclucde several particularly dangerous’
stages which are difficult to conceal, in contrast to the production of unitary
chemical weapons.

As we understand it, this is the essence of the German Democratic Republic
proposal aimed at a certain equalization of the positicns of the future parties
to the convention through the introduction of a special, very strict regime for
the prohibition of binary weapons. As we see it, such a proposal does not create
any significant difficulties for future parties to the convention. It assumes,
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 compcnents with commercial firms, then, after
the convention has entered into force it should, as a2 mztter of priority, declare
the location of these facilities, and their capacity and then eliminate these
facilities. Naturally, this propcsal 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 37/98 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 stockriles 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
the phosphorus atom. We believe that this proposal would eliminate the material
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, GB, GD,

GF, VX, both in industrial conditions and in binary systems. Since they are not
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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capable of producing chemical weapons. Detection of the fact of the production of
organophosphorus compounds centaining the methylphosphorus linok in the commercial
industry would constitute proocf of the violation of the relevant provision of the
convention. = -

The guestion of the undiminished security of all sides has other .aspects. The
military capability of Statec possessing chemical weapons of course comprises not only
chemical weapons but also other tyres of weapons. It is improbable that even two
States could possess coopletely identical components of their capabilities, including
also the ghemical components, from the point of view of their qualitative and
quantitative parameters. Finally, it is difficult to imagine that the States which .
will have to elirminzte stockpiles of chemical weapons' would elaborate, if there is no
previocusly agreed order, even approximately similar plans for the destruction or
reorientation of these stockpiles according to such indicatorsas, for example,
uniformity, dates, rates of destruction of various categories of chemicals, etc. And
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 then confidance that the convention is
effective and that they should not postpone the destructicn of stockpiles to the
last moment.

Taking all these factors into account, the Soviet delezztion proposes the working
out of an order for the destruction of stockpiles of cheziczl weapons which 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 conventicn. MNaturzlly, after the conventiorn enters into force, taking
into account the specific quantities and parameters of the stockpiles of chemiczl
weapons declared by the States parties, these .provisions should be spelled out in
greater gdetizil.

In conclusion, I should like to say a few words about organizationzl matters.
Ths Soviet delegation, like the delegation of Brazil, is concerned at the stagnation
which has overtaken the work of the Committee, and it appeals tc those delegations
which have prevented the resumption of negzotiations on the prohibition of chemical
weavons durinz the past several weeks to agree to the proposals that have been made, .
offering a way out of the present situation. Twice last week Ambassador Herder of
the German Democratic FRepublic, 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 perait the immediate
resurption of the work of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons. We hope and
we are even convinced that the efforts of the group of socizlist States will have
positive results and that all the formal obstacles that existed earlier, and whiech
of course were not created by the group of socialist countries, will be remcved, and
that the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons will be acle 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. The Soviet delegation has already had z number of bilateral meetings
and others are envisaged in the very near future. We confirm our readiness to display
any form of co-operation with delegations in the Committee which will allow the
spesdiest possible progress in the negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons.
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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 problem 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. Ue 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.

Cveryone in the Committee agrees that the Working Croup on Chemical.Weaoons is
deing very important work and that we mignt b= able to accomplish somethlng.very
meaningful if we do not waste time on non-existent proodlems. Jur croposal is,
therefora: let us have the chemical weapons working group with Ambassador McPhail
as Chairman a2nd with the existing mandate and gat to work.
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How 1s the work in the Committee on agreements proceeding at the present time?
Let us take the convention on the prohibition and elimination of chemical weapons.
I think everyone will agree that a great dez1l of work has been done on this subject.
In the summer of last year the Soviet Union put before the Committee for its J
consideration the basic provisions of a convention on the prohibition of the
development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their destruction.
On the basis of that document and the constructive contributions to the drafting of a
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.

This year the Soviet Union, in response to the wishes of many non-aligned
States, made another contribution to the goal we are all seeking Dy agreeing that,
without prejudice to the Geneva Protocol of 1925, the convention should also provide
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 ban". We are still studying this document, which contains both
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
drafting of the convention. It would seem that we ought to arrange our work in
such a way as to try 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 "3 fruitless exercise"
to draft treaty texts on those issues on which it would De possible now to agree on
actual forms of wording. It considers that this would be merely a "diversion of

(Cont'd)
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ef{prt", and that all that we should do herc is to continue discussing the details of
verification, although we have not yet defined and formulated the basic obligations
of States under the conventicn (CD/PV.191).

There is only one'conciusion to be drawn from this: it is that those who make such

demands 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 futile discussions
on various technical aspects. We see no other way of viewing such "innovationzs"
in the practicc of conducting negotiations as the proposal that wc should build the
house not from the foundation but from the roof .

We sometimes come up azainst other methods of hampering the attainment of
agreerment on questions tnat are ripe for settlcaent. Let us take the matter of
the prohibition of radiological weapeons. As long ago a3 in 1979 a proposal was
put before thec Committee for the basic provisions of zn appropriate international
treaty which had becn agreed on by a number of delegations, and [{urthermorsa those
delegations exprsssed their readiness to take account in 2 constructive spirit of
the wishes of other members of the Committec. It mignt have been expected that
a draft international acreement would very quickly have been prepared in order to
prevent the appearance of an cxtremely dangerous new tyre of weapor of mass
destruction.

However, the scttloment of this guestion was fatally linked with that of
another question no less important but not directly connected with the problen
of radiological weapons -~ the gquestion of the prevention of military attacks
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 indecpendently of each
other? Who benefited from this linking? The course proposed radically contradicts
all past practice in the conduct of negotiations on arms limitation and disarmament
questions. This practice long ago rejectad the tall or nothing" approach. We
urge that the Committee should be given th2 opportunity of scttling bothn questions
without delay.

We are likewise preoccupied by the fact that virtually every year the
Committce 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 1581 put forward its proposals concerning
ways of regulating thc settlement of organizational questions in the Committeec on
Disarmament f{document CD/20T). Unfortunately those nroposals, many of waich
have not only not lost their relzvancc but have in fact become cven more urgent,
have not been. the subject cf any practical discussicns in the Committec. At
the same time, the situation calls for ncwer 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 bafore the date of the formal opening of the session here
in Czneva. This, we believe, might create more favourable conditions for seeking
mutually acceptable solutions on organizational questions.

Of course, during the course of the session itself, State membars 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 negzotiations 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 secref that the drafting of reports at times takes up the greater part
of thc time available o the Committee. It scems to us that in this matter too
it would be possible to introduce greater order and in tnis 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.

We cannot but express our concern, in this connection, at the fact that
there have racaently been casecs where certain delegations, by insisting either
on the inclusion in such reports of matters of littls 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 zttempts, and the lack of
flexidbility of thosec who made them, also in the end led to toe failure to draft
this report. Tnis can only be regretted, as also the statements in this
connection of certain delecations at plenary meetings of the Committec. lie
hope that those concerned will draw the aporopriate conclusions from this whole
sorry affair.
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My interventior today will be devoted to one of the most important gquestions
before our Committee: chemical weapons. Needless to say, the delegation of Poland
ettaches great importance tc this pricrity item on our negotiating lable and will,
as has been the case so far, spare no effortc in trying to contribute to finding
satisfactory solutions to very many unrssclved questions, We deeply deplcre the fact
thet although one and a half mcnths of thic seesion have already elapsed, which
in this connecticn means lost, the Ad Ho- Working Group cn Chemical Weapons has not
been re—estzbliched znd has fziled to initiate the activities provided for in its
mandate. :

Our anxiety is all the most justifiecd zs the good pace of work which
characterized this Working Group in the past has thus been stopped anc the
momentum which it gained at the end of the 1982 session and in January 1985 is being
lost. Lacking the negotiating bedy, we are not in a2 position to make use of &
nuzber of dscumentz which constitutc a rezl, good basis for the comsolidaticn of the
results already achieved, ac well as for reaching out tc new ones. Among these
documents, mention should be made of the "Basic provisions of a convention" (CD/294)
presented last year by the Sovist Tnion. The reports on the activities of ths
VWorking Grougp (CD[BBA and CD/342) and the views of the Cheirmen of the Working Group
on its 1982 sessiosn (33/333), constitute a colléctive effort of all delegotions.
This year, detailed¢ views on the centents of 2 chemiczl weapons ban werc presented
by the delegztion of the United States (CD/343). The USSR delegatior announce: in
the statement by the distinguishei Ambassador Iscrzelyar cn 22 February its
agreement tc the inclucion in the future convention cof a2 provision prohiditing the
use of chemical weapons. lMos® recently, the USSR hac proposed the giving up of
the production of organophosphorus compounds containing the C-P bon¢ with <he
methyl group, while the dclegation ¢f the German Democratic Republic has submitted
specific proposzls or barning binary weapons. Tre delegaticn of the United Xingdor,
for its part, hac proposed deiailed procedures concerning the "verification of
non-production of chemical weapons". Many other delegations, through their
interventions in plenary, hzve zlco coniributed to the common effort in this respeci.

In other words, we are of the opinion thet, vrovided the possibilities for;
negotiations exist, further, real progrecse can be achieved ir oquite & number cof
important issues., This relates, to a high degree, to the scope of prohibition. But
it may alsc facilitate the initiation cf a debate on other problems, on whick we
have not so far been eble 1o achieve & convergence of views, that is, on
verificaticr. procedures. As is well known, there exicts = general eagreement that
cn-site ipcpections will constitute, under determined and agreed situatione, &
permanent feature of the intermzticnal verification system., My cdelegation wouid like

-
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tc emphasize, however, in thie comnection, that if some delegztions contimue tc
insist on discussing the verificaticn procedures only, as if other guestions were
slready sclved, we shall nci be eble, for a long time yel, to elaborate the éreft
convention. Ir other worcs, in the negciiztions we are speaking about, there ic not
enly one ané unigue protlen — I-ternailonzl verificaliorn procedures — which should
receive sericus treatment. There are clsc other proposzls concerning verificaiiom
procedures whicr shouid be treated egually sericucly. I 2m sure thet only with thirs
approach can more propiticuc conpditions be cresaiel for gecing speedily ahecd.

Seconcly, =¥ delegatior bas alweys been of the view, and I am ready %o repe=t
it ag=in, that it ic Lhige tizs tc sitart the ércfiing procecs. Qtherwise, we shzal
become invelved again in 2 gonerzl discussicn around any given problen. But for
the time beinz, as I said earlier, cur =ost irpurtant tesk is tc re-esiablish anc
set tc work the ¥orking Grour or Chemical Weapons, ic ensure the meximum numder
of its meetings ard, 1f neel be, o crganize comiact groups with the assistance
of interpreters.

While spesking about ihe fuvouradle climeis for the activitiec of the
Woricing Group I carnot help teking up the cuestion of the Chzirman's consultations
with éelegations on technicazl issues which were helid for three weeks last Januaxy
and February.

The delegations cof sccialist couniries, like meny cothers, actively
participated in cocmculiziions, according o the zgreed schecule, on:

Tke precurscrs of the tcxic chemicels;
Verificaticn of the éestrusiicn of exicting stocks of chemiczl weapons, and

Verification of the deziructior of facilities producing chemical weapons
(other techrmizal issuss)

The work wes carried ocul iz =z comstruct irit ané cuite good resulis were
2t hané. Eowever, tne motives advanced by so clegztions, wiin nc direct relevance
to the comsultztions, wen® beyoni ikhe sud f the éiscussel problems and even
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beyond the éiscussicn or the summary cf the reculie of the consulizticns on

verificztion. This fzci was notec with perticularly Zeer regret by my delegaiionm,
which headed these constliations. Let me ciate thet the Polich cdelegation spared nc
effort, informally, to terminzte successfully thss=e ccnsultations cn tecnnical iscues.,
g f the fact that the final report wac
”

Ky delegatiorn is cf the opinion thzt In
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not adopted, the time devoiel tc these corsultations has not been wasied andé the
results of the éiscuscions have not teen lost, They could be appropriately taren
aGvantage of in thc work of the Working Groug.

¥y delegztion, like many coiners, riously concerned 2bout the complex
problem of ensuring an effec : ‘nary weapens, Tast is why we fully
support the propeszl cf the dirtinguiched Ambassalcer Iserzelyzn submitted éuring the
lzet plemary meeting on = po H by the Stztes parties to the future
convention nct +to producc = s horus chemicals contzining the C-F bend
with the methyl group. Taic proposzl wowd in frot facilitzte control of the
pon-proéuction of the mort toxic chemicals, FHorecver, in our view, it falls

perfectly well within the concept of ‘he scope of the prohibiticn which cther
T T P
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delegations would alsc like to see adopted. We have listened as well to the
USSR proposal cn the elaboration and inclusion in & futurc convention of a
time-table for the destruction of chemical weapons stocks which would not enable
any party to the conventicn to gein a unilaterzl military superiority during any
stage cf the destruction of such stocks ir. the proposed lU-year perioc,

In concluding my statement toaay, lct me quote 2 short paseage from
resolution 37/98 B. In paragrapk 3 of that recclution, the General Assembly
"Urges the Committee on Disarmament, as 2o matter of high pricrity, to intencify,
during its session in 1963, the elaboration of such 2 convertion, taking intec
account all existing prcposcls ané future initiatives with a vievw toc enabling the
Committee tc achieve agreement zt the e2rliest date, and tc re-establish its
Ad Boc Working Grour on Chemical Weapons for this purpose".

The paragraph I have quoted contains a very clear appeal to our Committee.
It is high time for us to etart implementing it. Any further delay in the
re-establishment of the Group and ite activities ie inadmissible.
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I vast also to comment on the remarks by Ambassador Issraelyan, concerning the
work of this Committee. Let me say from the outset that there is one peint 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. Agsin, let us not be fooled by double talk.

The work of this Committee has been brought to a standstill by a series of
manoeuvres designed to accomplish just that purpose: it began with the blocking of
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 lenger live up to previous agreements on chairmanships, and a position, which
my delegation finds bizarre, that the mandate of one working group must have a new
mandate, when it hasn't even begun work under the old one. The Committee has had
problems on the participation of non-members, and who knows what new problems will
be raised?

Well, vhere is this going to end? My delegation makes no claim to
clairvoyance —— we don't know but we are deeply concerned. In his opening statement,
Ambassador Issraelyan called our Committee a "cemetery of disarmament”. That
statement concerned me at the time. In the light of the events of the ensuing
several weeks and his remarks here today, one can only wonder whether what we heard
that day in Pebruary was not intended to be a gelf-fulfilling prophecy.

Let me be frank. In the four years since this Committee was formed, we have
come to expect polemics and rhetoric as part of the normal course of business. But
underlying this surface turmoil, there has been a solid desire by all to do the
patient and time-consuming work of disarmament. We could be close to agreement on
a radiclogical weapons treaty; we have made progress toward a chemical weapons
convention, and progress has been made in other areas. Todzay, however, we see our
work stalled by a series of procedural manoeuvres and artificial linkages, and the
presentation of irreductible positions which seem to be based more on a desire to
make a theological point than a concrete desire to get on with the work of this
Committee.
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Following Vice~President Bush's initiative in the Committee, I had the pleasurc
of introducing on 10 February thc United Statec' detailed vicews on the contents of a
chemical wcanons ban (document CD/343). T arm pleased to note ithat since that timc
othurs have also made contributions to the Committ:.:'s efforts tc achizve an
cffeetive ban on chemical weapons., The working paper, document CD/350, on the
technical aspects of a convention on chemical weapons, introduced by Spain on
28 February, is a uscful and thoughtful effort, and mv dclegation is careflully

studyinc it. The working pepcer, documcnt CD/35., submitted last week by the delegation

of the United Kingdom, on verification of non-pioduction of chemical weapons, is also
an important contribution and adds 2 great deal to our knowledge and undsrstanding of
the critical aspect of effective verification of a chiomical weapons convention.

My delegation is alsc gratified that many del:gotions == indeed, virtually all
who have spoken at this scssion -- attach great importancc to this body's efforts
to negotiate a2 chemical weapons ban. Thiz is a priority task which we all share.
Howcver, as I said on Tucsday last, w. are greatly concerned that the chemical
weapons Working Group and, indced, othzr working groups, have not bcen allowed to
begin their important work. We are hopzful that delcgations will sec their way
clear te allow work to begin without furthor unnecessary prccedural dclays.

Since thc introduction of our paper, many cdclegations have accepted our invitation
to detailed briifingc and open discussicns regarding our views. These exchanges have
been valuable to uz and, we hopc, te the othicrs who h:ve participated in them. We
look forward to the continuation of this frank and frce exchange of views and ideas
in further group scssions and, of cours:, within thce Working Group when it resumes
its work. We belicve that only throurh a complete understanding of the details and
undcerlying principles inherent in our respective positions on the issucs can true
progress be achieved.

(Cont'd)
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In this regard my delegation has notud statcments by many delegations which
reflect both an understanding and an acccptance of the need for effective
international verification of a chemical weapons ban. The United States believes
that timcly agreement on the clementc of a verification regimc is necessary in order
to realizc progress on clements of the ovier-all convention. Vice-President Bush
said during his appearance beforc this Committe: on 4 February: "The key to an
effective convention -- onc that could eliminate the possibility of chemical warfare
for cver -- is thc firm assurance of compliance through effective verification".
He furthcr pointed out what we all know -- the key outstanding issues impeding agreement
on a chemical weapons barn are those partaining 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 16 March, made several points and
offercd proposals relative to the potential for evasion of obligations under a
chemical wezpons ban. These proposals were set in the context of what was
characterized as the principle of unciminished sccurity of any party. It was proposed
that the location of onc type of chcmical 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 madc by thc 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 rclative to closurc ascertained
until some time later, but within 10 years after the Convcntion 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
longer period of time. This outcome is not consistent with the principle of
undiminished sscurity.

The United States shares the belief that the Convention should not result in
undirinished security or unequal obligations for any party. Indecd, the principle
of undiminished sccurity is one of the pillars of any effective arms control agreement.
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 dunl-purpose facilities designcd 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 thc Consultative Committec to pose 2 particular
risk. These chemicals would include 211 key precursor chemicals potentially useful
for all types of chemical weaponc, including binary weapons.
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We have also stated our viiw that all activity, except that required for closure
at 211 chemical wcapons production and filling facilitics, be immediatily ceascd upon
the entry into force of th: Convention; that_nllsuch fzcilitics be closcd accordine
to agreed procedurcs which rendcr the facilities inopcrative; that 21l parties
permit systematic international on-sitce inspection of wach such facility promptly
after declaration and, subsequently, at agreed intervals until tne facility is
destroywed; that parties permit the: monitoring of 21! facilities by armrecd
appropriatc types of sensors inctalled a2t the facility, andé that zl] such facilities
be dastroy:d by razing them, employing agrecd proccedurcs which permit systematic
intcrnational on-site verification, and accordinc to 1n agreed schedulc.

It is obvious that our own vicws take fully into account the concerns
cxpressced and, if adoptud, would preclude any possibility of cvasion such as was
envisaged by the distinguished represcentatives of the German Democratic Rcpublic and
the Sovict Union. Indead, our vicws arc designed to prevent any continuation of
production of 21l types of chcmical weapons at production aznd filling facilities by
all partics to the Convention regardless of the technical nature, design or
fabrication of such facilitics or the type of chcomical munition produced.

Concerns hav: also becn raised rugarding the bossibility of evasion of thc
Convention through covert production of dangerou:s chicmic2ls for tho ultimate crecation
of chemical weapons at commercial or non-military facilitics. ke share thesc
concerns, which have becn cxpressed by many others as well. The group of
chemical weapons tcchnical coxperts and the Working Group have spent 2 great dcal of
time on this particular issue, and we bolicve 2 solution is at hand that docs not
prcsent unreasonable demands on commercizl chemiczl industries or otherwisc put in
jeopardy the production of thosc legitimnte chemicals or synthetie substances on
which so much of ocur basic existencc depends.

The proposal of the Germzn Democratic Republic and the Union of Sovict Socialist
Republics for the banning of all production of zll muthyl-phosphorus bond compounds,
regardless of any future, potential peaceful benefit to mankind, scems to my
delesation to be unnecessary and, morc importantly, would provide only = partial

solution to the problen. There are many othor chemiczls which have similar potential

importance not only far supcrteoxic compounds uscful for chemical weapons purposes but
alsc for incapacitznts 2s well. To ban only one of them and not placc controls on
the others would in reality lessen the degrzc of protection which all parties

require agrinst possiblc covert cihemical weapons production at commercial facilities.
Th: United Kingdom working paper, document CD/353, prusentcd just last week, contains
clements of a better approach, which closcs this loophole, and seems to effur 2

souncd npproach for dealing with this acpect of the verification problem. The

Unit.d Kingdom papcr suggests that 211 commercizl foeiliticc producing any of a
listed group of chemicals havinz potential for chemical wezpons purposes would have
to be declared and made subject to an agricd mandatory international inspection
regimc to onsurc that thoy arc not being uscd for the production of chemical weapons.
The components of such a verification regine could wasily be designed so as not to

be unnecessarily intrusive but still provide the nccessary degroe of assurance to

all parties that such chemicals are not being divertud for the fabrieation of any
type of prohibited chemica) weapon.
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Another point which I will address today rolates to the concern expressed
with regard to the destruction of stocks of chemic2l wcapons undcr the Convention.
It has becn rightly pointocé out that if onc party purpoccly dilays the destruction
of its chemic=l weapons stocks until the latter part of thoe period allowad for
destruction, while another party commenccs the destruction of its stocks immediztely
after the Convontion unters into forc., a unilatspal military advantage can bo
lcgelly gained undcr the Convoention. I+ has a2lso bocn pointed out in this respect
that partics may nnve diffcrent chemical weapons czpabilitiec -- components as
well a5 totzl stocks -- in being 2t the tim: tho Convention enters into force.
This is 2 lugitinztc conccrn. %e welecome Sovizt acceptancc of our suggestion that
proccdures must be werked out durinc nogotiations in tho Committe:: on Disarmament
with rogard to the timing and ratcs of destruction of chemical weapons stocks on 2n
agreed basis. Spacificz1ly, w- bclicve that an zrrengement for cffective and
verifiable reductions of ch.mical weapons stocks to cgual levels between parties,
or groups of pzrties, in the early phasz of the dcstruction period is nzcesszry to
ensurc the mutual security of all parties. We look forwzrd to further discussion
on this and othcor aspects of tinis most important issue.

In conclusicn, 1zt mc say that =y dclegation considers the flexibility indicated
by the Soviet Union delegation on the inclusion of @ bzn on the use of chemicals
prohibiteco by the Convention as a constructive development. Wic welcome the Sovict
statement that oporoprizte, effective verification procccures rzgaraing alleged

sc¢c should bc provided. Ui arc carefully =~ssessing thoe leezl implications of a
n2w ban on use. It is essontial t5 cnsure, howevers taat tho 1925 Geneva Protocol
remains fully cffective. In this eontoxt, the developmaent by United Kztions
experts of morc cffewctive proccdurzs for investigz=ting alleged chemical weapons
use, in response to Generzl Asscmbly resolution 37/92 D, is particularly important
as 2 complumint to the Committe-'s worl: on a cazmical weapens odan and te providce a
mechanism for dezling with this proolos until that agreement comes into effect.
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”f' TELLALGY (Bulgzriz): Mr. Chairman, today the delegation cf the People's
Republic of Bulgariz would like to take the floor also on thc aqucstion of the

prohibition of chemical weapons -- » gquestien whosc importance and urgency need hardly

bc further supported with z2rguments. azt weck, in the presence of over half tho
dcleg-tions to this Committer, Professor Ton Zuc Lang of the Mediczl Faculty of the
Hanoi Vict Duc Hospital chowcd uz with irrefutable scientific date the horrifying
conscquences for the land and thoe populzation of Viet Nam zc 2 rcsult of the usc of
chemicnl agents for milit=ry purpes:s.

For two decades now thoe tas!: of bonning chemical wcapons has boen heolding a
particulzrly import=ant plac:s ir thc pclicy of th: socicliist countrics. The Praguc
Duclar~tion of January 1923 of th- St-~tec portics to the Warsaw Tre~ty paye special
attintion to the necd for the sccolerated cl-bortion of - convention on thc
orohibition of chemic~l weapon:.
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In conncction with the work donc by the Committec on the question of the
prohibition of chcmical weapons, my delegation would like to point out that the
Ad Hoc Working Group, undcr the able chmirmanship of Ambassador B. Sujka of the
P.ople's Republic of Poland, 2nd its subsidizry contact groups, hcadcd by
Mr. T. Mclese~nu of Romani~, Dr. J. Lundin of Sweden, Mr. T. Altaf of Pakistnn,
Mr. S. Duarte of Brazil, Mr. G. Skinner of Canad:, Mr. R. Stccle of Australi~,
Dr. ¥. Thicliclk: of the G:rman Democratic Ropublic and Miss N. Nascimbene cf
Ariontinz, di¢ o considerable a2mount of work in 19Cc and at th. bueginning of this
yEop., On some issues the groups reached the stage of drafting texts ané craated
the basis for further prosresss in our work on the prohibition of chemicol weapons.
M~ny represent-tiv.c of various other dilegntions took an active and fruitful part
in the work of thc groups and thus helped the Chairman and the co-ordinators.
To single out any on¢ of them would be rather out of place and indelicatc in regard
to other 2ctive participants in the negotinting process, z2nd to make the adoption
of the progress recport on the technicnl consultations dependent upon = selective
m2ntioning of participants, as somc have suggested, is simoly inadmiscible. The
negotintions for prohibiting chemical we=pons are not to be made 2 scene¢ for
political ploy which has ncthing in common with thc substantive tzsks cof such
negotiations.

Wwithin the framevork of the consultations of the Group's Chairman with
tachnic2l experts, a number of important issucs were co-ordinated. This refers,
among other things, to the working out of criteria for identifying "important”
or "kecy" precursors. The work on this issue should be completed. Progress wacs
also achieved on the issues of verification.

The proposals submitted recsntly by ~ number of delegations represent a new
and important stagc on the way to the elaboration of = convention. My delegation
is in the process of studying these proposals with the utmost attention. We
shall do the same with respect to the clarification just made by our distinguished
colleague from the United Statcs. The position of tne USSR on thz inclusion of
the use of chemiczl weapons in the scope of a chemical wezpons ban and the ideas of
the Sovict delegation contained in its statement of 10 March are of particular
importance for activating the negotiations. As can cosily be seen, bearing in
mind thc significant arguments in the Soviet statement, there arc 2 nurnber of
problems of immediate importance for the sccurity of States which should find
their solution in the text of a future convention in good tims.

As far as the problems of vzrification are econcerned, it is now obvious,
judging from the: statements of many delegations, that thcy are not --as asserted by
some Western dolegations -- "the real obstacles. to 2 convention™.
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The actual obstaczle to 2 convention is above all the one-sided and
unconstructive approach some delegations zpply -—- in regard both to the organizational
issucs 2nd the issues of substancce..

Now I would like te state in morc concrete terms the views of the Bulgarian
delugotion on somc specific issucs.

The protlem of including ™use™ in th. scopc of the prohibition has boen
occupnyins our attintion from the very buginning. As ic wcll knowr, different
argumcnits have becen adduccd both by thost who zrz in favour of tii. inclusion of
use as well as by those whe arc against it. t is sot our intcntion to recall
thise z2rgumsats now. But it would bc only fair to sav that most of the arguments,
regirdless whether they have been uscd for or zg2inst inclusion are ceogent and
weighty. This has created 2 serious dilemma which has to be solved if we are to
move forward. It ic in this light that the importance of the step recently
announced by the Sovict delegation should be viewed.

The new Soviet stup, which has thc support of th~ socialist countries, is
designed to opzn th: wny for roaching consensus on the scopc of the prohibition
of chcmical weapons. Tnis is in itsclf -~ szrious contribution. But apart from
this, the inclusion- of ™usc®™ in the prornibition promiszs certain important
advantages which descrve specizl attention.

One inportznt advantage has to do with security considerations during the
period of tho climination of stocks and facilities.

We believe that the prohibition of usc in the future convontion should be
formuliat-d in clcar turms. For this reason, whil: it is to be walcomed that in
documcnt CD/343, submitted by the United Statzc delegation, "usc"™ has been
accepted in prineiplc 2s onc of the componcnts of the prohibition, at the sam: timc
the torms cmployed suzgast certain important qu-lifications. It has rightly becen
pointed out that the banning of only such uses =s arc not already prohibited by
the 1925 Geneva Protocsl could certainly bring about confusion and controverey.

A= has alrzady bcon pointed cut, the clear definition of the scope of the
prohibition in thc future convention is esscntial. With the conclusion of such
2 convention it must bc cnsurad that thore may not be two different regimes of
non-usc of chcmical wezpon=.

The great denl of ._xperienci gzined in the working and contact groups, as
well ns the various proposals mad. by 2 number of dclezations, mcke possible the
comm-ncement of a drafting proccss on certain pz=rts of the text of a futurc
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convention, such as the preamble, the provisions regardint the scope of the
prohibition and the concluding provisions. Ve can hardly agree with the stand
taken by one dilegntion that the drafting of the actucl convention must bc
conditionz:d upon thw negotiatiun of “azr acceptabl. verificaticn and complicnca
framcwork™. In vicw of the interdependency of th» diffir:nt parte of the
convention, th- proper method would be to claborat and ecs-ordinate all the main
sections of the cenvention in pzrallcl.

Bearine in mind Lho views expresscd by the duloegztion of the USSR on thu
questior of sceurity, thc Bulgarian delogrtion would l1like to draw the attention
of the Committuc te ccrtain additional aspecto. Document CD/343 on th: onc hand
allows for tnec production by =~ny porty of supertoxic lethal chemicnls for
protectiv.: puirposes in Huant;tlcs of up to onc metric ton, and on ths other hand
it restricts the transfer to ancthar party of such substances and for the same
purposes to only 100 grammes annually. With very good rzason on: may ask: will
not such an arrangzement in practice sncourzge an lnC“dan in the number of the
Statce producers of supertoxic l:thzl chemicals? ° Faced with the alternative --
2ither to have 100 grammes annually or to produce any other quantity up to onc
metric ton, = number of Statisc will prub:bly choosc thc szcond poscibility in
conformity with thnoeir sccurity neods The conceoucnccs of this could be batter
perceived within a rcgioncl sccurity contcxv, particularly in situations wherc
some countrics may noi adherc to tho convention and therciby remain unaffacted by
its limitatiouns.

We are not azainst n restrictcd trancfer of supertoxic chemicals but the
provision should bc formulatud in such o way that the sceurity interests of.all
States particz should be takzn into account.

The problems of the producticw of supcertexic icth-l chemicals after the entry
intc forcc of th. convention 2132 plve the question of th: ¢ventual introduction
of crituriz specifying in what quantity such chimicals may be produced. The
corract answer tc this question will be moct possibiy feynd in connection with
the considurations regording pcaceful chemical-technological activities.

We would like to struess once ~eain that thb ecorreet ancd mutually acceptablu
solution of the problum of verificaticr ean be - found only on the bacis of combining
and supplementing with <-ch othur 211 known typcs of verification: national
legislation, national tochnic:l mesns and intcernational wverification on the basis
of motivated chzallenge and on & uystematic basis. I.. this conncction the
corresponding swctiovn of document CD/343 s:ems te us to be rather far from the best
propesals on this issuc tabled in tha Committcoc. The role of national means of
verification is diminishcd practically to nil in this documcnt. This hardly hclps

——
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to advance thc negotiations but rather holds them back and represents a retreat
from the stated positions of other Western countries containcd in their documents
and formal proposals. We would hope that this ic not the last word of thc
United States delegation on this issuc.

hs T said ecrlier, at this stage my delegation would like to confinc itself to
only somec comments. We are prepared to enter into meore substantive negotiations
within a working group as soon as possible. Under the circumstances the
consultations between delegztions have a particular importance for the prospect
of bridrging thecir differences on specific issues of a convention. The Bulgarian
dclegation welcomes tho fact that bilateral consultitions between differcent
delegations arc going on. It is our belief tnat this will greatly help the progress
of the ncgotiations in thc futurc working group and in the Committee itself.

It is high time for the Committce to solvc the questions related to the
re-establisnment of thz chemical weczpons Working Group. It is to be regretted
that the temporary solution for tne chairmanship of the Wworking Group on
Chemical Weapons proposed by the delegation of the German Democratic Republic on
behalf of thec socialist group, which included four or five alternatives, was rejected
by the Western group and thus precious time for negotiations was lost. These
proposals are still vzlid.

The only possiblc way of resolving the present deadlock is through the
displayingz of a2 constructive attitude by all delegations, recognizing the interests
of the different groups and delegations in ths context of the whole range of
procedural questions at this ycar's session. Such 2n attitudc has been displaycd
by thc countries of thc Group of 21 whosc proposals with regard to the resumption
of the work of the working groups are currently under active consideration and offer
a pronising alternativc.

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

A comprehensive test ban, under the chairmanship of 2 represcntative from the
socialist group;

Radiologic2l weapons, under thc chairmanship of 2 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 te start without any further delay. In practical terms this means
that thc work of the groups can start as from next week.

The socialist countries strongly believe that our position will create no
difficultics whatsoever and expcct that the Chairman of thc Committee and the
co-ordinatorz of the different groups will be able tc finalize thesc organizational
issucs promptly.
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Perm:t me to make a few comments on an important issue before the Committee:
I have in mind the questior. of chemiczl weapons. The pronibition of the
development, oroduction and stockpiling of chemical weapons nas been a major
concern of the Committee since its inceptlion. Vv celegztion welcomes the various
proposzls orn = caexzical weapans convention that have been presentec to the Committee--
and considers them z useful basis for-negotiation.

in tne view cof ry deiegation, a future convention should contain provisions
2imed at a comprehensive bzn on chemical weapons. There should be trovisions
for both national as well as international means of veriiicztion bul grealer
ermphasis should be placed on international meanc. The Ac Poc Working Group
on Chemical Weapons heid a number of contact grcup meetings in January.
Consultztions on technigczl issues were zlso h2ld and experts tcolt part in them.
It is our belief that the results cf the contact group meetings 2s contained in
the report of the Ad Hoc Woriiing Group (document CD/342) should be translated
into action.
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(Mr. Ijewere, Nigeria)

Permit me to make a few comment3 on an importart issue before the Committee:
I have in mind the question of chemical weapons. The pronibition of the
development, productior and stockpiling of chemical weapons has been a major
concern of the Committee since its inception. My delegation welcomes the various
proposals on 3 cinemical weapons convention that have been presented to the-Committee-
and considers them a useful basis -for-negotiation.

in the view of my delegation, a future convention should centain provisions
aimed atl a comprehensive ban on chemical veapons., There should be rrovisions
for both national as well as international means of verification but greater
emphasis should be placed on international means. The A¢ Hoc Working Group
on Chemical Weapons held a number of contact grcup meetings in Jaauary.
Consultations on technical issues were zlso held and experts tcol: part in them.
It is our belief that the results of the contact group neetings as'contained in

the report of the Ad Hoc Working Group (document CD/342) should be translated
into action.
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I shall devote my statement icday %o the subject of the pronibiticn of chemical
weapons.

More than six weeks ago, when we initiated our work for %his new session of the
Committec on Disarmament, it seemed <o me that at least general agreement prevailed
among us. I thirk I am right in summarizing the elements of tha* agreements as
followss -

First, the question of the prohibition of chemical weapons is the one offering
the most promising prospects for the Committee on Disarmament this yeaT;

Secondly, the conditions for fruitful negotiations now exist;

lastly, all the necessaxy resources must be devoted io those negretiations.

I do not intend now to go into the procedural reasons why, in spite of that
broad convergence of views, the Cormittee on Disarmemen® has since then been totally

incapable of resuning and pursuing the work i% has done on this gquestion in past years.

T dc not thindk that I should be betraying the general feeling if I were o
4

express the firm hope tha® the La floe Working Group on Chemical Weapons =~ which
should remain the centre of those negotiaticns —- will be re-established without
delay, cn its own merits, that is to say, without any linlk: being established between
this mztter and the other mat

ttors with which the Commistes on Disermanent should
conrern itself and o whichk elsc Belgium attaches great impcriance.
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Apart from our desire, which I hope is general, 0 work towards tne speeay
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. 4&nd 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 questicns raised by its proposals. Such exercises in clarification
are a great aid to negotiations.

Thirdly, recent statements and declarstions of pesition have also shown a
development in the attitude of delegations. I 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 Scviet Union —— which
will, T hope, be explained in greater detail —- as regards the 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 Unior witk
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.

(Cont'd)
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It therefore seems tc me essential that we should continue our work within the
gtructure that appears to have been generally accepted up to now. This structure
is particularly well represented in documents CD/CW/WP.33 and CD/334. We ought to
meke sure that any proposals made later fall clearly within that framewcrk.

It might alsc be mseful if, on the basis of that struciure, the secretariat were
tc make 2 compilation, element by element and point by pcint, of the varicus
rroposals that have been made since that time. In fact an effort at regrouping
proposels appears necessary at the present stage. This compilation could ther form
the basis of our future negetiations. It would save us having to refer to the
variouc different documents containing the many proposals made up to now.

'

Without such a compilaticr, cur negrtiations are likely %o become mcre and more
complicateé by the very fact of their being undirected.

T+ has been unanimously agreed that the contact groups set up last year proved
an excellent framework for ocur work. It would be useful if we could use this
method agein, rationalizing it where necessary sc as tc zvoid an excessive
preliferation cf these contact groups but also s0 as to s+udy the problems not only
vertically —- the approach we have followed up tc now — tut alsc horizontally.

Great flexibility will be needed ir this sphere. The problems that might be
called horizontal, as, for example, the relationship between the scope of the
convention and its verification, or the question of the destructicn of stocks or the
dismentling of facilities, could be dealt with on an ad hoc basis and under the
guidance of the co-ordinatcrs of the contact groups concerned.

Apart from these questions of method, we also need tc %y  toclarify icur
concepts.

What do we want to prchitit?

My delegztion believes that we ocught to enact as general a prohibiticn as
possible of the production, stockpiling and development of chemical agents intended
for use in armed conflicts by reascn of their toxic properties and for purposes
other than those authorized.

What this means, brozdly 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 cf
the application of this general purpose criterion.

In practice, once the prchibition has been enacted =—— and without prejudice o
the application of the definition of chemical weapons to animals znd plants — we
ought to organize the regime of the prohibition of chemical weapons acccrdingly.
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In the first place, everything that exists that is in clear viclation of the
general purpose criterion, namely, stocks of chemical wezpons and their production
facilities, must be destroyed.

Secondly, it will be necessary to ev.luate the consequences of the general
prohitition as regards the lawiul production cf chemicals. We are already in
broad agreement that in such production, the supertoxic lethal chemicals — those
whicl might otherwise be thec most l1ikely to be used in armcd conflicts —— shouléd be
regulated, their production or retention feor authorized purpcses being sirictly
limjted.

Up to now, in accordance with the generzl purpose criterion, wec have assumed
that no civilian production would be prohibited. The recent proposal of the
Soviet Union for a complets prchibition of the production of substances containing
the methyl-phosghorus synthesis rzises many questions in this connection.

The third consequence of thc regime of the prohitition of chemical weapons
concerns the verification of compliance by States parties with the obligations they
will have contracted undzr the ccnvention.

This verificztion has two distinct aspects.

The first, and we balieve the nost important, is that of routine inspections,
namely, those which will give States parties the sscurity which they have decided
nos, or nc longsr, tc ensure by means of chemical weapons.

Suck security can basically only be provided ty internationzl means of
verification, including, whern necessary, on-site inspection.

s submitted, such zs that of Canade in 1931 (document CD/167) and
more recently that of ths United Kingdom on the subjest of the verification of the
ron-production cof chemical weapons, heve clearly indicated the widely differing

needs as regards verification arccording tou the different activities to be verified.

In the intentions it hus expressed as regeris verification of the destruction
of stocks and of the producticn of supertoxic lethal chemicals, the Soviet Union
implicitly recognizes the need for such differentiated verificaticn. The concept
of generel on-sitc inspecticn is thus now accepted. We still have tc agree on the
range of activities for which sich inspection is needed and on the procedures for
such inspection.

The work we did at the beginning of this year in *the course of the technicel
consultations were particularly useful in this ccnnection, and it is to be regreited
that it did not prove possible to submit a report on them.

We made important progress in the identification of the key precursors whick
will call for special attention in the process of verifization of non-production.

The recent contribution of the United Kingdor constitutes a very logical
sequel to that work.

Similarly, the needs in the matier of verificztion of the destruction of stocks
have certainly been made clearer. However, we have some doubts about the proposzl
made by the Soviel Union.in document (D/CW/CTC/?7 suzgesting that the methods of

verifi.ation of the dcstruction of chemical weapuns should vary according o the
type -- the Scwiet Union proposes six categories -- ¢5 which they belong.
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In our view, the first stage in the process of verification of the destruction
of gtocks shoulé comsist preciscly ir the identificationm, through on-site inspection,
of the diffsrent types of chemical substances in questica. This first stage could
nct, therefore, be predetermined, as the Soviet propeszl implics.

A% the ss»- tizme, sincc 2 growing conceptual comvergence 2prears tc be developing
ir th> sphere of the verificedice of the destruction of stocks, it seems %c us
pecessery ic meke 2 sizmilar elfort wiin rege=d tc the procsdurss for the verification
of the destruction or dismantling of facilities.

I E=v= just spcksn sbout the routine aspect of verificztion. The other aspect
concerns that pert of the process of the s=+tlement of disputes which the convention
c2n srg=nize befsre Siztes rescrt, if necessaYy, t0 ibe mzchinery of the

Drited E=tions Cherter. There will be fewer chances of this aspect of verification
beirg exploy=d the more routine inspections permit the remcvel of suspicions betwesn

Theve =11 b= fewes reasoms tc have doubts about tne a-tivities of 2 State par?y
if ©e routine verification methods are gaffiziertly extensive tc cresie confidence.

I wocld 233 thet it wcald no doubt be usz=fuil for the convention %o define the

neture of thc co-Cdperation pecessery between intsrnztional means of verificatiom, as
repressnted by the consiitative cammities, aré the organs for nzticnal implementation

meastres, wrich cught asbove 21l ic form a2 point of contac: for the activities of ths
icus Stztesg parties.
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T should like tc note in this connection that our proposal seems tc me to meet
the conditions put forward by my colleagac from the Sovict Unicn, Ambassador Issraelyan,
in his s+ztement of 22 February last, regarding the establishment of machinery for
verification of complience with the Geneva Prctoccl. Those conditionsz can be
summed up as followss: the Statcs perties to the internciional instruzents concerned .
should negotiate about such machinery, and reach agreemen* through negotiation anc
on the basis of consensus, as is usual in matters of disarmament.

In the particular case of the conventior. on cherical weapons, we have noted with
great interest all the now proposals ané poeitions which have been expressed on this
point. They bezr witness tc a conciliztory spirit which we fully share.

1 should nevertheless like to make certain comnents in this conneciicn.

The first concerns the proposals suggesting that we should simply incorpcrate
the prohibition of the use of chemical weapons within the sccpe of the convention.

If we were tc do that, could we be sure that suck & prohibiticon of use would be
es general in aprlicaticn as that resulting frem the customary international law
deriving from the Geneva Protecol? >uld there not, on the conirary, be a risk of
crezting a lacunz in ths matter of the prohibition of bacteriological weapons? or
if it is accepted that the regirme of the prohibition of the use of both chemical and
bacteriological wezpons derives fronm the 1925 Protocol, would nct a partial repetition
of that prokibition, that is, sclely in the context of chenicel weapons, cause doutts
with regard tc bactericlogical weapons? . '

Again assuming the inclusion of a prohitition on use in the convention on
cherical weapons, will it be necessaTy tc provide for specific machinery for the
verification of compliancc with that rrchibition, or shall we be sble to rely on the
terse formula that any usz of chemical weapons would constitute procf of the viclation
of the convention, and will its verificatiocn provisions apuly alsc to guch situstions?

In the latter event, how would the fact of the use of cherical weapons be
established? Oughi there not tc be some special pr.chinerw for the esteblishment cf
the facts, given the special nzture of the verification procedures necessary in the
ratter of zllegations of use?

My second observation conceIrms the proposals suggesting that with respect
chemical weapons alcne we should extenc the sphere of aprlicaticn of the
Geneva Protocol of 1G25. Would there not be 2 danger ihet this wswld affect the
customery character of the general prohitition of the use of chemical and
bacteriologiczl weapons?

Would that not seer to imply that the prohibition of the use of bacteriologicel
weapons is not absolute as regards the interpretation which international custom has
given to the 1925 Protocol?

It is precisely becausc we have not up +o now found adequate answers %o thesc
questions that my delegation has envisaged specific machineIy for the verification
of the prohitition of the use beth of bacterioclogical and of chemical weapons.

ale were intendcd to stimulate our thinking
perfectly prepared to amend them if there
et with the approval of 21l merbers of the

45 I have clready said, these prcpos
n the subject. Iy delcgation would be
was o possibility that they might then me
Comrmittec.
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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 a2rmed 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. i

Awareness has grown that the question of chemical weapons is not merely an
East-West problem. Thesc weapons czn effectively be used against technolegically
less developed countries, which virtually lack any protection against such a
threat. Though little proliferation in this field has taken place thus far, they
can be also used by countries from the third world. A treaty must be concluded,

beforzs developments get out of hand.

One of the main obstacles to a chemical weapons treaty is the question of
verification. I fully realize th=t. In the past yc2r the Committee has started
to tackle that problem seriously. This momentum should not be allowed to peter
out.

I therefore welcome thc recent important contribution by the United States.
On verification we think alonc the sazme lines; individuzl elements, in particular
regardinz routinc inspections, are of course in need of further refinement.

It is encouraging to notc that the Soviet Union has somewhat modified its
position regarding on-site inspections. Essential gaps, however, continuec to exist
and differences rem2in on the conditions for challenge-inspections. 1In our view,
systematic internationzl inspections arc necessary both with respecct to the
destruction of stockpiles 2nd to thc closing and dismantling of chemical weapons
plants. The full usc of modern technical egquipment can help to decrease the degree
of intrusiveness of such inspections. Some random inspections to deter clandestine
production in the civilian industry of thec 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

(Cont'd)
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“information to justify a request for a challengc inspection. In addition, the
procedures regarding a challenge inspection could eacsily lead to mistrust and
reciprocal reproaches of z dutious nature. ] ;

Verification is not an -end in itself but a tool to strengthen confidence in
the implementation of and compliance with a treaty, and to deter violations. Many
ideas have been put ferward tc promote this verification. Perfect verification
is neither possible nor wholly indispensable. And 5o a trade-off between scope,
verification and protection against chemical attack could create the necessary
confidence. : : ‘ g : .

. As for the question whether a chemiczl weapons treaty should include a
provision against "use", ve 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 bc the view-of the majority of States in the Committee on
Disarmament. -Naturally, we must see to it tnat su¢h 2:ban will not in any way -
detract from the obligations under the Geneva Frotocol of 1925. Much to the
contrary, the treaty should build on the Protocol and strengthen it. :

We will study with interest the proposai made by the Soviet Union for a
complete ban on all chemicals related to nerve agents with a particular structure.

cb/Pv 207
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The prohibition of chemical weapons seems to be the only item on the Committee's
agenda on which there is broad agreement taat much has- been achieved sc far in the
harmonization of views expressed anc¢ in thc considcration of various elements proposed
for the future convention. The Seventh Conferenca of lon-Aligned Countries held in
New Delhi emphasized that while nuclear disarmament has the highest priority, efforts
should be made to concluds without further delay a treaty banning chemiczl weapons.

With political will and additionsl efforts within the Committee, it would be
possible without much difficulty, 2t we have already pointed out in our previous
statement, to take the next important step which should be the z2laboration and the
beginning of drafting of spzcific articles of the convention. Mapy dciegations to the
Committec on Disarmament, through their concrete proposals, either with regard to the
issuc: as a whole or concerning some elements of the future convention, have made 2
significant contribution to that effect. Their active participation in the work of the
contact groups has facilitated thc elaboration, elucication snd harmonization of
particular ¢lements of the convention.

The reports on the activities of tho Working Group as well as thez views ef the
Chairman of the Working Group at thc 1982 scssion represent = significant compilation
of collective efforts that have been put into the preparation of the convention.

We would particularly like te refer to thc proposals of the US3H, “Pasic provisions
of 2 convention on thc prohibvition of the development, rroduction and stocrpiling of
chemical weapons and on tneir destruction”, that of the United Stzatus entitled
"United States detailed views on the contents of a chemical weapons ban', and the
United Kingdom working paper entitled "Verification of non-procuction of chemical

weapons". 4ll these proposals arc the subject of careful consideration or the part of
our cxperts.

Yuposlavin has also made its contribution to tnc ¢laboration of a convention on
the prohibition of chemical weapons. In thc course of 1952, we submitted two working
paper:, one on "Binary weapons and the problem of thcir definition and verification”,
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and the other on "Some aspects of verificution in a cheaiczl weapens convention™. In

the consideration of verification matters, we have alwayc proceeded from the standpoint
that this problem should b. solved in such a way as tc inspirz confidence in the
implementation of an agreement banning chemical weaponc. The discuscions on verification
procedures in the Committec's Working Croup have indicatec the complexity of this probler,
both fro~ its technical and political aspects. We also considecr thet it would not be
practicable to devise verification procedures which would providc an absolutc assurance
that the convention is not being violated. At the szme time, we shar: the view that a2
cnemical weapons' convention must{ provide for sufficient verificatior to deter the wculd-be
violator and to provide a degree of assurance asainst violation by one party which is
accepted as adeguatc by others.

The verification of chemiczl weaponc should, in our cpinion, 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
each other. In order to increase confidence among countries, it is possitle that both
national and international verification be bzsed on an agreed, generally acceptable and
unified identification system -- methods that would be standardized for particular
chemical warfare agent categories. This, of course, docs not preclude a sepzarate
national approach,. especially when a country has qualified personnel, equipment and
organizatior for the gathering of sazples, data processing, etc. The standardizing of
the methods of international verification can greatly facilitate the nationzl verification
system and chemical defence measures, in those countries as well which have no experience
in doveloping their own verification methods. The standardizing of verification methods
presupposes their periodical modification in accordancc with scientific and technological
progress. 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
the States parties to the chemiczl weapons convention. In our view, arms reduction and
disarmament agreements must be founded on reasonable confidence, 2s 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 measurzs can restore confidence ameng

States parties to the agreements. This is particularly truc for the countries which posscss

production facilitics and stockpiles of chemiczl wuapons.

Acknowlcdging tne importance of tho verification systcm in agreements concerning arms
reduction and disarmament, we neverthcluess doun unacceptable thoe condition that agreement
should first bc reached on verification provisions and that oniy then should w¢ procecd
to the claboration of other parts of the convention. We accept, of course, and consider
it uscful to zccord du. attention to verification as well, parallcl with the consideration
of all rclevant issucs. Howsver, we see no rcason for cmphasis to be placed exclusively
on this guestion while all other egually important ones arc left asideu. Because important
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progress has bcen made in the considecration of some other issues, it is realistic to
expect that they can easily be finalized with an addzd <ffort. Aftcr all, it would

be difficult to consider in isolation only verification issues without having previously
reached a firm agrecment on what snould be subject to verification.

The system of work aprplicd ze far in the Ad Hoc Workine Group on Chemiczl Wcapons
has proved itsclf useful. Within the contact groups that simultaneously considered
particular el=uments of the convention, fundamcntal material which ought to make up the
future convention has been categorized. Alternative possibilities have been put forward
for thosc questions which have not yet been clearezup, or indications have been made
as to wnat direction should more or less be looked at in se2king solutions. It has also
been shown te be necessary, in the process of examining particular proposals and,
respectively, the views expressed by particular delegations, to require some clarification
in order toc accelcratc even more the process of the harmonization of views. In this
conncction, we would consider it useful if the United States delegation were to explain
certain questions which have emerged in thc course of our preliminary examination of
the United States paper. Pcrhaps some of the questions that will be posed in the
meantime have already been clarified at informal meetings detween the United States
and interested cdelegations. Wwc would be grateful if the United States delegation
would find it possible to furnish further explanations at an appropriate time.

The firat quasticon concerns the basic prohibiticn, as stated on p-ge 1 of
document CD/34%. Riot-control agents and herbicides have been excluded from the
prohibition. %ny 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?

The next question refers to the non-transfer/non-assistance under (bj. The
prohibition of the transfer of suner-toxic lcthal chemicals is envisaged only in relation
to non-parties to the convention and not for the parties to it as well. What are the
reasons for this and a2lso for setting the limit at exactly 100 grams?

Wie undsrstand the expression "permitted purposes" (page ¢ of CD/343) to refer to
the use of any toxic chemical and its precursor chemicazl in smaller concentrations for
medical purposes as well as the protection of plants. If uced in greater concentrations,
then appropriate protective measurcs should be appliad. Have we understcod the meaning

of "permitted purposes" correctly? Is not a metric ton too large 2 guantity for such
purposes?

The proposgd preparatory commission, which would come into existencs soon after
the conveniion is opened for our signatures and which should remain in existence until
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the convention comes into force and thereafter until the first mceting of the
consultative committec, is given an important role in facilitating prompt implementation
of the provisions ot the convention. Tr view of the fact that it is uncertain when

the convention will enter into force =-- in unfavourable circumstances this could t.'te -
some time -- would the preparatory commission in that case continue working without
interruption or would another procedurc be envisaged?

What is the relationship of the fact-finding pancl 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 tho consultative committee. Can it be
assumecd that this is a direct organ of the depositary, which appoints ten of its
members and serves as chairman of the panel? i

With regard to the pancl's composition, we wish to state that we consider the
proposed procedure for the election of permanent and non-permanent members as being
unzcceptable, as it introduces differentiation between permanent and non-permanent
membars, 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 thc 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 scction on "Additional provisions", it is recommended under (2) 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. ' ;

The USSR propo.al entitled "Basic prov.s3ions 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,
contains some differences as well. We would alsc appreciate it if the Soviet delegation
would offer some additionzl information in order that we can better understand the
proposal submitted.

In the part referring to the elimination or tcmporary conversion of facilities
which provide capacities for the production of chemical weapons (page %), under
paragraph 1, there is mention of the elimination or dismantling of facilities which
provide capacities for the production of chemical weapons. However, no mertion is
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made of filling facilities as well, which are part of the prohibition mentioned in the
"United Statez detailed views'™. We assume that this has tc do with separate
technologiczl production processes. On the onc hand, chemical warfare agents and,

on the other, filling facilities in which the final preduct -- i.e. the chemical
weapon -- is obtained. If this is correct, we think that the Convention ehould
encompass such filling facilities as well, bearing in mind particularly the binary
weaponsc.

The Soviet proposzl does not mention specifically the closurc of production
facilities which would have to preczdc their eliminztion or dismantling. In our
view, each State party to the convention snould start with activities in ordor to
destroy or divert its stock of chemiczl warfarc 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.

A 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 proposzl of the USSR.

Qur last ocuestion concerns the part having to do with the fact-finding procedure
relating to compliznce with the convention. To be more precise, it refers to the
second paragraph of item 2 on page § of tho 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". 1In 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 facilitics, we would like an explanation
of what particular situation is envisaged that would give a justification to the State
party so rcquested to "decide otherwise™. '

We would also be grateful to the Soviet delegation if it would provide the necessary
clarifications at an appropriat: time.

We would like to express the hcpe that these and other guestions will be considered
in the deliberations of the Workingz 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 therc-is no need for all of them to be set up again.
It would be much more rational if work were concentratcd 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
thosc parte of the convention on which genaral agrecment exists. We think that this
ycar the Committec should complete the elaboration of the first draft of =ome of the
future provisions of the convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons or of
corresponding annexes.
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1 take the flcor today to spez2k on the sutjeCl Ol Cnemical weapors.

4y delecation is gratified by the positive interest shown in our document (CD/343)
containinz detailed views cn the contents of a chemical weapons ban. We have hzad
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 gquestions in whatever forum they werc asxed.

At the plenary mecting on 29 March we were pleascd tc have severzl thoughtful
and serious gjuestions put to =y delezation by the distinguished representative of
Yugoslavia, Ambassador Vidas. Such interest in our paper is deeply appreciated and
deserves an equz2lly serious response, whicn I am pleascd bo provide today.

The United States holds the vicw that riot-contrcl zgents and herbicides should
not be covered by this convention. Let me say 2t the outset that, although we hold
this view, our objective is not tz retain 2n option for waging chemic2l warfare with
such chemicals. We ruled thic out yesars ago. Thic fact is certainly well known.

Most importantly, we do not sez that including these chemic2ls in 2 bzn on devclopment,
production, stockpiling and transfer would promote the ultimate objective of
preventing their use in combat. In contrast to the militzry nerve gases, for example,

herbicides are not developec, produced, or 3tocipiled for chemical weapons purposes
but can easily be obtained through commercial channels. In fact, military forces
may well have substantizl quantities of herbicides readily available for vegetation
control a2t bases, =z perfectly legitimate purpose. Commercial spraving equipment,
such as spray aircraft, can be quiclly requisitioned. Quite probably, a State could
be in full compliance with a provision bannins 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.

A similar situation exists for riot-control agents. In many countries, military
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 pernitted transfer of super-toxic lethal
chemicals for protective purposes. It is well known that many countries use small
quantities of such chemicals for rzsearch purpcses to develop protection against
chemical attack. In many cases tne 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 permittéd 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.
e would welcome comments as to whether it is reasonable or not.

We have also bzen asked to clarify our understanding of the term “"permitted
purposes" as used in our document. This is a very broad term which covers industrial,
agricultural, research, medical and other peaceful purposes, law enforcement purposes
and protective purposes, as well as military purposes -- such as the use of chemicals
ac rocket fuels -- which are not relatec¢ 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 waginz chemical warfare on any militarily significa it scale. 1In
assessing whether it is reasonable, it should be kept in mind that onc ton is a
ceiling, not 2 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.

(Cont'd)
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The Yugoslav delegaticn also ~asked if in our vicw the proposed preparatory
commissicn would continuc working without interruption until the trexty entered into
force, whether this occurred quickly or cnly after some timc. Our heope is that the
preparatory commission would be able to complcte promptly the tasks assigned tc it by
the convention. But certainly it should work as lonc as necessary. {s a legal
matter, it would exist until the consultative committee was established, shortly
after the entry into force of the convention.

A question was raised regarding the relationship between the fact-finding panel
and the consultative committee. Our suggestion is that the fact-finding panel should
be 2 subordinate body to thc consultative committee, established for the specific
purpose of looking into compliance questions. The intent is that the depositary
would be involved only as the chairman of the consultative committee. In this regard,

‘we would nots that we simply assumed that, as in thc case of the ENMOD Convention,

the depositary should be the chairman of the consultative committee.

With regard to our views on any cenfidence-building measures beyond those
mentioned in our paper, the subject has certainly not been exhaustively treated.
Constructive suggestions have already been made by the delegation of Sweden and many
others. We have an open mind on the gquestion and would welcome further ideas from
our colleagues. : s

It hzs been noted that nationzl techniczl means are not mentioned in the
United States paper. To our way of thinking, it was not necessary to include such
a reference. Of course, States will continue to acquire information using whatever
nation2l techniczl means are available to them. But such means are not accessible
tc many Stzates and, in any case, are hopclessly inadequats for verification of a ban
such a2s is envisaged in this convention. The principal means for verification must

be international in nature to ensure effectiveness and political acceptability and to
inspire confidence.

Finally, Ambassador Vidas raised the question whether the provisions for
international co-operztion would include the field of toxicology. My delegation

fecls this would be entirely approprizte. 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 doinz so we
have facilitated negotiations on a chemical weapons convention. We look forward to
similar clarifications from other delegations. Only if delegations clearly explain

- their views on the key issues shall we be able to move fruitfully ahead.
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Jir. ISSRAELYAL (Union of Scviet Socialist Republics) (translated from Russian):
Mr. Chairma, the Soviet delegation today intends to refer once again to the guestion
¢f the prohibiticn of chemical weapons.

like other Gelegationc we, of course, vVery much regret that al least two monthe
of work have been lost and that the good start made in its work at the beginning of
this year by the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemiczl Weapons under tne guidance of
Ambaseador Sujka of Foland was not appropriately followed vo.

Ls to the Soviet delegation, it has not wasted its time during this enforced
break. The USSR delegation has submitted a numbér of new proncsals on key issues
of the future convention at plenary meetings of the Committec. In addition to
that, in March we conducted intensive bilateral and multilateral consultations on
verious acpects of the complicated chemical disermament problem. The main
conclusion we have reached from these consul tations is that progress in the
elaboration of a convention on the pronibition of chemiczl weapons is entirely
possible. A large number of questione was put to us, to which we tried to give
exhaustive answers. We, for our part, put guestions to our collezgues which were
of interest to us. Ir. addition, all those taking part in those consultations
mede interesting comments and observations, which will, we believe, help towards
mutual understanding.

In this connection we would like tc express our gratitude to the delegations
whick took part in the consultations. This, of course, includes the delegation
of the Netherlands, with which also we held consul tations, and we should like,
through you, lir. Chzirman, to convey our gratitude to the head of the Netherlands
-delegation.

The Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons resumed its work a few days ago.
First of 211, the Soviet delegation wishes to congratulate Ambassador McPhail of
Canade on his appointment as Chairmac of this Group, and wishes him success. Ve
sMﬂdﬂmlmemm&ea&w@mmlmmwmonme&wfsmﬂ.

Ve endorse a great deal of what Lrbassador McPhail said in his interesting
statement at the meeting of the Working Group on 6 April and in generzl the
optimistic and business-like tone of his statement. We could go even further
in expressing optimism. We continue %o believe that the elaboration of a
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons could be successfully completed
this year.

What is our view of the general content and character of the future
negotiations in the Working Grour? It woulcd cf course be possible tc choose the
easy path and concentrate all the attention of the Working Group on guestions on
which there is a coincidence or similarity of positicns. Irn faci, there is a
large number of such questions, including many key, basic issues affecting the
future convention. If we were to put agreed wordings on these igsues on paper,
we could blow the trumpets announcing to the world our great success and keeping
quiet sbout those sericus differences which continue to exist. Such an approach
would rather delude world public opirnion and would hardly contribute to the
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, amplify and exaggerate them, gamble on them and thus lead all our
work tn a desdlock. Perhaps some zre purruing these goals, but certainly not
the Soviet Union delegaticon. Vi are resolutely opposed to such an apnroach and
wiil noi follow thias line.
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" We should go zlong the tested road of international negotiations. On the one
hand, we should agree upon, formulate ancé 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. On the other hand, in close connection
with this work, we should continue intensive negotiztions ir order to finé the
sclutions to the problems on which there are still differences. We bellieve that
the recording of similar positions on the key problems shculd keep shead of the
phase of finding solutions t5 unsclved questions. I will explzin this idea.
For exarple, what is the need to conduct negotiations on specific methods of
conducting internationzl on-site verifications of the destruction of chemical-
wezpon stockpiles, on the basis of guotas or the drawing of lots or on any other
basis, if there is no recorded agreement, even of z preliminary nature, on the
mandatory concuct of systematic international on-site verifications of the
destruction of stockpiles and on the method to be used? To be brief, we wish to
construct the building starting from its foundatiorn and not from the roof.

Now I would like to touch upon the comments on our proposals and the
observations made by various delegations both at plenary ané a2t other meetings.
We snzll 2iso renly to the guestions addressed to the Soviet delegation.

Qur agreement with the proposzl of a number of non-aligned and neutral States
to include ir the future conventior a provision prohibiting the use of chemical
weapons in general met with a positive response in the Ccmmittee. Some
delegaticns 2zt the same time =iressed the need to be cautious so as not to
prejudice the 1975 Genevz Protocol. Ve fully share this view and believe, like
~the-delegztionc of Indonesiz, Sweden arid of many other ccuntries, that the task is
not merely to avoid unfavourable consequernces for the Geneva Protocol, and in
particular not %o allow 2 >imitztior of the general scope of the prohibition in
it, whick covers also bacteriological weapons, but to make the regime of non-use
of chemicz’ weapons-ectanlished by it even stronger, more reliable and more
universal.

The Sovieti delegztion wishes the future conventicn to provide a regime of the
non-use of chemiczl wezpons that is unicue and strictly mandatory for all States
and bzsed on the ideaz that there cazn be no justificaticn for the use of chemical
weapons either in war, in military conflicts or as a first or retaliatory strike,
with tkhe use of the completely prohibited supertoxic chemicals or the so-called
"other lethal chemicale" wkich are zné¢ will 2lways be produced in huge quantities
for peaceful purposes.

Together with an agreement on the use, within the framework of the convention,
of the verification machinery for the verification of compliance with the provision
on the non-use of chemical weapons zlso, this would lead to a substantial

strengthening of the non-use regime, znd we believe that it should be our main
goal. .

The delegations of the United States and France have spolien here in favour of
& "provisional” solution of the protlem of verification of non-use based on
resolution 37/98 D of the United Nztione General Assembly. We believe that the
earliect possible conclusion of the convention would be the most effective and
complete guarantee of the non-use of chemical wespons. Proceeding from this
premise, it is necessary to mzke every effort in order to speed up the elaboration
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of the convention, avoiding actions which might complicate the negotiations. By
proposing the verification of compliance with the 1925 Geneva Protocol, the
resolution enlarges the obligations of the States parties through a vote in the
United Nations, with the participaticn also of States which were not signatories of
the Protocol. We have already noted that slightly more than helf of the States
parties to the Geneva Protocol voted in favour of the resolution. Thus, a
dangerous precedent 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 e practice would be in flagrant contradiction with
the 1969 Vienna Convention on the law of international treaties, and in particular
with article 39 thereof, which allows the amendment of a treaty only on the basis
of an agreement between the parties.

That is why the Soviet Union will not take part in the implementation of the
above mentioned resolution and we have stated so recently to the United Nations
Secretary-General. We appeal to every delegation to think about the negative
consequences that would result from an attempt to impose the solution of
di sarmament problems through a majority of votes.

T shall now pass on to another gquestion. A number of the Committee's members
put questions on the Soviet proposal for a renunciation, by the States parties to
the future convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons, of the production
of methyl-phosphorus bond compounds. We were asked whether such a decision is
really necessary, whether it might not be harmful to progress in the sphere of
the peaceful chemical.industry in the distant future, and what is the point of
guch zn action if there are other chemicals which are also used for chemical
weapons production.

Unfoftunately I cannot, in the present statement, reply in detail to these and
similar questions. That will be done in the Working Group. For the moment I
will make some general observations on our approach. '

A number of delegations in the Committee believe that even after the
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons enters into force, every State
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 precursors for
chemical weapons, as well as particularly dangerous organophosphorus compounds with
the methyl-phosphorus bond, provided that States intend to use them all, not for
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. :

In this event, apparently, the sword of Damocles would be hanging over any .
declared facility in the form of the possibility of its becoming unexpectedly *
subject to verification. But this requires ae & minimum that all such facilities
be really declared, both those producing and those capable of producing such
chemicals. If we follow this way proposed by some delegations, then the lists of
the declared facilities will contain hundreds or even thousands of facilities of
kinds various, both large and small, and the element of chance in the carrying out
of verification by the drawing of lots will be so great that the potential violator
of the convention is hardly likely to be disturbed by such a method. I do not
even have to say that such a system, whereby the gpecial lists would contain almost
all chemical enterprises, might cause them to be discredited in the eyes of the
consumers of their products. Thue the proposed approach is very complicated,
vulnerable and, what is mcre, ineffective.
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As far as our spproach is concerned, it narrows down the range of the
jndustrial facilities capzble of producing any supertoxic lethal chemicals, as well
as those chemicals —— "key precursors" (with the methyl-phosphorus bond) which are
the most dangerouc 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 300 kg of such chemicals are needed, they should be
produced at the special facility subject to systematic international on-site
verifications by quota, ané nowhere else. The detection of the production of
these chemicals by other enterprises on the basis of verification by chzllenge
would prove the viclation of the convention. E

Now I come to the gquestions of distinguished Ambassador Vidas of Yugoeslavia
addressed to us on 29 March.

The delegation of Yugoslavia wae interested in whether according to the
Soviet position, facilities for filling chemical -weaspons should be eliminated or
dismantled and enterprises producing the chemical weapons should be closed :
irpmediately after the convention enters into force. Naturally, our reply to both -
questions is positive. ‘

One thing should be explained however. The verification procedure proposed
by the USSR for the closing and elimination or dismantling of chemical weapons
production facilities, as well as the timing for their declaraticn considerably
differ from the apprcach 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 grezter detail in the Working Grcup.

The delegation of Yugoslavia requested urs to explain our position on .
gpecizlized facilities for the permitted production of supertoxic lethal chemicals.

The Soviet Union believes that the upper limit of the production of supertoxic
lethzl chemicals for permitted purposes, i.e. for industry, agriculture, research,
medicine and any other peaceful purposes, for the purpose of protection from
chemical weazpons as well as for military purposes not comnected 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
fron stockpiles or acguired in some other way every year or at the disposal of
the State party at any moment should not go beyond this limit. t may be less,
be only a part of this amount, but it should not be superior to it at any time.
Taking intc account all these features of our position, the one-ton limit does not
seex 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. We
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 enterpriees. As to the verification of the
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destruction of stockpiles, we believe that ite main form will be systematic
international on-site verifications on the basie of an agreed quotz at a transformed
or special destruction facility.

The decigion of the State in the case of a request for verification by
challenge will depend, tc & large extent, on the nature of the reguest, the specific
circumstances which provoked it, and so on. The request should be prompted by the
real interests of compliance with -the convention by all States, and not by any other
reasons; it should be Jjustified. It ie only natural that a completely unjustified
request submitted on the basis of considerations which are far removed from the
convention's purposes will be met accordingly. Let us be realistic and ask
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,
verious types of armaments, military equipment, etc., since at present chemistry
is used everywhere. Those who state thai they are ready automatically to permit
an international on-site verification in response to any request, even if
unjuetified, are demagogues. We have no doubt about it.

It is sometimes said that the Soviet Union, in proposing the prohibition of
the production of methyl-phosphorus bond - compounds at commercial enterprises,
wishes to exclude the entire commercizl industry from the scope of verification
under the convention. Of course, this is a flagrant distortion of our position.
We in no way eliminazte the problem of the verification of the so-called key
precursors. We are in favour of the elaboration of criteria and definiticns
for such precursors and the setting up of appropriate lists on the basis of these.
We believe that the States parties to the convention should annually submit
information on the precursors included in these lists that they have produced,
acquired, retained or used for perritted purposes. We in no way eliminate,
either, the question of the verification of chemicals which are particularly
dangerous from the point of view of their-possiblé-diversion for purposes
connected with the use of chemical weapons. We propose a similar approach to
then. Ir both cases the system of on-site ‘verification on the basis of a
justified reguest could be applied. Tr

Distinguished delegates, the Soviet delegaticn would now like to make some
general comments on the prospects for the negotiations on the prohibition of
chemical weapons.

The Committee ig on the eve of the decisive stage of the negotiations aimed
at the elaboration of a convention on the prohibition of ‘chemical weapons. Of
course, a lot will depend on the proper organization of the negotiations, on the
time allocated for them, on the activity of all delegations and on other questions.
But in the final analysis, success will be determined not by these factors but by
the readiness of every delegation to search for mutually acceptable solutions and
compromises, 4o display flexibility. It will also depend on whether attempts
will continue to be made artificially to heat up the atmosphere at the negotiations
and to turn them into an arena for various political speculgtions, or whether .a
businegs-like situation will prevail. '
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In this context I should like to draw your attention to the following. Since
7 July 1980, 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 problew 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. It is enough to recall that the Soviet Union, while believing that for
the purposes of verification, national forms of verification, national technical
means and international on-site verification on the basis of a justified request
are adeguate, nevertheless agreed that the verification of the destruction of
stocks and of the production of supertoxic lethal chemicals for permitted purposes
ghould 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.

And what has hsppened during this time to the United States approach *o the
key questions of the prohibition of chemical weaspons? Using as a cover tke
allegations invented by them in respect of the USSR and other socialist countries,
the United States has moved away from some of its earlier positions, has toughened
them, in particular on questions of verification, etc. Such a movement does not
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. We cannct leave out
of our reckonings the fact that chemical weapons have an important role to play
in the Pentagon's plans for the next decade. Various American statesmen have
said a great dezl zbout this in recent times.

We alsc 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
8 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 side. 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 a2 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 negotiatione teking into account the
mitual interests of the sides. Only such negotiations can lead to success. The

Soviet delegation, at any rate, will resolutely follow such an approach to the
negotiations.
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With your permission, Mr. Chairmal, i shouid like to turn now to another
premsming, 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 amcng the disarmement issues on which my country
has focused itz attention, both arouad this conference table and in the
United Nations. At the thirty-seventh session of the United Nations
General Assermbly, I had the opportunity of putiing on record Poland ‘s satisfaction
with the productive resulte which this organ, through ite subsidiary body, had
been able to score in 19€2. Tndeed, we hopc thet also in 19€3, despite the
regrettable delay in the reactivetion of the chemical worl-ing group, it will
prove possible to make a meaningful advance towards the long~overdue goal of
e multilateral conveniion on the prohibition of the development, production and
stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their destruction.

The Prague Declaretion of States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty, vhich'.—-' a8
will be recalled — addressed also a number of other priority items on the agenda
of the Committee, urged this body to accelerete the elaboration of an international
convention on banning and liquidating chemical weapons. We believe that
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 disarmamerit 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. Bea.ri.né this in mind, in the Prague
Decla.?ation 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 Burope of these
weapons of mass annihilation. Poland and other Statees Parties to the Warsaw Treaty
welcomt_e the interest shown in this idea on the part of a number of European
countries. .Buildj.ng upon this understandable interest, the socialist States are
prepared to initiate meaningful contacts with all interested States, including
States members of the NATC alliance, in order to arrange for a common consideration
of pz.-actice.l problems with a view to achieving the goal of & BEurope free from
cl.lemcal weapons., Thie readiness of ours has been reaifirmed by the Foreign
Ministers of States parties to the Warsaw Treaty meeting in Prague last week.

We have no doubt in our mind that the successful outlawi
: wing of these weapons
from the continent of Europe would greatly contribute to the comprehensive ban

on chemical weapons which we in this Committee have b i 1
e ool W e ve been tirelessly seeking for
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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 thic session my delegation has already
commented on recent regional initiatives which-have been mctivated by the danger of
the production and deployment of nevw 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 BEurope 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 draw your attention to the proposal made by
my country on the creation of a chemical-weapon-free zone in central Durope.

These proposale have met with interest and response in many Eurcopean countries.
At the same time we heard here in this Cormittee 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 2 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, EHaving this in mind we 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 elabcrate 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. No other people in the world in recent decades has
suffered a2s much as the people of Viet Nam the horrible and lasting consequences of
the use of toxic chemical substances in war. This barbarous weapon of mass
extermination ought to be prohibited as soon as possible.

In connection with this urgent need for a strict prohibition of chemical
weapons, I feel it to be my duty, as the representative of the people of Viet Nam
arcd of the Socialist Republic of Viet Nam, to present tc this Committee.in this
statement some additional information concerning Viet Nam's experience, which is
still continuing, of the lons-term consequences of the massive and repeated use of
chemical substances in the war in Viet Nam during the years 1961 to 1971. I am
doirg so in the fervent hope that after hearing me the Committee anc 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, soO 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 Sevesoc factory, and the
apprehensions of countless veterans of the Indo-Chinese war in America and Australia
are evidence of the present-day relevance of the problem. The Ho Chi Minh City
symposium was attended by more than 160 scientists and experts, nearly half of whom
came from 21 foreign countries, including the United States of America, Canada,
France, the United Xingdom, 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-knoun foreisn scientists,
fmerican, English and Dutch. The symposium was strictly a working conference of
scientists whose object was not only tc 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 unznimously, was put befores the Committee on
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 Duc Lang, a
meeting was arranged between hir and the experts in this Committee, during which he
presented additional information on the resultc of the symposium. In that connection,
I should like to say that we are very grateful to tihe delegations which took part in
that meeting, anJd we should alsc like to thank the secretariat of the Committee for
1ts help in organizing the meetinr. :

As was indicated at the symposium, various compounds of toxic chemical
substances were used in Viet Nam, including in particular dioxin, a subastance known
for its great toxicity. The total quantity of all these herbicides and defoliants
useJ against my country is estimated by dififerent scientific authorities at some
100,000 tons. According to the United States biologist, Arthur H. Westing, this
total included 57,000 tons of the famous agent oranrge, containing up to 17C kg of
the terrible dioxin. Other authorities even put forward the figure of 500 kg.
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These toxic chemical products which were sprayed on a vast sczle, in strong
concentrations and in large quantities, have caused serioucz damage to the
environment of Soutr Viet Nam: 43 par cent of the forests werz destroyed, including
70 per cent of the coconut groves and 150,000 hectarez of tropical forests, and

Z 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 surayigs over vast areas of South Viet Nam totally or in large part
destroyed extensive areas of forests in the provinces of Tién Giang, Ben Tre,
Ciu Long, Hiu 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 2 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 SZu, 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 remzin 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 ir
the country's forest zreas 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 czused 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 211 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 thes:z dead savannahs into crop-
zrowing 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
ise of herbicides containing a high proportion of dioxin, also had harmful effects,
+shich 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 todzy
uffering their concequences. Professor Ton Duc Lang gave a scientifically detailed
“eport on this subject during his meeting with the distinguished experts from
lelegations; I shzll therefore be brief in this connection.

Numerous investigations and tests by Vietnamese scientists confirm that the
1assive 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 a2 number of years after contamination, genetic
aberrations and abnormalities have been found among the victims.

At the Symposium, 12 reports were submitted giving strong evidence of a direct
1ink between the use of chemical substances and the increased number of congenital
abnormalities, monstrosities and malformations among children born in the areas that
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. Theee are terrible figures.

In the opinion of our experts, the use of chemical substances has also caused
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 periocd 1962-1968, the
incidence of cancer of the liver among persons subjected to those sprayings increased
from 2.89 per cent to §.07 per cent. Furthermore, many statistical investigations
carried out in different countries have shown the carcinogenic effect of dioxin in
minute dcges (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 a2 small part of the information contained in the
reports submitted at the Ho Chi Minh City Symposium. While further research is still
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 econcmy 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 Ham, including the
environment and the country's entire civilization, were unfcreseeable.

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 herbieides and
defoliants. We believe that we can count on international co-cperation in the
solution of this problern, 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-a
whole.
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To come now to the work of the Committee on Disarmament, I should like to
emphasize 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 wcapons.

It seems to me that at the present time a sound basis exists for the speedy
drafting of a convention prohibiting chemical weapons: a number of important
documents and concrete and practical prcposals have ‘been submitted, including in
particular the document entitled "Basic provisions of a convention on the prohibition
of the development, producticn and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their
destruction®, presented by the Soviet Union, a2 document rich in constructive ideas
for solutions to the specific problems connected with the prohibition of such
weapons. Many countiics ameng the Group of 21 have also put forward useful ideas.

Allow me, on thz 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
circumstances to develop, produce, acgquire in any way, retain, transfer or use :
chemical weapons, and to destroy its stocks of therm or redirect them into authorized
purposes as well as to destroy or dismantle facilities for the production of chemical
weapons. } '

As regards the question of vhat chemical substances should be prohibited, my
delegation ccnsiders that the future convention should prohibit all chemical
substances for purpczes of war without, however, placing unnecessary difficulties
in the way of the developmecnt of the chemical industry for peaceful purposes.

Certainly, the futurc convention ought to contain provisions giving an assurance
of its strict application.' As regards the question of what specific methods of
verification should bz usaed with respcct to the various aspects of the activities
prohibited, my delegaticn is of the view that verification measures should be
effective but should not be such 2s to lead to interference in the internal affairs
of sovereign States or thec creat’on 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.

In conclusion, I should like to express the hope that all the States members
of the Ccmmittee on Disarmament, through their distinguished reprecentatives here
present, will make greater efforts in order to complete as soon as possible the
elaboration of an internztional convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons,
which is urgently called for both by the lesscn of the tragedv of the Vietnamese
people and by the interests of all mankind.

The Socialist Republic of Viet Mam, for its part, would like to be able to
take a more active part in the drafting of this future convention on the prohibition
of chemical weapons. We could thus make avzilable to the Committee the knowledge
we have acquired and the results ol 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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To conclude, I should like to make somc comments on item 4 of the agenda.

By contrast with the consideration of other substantive issues, thc
negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons in this Committee have made
coneidcrable headway as far a2s the scope of the work donec is concerned. Like
many other dclegations we believe that if all particiPants in the negotiations
were prepared to contribute to the successful completion of the work on a
convention prohibiting chemical weapons this year, that would bc a completely

attainable objective.

The important thing, as we see it, is that the work of the Ad Hoc working
Group on Chemical Weapons should be conducted in a practical way. In this
connection we wish fully to support the proposal made Ly 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. We think that such an approach
will speed up and bring us significantly nearer to agreement on tne final text
of a convention. '

As regards questions of substance, the Mongolian delegaticn would like
particularly to note certain construective proposais thzat have been made during
the present session. I am thinking primarily of the support given by the
Soviet delegation to the proposal of z 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 a2 renunciation of the production
of chemicals with the methy-phosphorus bond, ancd of the proposal of the
delegation of thc German Democratic Republic for the declaration and liquidation
of stocks of binary weapons during the initial phase after thc entry into force
of the convention. These proposals are undoubtedly extremely important from

the point of view of facilitating the negotiations on the complcte prohibition
of chemical weapons.

After the prolonged interval between the end of January of this year and
last wezk, the Ad hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons has at last managed to
resume its work. Tne Mongolian delegation would like to express the hope that
under the chairmanship of Ambassador Mcfhail of Canada this Working Group will
be able to complste the task before it.

The Committec¢ on Disarmament has today heard the important statement of
Comrade Nguyen Thuong, the Ambassador of the Socialist Republic of Viet Nam.
In that statecment he dwelt in detail on the results of the International Syposium
on Herbicides and Defoliants in War: Ths Long-Term Effects on Man and Nature,
which was held in Ho Chi Minh City from 13 to 20 January 1983. The Mongolian
delegation wishes to express its gratitude to the dclegation of the Socialist
Republic of Viet Nam for its noble efforts and its great contribution to the
work of the Committze on Disarmament.

We consider that the statement by the delegation of the Socizalist Republic
of Viet Nam usefully supplements the document which was distributed in the
Committee at this session (CD/34%), and will serve an important source of
information in the consideration of questions of substance in the Ad _hoc Working
Group on Chemical Weapons.
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Today I address myself to the question of chemical wezpons. At the outset
I should like to express my delegation's satisfaction that the lengthy and
unnecessary complications which prevented a start on work in this important and
promising area have been resolved, and that the Ambassador of Cznada, Mr. McPhail,
has been appointed .Chaiman of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemiczl Wezpons. oy
delegation congratulates him on his appointment and locks forwzzd to working closely
with him 2t this session.

Azbassador McPhail has promised 0 speed our work, puiiizg the focus on
negotiation. In this he deservee our full support. Franily, his task is no
eacy one. In the first place, pljoceed.ings have passed beycmi the +esting but
gtill relatively straightforward phase of identification, %o the rmuch harder stage
of trading off firmly held positions. Secondly, important procedural brakes are
active. :

Under the last Chairman, various circumstances, including the Generzl Assem’oly"s
special session on disarmament, conspired to give the Commitiee on Disarmament
something of a free run on chemical weazpons. We were zble %o 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,
convened with maximmm informelity. My delegation, with many others, went on
record in favour of that approach. '

Since then, several delegations have legitimately pointed out that to do
busiress only in English, as happened in the contact groups last yezr, placed them
et 2 disedvantage. Accordingly, they have asked for full interpretation services.
As a result, the contact groups are better serviced and betier mznagedé, but they
have lost something of their informality — in a sense their youth, innocence and
dynemism. It is my delegation's strong recommendation that some elemers 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. There
ig 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 ferocicus
competition for them. The competitivenmess will only increase. It would be an
enormous pity if progress towerds z ben on chemical wezpons became the price we had’
to pay. If the secretariat is able to provide additional facilities, notably
increzsed availability of interpretation, this would be a re2l comtribution.

When I last spoke on the dquestion of chemical weapons, on 8 February, the
United States delegation was on the point of tabling its detailed views on a chemical
weapons converntion. We have since studied these with profound interest: there is
no doubt that the substantive matter which is to be found in document CD/343 will
advence our negotiations. On 22 February, the Ambassador of the Soviet Union
ennounced 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 elaboraticn of a2n international conventicn to ban chemical weapons.
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The arguments for not following this logic and for rejecting the concept of a
prohibition on use really boil down to one: there is already in place a prohibition
on the use of chemical weapons in the 1925 Geneva Protocol. Other arguments flow
from this — that ambiguities could arise in relation to the Protoccl, or the '
Biological Weapons Convention which derived from it. Delegations might wish to
refer to two comprehensive statements in this regard, one by the head of the

‘Polish delegation in 1981 (CD/PV.138) and the other by Ambassedor Onkelinx of
Belgium last month (CD/PV.206). : R it :

“7'do not intend now to attempt a detailed counter-argument, particularly as I
addressed the matter last year (CD/PV.168). It might help delegations, however,
if I simply tebulate some of the major points made in support of including 2
prohibition on use in a future convention. These derive from statements by the
Ambassadors of Argentina (CD/PV.167), China (CD/PV.118), Indonesia (cD/PV.169 and 180)
and Paikistan (CD/PV.1TL). Since our five delegations have in recent years worked
together on this issue, I trust they will excuse my borrowing from them in this
way. The points that I might tabulate are the following:

1. - A new convention contaim‘.né a distinct ban on use would be truly
. comprehensive; ‘ . :

2. The 1925 Geneva Protocol, rather than being weakened in this regard, can
be strengthened; - . ~

3. Treaties build on each other: there are numerous precedenis;

4. The 1925 Protocol logically should have ended the use of chemical weapons,
but unfortunately it did not — indeed the potential for the use of
chemical wespons exists under the Protocol;

5. The Protocol did not anticipate that the concept of "war" would evolve
into the larger concept of armed conflict; :

“ 6. . The Protocol allows for amolgu:.ty on the chemicals %o 'be  covered;

7. The protocol is limited (by reservation and interpretation) to mo first
" 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 ve included in a

X future. ban. , :
I have mentioned logic more than once, for example, in the additionzl argument
that the generzl 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 capability should lead to the inclusion of a ban on use: it is use which
transforms purpose from something subjective and debatable to objective realitye.
On the other hand, there are arguments, good ones, that chemical weapons capability
iteelf should also be restricted by the future convention and here, too, logic leads
to including a bzn on use. Without a restraint on chemical weapons capability,
the convention might actually add to the risk that States could develop a
threatening chemical posture, within the law. The threat of use will be much more
apparent than the threai of mamufacture, stockpiling, transfer and so0 On.



-ensure compliznce wit: this ban.

CD/PV.214 -
18

(Mr. Sadleir, Australia)

_Of all' the a-guments, verification is the main one. - Let me assure those
delegations which heve expressed the fear lest the verification cart be put before
the convention horse that the corréct order-is being observed. The chemical
wezpons area is 2 .good example of the proposition -that disarmament.and arms.

>

limitation conventions aim to increise security; -and that verification contributes
to this as 2 consequence. Staies give up partially a'ﬁd/or temporarily some of - . |
their pational security when they adhere to 2 convention so that they might bemefif
from a general consequential improvement in security. The reassurance :that the .
process is worth it comes.largely through the methods availazble to them of
verifying that all States are complying. In the sphere of chemical weapons, there
will have o be an-extended and delicate period during which States reduce their
chemical- wezpons profile, actual or potential. There will be asymmetries and
uncertzinties. - There will be a need to ensure — in stages or phases — that
complex obligations are being honoured. How this verification is achieved will
require contimious regulation in the course of negotiating the convention, but it
will of course be subordinzted to the objectives of the convention itself.

There has been z wide measure of agreement that the futurs convention must
provide a2 means to verify that chemical weapons have not been used.  The basis
of this agreement is that the 1925 Protocol's prohibition on use has no verification
mechapisn. - - It might be possible to verify something under one convention which
is prohibited in znother but, to put it mildly, that would be untidy. My !
delegation argues z sizzle proposition: 1let the future convention ban the poesibility
of the use of chemicals as wezpons, and let it provide a verification mechanism to

I said ezrlier that we were moving into negotiations proper. This is 2
stage which calls for flexibility. The Soviet delegation has indicated the
maxigum flexibility oz this key question. The United States delegation-earlier,
in its detailed visws szooitted 2s document CD/343, also demonstrated an adjustment
of its position on tie issue of explicitly prohibiting the use of chemical
weapons. The French delegation, too, has recently considered ways -in which its
own concerns, as well 2s the concerns of those seeking a2 ban on use, might be met
by scme formmula which 2ffirmed the enduring validity of the 1925 Geneva Protocol.
My delegation is realy to negotiate on this issue. We sense that the basis for
consensus is ithers: one which protects the undeniable and lasting achievement of
the Protocol znd yei one which will of itself effectively ensure against the use
of chemical weapons.

Concretely, my delegztion proposes that in our new negotiating phase we do not,
as in the past, exclude "use" from cur terms of reference. On the contrary, we
should build it in, by brackets, unwritten agreement or any other device. £s we
proceed, we should ask ourselves: what would inclusion of a specific reference
to-tse involve? Wha: would be the legzl and other implicztions? What verification
procedures would be affected? I do not discount the possibility that as a Committee
we ghall eventually conclude that a specific reference to use is not necessary in
the prohibition itself. But such 2 conclusion should only come after we have
convinced ocurselves — and have a consensus to this effect — that our future
convention will rule out the use of chemicals as wezpons.
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At the meeting this mornlng the distinguished Ambassador Sadleir of Australia
made a comprehensive and convincing statement on the reascns why prohibition of
use should 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 negotlatlon and
elaboration of the cormvention, . 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 comvention. We hope this paper will
- soon be dlstrlbuted in dlfferent languages. . '

Now, 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 questlon 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 delegatxons 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 agaln ‘in the contact group, quite a
mmber of delegations have p01nted cut that the prohlbltlon regime of the
1925 Geneva Protocol should be in 11ne with that of the future convention. We
associate ourselves with this v1ew. * Should there be any difference between the
twe, 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 reglme of the Protocol and whlch would

(Cont'd)
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come unier the regime of the future convention; then it would be pecessary to
solve the problem of verification of compliance with the Gemeva Protocol
pProhibiticn regime. As éveryone knows, such matters involve many carplicated
issues, meking their solution rather difficult. However, all the zbove
difficulties could be resolved, if a prchibition of use of chemical weapons were
-to be included in the future convention, and it could be brought in line with that
of the Protocol, because on the common ground of the Wo regimes, any failure of -
compliance with one regime would sinultanecusly be a failure of compliance with
the other. And this failure of compliance could be dealt with according to the
verification or other possible relevant provisions of the future comvention.

Secondly, how to bring these two Prohibition regimes in line with each
other? It is our view that this can be done on the common basis that both
Tegimes prohibit the direct and indirect use of the toxic pPhysiological effects
of chemical substances for fighting Durposes. (Herqmwe do not refer to
bioclogical warfare, because it is outside the scope of our presert debate.)

Such a basis not oaly conforms to the obligations preovides for in the :
Geneva Protocol, but is also in full accord with the "genera® pu-—pese criterion"
of the future convention. At the same tine it can suitably resclve the
differences of opinion on herbicides and irritants, that is, it prohibits their
use for fighting purposes while rermitting their use for purposes cf peace and
law enfcrcement. And it naturally follows that research, develcpment,
pProduction, iransfer, acquisition by other means anmd stockpiling which are in
confornity with these two purposes are also legal. i

Thirdly, as we have Previcusly pointed out, the best way %o unify the two
regizes is to use the concept of "chemical warfare agenis" in the definition of
chemical weapons #c be included in the conveniion, and also to include its
definition in the convention. This concept of "chemical warfare agents” embodies
the fundamental characteristics of chemical weapons and also reflects the content
of the "general Purpose criterion". As such it can apily become the basis for
unifying the two prohibiticn regimes zentioned above. In our view, the tern
"chemical warfare agents" sums up in the most Precise and appropriate term the
whole concept of the prohibition contained in the Geneva Protocol (of course,
this dces not refer o biological warfare either). ~ And what lies at the centre
of the prohibition by the future convention is exactly "chemical warfare agents",
wLether they be super-toxic lethal, lethal, other harmful substances or any cther
kind of substance, as leng as they are uses for fighting purposes.

Consequently, the ccncept of "chemical -warfare agents" in itself contains the

basis for unifying the prohibition Tegimes of the ‘two international instruments.

The Chinese delegation has always advocated using the concept of "chemical
warfare agents” in the future convention. In the course of the Previous _
Degotiations, Dany other delegations have also submitied working papers on the
definition of this term. At this stage, when we are. attempting to examine and
Bettle the question of the relaticnship between the two regimes, the adoption of
this concept becomes €Ven more necessary. It is our belief that by straightening

out the relationship between these two regimes, we will be in - beiter positicn to
achieve an agreement on the question of the scope of the future convention. The
Chinese delegation stands ready to exchange views with all other delegutions on
this issue. . . s o ‘
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With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I shall confine my short remarks on
this 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, chermiczl weapons, I would like first of 21l to express
our thanks to the Chzirmen of the 4id Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons, ..
Ambzssador McPhail of Canada. Like hic predecessor, Ambassador Sujka of Poland,
he has approached his task with remarkable seriousness of purpose and sense of
direction. His method has made it possible to minimize drift and interminable
arguments. It ic our fervent hope that the expectations expressed by various
delegetions regarding the elaboration of a convention aimed at a2 comprehensive
ban on chemical weapons will not be misplaced.

My delegation is of the view that the extensive werk carried out in the
month of January this yecr within the chemical weapons Vorking Group and in
which technical experts participated, the many proposzls of various delegeticns,
including those of the Superpowers and the ongoing deliberations of the 4d Hoc
Working Group on Cheuical Werpons constitute a scund basis for concrete :
negotictions that could produce a ccriprehensive ban on the development, production
and stockpiling of chemical weapons. The distinguished reprecentative of the

(Cont'd)
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USSE, Ambassador Issraelyen, in his intervention on 12 April sz2id, "The
Committec is on the eve of the decicive stage of the negctiations cimed at the
elaboration of 2 convention on the prohitition of chemical wezpons". I hope
that the two Superpewerr will demonstrate with concrete results that the adage
"to whom much is given much is expected" helds true for them “oco.

Let me reiterate my delegution's Timi conviction thet the technical issues
of verification snd compliance zre nct insurmounteble, and that the time has
nov come for the two Superpowers to demonstrate with a sense of urgency the
much-needed politiczl will with ¢ view to reaching agreements on a comprehensive
chemical wezpons treaty under effective internationsl control.

In the process of working out the details of 2 convention, my delegation
fovours ¢ general purpose criterion rather than selecting certain substances
only for prohibition. In the view of my delegation,'the latter could provide
a2 fertile loophole.  Though most of the chemicals or substances in this regard
may not be weapons in themselves, one czn liken them to nuclear facilities
vhich mcy be military or peaceful, depending on who is mzking the declaration.
Most delsgations seated arcund this tazble have expressed willingness to proceed
seriously with progress on & convention banning chemical weapons. In particular
it is reassuring to note that the Soviet Union has indicated flexibility on its
once-hardened position and 2lso 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 & future chemical weapons convention. So the ball
is now in the Committee's court; we have the ingredients for what looks like a
chemical weapons convention. Ny delegation therefore urges the Committee %o
seize the bull by the horms now.

It is the belief of my delegation that the present momentum in favour of
the elzboration of a chemical weapons ban chould be maintzined. In order to
advance the czuse of our weriz on this question, may I suggest that a chemicel
weapons convention drafting group be set up within the Coumitiee. Such a body,
made up of representatives cf various groups within the Committee, should dc
charged with the responsibility of elaborating a comprehensive chemical weapons
treaty. Such a drafiing group shoull concern itself with identifying those
areas where agreement hias been reached, while the remeaining provisions can be
inserted in the draft as soon ac final agreement on them is reached. We should
not let this momentum slip awvzy. The merits of this proposzl, we believe, are
psychologiczl and procedurzl in nature; by collating those areas where there
is a consensus, it will heip to focuc zttentior on those topice needing further
treatment.
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Mr. FIELDS (United States of America): Mr. Chairman, as we come to the
close of our spring session, permit mec 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 &f 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
of fices, 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 -i1ts consideration. This
was .a deplorable situation vhich 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".

We have, however, taken some small steps in this session. Our agenda
finally settled, we re-established our working groups, elected their chairmen,
and finally bcgan 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. Let us all
dedicate ourselves to this vitzl task.

I



Mr, McPhail, Canads)

I hardly neel emphacize the priority Canada eitaches to the expeditious
conclusion of an agreement hanning chexmical weapons. We have been entrusted with a
special responsibility by the Committee, and I assure you 1 intend to make good the
confidence the Committee has placed in me as Chairmen of the chemical weapons
Working Group, anc I went now for 2 few moments to speak in thatl capacity.

Perhzps the opening statement from the Chair to the Working Group on 6 April bears
some repetition: "The goal of the Group Is tc achieve the negntiation of a
verifiazble convention barming the development, troduction and stockpiling of chemical
weapons and requirings the destruction of existing .stockpiles and means of producticn,
thue finally elirinating the threat of the vse of these terrible weapons in war for
all time.". I do mot predict that this far-reaching geal will be wholly achieved
during 1383, but at this stage I n2ke nc prediction either that we shell fail to reach
such = conclusion. Certainly the process car be moved foward in a most substantial
wey. GOreat progress has been achieved under the Chairmanships of Japan, Sweden and
Poland during the past three years; and as delegations cn ell sides lately have
pointed out, we are nowv poisel to move into & highly productive final phase of these
negotizticns. That is the challenge befoze us in 1983.

T am satisfied that we are moving towards this goal. The late start of the
Working Group prevented us frorm moving as quickly as we should have liked in tackling
many of the key issues, and hard negotiations lie ghead. This is to say that the
test of the chemiczl weapons Worzing Group to make real and substantive progress lies
in the summer sescion when the hardest negotiations will begin, when concessions
mist be made, and when éifficult choices must te taken if we are to progress further:
the Working Croup, in the opinior of its Chairman, is now at the stage where it must
be prepared to confront these matters.

Or. substantive issues before the Vorking Group, arezs of consensus and also
areas where further work needs to be done have been identified, with a view to
providing a focus fcr our negotiatiorns. Areas of consensus include many aspects
related to tha question of scope; egqually, there ie basic agreement on a mumber of
definitions., Co—operation znd confidence-building measures also have a good foundation
for consensus a2s these measura2s are elaborated; and there is a general pattern of
agreeneni on many matiers soncerning the dutiec of compliance organizations. There
is, in addition, sufficient agreament on the preamble and concluding articles of a
chemical weapons convention to saggest thev the —emzining issuec related to them can
be effectively dealt with wher the time comes. :

But there are zlso areas of divergence, and it is here thzt our work must be
most intense, The principal areas whire consensus is lacking are the following:

Certain delinitions, especially of oprecursors and key precursors, as
they relate to the prepsration and use of liets for purposes of
determining levels of prohibition or control and verification procedures;
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Destruction of existing stocks — scope, declarations, timings and |'
moni toring; -

Destruction of existing means of production — scope, declarations,
timings and monitoring;

Non-production — BCODE, declarations, timingsand monitoring;

Compliance provisions, particularly challenge methods and fact-finding
procedures; 1

Provisions for the prokhibition of use and the verification of alleged use.

These metters of substance, ané other issues as well, including probleme and
approaches in recording areas of consensus (and differences) have been examined by
the Working Group in its short period this session. Resides the regular
Working Group meetings, three contact groups — on existing stockpiles, on the issue
of non-compliance, and on the prohibition of use — were established under the
Chairmanships of Poland, Brazil end the Netherlands respectively. The Working Group
yesterday received oral reports from the Chairmen on progress SO far, and while
quite clearly, work is far from complete, no insurmountable obstacles have yet
appeered, These three contact groups, the Working Group agreed, will continue
their activities into the surmer session, and I am confident that they will prove
equal to the task of dealing with some of the tougher issues which will confront
us then.

We, I think, know what the end product is that we are seeking to achieve this
year, I will attempt to move the negotiztions forward as fagt as possible but I do
not pretend to believe that we will manage to solve all the major issues. I hope
that we can produce a document setting out in reasonzble form zll of the material
vhere agreement has been reached and, where possible, to indicate by various
techniques, via areas, where agreement remains to be achieved. Eopefully, this
will show clearly what further negotiations may be needed and also where the
Committee may then proceed with the final elaboration of a text.

Duri the present session, a certain amount of work has been done on the
elaborat?gg of gn international convention on the prohibition and elimination of
chemical weapons. A number of delegations in their statement§ both at plenary
meetings and in the Ad Hoc Working Group have noted the contribution of th: 4
Soviet delegation ,towards the speeding up of this work. A number of imporian S
proposals were made by other delegations also == the United States of Amer c?;r
German Democratic Republic, the United Kingdom and others. However, w?firelt a0
from feeling euphoric abcut the results of the work done. The most difficult p

of the negotiations lies ahead.



CD/PV 216
24

(Mr. Erdembileg, Mongolia)

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
a number of specific questions in order to give fresh impetus to the negotiations
taking place within the framework of the Geneva Comittee on Disarmament, towards the
following ends: '

The drafting as soon aa possible of a treaty on the complete and general
prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests;

'rhe speeding up of the work on an international convention on the prohibition
and elimination of chemical weapons;

(Cont'd)
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Nevertheless we note with great satisfaction the profound {interest shown by many
States, and especially the socialist States, in the speediest posaible achievement of
agreement in the aphere of the prohibition of chemical weapons. In the courae of the
session quite a number of constructive proposals were put forward, and these will
undoubtedly serve as & stimulus to the search for mutually acceptable solutions. The
Mongolian People's Republic, as you know, attaches great importance to the relationship
between the future convention on the complete prohibition and destruction of chemical
weapons and the Geneva Protocol of 1925. We would like, therefore, once more to say
that the step taken by the Soviet Union to meet the position of a number of non-aligned
and neutral countries regarding the inclusion in the convention of s prohibition on the
use of chemical weapons creates favourable prospects for the solution of this very
important question.

It cannot be denied that the many yeara of discussion of the question of the
prohibition of chemical weapons are bearing fruit. We share the view of those who
consider that a sound basis now exists for more substantial and, more important, more
concrete work on the text of the future convention. We hope that under the
chairmanship of the distinguished representative of Canada, Ambassador McPhail, it will
be possible for the work of the Group to move, to 2 greater extent than has been the
case in the past, precisely ip this direction. It would, of course, be a mistake not
to take account of the divergencies existing between the positions of different
countries on a number ‘of questions which will call for further careful consideration
and thorough study. A judicious combination of these two approaches will, we believe,
make it possible in the course of the summer part of the session to make subatantial
progress towards the prohibition of chemical weapons.

CD/PV 216
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(Mr. Garcia Robles, Mexico)

My delegation is glad that as resards the efforts to achieve the elimination
»f chemical weapons as well as with respect t> radiological weapons, on both of
which items there are ad hoc working grours, and 2s regerds the subject of the
prevention of an arms race in outer space, where it seems.that only one delegation
still has reservaticns about the setting up of another ad hoc working group, the
prospects are less discouraging than they unfortunstely appear to be with regard
o the items I reviewed carlier.
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While the vicissitudes we encountered at ihe beginning of this session delayed the
re-starting of the woricing groups, we must neverthcless recognize that the weelks
devoted principally to the discussion of procedural problems and th< agenda were not
altogether lost, even as regards certain questions of substance, and I would refer in
particular to the guestion of chemical disarmament. During the first two months QI the

gession, some very important contributions were made on this issue; we heard atatemsnis

of great interest at plenary meelings of the Commistce; even before the ovening of the
session, the Working Group had spent three weeks continuing ite offorts under the
chairmanship of Ambassador Sujka, arnd in fact it could be said that it was that subject
-—oOne ye consider exirenely imporiant ——which mariced the opening of the secsion. [
situation has now rcturned to normal, with the resumpiion of worl: in conditions we
consider favouratle. The responsitility for this, I should like to say, is duc in

lerge part to the new Chairman of th: Worizing Group, Lmbasgsador McPhail. We vparuicularly

appreciate his determination tc concentrate the work of the Group on trying to reach

agreement on the points of substence on which there are still divergences of viewe.
Ambassedor McPhail hac again useu the method of contact groups which proved so fruitful
under the chairmanship of his predscessor, Ambassador Sujka, while reducins the number
of those groups tc three.

T should like to sav a few words about thc subjects so far dealt with by these
groups: the declaration ani destruction of stocks of chenical weepons; the procedure
for om-site insvections by challenge, and the guestion of the pronibition of the use of
chemical weaponc.

As regards the verification cf the destruction of stocks, the position oi the
French delegation is well known; we believe thal cuch verification should ir the first
instance guarantee that the nature and the quantity of the products destroyed in fect
correspond to what has been declared; then, that thers is no possibility for ihe
diversion or substitution of products during the process of destruction, and lastly,
that *he destruction is carried ou® in a manner that is irreversitle or very difficult
to reverse and that the final products arec unuszble as chemical weapons.

We believe that in order %o guarantee 21l these things, internctional verification
ghould be carried out continuously throughout the psriod of the operations of
destruction. In the present sitate of technology, this means that international
inspectors must have access at all timcs tc every part of the destruciicn faeility.

The development of autcmatic verification systems will perhaprs one day make it poscsitle
to reduce these constraints, but it will still be necessary for any equipment installed
to be reliable and guaranteed againsi any manipulation.

(Cont'd)

\
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In the contact group concernec with the procedure for cn-site inspections by
hallenge, the discussion has centred mainly on the way a2 State forming the subject of
a rzcuest for an inspection by challenge chould react to it. Accorcing to the consencus
which appears to have emerged in the contach group, a State forming ths subject of such

a request could not refuse to accede to it arbitrarily and without explanations. We
believe that it is necessary s go much further. Oncs the destruction of stocks and
facilities is complete, confidence bciween the parties can bhe assured cnly by a
gucrantee that none of them will subseguentl;” resume the menufacture of chemical
-weapons. This reguires, or the one hanl, that the industrial establizhments
manufacturing products capable of being diverted for use in chemical wezpons =- for
example, products containing the methyl-phosphorus bond == should be subject to
syetematic international verification of a strictness devendeni on the poteniial danger
of thz products in cuestion. In that connection, verifica®ion by the drawing of loie
appears to offer an approovriate method. On the ofther hand, it is essential that any
sucpicion of a possible violation of the convention shculd be investigated promptly
after the addressing cf a "challenge" to the State sucpeated, by mceans of an on-site
inspection conducted by an international team. This lzind of inspectior is so important
that acceptance of it ought to be the rule==it would, moreover, be to ire benefit of .
the innocent State and would embarrass any dishonest accuser == and refusal ought o be <
the exception. What the contact group ought tc consider, therefore, ic 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, anc what
Justification it would then be recuired to provide. :

The third contact group has beern dealing with the question of the possitle
inclusion in the conventicn of a2 clause prohibiting use, and the guestion of
verification of compliance with that clause. As we explained on 2 March last, we are
not convinced of the need for such a provision. We consider that the prohibitior of the
use of chemical weapons is already ensured in as completle a manner as possitle by the
Geneva Protocol of 1925, botih as regaris the products to which that prohibificn wouléd
apply == "asphyxiating, poisonouz cr other gases, and of all analogeus liguids, materials
or devices" == and as regards the circumstances in which use is prohibited. Tre
exrression "use in war" oughi nct to be interpreied as having a restrictive meaning:
in 1925 the idea of armed cenflicts other than formaelly declared wars had not made its
appearance in international law, and it is clear from the terms of the Protocol itsell
that its authors had mo intention whatever of resiricting ite application to formally
declared wars.

However, if a consensus emerges in favour of a repetition of the prohnidition of
use in the future convention, it would be essential, and I thini: 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
contain a pzragreph reaffirmins the velidity of the Protoccl. Such a text cught also
to state thait the Protoccl forms part of international law and that the prohivitions it
contains apply to all. The future convention cught also to stipulate that none of its
provisione can be interpreted as derogating from the obligations flowing froz the
Protoccl. ' :

T ———

-
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1If more is felt to e needed, the Siates parties to the convention which are
parties to the Geneva Protocol could recall the cormitments they had assumed under the
lztter, and those States which were not parties to the Protocol could declare their
acceptance of the prohibition of the use of chemical weapons embodied in the Protocol.
Such a solution, which is very near to that suggesied by IMr. Ackerman, the co-crdinator
of the contact group responsidle for this question, would have the adventagz cf avoiding
both duplication with the Geneva Protocol and the risk of instituting regimes for the
prohibiticn of use that were different for Statec parties to the protoccl and Statecs
not parties to the Protocol.

As to verification of compliance with the prohitition of use, a5 wes proposed by
the delegavion of the Soviet Union and other delegations, this should form the subject
of appropriate provisions in the part of the convention devoted to verification. These
provisions should take account of the specific conditionse= state of war or armed
conflicte= in which a violation of the prohivition of use might be comrmitted. They
ought to be based essentizlly on on-site inspection by challenge and to provide in
particular for speedy and unhampered accese by inspectors to the locations of elleged
vioiations. The French Governmer: attaches particuler importance to this matter cf the
verification of violations of the Geneva Prctocol and mere generally %o the rule of
international law it embodies. It was for this reason that at the United Fations
Generzl Assembtly session of last year the French delegation, alongs with others worked '
to secure thz adoption of a procedurc for that purpese. We have already replied here
to the objections raised that the resolution adontzd violates the law of treaties. We
shall, if necessary, reveri te this mattier. But w2 should like tc repeat that an action
designed tc ensure respect for a provision of international law cannot bc vpresented as
being contrary to international law. In adopting recolution 57/9“ D of
2 December 1932, the General Aesembly in no way exceeded ite competence. It merely

provided for the adoption of provisional procedures designed %o uphold the authority of

the 1925 Protocol, an authority which would be weakened if such procedures could not be

epplied when there was an allegation of a violation of the Prectocol. The well-known and

indisputable rule of international law concerning the useful effect of treaties —-

Isohzius valeat guar pereat (thc treaty should prevail rather than perish) == fully confirmc
So

In the event of any lacuna in an international undertaking, it is implicitly within
the competence of the body best eguipped, both by its composition and by the range of
its general functions, to act on behalf of the international cormmunity of Stetes as a
yhole, to provide for the creation of a mechanism to.ensure that that international
instrument is in fact respected ané that possible violations thereof shall be brought
to the notice of international public opinion when such an instrument formes an integral
part of general international law, and in the present instance the body of rules of
international law applicable in the case of armed conflicts.
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As the Committee is well aware, we are expected to cmbark 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
consonance with the Concluding Document of the Twelfth Special Session of the
General Assembly and the gquestion of a mandate for and the setting up of a working
group on the prevention of nuclear war. We also have the subject of the broadening
of the mandate of the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban, the question of
the enhancement of the Committeec's effectiveness, its redesignation, and other item
on the agenda.

At this juncture, it may be worth while to affirm that the virtual consensus and
the momentum achieved during the spring session in favour of a future chemical
weapons convention should be maintained and carried to its logical conclusion.

CD/PV.217
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(Mr. Tindemans, Belgiun)

. The Committee hasAyet to demonstrate its ability to finalize international
reaties relating to the limitation or elimination of armaments. During the 1960s
and the early 1970s, a start was made on the adoption’of international legislation
é§ this soherec. This legislative effort should be resumed as soon as possiblc.
ince joiging tye Committee in 1979, Belgium has always advocated the identification
of specific topics suitable for negotiations. Although important work has been
gz:;it: recent years, particularly on the prohibition of chemical weapons, the
e e ce has often wasted time on lengthy procedural discussions or academic debates
metimes on abstract subjects hardly lending themsclves to negotiation. It is

generally agreed that this year once agai ic i
LY : gain the most promising to 2
prohibition of chemical weapons. ; g A T

e tg:lgi:zé :§mwh?sehFerritory asphyxiating gases werc used in an armed conflict
ik ime in 1§tory, hopes that the Committee will devote all the nescessary
ources 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 M{. Bush, the Vice-President of the United States, and at the second special
session of the General Assembly by the Sovie: Minister for Foreign Affairs,

Mr. Grqmyko. In this connection, Belgium was encouraged by the proposals made at
that time by the Soviet Union concerning systematic international on-site
inspection, even if those proposals have not been sufficiently elaborated since then.
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Concerned at the virulent discussions which havc developed in recent decades
as 2 result of allegations of the use in combat of chemical warfarc 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 Protocel of 1925. Since
then, other suggestions have been made for dealing with this problem, both in the
General Assembly and here in the Committec on Disarmamant 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 futurc convention on the
prohibition of chemical weapons. Starting from thc idea that the prohibition of the
use in combat of chemical and bacteriological weapons has, after the pzssage of more
than 50 years, become universally accepted, it seeks solely to improve the range
of concrete measures available to the internationzl community to ensure compliance
with this prohibition. However, I repeat, the negotiation of a convention on
chemical weapons is 2 priority matter and Belgium expacts the Committec to devotc
the time necessary to it in order to produce the text of a treaty as soon as possible.

CD/PV.219
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(Mr. Cromartie, United Kingdom)

I should like once again to stresc the importance which my Government attaches
to the negotiations in this Committee on 3 chemiczl wezpons converition. Wec believe
that significant progress has been made towards this goal in the chemical weapons
Working Group ané we are ready to work intensively on this subject during the
summer. We should like tc sec chemical weapons given priority in the scheduling of
meetings and the allocation of secretzriat resources. Ve believe that it is now
time to come to grips with the outstanding problems, particularly in the difficult
but vital arca of verification. We hope that all dclegations will strive to reach
agreement on the substantive issues where differences rezain, and that efforts will
not be diverted in going over areas upon which & broal measurc of agreemcnt already
exists. Our aim for the summer should bo to enlarge the areas of consensus -=

indeed, we should if possible seek tec reach azreement in principle on all major
points of substance. ' . UL, T i

Mv delegation at our last session tabled a working paper, document CD/353%, on
the verification of the non-producticn of chemical weapons. We look forward to
hearing the vicws of other delegations on the ideas contained in that working paper
during the meatings of the Ad Hoc Werking Group on Chenical Weapone. We hope in
particular that delegations will be able to meke availablc infornation about their
national productior of the key precurscrs mentioned in our working paper, to enable
us to make a2 batter judgement of the size of the problem involved. Ve very much

welcome the news that a number of delegations are in a position to present such
statistics to the Committec.
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When it is said that at present negotiations are being conducted in the
Committee on Disarmament 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.

The question of a chemical weapons ban has been under consideration in the
Committee on Disarmament since 1970. For the last 13 years, the majority of ..
States participating in the Committee’s work have expressed their views in - <
detail. They have submitted about 300 documents which provide a comprehensive :
analysis of the technical, military, leszl and other aspects of the problem.
However, even now, the elaboration of the text of a possible agreement on a
chemical weapons ban has still not been initiated. In our view, if no work is
being done on the drafting of the text, then we cannot speak about the promising
character of the work. The Soviet delegation appeals to all delegations really
interested in progress in this field to make efforts to secure the speediest
possible initiation of drafting work in the Working Group on Chemical Weapons.
Otherwise, the Ad Hoc Working Group mnay find that the interest of many States
in its work is noticeably declining.
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. Another priority of Finland in the substantive work of the Committee ié”the
issue of chemical weapons.

In 1971 my Government initiated a research project on the analytical
verification of chemical warfare agents. The systematic publication of laboratory
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
handbook consisting of three parts. The first was published in 1979 and dealt with
an approach for the standardization of techniques and reference data; the second,
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
this summer. It will, in our view, bc a timely contributlon to the substantive
issues discussed in the Vorking Grouo. The title will be "The precursors and key
precursors"”, and the report will deal with the identification of precursors of
nerve agents, and a few classical and other non-phosphorus chemica1 warfare agents
and the degradation of the products of adamsite, 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 rcached a more concrete phase.

CD/PV.221
14

. Nufiez Mosque Cub

Another important item in the work of the Committee on Disarmament, and one
on which seriocus 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, 2lthough it is repestedly 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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'his morning I intend to speal about the prohibition of chemical weapons.
I will przsent my delegation's views on the topic scheduled for this week == the
prevention of nuclear war, including all related matters -- at our next
plenary meetingz. '

Let me begin with some general remarks. The over=all results of the
sprinc part of the 1983 session were very disappointing to my delczation. 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
tovard an azrcement in this critical area. The failure. of the Committee to
resolve procedural issues promptly led to an unconscionable delay.in resuming
work on the important chemical wezpons ban. None the less,, by the end of April
we were modestly encouraged by the activities of the chemical weapons Working Group.
Ve believed that prospects werc good for more intensive and productive work once
the Committee reconvened in mid-Junc.

(Cont'd)
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We continue to be optimistic about what realistically might be achieved tnis
summer. It is now clear that an agreement cannot be completed this year, given

the complex and difficult issuaes that remain to be resfolved. On many issues the
necessary foundation for a convention ic still far from completc. However, by
systematically tackling and resolving cach of these remaining kcy issues, an
effective ban can be constructed. Ue 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 deéision to deal comprehensively
with each area, to pull togetheir work on related issues of scope, declaration and
verification. In each of these four groups th2re are a nuaber of issues yet to
be resolved. While these contact groupc have been urnder 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 itc consideration of this key area.

Of the existing contact grocups, the one on stockpiles has the most complex
task. The 8roup's mandate encompasses declaration and destruction, the
monitoring of the stocks until “hey 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 2lss be fozzl roints for the group's work and, in
that regard, I would like to make nome specific comments.

In his statement of 4 February, Vice-President Bush stressed the need to
intensify work on a chemical wezpons ban and committed the United States to help
accelerate the Committea's efforts. Toward this end the United States delegation
immediately presented a major initiative, which is contained in document CD/343.
We have been encouragad by thec construztive response from most delegations.

In order to facilitate progriss 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 discussea at
length in the Committeec. These discussions, which have thus far been largely
conceptual in nature, have none the less resulted in a significant narrowing of
differcnces. 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. Conclusions about the need for continuous inspection
necessarily rest on information about the charactecrictics of the destruction
process, the capabilities of sensors and the functions of inspectors.
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In our view, further prorress on verification of stockpile destructions can
only bc achieved if the discussions move now from concepts to real-Yifc situations.
Thc paper we are tablinz today is intended to facilitate a realistic consideration
of the level of verification needed in a concrete existinz situation. It is the
product of intensive work during the recess period by menbers of my delegation in
conjunction with United States army experts. Although the paper certainly reflects
our ounsapprbach, in preparing it we have been mindful of the views and concerns

~expressed by other delegations. Delegations should be.mindful as they study the
paper that we have modified our approach at several points to take into account
the views of others. : . .

Our paper. shows in detail, and in layman's language, how our approach to
verification of stockpile destruction would actually work, using an existing
gestruction facility for the purpose of jllustration. The first part of the paper
describes the operation of the facility,_thevcnemical agent munition disposal
system (CAMDS) at Tooele army depot in Utah. This discussion is followed by an
outline of the principles which form the basis for the verification plan. -The
concludinn part dascribes in very specific terms how the destruction process would
be monitored at the Utah facility through a combination of sensors and human
inspectors. The type and location of. sensors is spelled out and the specific
tasks for inspectors described. Specific. measures are provided to ensure the
validity. of data used for verification. . The exact procedurss to be used at.another
facility could, of course, be somewhat different, but the general scheme would be
quite similar.. L q : ' ‘ A5 _ S i

In our view, a careful analysis of this real-life example demonstrates clearly
that effective verification of stockpile destruction can only pbe achieved through
the continuous presence of inspectors while destruction operations are uncer way.
Current sensors are inadequate to permit inspection visits to be put.on a periodic
basis. But it should be noted that effective verification does not require a
throng of inspectors. For the Utah facility, for example, only a handful would
be needed, and these only durinz the destruction process.

We trust that those who take a different pocition will also explain their
approach in specific terms, as we havas done. Specifically, it would .be helpful
for the group working on this issue to know: how would another approach work in
practice at a real-life facility? How would it provide effective verification?

Oc this issue the time is past for vague, hypothatical arguments. The
Committec's efforts must be directed to working out sounc provisions which would
lead to a truly effective ban on these odious weapons. It is our intention to
mak: a more detailed presentation of this paper later this week in the contact
group on stockpiles,-and also to hold a question-and-answer session later for
intercste¢ .members of delezations and experts. Our oxperts will, of course, be -
prepared to rcspond to questions in the eontact group meeting and in the
Horiting Group on Chemical Weapons as well.

I believe it is clear that the United States delegation is ready to work hard
on this issue with a view to finding a mutually acceptable solution this summer.
We hope that others are preparad to do the same. In our viaw, whetner or not a
solution can be found soon on this issue is a good way to judge the prospects for
an agreement. Success here will augzur well, even thougir wore difficult. problems
are still ahecad. Failure will cause many to question the seriousness of some
within the Committec. For our part,-we are ready =-- and gagerly looking forward
to -- a constructive dialomue which will inevitably lead to success.
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(Mr. Rose, German Democratic_Republic)

€. With regard to the prohibitien of chemical weapons we expect the

Working Group to take up the drafting work at thins session, so that concrete
results can be achisved scon. The same applies to radiological weapons.

CD/PV 224
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(Mr._Komives, Hungary)

To discharge these tasks the Committee on Dlsarmament ahould undertake,
as a flrst step, the following measures:

1. The establishment, with an appropriate mandate, of a worklng group on the
cessation of the nuclear arms race and nuclear dlsarmament and that of a worklng
group on the prevention of nuclear war.

2. The expansion of the mandate of the Ad Hoc WOrklng Group on a NucleaJhTest
Ban with a view to carrying out negotlatlons.

3. The start of the drafting process in the Ad Hoc Wbrklng Group on Chem1cal
Wéapnns in order to elaborate the chemical weapons conventlon at an early date.

4. The establishment of a2 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. - s ‘ :
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Now let me turn to the question of the prohibition of chemical weapons. My
delegation is very much encouraged by the fact that the Working Group on Chemical
Weapons, under th: energetic and able leadership of its Chairman, Ambassador McPhail

of Canada, is examining various aspccts of a future convention on.chemical weapons
more intensiv.ly than ever. I would like to point out that many active

contributions have been mad. to facilitate the negotizations on 2 convention, the
most rec:ant onc being the documentation by the United States delegation on the :
quescion of the destruction of stocitpiles of chemical wezpons. It has long been
the strons conviction of my delzgation that the ban on chemicz2l weapons should
start with the compicts destruction of existing stockpiles. 1In this sense, we
highly appreciat> the afforts of th: United States Covernment in sharing with the
Commnittee it 2xperiences in tne field by presenting in detail the methos now in
use, a5 well 23 the posaible procedurec for verification of the destruction of ;
3tockpiles of chemical weapons. 1 sincerely hope that with this sort of practical
example on our table the Committec will now be able to tuckle this difficult yet
most basic and important task in connection with banning chemical weaponc, namely,
destruction and its verification, with a view to coning to an agreement on this
question.

(Cont'd)
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The fundamental difficulty which seemingly exists in the work on a chemical- /
weapons ban comes from a certain confusion, I mignt say, on what it is that we
want to prohibit under the future convention. We have repeatedly stated that many
practical problema will have to de dealt with, unless we have a very clear
understanding about interactions between ndefinition", "declaration" and
nyorification”. That the delivery equipment for the specific purpose of chemical
warfare should be banned will meet with no objection. ¥hen 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¢ generalizwed expression proposed a3 treaty language on the
other.

According to the definition of "chemical weapons" now propcosed, chemicals,
whether super-toxic lethal, other lethal or other harmful, will be prohibited as
chemical weapons if they are intended for hostile purposzs. 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 cormon
knowledge as regards their names and molecular compositions. As has already been
pointed out on many occasions in this chambzr, and I hope there is a common '
understanding on this, chemicals themselves are not weapons, except for those
already known to be dedicated to we=apons purposes. Rather, many chemicals of
various toxicity levels ars widely used in industry in large quantity for the
benefit of mankind. 4nd I am sure tnat ther: is.no intention on the part of any
delegation in the Committee to include such uses of chemicals for peaceful
civilian purposes in the scope of the prohibition. In the light of this, I would
like to point out the following with regard to.the definition which I referrad to
a moment ago.

(1) For a general-purpose criterion to be effectively applied, it is
necessary to define clearly sucn terms as "hostile purposes" or "hostile
activities”, and this, I am afraid, is not an easy task.

(2) The eiement of "intention" is difficult to verify, especially when it
comes to the declaration of non-production of chemical weapons.

Wwhat, 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 6o be used primarily for weapons
purposes, and that such listing should becomz an accepted common understanding by
the States parties to the convantion. The convention will prohibit the
development, production, etc., of these agents as chemical weapous. A small
quantity may be permitted for protective purposes in a very limited way. There
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.

At the same time, my delegation fully recognizes the dangerous consequences
which other chemiculs would cause to human life if used for hostile purposss,
including possible long-tern or genetic effects. Therefore, a sccond measure
will be nceded in a convention to ensure that these chemicals with a high
probzbility of misuse are restricted only to civilian pezceful purposes. To this
end, it will be important that some of these chemicals, including immediate
precursors, which can, by n singlc chemicul reaction, be converted to weapons,
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be 2lso well=dcfined, identified in a list and placed under control to a certain
extent with necessary verification procedures. We do not, however, eavision the
prohibition of production, etc., of these chemicals, in the sam¢ manncr as what,
for the lack of proper terminology, I will just call weapons=grade chemical agents.
This second mezsure will be most appropriately supplemented by the prohibition of
us. for hostile purposcs of tnese chemicals. Whether this second list, as well as
the list of weapons agents, should form an integrzl part of 2 convention is ~
matter that needa further examination. I would confine myself to pointing out the
practical need for their existence in the context of 2 chemical weapons convention.

I only hope that carcful examination in the Workinz Group on Chemical Weapons
will finc a suitable solution and that our suggestion may contribute to that end.

Now, Mr. Chairman, allow me to say a few words on the question of the non-use
of chemical weapons. It has now been widely held that a future convention banning
chemical weapons should not detract from the obligations of States und<r the
1925 Protocol and should include verification measures for the non-usz of chemiczal
weapons. We certainly share this view. Furthermore, it should bce noted that,
gince the convention we are negotiating is legally independent of the 1925 Protocol,
it should be legzlly self-consistent and self-containzd. Therefore, if we intend
to provid¢ 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.
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Today, I take up the subject of chemical weapons. I do so because, for the
moment, this 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 expsrience with chemical weapons' experts has evolved from their first
apraarance 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 Group on Chemical Weapons and the various
contact groups of that Working Group. There is no doubt in my mind that their
presence has served substantially %o advance our work, both by highlighting the
technical problems which our efforts have identified and by showing the way to
possible soluiions, in every case promptly and practically.

The Committee has begun a new thase of intensive work on chemical weapons,
seven meetings a week being scheculed with full secretarial services, and a range
of other consultations on a bilateral, a regional or an informal basis. Inevitably,
the resulis of this activity will be incremental and will not necessarily be seen all
at once. There is, for example, consensus in the Committee that no delegation should
be bound by any part of an emerging convention on chemical weapons until the
convention as 2 whole is put together. Thus, reservations are often made for that
reason, even when the delegation meking them can broadly go along with the solution
envisaged. We are erecting a complicated structure with many levels, ancillary
facilities and anrexes.

There are two things I want to stress. First, we are making progress.
Secondly, the time has come %o negotiate. On progrees, we should continue on our
current course, and by no means allow ourselves to be attracted to or distracted
by the siren calls of procedural wrengling. That will be important when we begin
to recori how far we have gnt. On negotiation, we should all seek instructions
allowing us flexibility, since we can now see enough of the structure of the
conven*ion tc judge the extent to which our positions can eontribute to or hamper -
further work.

Wher. I last spoke on chemical weapons, on 21 April, I offered a clear hint
that Australic was willing to show some flexibility on the question of a specific
provision against the nse 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. Regrettably, this is a rare enough phenomenon in the
Committee on Disa—mameni. The breakthrcugh we want is not yet, however, there.

My delegation urges “lexibility on others who, lii¢ ourselves, have strong views on
this partiecular issuc., 1 applaud, in particular, Japan whkich (as we heard from
Ambassador Imai oun 11 July) hee now joined those delecutions that advocate the
irclusion of & prohiibition on use in the new chemical weapor:: convention.

(Cont'd)
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The analytical procedures necessary for verification of stockpile declarations
and destruction will involve quantities of chemicals far in excess of the trace
amounts of chemical agents and their residues which are likely to be available in
challenge procedures involving use or non-—use. Thus the standardized procedures
which would be developed will be of two kinds: those designed to determine the
chemical nature, breakdown products and other impurities of a sample taken
routinely at a facility, and those designed to detect very gmzll amounts of
chemicals in environmental samples.

Once stockpiles have been destroyed = i.e., after 10 years of the convention's
life — the stress will shift to the verification on non-production of new chemical
weapons in either civilian industry or possible hidden facilities. Verification of
use or non-use will remain an issue.

Controls on the precursors of chemical weapons will be important throughout
the lifetime of the convention. During the phase of stockpile destruction,
precursors of binary or multicomponent systems should be destroyed, subject to
the same verification as the chemicals they precede.

Verification of the adequacy of controls on precursors will require different
procedures from those developed for chemical weapons as such, since the toxicity
of the precursor will not be relevant to its possible use in chemical warfare.
Adequate anslytical procedures exist, but the system of control will need to
inciude definitions of precursors and lists of precursors. Thus the problem
presented by the precursors of chemical agents relates more to how to define and
list them than to appropriate analysis.

Tt has been suggested that States parties should be allowed to maintain, for
non-hostile military purposes, small amounts of super=toxic lethal chemicals. Such
purposes would include research into and development of purely protective military
procedures. Measures to control this production should, in our view, include:

1. VNotification and justification of the type and guantity of chemical;

2. TFull recording of the use of the chemical;

3, Notification of the transfer of agreed amounts to another State;

4. Inspection of the facility if annual production exceeds a small given amount;
5. The possibility of challenge inspection.

The civilian use of small quantities of super-toxic lethal chemicals for
research-purposes should not need any form of control. The licensing for sale of :
chemicals Tequiring "key'" precursors in their synthesis should be subject to 9
scrutiny. The reasons for such scrutiny would be to ensure that the type and
quantity of production is-consistent with the proposed use and that the production,
for civilian purposes, of ‘chemicals containing the methyl-phosphorus bond should be
controlled if such chemicals are seen %o put at risk the verification procedures
suggested above.

In document CD/CW/CRP.78 introduced this week in the relevant_contact gToup,
my delegation discussed the implications for verification of the wldesp?ead civilian
dissemination of compounds containing the me thyl-phosphorus bond. It will be



(Mr. Saedleir, Australia)

recalled that this bond is stable, and can be detected analytically at great
dilution. Because of this it could serve as a marker for the presence of nerve
acsnts at an on-site inspection. The importance of such a marker during the
10-year period of destruction would be greater than later in the life of the
convention, since any clandestine production of super-toxic lethal chemicals would
be expected to avoid chemical bonds which have & characteristic breakdown product.

The actual process of verification has not yet been fully adaressed by
delegations. It may be appropriate to bring together ideas which have been put
forward in e number of contexts. Clearly, a secretariat will be needed, to
co-ordinate the work of inspectors and carry out the day-to-day work of the
consultative committee. However, the inspectors, in addition to formal = -
qualification as chemical engineers, analytical chemists and so on, will need
specific training for their tasks. Indeed, we have yet to work out the exact
nature of their tasks and the operating procedures that must be set up. The
presentation last week by the United States delegation of the document entitled,
"I1lustrative on-site inspection procedures for verification of chemical weapons
stockpile destruction" indicates concretely one set of inspection procedures “that
could apply at one type of destruction facility. Much work of a technical nature
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 hand
in several countries. Our own discussions, notably in the contact groups, hav
pointed up the need to co-ordinate such work on an international basis. & s
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.

Here, several questions come to mind: should the inspectors be permanent
international civil servants? Should & centralized laboratory facility be
aveilable to them, or should we look at the option suggested by United Nations -
General Assembly resolution 37/98 D, of giving them access to national laboratories,
perhaps on a roster basis? ; -

Technological progress is particularly rapid in the areas of analytical
chemistry, automation and sensors. These areas are relevant to the convention.
Consequently, verification procedures may need to be modified after the convention
has come into effect. The framework in which control and verification will go
ahead needs to be considered. E

Verification cannot be carried out on an ad hoc basis. Data collection and
data evaluation must be organized in the light of an evaluation of the over-all
problen of control. There ie no body of knowledge available to the international
community against which such evaluation can take place. Much of the necessary
information exists in individual countries, but this must be shared and co-ordinated
before we can approach the various tasks of verification in an appropriate manner.

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 be
ready for a wholly new approach. Basically it is imperative that instructions for
this new phase come from capitals. Some will need advice of relevant practical
experience. Others, indeed all delegations, will need a brief to operate flexibly
within the demands of national security. Only thus will delegations be able to
contribute usefully to our work.



CD/PV/226
21

Mr., MIEATLOVIC (Yugoslavia): Mr. Chsirmsn, in its werking peper, cocument
GD/296 of 26 July 1982, the Yugoslav delegztion presented its genersl view: on
certzin aspects of verification in & chemiczl weapcns convertion. Specificelly,
in thzt psper it expressec its general views on three fundsmentel cetegories of
internationzl verification as z working hyrothesis for the cconeideration of
different levels of internationzl verificaticn.

Todoy I would like to introduce the new Working Paper cf the Yugoslev
delegeticn, document CD/393 of 13 July 1983, whick has elrezdy been distributed
‘to delegations, and to mzke some corments relsted to it. This working paper deals .
to a certain extent with scme technical sspects of the procese of verificzticn
heving to do with the declaration of stockpiles of chexmical weapons, including
facilities for the prcducticn of chemicsl werfare zgents and filling facilities
for chemical weapons, the destruction of stockpiles of chemical weapons and the
monitoring of production facilities cf super-toxic chermicel sgentis for permitied
purposes.

In view of the fact that ezch stage of the operstions in guestion in itself
represents z very complex process with meny technclogiczl cpereticns, the working
paper points to the different procedures which should be applied when they are
implemented.

Thus, for instence, producticn fecilities for chemiczl werfazre sgents can be
diverted to the producticn cf chemicals needed by ths chexmiczl industry for
permitted purposes, in wvhich czee only some of the key elerients need bz destrcyed
completely while 21l otker devices, epparctus and mezsuring instruments cen e
utilized ir z very useful menner. At the ssme time, the frcilities for the
destruction of chemical weepons are used only for the dectruction of chemical
weapons stockpiles anc efter thet they, toc, should be destroyed.

<

The zlready existing division of chemiczl warfare zgents into three categories
according to their toxicity mzkes it necessary +o concider and implement vericus
categories or degrees of verification. Given the conciderztions S0 far, the
Yugoslev delegetion shsres the opinion of many delegetions that ccntrol shouléd be
comprehensive vhen verifying the des*ructicn of super—toxic chemiczls, while less
rigorous meazsures mey be imrlemented when destroying the stockpiles of toxic or
other harmivl agents. This mezns thev on-site inspecticn should be sprlied in
the former case, which cen be systematic or random, while in the case of the
destruction of lethsl or cther hermful agents nztional measures might be accepted
with periodic cn--site interm=tionzl verification.

In the considerstion e~ for of the crgenizetion end forms of internstional
and national verificoiion measures, the relztionship of the former towsrd the
latter and vice verca hus been insufficiently clarified. This ics also the cage
with the obligstions znd competences cf the States psrties to the future
convention with respect tc the implementation of nation:l verificetion measures.
While it is generslly arreed thot international verificaticn muct be irplementead
on the basis of zn agreed procedure, there is etill & 1ot of embiguity concerning
nationzl verificotion procedurecs.
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It ie not completely clear, for exarple, whether the nziicnal inspection team
is accountatle cniy toc its own Govermmernt or whether it ghculd zlso have some
direct obligztionc tcoward the consultziive committea.

The queetiorn srises, how would the co—operstion betweern the rnational team and
the consultative cormittee be czrried out? Sytemstic on-site inspection, on the
cther hané, is not =nd should not always be the orly solution, ecpecially in view
of the fzct thet this type of contrcl is not alwaye consicdered tc¢ be necessary by
gome Stztes. However, regerdless of the type of verificestion, it is essential,
in our view, thzt it be bageé on corfidence and 2z negctiated agreement on
verification mezsures. : 4

It ie understcod zné by now generslly accepted that measures of internstionsl
control should te spplied perticulzrly in the cese of vinlstions of the convention.
If control is to be effective, in such zn event on-site inspection should be
implemented ec soon as pessible. It ie only then that it can be credible snd

provide g1l the necesszry informstion for establishing the facts.

In this process, &s hzve slready pointed out on geveral occasione, it is
£lso necesszryy %tc ccompile & list of lzberatcries and to stendsrdize technicel
methods of verific:ztiicn bove is the only wcy to obtein the necessary
expertise and cbjective resultc.
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This would secure the timely contrcl of results and the possibility of
contrclling the znslysis cf samples even when there is no on-site inspection.
Possibilities for remote cortrol todnay facilitate comprehersive znd veried
monitoring of the process cf destruction of chermiczl wezpens stockpiles. However,
the recults of the implementation cf ell these measures would be fer more
successful if there were confidence among the States perties. B- this we mezn
that it is necessery from the very begirmirg for countriec which possess them
operly to declare chemical weapon ctockpiles zs well &s &1l chemiczl weapons
production fzcilities end key precursors producticn facilities. In this ertire
process it is very important thzt the censultative committee be given precise
dzt2 on chemiczl weepons in order that it can determine ané propcse, in
co—cperation with the expert sub—orgen, the oorresponding verificeticn measures.

As has been siressed on numersus occasions, the declarstion of exisiing
stocks of chemicsl wzrfere zgents and chemical weapons should be done immeciately
or z£ soon as possible after the entry into force of the convention. It is
specified thet thie should be done within 30 days, which we also consider es
reclistic zné indiepenszble for the declaretion of, inter aliz:

The existence of stoclks of chemicel wespone cr of cnemical warfare agentie
in conteiners;

Tre locatiorn. cf these stocksj

The location of stocks if they are on foreign territory znd under whose
jurisdicticn;

The type ond quzlity cf chemicel warfare sgents snd chemicezl wespons.

These declarstions should elso contain:
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Proposals as to when the des..uction or stocke is tentatively to begin,
and

Proposzls as tc the mznner of verification (internmationzl, nztionzl, method
of monitoring the procese cf destruction).

Declarzticns should alsc be made in respect cf the stocks of precursors
(xey precursors zné other chemiczls) which can be used botk fcr the production
of chemicazl werfzre agents and for the filling and production of binary weapons.

The working peper specifies what types of coganic compounds of key
precursors should be declared, snd 2 similar procedure for their destruction.
Tt slsc refers to the declaraticn concerning the production znd f£illing facilities
for chemical wezpons.

The importance which is accorded to the precision of information contained
in the declareticn consists in that the proposed verificetion measures will then
be more objective and the consultztive committee and the Stetes perties will
sccordingly be able to zssese more rezlistically the importance of this control.

The chzpter which dezls with the destructicn of chermical wezpons stocks points
to the basic reasons which czll for the zppliceticn of different methods in the
process of destruction of chermicel weapons stocks and the destructicn of chemical
werfare agents in containers.

The principsl question which srises in connectiorn with the procese of
destruction is how to ensure full control cf the process end thus be sure that
211 the declared quentities hzve been destroyed. The szfest ccntrol is certeinly
the constant physicel presence cf an internaticnal team of experts. EHowever, there
is znother question which imposes itself right awzy — whether it is necessery for
this tezm to be in the facility =nd exercise centrol all the time, wher: it is
known thet the process of destruction of stecke czn take severzl yesrs. In our
view, the most accepteble sclution in the czse of the destruction of super=tcxic
chemicals is random inspection snd systemstic internstioncl on-site inspection.
It is understood thet the technological destruction process will be automstic,
while the contrcl of the “echniczl process and the recording cf parameters
(pressure, tempersture and other) will be asnalysad by computer. Moreover, samples
of chemiczl warfare sgents znd decomposition products should be taken periocdically
and sent for enslysis to certain labcretories.

This entire monitoring system should, naturelly, be sei up and estcblished by
the internztionzl team of experts before the destructicn facility is put into
operstion.

As for as the destruction of stocks of toxic lethal chemiccls anda cther
harmful chemicals is concerned, in our opiniocn, thic could be carried out unaer
the control of 2 nationzl inspection team which should be obliged periodically
tc send the results of control to the consultztive committee and periodicclly to
send samples to be analysed to specific laboratories. In euch cases, internctional
on-site inspection would be cerried out &t randor.. We hope that this working
paper will contribute to the solution of the complex issues of verification. We
would like, however, slsc to expresc our convicticn thet the complexity of the
question of verification should not serve &s ¢ pretext for prrvlonging the work as
a whole, particulerly with respect to the long—ewzited process of the drafting of
the convention.
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Mr. DE SOUZA E SILVA (Brazil): Mr. Chairman, my delegation would like today
to make some brief comments on the work of this Committee on two items of its
agenda: chemical weapens and radiological weapons. I do not intend to repeat
the basic position of Brazil on those two issues, but simply to reflect on the
state of our efforts to achieve prosress in the respective negotiations.

My 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 8 painstaking exercise, mainly
becsuse of the detailed nature of the questions involved. It is obvious that the
convention cannot be negotiated all at once, in one gingle piece, as it were. We
must necessarily proceed by parts, trying to work out in ss much detail as possible
the various problems raised during the earlier stages of our work, then recording
the progress achieved, and eventually tackling the task of putting the pieces
together in one coherent whole. I believe that 21l 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, such
formulations must be seen as a common basis for the future work of consolidation.

In order to. serve as a common dasis, therefore, such formulations must be
arrived at with the full participation of delegations. Ambassador Sadleir of
Australia, stressed two points last Thursday, and I fully agree with him; first,
we are making progress, and secondly, the time has come to negotiate. On
negotiating, he went on, we should all seek instructions allowing us flexibility,
gsince we can now see enough of the structure of the convention to judge the extent
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 informsl consultations, under the
guidance of Ambassador McPhail, will not be able to provide such a common basis with
the necessary degree of clarity and detail needed to ensure the success of this
phase of the negotiation.

We have heard from all guarters expressions of resolve and determination to
proceed speedily with the achievement of the convention. A few important
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 out of
the details and in recording the understandings at which we may arrive in the
coming few weeks is a crucial element for the successful accomplishment of the
work of the Commitiee on chemical weapons during this session.
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The negotiations on a convention for the pronibition of chemical weapons eeen
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. These negotiations are,
furthermore, benefiting from the submission, in the form of working papers ané
other documents, of important contributions on many different aspects of the
convention. L

It is essential, now, that reactions and contributions shouléd come from all
gides as soon as possible, so that the Committee may have a complete picture of all
the main positions. That is the mest urgent requirement if we are to pass on tc a
new stage, as Ambassador Sadleir of Lustralia urged us to do last week. We are very
fortunate in having as thc Chairman of the Ad Hoc Wlorking Grecup a colleague of such
talent and competence as Ambassador McPhail, together with the Canadian delegation
which has contributed so effectively over the years to the nezotiations cn chemical
weapons. This guarantees our success as we mOvVe on to the concluding phase of our
summer session; in which we shall be obliged to record the results of our work.

We are compelled once more to recognize that the main difficulties to be
resolved in these negotiations concern the adoption of an adequate verification
syetem. I ar not minimizing the importance of other outstanding issues if I eay
that, in the final analysis, the success of our nezotiations depends largely on our
recaching agreement on such a system.

(Cont'd)
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In order to adhere to a convention on chemical disarmament, a State rmst be
convinced that it will find in the convention effective mechaniems at its disposal to..
be sure at all times that thc 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 theevent of an attack with chemical weapons.

This is all the more true for countries which do not possess chemical weapons, and
in particular for the smell or militarily weak among them. If, in violation of a
treaty, chemical weapons were to be used against a major power which had _
conscientiously divestcd itself of such weapons,, it woulZ still possess a vast ,
array of other means for its defence and for retaliation. The same would not be
true for a small or medium-sized power: the cases in which there has been 2
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 verification of a convention prohibiting chemical weapons ought to be not
only effective but alsc non-discriminatory in character, that is to say,
accessible to every State party whether or not it has highly developed national
technical means. These two reguirements can be met only by an adequate
international verification system.

The attempt td reach agreement on such a system raises difficult political
questions; it also raises complex technical problems. We must try to ensure that
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 Stztes. At this stage of the negotiations a contribution of this
kiné appears to vs 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 contribt.*ion concerns a spherc ——
that of the desiruction of stocks —- where there are already significant points of
proximity if not of convergence of views which coulé make decisive progress
possible. Other contributions of the same kind as that contaiiled in dorument CD/387,
bearing on other key aspects of the ccnvention, 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 ic an
essential element in any verification system, that presence can be contained within
narrow numerical limits. This shows us at the same time that the problem of the
resources and measures necessary for the maintenance of a body of international
inspectors should not create major difficulties. 2

The effective verification of the destruction of stocks as well as the
maintenance of a balance between the potentiale of the various States during the
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period of destruction naturally presurpeses initial declarations which are
informative (detailing type, chemical structure and quantity of th~ agentes to be
destroyed as well as the location of stocks) and verifiable. Such declarations
would at the same time bring about the necesszry level of confidence for the
starting of the proceses of implementation. I note in this connection that the
working paper in document €D/393 of 13 July last submitted by Yugoslavis calls for
a considerable degrez of éetail in declarations, including the location of stocks.

My delegation would like at this point {o ewphasize one particular aspect of
the destruction of stocks, that of the security conditions which shoul¢ be ensured
for the operation. In oxder that no guantitiy of a ‘toxic agent shculd be able to
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
intreduced into the environment in large gquantities. The destruction of all the
stocks of chemical weapons existing in all the arsenals of the world should be
accompanie¢ by extensive anvironmental and security measures, measures which would
affect both the methods to be used for the destruction of massive guantities and
the probable duration of these operations. I should like in this connection once
agzin to stress the need to include in the convention a clause permitting the
transfer of stocks of chemical weapons for purposes of destruction, undex
appropriate intermational contrcl. In many cases such a transfer could prove to be
the moct 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-
purpose chemical warfare agents or single-purpcose precursors: (b) to make sure
that dual-purpose agents or precursors are not being diverted to weapons
purposes.

~ --This is a very éifficult and complicated matter because it involves the whole
of national chemical industries. 4+ is to the credit particularly of the

United Kingdom delegation that, through its document CD/353, it stimulated a
full-scale devate on the subject, which is now under way. .Follewing the British
initiative certain delegations, resuming an exercise started at the time of the
Conference of the Commitiee on Disarmament, have begun to divulge certain
statistical data concerning their national production of key precurscrs, and in
particular the number of chemical plants engaged in such production. As a result
of the consul%ations we have undertzken with our chemical indusiry we are now
able to provide the fcllowing 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 1983 is deing
produced in Italy;
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Phosphorus 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 and lubricants.
They are alsc used, as intermediaries, in the pharmaceutical and dyestuffs
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 informaticn so far made
available by varicus celegations appears to sugport the thesis developed in the
United Kingdom document, namely, that a system of verification of the non-production
of chemical weapons based on rcutine on-site inspections carried out by a team of
inspectors at facilities choser. by lot from among those declared would be both
possible and adeguate. Tt 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 indusiry.

The unigue experience acquired in this matter by the Federal Republic of
Cermany and synthesized in many working papers submitied to the Committee also
confirms thcse conclusions ané particularly the preferability of a system based on
regular checiting rather than on special on-site inspections by challenge. The
latter possibility would still remain open to the parties through the complaints
procedure which, through being brought into operation in particular in cases where
there were doubts or suspicions, would complete the system and increase its generel
effectiveness. :

Having touched upon the subject of on-site inspections by challenge, I should
like to add onc comment: by issuing a challenge, a State would thereby assume a
considerable political responsibility, both with respect to the State suspected and
with respect to the other parties to the convention. It can be supposed that no
State would tale such a step lightly; consequently, acceptance of the challenge
shoulé be the rule —- it would cause embarrassment to a dishonest accuser — and
refusal shoulé 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 the
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 ic feared that the challenge procedure could lend itself to abuse, the
obvioue thing to do is to faveur a system of routine on-site inspections, which
would not have a political connotation.

To revert to the question of non-production, it has to be recognized thav
there will still, in practice, remain possibilities for violation. The most
difficult problem is that of dual-purpose chemical products or precursors. In
this conmnection, the verification system outlined in document CD/353 could be
could be usefully supplemented — supplemented and not replaced —- by the periodical
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publication of reliable statistical data at the national level. The data could
give the guantities produced, exported and imported and the quantifies consumed in
each State. A consideration in detail of the type of information tc be supplied,
as well as of the use which the consultative committee would have to make of s
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
their use. Nor would it be practicable to establish quantitative limits or a
system of licences to manufacture. The general purpose criterion should suffice
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 other
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 should be
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
scope of the prohibitions. It is:thereforé necessary. to define precisely both the
scope of the prohibitions and the methods of verification.

T shall refer in a later statement specifically to qucstions concerning the
sphere of application of the convention; for the moment, I shall confine myself o
making a few remarks on the question of the prohibition of use. The positions of
States on this question are known and understanding of them is now infinitely
greater, thanke to the thorough wori: done by the contact group co-ordinated by
Mr. ikkerman of the Netherlands delegation. The alternatives that have been
identified will prove very useful in our future work. ILike other delegations, the
Italian delegation has stressed the need not to undermine the Geneva Protocol of
1925 but to reaffirm it in all its lasting value. This approach appears now to have
won a consensus. Ve have also considered the possibility of sirengthening 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 tc all a.med
conflicts (and not merely war) appears no longer to pose any difficulties either:
in any case, that is the interpretation which a number of parties, including Italys
give to the scope of the 1925 Protocol. The consensus on the need to safeguard
what was achieved by the Protocol,and if possible %o reinforce it, facilitates, we
believe, our effort to find ways of going beyond the Protocol anc even introducing a
prohibition on use in the body of the convention. Although we have not yet found 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 solution
acceptable to all. One important point appears to me, however, to be accepted!
vhatever the solution found, the prohibition of use should be supplementec by a
verification procedure which would allow speedy and effective investigations of any
allegation of the use of chemical weapons.
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I intend to refer once again to the negotiations that are under wgy 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
chemicel weapons in war. In this connection I should like tc recall that my country
has been & party to the 1925 Protocol since August 1929 and is thus a member of the
fairly smell group of the originel parties to it.

It is a matter of great satisfaction to my Governmment 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 Generasl 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-limite, we would like to suggest that
the Committee's report to the General Assembly at its thirty-eighth session should
mention the possibility that éuring its 1984 session the Committee will achieve
results sufficient to enable it to submit to the Generzl 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 arsenzls of certain weapons of mass destruction
which are unfortunately now far more deadly then 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. We are also fully aware that it
is the most difficult questions which will have %o be resolved last. But we should
not underestimate the progress which has been made up tc now or forget that certain
positions which appeared to be totally unchangeable have been modified. Likewise,
in the sphere of the many and comvlex technical aspects, it seems to us that many
doubts have been remcved. For all these reasons, if there is & firm political will
on the part of the members of ihis 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 evistence of a treaty which can be ratified by all the countries
members of the international community. This will also allow us to implement
peragraph 75 of the Final Document approved by consensus at the first special
session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, which took place in 1976.

I should now like to make some ~omments on the aspects of the future convention
that are being examined by the Ad hce Working Group. The most important of these.is
the gquestion of the scope of the convention. - Although the 1925 Protocol is still:
valid, it seems to us important that the undertaking assumed in that Protoecol should
be ratified in the new treaty. We accept the thesis that the prohibition of the use
of chemical weapons forms part of customary international lav. However, we think
that it would be advisable to make a specific reference to that prohibition in order
to strengthen the verification provisions and to extend their applicetion to the
non-use of much weapons. The contributions made by a number of delegations in
preposing texts which would resclve the probleas of international law arising in
this connection srez to us to be of great interest, for they indicate a certain
drawing together of positions that have up to now remained divergent.
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As regards the declarations States will have o 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 fto
make it possible to carry out a destruction of stocks and dismantling of facilities
that are truly verifiablc. The declarations ought in the first instance tc refer
%o 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 uses or permitted purposes which could be considered as
precursors or key precursors of chemical weapons, including binary weapons, &s
well as the relevant facilities. The declarations ought to contain ell the
information necessary tc permit a verification designed to prevent the declared
stocks and facilitiec 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 industirizl moobilization with a view to the rapid
escquisition of a chemical weapons production capability. As far as this gquestion
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 cf
procedure.

As regerds the verification both of the destruction of stocks and production
facilities and of non-production, the powers of the consultative comrittee should
be very broad so that it can determine the means and methods arpropriate to each
perioé¢ 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 reasonesble assurance
that the convention is being complied with.

The lis*s of precursors and key precursors should never be considered final
and it should, in our view, be one of the tasks of the consultative committee
perindically to teing them up to date. The purpose of these lists is to facilitate
States! preparation of their declarations and also to facilitate verification both
by national means and by international means. The lists ought in nc case to be
regarded as restrioting 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 prchibition contained in the text of
the convention should refer to categories of products the details of wnich could
be given, in order %o fecilitate declarations and verificaticn, in appropriate
ennexes periodicrslly updates by the consultative cemmi tlee.

Verification is undoubtedly the most important and complex -aspect of all the
problems connected with arms control. Ir the realwm of cherical -weapons, this
question raises special difficulties. New products in large quaniities appear every
year, with constant changec of techknology. Many of thesec productis are toxic and
could be considered as new materials that would be usable in the event of chemical
warfarc. Furthermore, there are many activities fo be verified in connection witp
a convention: the possesaion or non-possession of chemical weapons, the destruction
of stocks and of production end filling facilities, the clandestine manufacture of l
chemicel weapons and, lastly, the problem of tramsfer, involving both the purchase ar~
the sale of prohibited products cr their technologies. Since transfer could involve
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countries not parties to the convention, this subject has not been sufficiently
studied from the point of view of verificaticn, which presents special difficulties
in the case of the multinational corporations. This aspect of verification is as
impportent as regards the countries non-producers cf chercical weapons as is the
guesticn of ensuring non-menufacture in the case of producers. In the event of
conflicts between non-produzing 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 conventionprohibiting 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 technclogical 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
syctems can constantly be improved. From all this it can be concluded that if there
is political will, the adoption of a given syster should not constitute an impediment
tc the achievement of a draft convention rendering the use of chemical weapons in war
impossible and climinating them for ever frow sasnes of combat.

With a view to the effectiveness of the means of verification, bcth national and
international, which shculd heve adequate personnel and equipment, it would be
extremely useful if countries which have experience in the analysis and detection of
the most modern chemical warfare agents were to organize seminars to train the
technizians of States which have adequate laboratories so that they may help in the
work of verification, which is rather different from the analyses that mey usually
be carried out in those laboratories. This would be of pertinular value in connection
with the verification of non-use, the urgency of which would necessitate the
utilization of the means nearcst to the place of the possible violation cf <he
provisions of the conventiion. : :

At the present stage of the work of the Committee, it would seex 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 invclved in the
negotiation of this treaty were to try toc embody in a text the areas cf coincidence
which, in our view, would make up the greatsr part of the convention, the results of
this sessicn of the Commititee would be very positive. It should be borme in mind
that if the text of the convention does not contain points of conflict which could
be included in supplementery instruments that might ir 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 Group 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. Itz status as the single multilateral
" iisarmement negotiating body means that countries like mine, which attach the
highest priority to the eradication cf armed conflicts ac a means of resolving
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differences between the members of the intermational community, watch with
extracrdinary interest its efforts to achieve a climate of peace that will make it
possible to davote the rescurces spent on the arms race Yo combating the hunger and
underdevelcpment from which the greater part of humanity is suffering.
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Finally, my delegation is encourated by the ongoing negotiations on a future
chemical weapons convention. We regard the various initiatives and draft
proposals as a welcome development in this Committee. We expect the
Ad hoc Working Group to bring to fruiticn the drafting task on a future chemical

.weapons convention.
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Now I wish to turn %o the guestion cf the prohibition of clhiemical weapons.

The negotizticns on & conventior on thc prohibition of chemical weapons
figur~» promincntly on the agendz of the Cormittee on Disarmement. This is also
one of the wore promising areas for achieving results. During tlic swmmer
gession this year, the 4d Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons, under thc
guidance of the experienced ambassador of Canada, Mr. McPhail, and with the
assistance of the able co-ordinntors, has been working very hard and Las made
certain pregress. 0f course, we still need time tu seitle the mawy difficult
problems still facing us.

(Cont.'d)
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Todsy, I shall not take up all the outstanding issues. Instead,I will make

a few comments on two quecstions 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 Sadleir of Australie made a comprehensive statement on the
subject here. We support his statement which in fact reflected the common
position of the other delegations which also advocate the inclusion of the
prohibition of use in the scope of the future convention. Rather thzn repeating
the arguments contained therein, I just wish tc make one point: if we fail to
include explicitly the prechibition of use in the scope of prohibition of the
future convention, there will be difficulties for the solution of other relevant
issues.

It is generally held that the future convention should strengthen the
Geneva Protocol of 1925. All delegations agree that the convention should make
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 prohitition of use in the scope of the convention.

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, simply 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 entertzin 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 Proiocol and its continuing
important effect, :

Yet another opinion proposes dealing with the chemical weapons convention
along the lines of the bacterioclogical weapons Convention. We think that this
is not necessary. Although it is true thai 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 internationzl instruments.
The latter can indeed include somc of the useful elements of the former, but it
should in no way repeat its deficiencies. It would be bLetter to take a
forward-looking posture.

We are all aware that the weakness of the bacteriological weapons Convention
is its lack of 2 prohibiticn on use ané of verification provisions. Therefore,
if the chemical weapons convention copies the bacteriological weapons Convention
in this deficiency, it will be difficult to resolve the question of verification
of use of chemical weapons.,
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In addition, it is obvious that chemical weapons and biclogical weapons ere
different weapons, which cannot but affect the contents of the international
instruments which dezl with t'.ese twe 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 deccided 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 ¥wo non-use regimes under the future
convention and the Geneva Protocol of 1925, the Chinese delegation had occasicn,
at a plenary meeting last April, to meke its views known and put forward a working
paper (CD/378). Here I wish to atd a few remarks.

In our view, the future convention should complement and perfect the
Geneva Protocol of 1925 ir the ligit of the present circumstances and contain
more concrete provisions than the Protccol in mary 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, anrd to our
understanding, will not give rise to umbridgeable differences. This is the
rationale behind our werking peper CD/378.

In conclusion, the prohibition of usc is not the most crucial question in
the way of an agreement on the convention during our current negotiations.
However, we hope that thie questior can be settled as soon as possible, so that
more time can be allozateil to tne solutic: of the other complicated question.

That question concerns thc concept and defirdition of chemical warfare agents.
Over the past four years, quite a number of delegations have put forward working
papers on the concept and defnition cf chemical warfare agents. This shows the
importance accorded to the guestion. ‘e have all 2long maintained that the
future convention should dezi wiih the question in tre light of the following
considerations:

1. The reason wqy chemical weapons chastitule a weaporns system lies in the
fact that thev exert the toxic e“fects of certain chemicals for war purposes.
Only by clearly defining #liis cpecifiic catege™y of caemicals can there by a precise
and unambiguous concept and definiticn of chemical). weapons. For this reason, ve
find it difficult to understand how the definition of chemical weapons can be
formilated withovt touching upon the coucept of chemiczl warfare agents.

2. Since chermical varfare agents are the essenticl element of the three
elements making up chemiccl wezpons, taey are necessarily the key element of
prohibition under a chemical weapcns convention. We can hardly imagine a
convention providing no explicit definition of the main subject of its prchibition
or even ¢ontaining no refercnce %o this very concept.

e Chemical warfare agcnts have long become a well—established concept and
term. which is recognized on its merit of clearly denoting the use and pvrpose of
such chemical agenis, Therefore, it can just well concretize the generally-a.ccepted
"general purpose critexion”.

In sum, the Chinese delegation holds that by using the concept 91‘ "chemical :
warfere agents", the scope of the futur: convention can be more precise. It shoulc
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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. This has already caused some conceptual
confusion and inconveniences in practical work.

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 othér harmful chemicala has been applied. For the purpose of the.
convention, this kind of categorization can and should be uged; 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 war
purposes. Therefore, using thc 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 bes 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 some

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". However, as the concept of chemical warfare agents
has not been accepted, sometimes such paradoxical formulations as "the key
precursor of chemical weapons" is used. Of the three component parts.of the
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"Ashould be one of the most fundamental
and most important concepts and definitions in the future convention. In our
view, this is mainly a technical problem and ought to be solved more easily.
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Mr. CARASALES (Argentina) (translated from Spanish): Mr. Chairman, in amy
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 pronibition of chemical weapons before a now arms race developes in this
arca and constitutes & further threzt to international peace and security.

vic believe that it is periccuiy pussiZle te achieve, within a reasonatle
pericd of time, a conventicn which would remove the danger repirusented by this
odious weapon and strenpthen the security of States and which would noc indirectly
create the situations of incquality or discrimination that could arise as a
consequence of the differences in degrees of development.

I shall now refer te certain points wnich, although they have already been
dealt with a number of times, are still of great relévance to the process of
negotiation on vwhich we have embarkec. Graduzl changes of position with respect
to these will enable us, we hopu, little by little to achieve a convergence of
views which can then be transiated intc agreecd 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 Ccmmittce, the Ad Hoc Working Group and the
centact groups, is an essential prerequisite to the progress of the negotiations.

Before mentioning specific questions, however, I should like to make a
gencral comment. While it is true that some progress has been achieved in the
course of our discussions and they have contrivuted to clarifying positions, the
fact is that no substantial headway has been made on certzin aspects cf crucial
importance such az the kind of information countries shouldé provide in their
declarations or the specific methods to be used for the verification of thne
destruction of chemical weapons and thc elimination of production facilities.

Tnis has mez2nt that in one of the contact groups we are continuing to
have interesting discussions but they arce theorcticzl and have nothing to do
with the essence of the tasks entrusted to us nor arc¢ they truly commensurate
with the purposes of this multilaterz! disarmament negotiating body.

The presance of experts has bean viry useful in the present nhase of the
work being done during thne summer part of the Committec's session. My Government
decided to send a techniczl official to co-operate in the work of the different
groups. Ve consider that the discussion of the various complicatecd matters to
be covered by the future convention makes it essential to have available the
reauisitc snccialized information and infrastructure and we hopc that the method
used this year will be repeatcd. It shouid be pointed out in this connection
that it is not an easy matter for expcrts from developing countries in distant
recions to come to Geneva and it is therefore nccessary to plan in detail and as
far ahezd as possible the usc that will be made of the presence of experts here
so that thc utmost advantagec car be taken of their contribution during the short
spacc of timo availatble.

As you know, the Argentine delegation has zlways been firmly in favour of the
inclusion of the prohibition of tue use of chemical weapons in the scope of the
convention.

For thie reason, and as the Ambassacor of Australic said a few days ago, we
were pleased to hear the statement macdc by Ambassador Imai on 1} July indicating
that Japan may now be counted amongs the countriec holding this view.

It would pcrhap: not be superfiuoucs in this connection to emphasize once
more the importance and significance of the Ceneva Protoce! of 1925, which
represcnted an important milcston: in th. development of intzrnationzl law and for
that rcason meritz our appreciotion and our respect.
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Vs have te recogniz., however, that thc Protoccl does not contain any
restrictions oi production, development, stockpiling, transfer anc other
possible activitics in the sphere of chemical weapons. 1t stipulates solely thet
their use in war is prohibitued.

Since some countries hzve reserved their right of reprisals the Protocol
has beceome ezsentially an agreemcnt on "non-first-usc". Cther Statss parties
to it hzve confinecd thie scope of their undertazking solely to signatories.

It is for this resason that in the present negotiations we ought to
formulate a treaty which prohibits, without exception, the development,
production, stockpiling, transfer, acquisition and usc of chemical weapons. Tne
new convention ought to avoi¢ a double regime, allow for verification and cover
situaticns of hostilities not considercd cases of war or foreseen in 1925.

My delegation hopes that a spirit of flexibility will prevail in this
matter so 2s to permit a2 consensus which will not only meke it possible to
acnieve a truly comprehensive instrument but also undcubtedly help us to reach
agrecment on other important aspects of the convention.

Another element to which we attach epecial importance is that of the
definitions tc be included in the convention. With respect to precurseors and
kcy precursors, ny delegation made a statement in Contract Group D which appears
in 2 document dated 2% June.

We believe thnat the definitions should be as compiete as pessible and should
in 2ddition contain zn indication of the basic characteristics of the key
precursors, which will serve as & guide to the consultative cour:ittee in its
future work.

The statement to which I have referred was made with the object of
contriouting constructive information for this purposc, ang wc heope that progress
can be made on this scorc.

As rczards the destruction of stocks, wmy delegation maintainc the right of
each State party to possess substances classifiea a3 prohibitcd toxic agents
for non-hostilc uscs, but in quantities dufined and declarcd so as to facilitate,
where nzcassary, the requisite verification.

By non-hiostile uses we mean thosc directly connected with industrizl,
agricultural, scientific and research purposes and also protection purposcs.
The usc of irritants or temporary incapacitants should be permitted for
the maintenance of public order and the enforcement of the domcstic laws of
States.
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The work of the Ad Hoc Working Group has confirmed that the destruction of
stocks would require the virtuzlly permancnt presencce of ipespoctors at
destruction installationc.

We are nct opposed to this. We wonder, however, what is the point of
strict verification in this respect if the steeks that are declared cannot be
verified.

We mention this example simply in order to indicate the differences of
views which still persist in the ncgotiations ané which require clearer political
definitions.

2t the same time, while we well understand thzat the convention should not
be an obstacle to the developament of chemical industries, we consider that
commercial operations ougnt not to contribute to thc masking of the production
of supertcxic lethal substances or their precursors. On the contrary, the
chemical industry should ensurc 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 productior and filling facilities is
an important aspect of the convention. They should be declared, immediately
closed, and destroyed within an agreed period. ’

It goes without saying that the process of destruction should also include
those chemical weapons production facilitizs that arc temporarily convertec for
the elimination of chemical weapons arsenals, as soon as this transitory activity
comcs to an cnd.

The presence of international commissions during the proccss of the
elimination of production facilities will scrve te increase confidencc.

In the matter of ensuring compliance with the convention, it should De
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 stocks.
The verificaticn of each of these will call for special procedures.

We balieve that there is 2 consensus on the nced for the complaints
procedure and the system of verification adeguately to ensurc the effectiveness
of the provisions of the convention. Nevertheless the basic element on which
the agreement should be built consists in the political wiil and the
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 combinztion of national ang international
measures, including systematic on-sitc inspections to investigzte possible
viclations of the convention. g

Existing means of monitorin:s have an important but limited capacity for
thc_dctection of activities in preparation for chemical warfare.

It is necessary, in our vicw, during the negotiations, to agrec on a
balanced system of verification which will offer a reasonable degrec of assurance
that the provisions of theé convention are being corpliecd with, but we should
not attempt to achieve perfection, for the very complexity of the interests a
stake mekes this unattainable and such an attempt would certainly mean the
indefinite postponement of the adoption of agrecments at a time when they are
ever more necessary. Wiat we should seek is the greatest degree of certainty
possible in the detection of activities on a sufficiently large scale te
constitute a milita-y 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 withir their sphere of competence,’
without going into aspects unconnectcd witl: the scientific technical content of
the task they are required to perform.

Similarly, the procedures should be aporopriate to cach case. In this
connection random visits will serve to strenzthen rutual confidence and help
ensure compliance with the convention. '

The Committee on Disarmament has been engaged for a number of years in
the effort to achieve a convention prohibiting chenical wezpons. The
distinguished chairmen of the Ad Hoc Working Group on this subject,
Ambassadors Okawa, Lidgard and Sujka, and now Ambassador McPhail, anc thneir
colleagues the co-ordinators of thc contact groups, together wite all the
participants in the rmeetings held at every level, have worked intensively, and
it is this work which is now bearing its full fruits.

What we ought to do now 23 s00n &s possible is tc start the actual work
of drafting the provisions of the future convention. My delegation is aware
that considerable difficulties still lie ahead ard that a great deal of work
will be requirecd. But at least we should start it, and it is to be hoped that
that beginning will prove to be a psychological stimulus towards the reaching
of compromises, which are not unattainable if ther:z iz 2 real political will
to reach agreement =-- an agreement which would be not only the first achievement
of the Committce on Disarmament but also a2 very icportant step towards
disarmament, which the international community 1s demanding more and more
insistently.
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I intend to speak today about the agenda item for this week == chemical
weapons. This area at present seems to have the best prospects for a successful
conclusion in 2 not too long 2 time. The complex and difficult questions connectead
with the negotiations are being tackled vigorously and sericubly. This is not
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. V= can note with satisfaction that the contact
groups are working very actively.

However, several difficult problems remain to be solved. I will comment
briefly on some o them, -

Firéb, however, a coupie of positive notes on somc concrete contributions
which have been developed during this summer session.

Several countries have answered the questions put forward by the United Kingdom
delegation at the spring session with regard to tha preduction and consuamption
by different countries of some possiblc so-called key precursors, as asked for in
the British working peper, document CD/353. Sweden is among those countries. We
agree with those who think that this is a very useful approach. This approach
will make it possible for us to identify the problems which would arise for the
chemical industry if some of those key precursecrs have to be regulated under a
future convention. We look forward to the revised version of the werking paper
announced by the United Kingdom celegatior, and which I understand will contain
answers from other countries. We would alsc like to urge more countries
representing different ecqhomic systeas to provide answers.

Another tangible contiribution has been the presentation by the delegation
of the United States of the working peper in document CD/387 on the question of
the destruction of chemical weapcns. quefully, 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 the
final solution to this ~roblem will depend on political considerations, the
question nevertheless requires considerable technical studying in all its aspects.
This is very clear from the conclusions drawn by the delegation of the
United States itself witl. respect to the need for continuous on-site international
verification of the destructior. of stockpiles at a large facility. It seexs to

(Cont'd)
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my delegation, however, th-t it is necessary tc¢ study very closely these eonclusions
And the premises on which they rest in order to sce whether alternative and

perhaps less intrusive means mignt be round.'_Hy delegation will revert to this
problem later on. In the meantimc, we have put some questions to the delegation

of the United States in the hope that the answers could be helpful in the evaluation
we will attempt.

In this-context we.woﬁld alsé like to acknowledge the very interesting
st~tement by Ambassader Sadleir on 14 July outlining a "stpategy“ for verification
and indicating a practical and flexible approach.’

It should b. underlined, however, that this is a probler where all concerned
parties have to contribute with constructive proposals and to take part in the
discussions, as the distinguished Ambassador of Brazil said irn his statement at
our last plenary meeting. Progress in the ﬁugdtiations process will not be advanced
{f some parties just weit for suggestions to be mzds by others.

One would hecpe also that progress regarding the problen of the destructicn of
stockpiles might pave the way for dealing with the question of the destruction of
production facilities. This is the more important since ensuring that no producticn
facilities would remain for futur2 use is crucial with regard to the future validity
of the convention we are working on. '

Some progress has been reached on the question whether the convention should
contain a new prchibition of use of chemical weapons. One reason for this is the
able work of the co-ordinater of the contact.’ group handling these questions,

Mr, Akkerman. Tt seems that in general no objections exist tc having some
provisions in the convention relatinz to the prohibition of the use of chemical
weapons. . Thus, compliance measures under the convention weuld make investigatior
pcssible in cases of 2lleged use of chemical wez2pons under these provisiona. The
work ‘of the contact group has so fzar resulted in two main alternatives in the
operative part of the convantion, on¢ recommending an explicit prohibition on use
in the scope cf the ccnveation.

The other approach is mainly to have an explicit reference to the
Geneva Protocol of 1925 and its direct relevance for the parties to the convention.
The legal aspects connected with chossing either of these altérnatives seen to be
numerous and to some extent difficqit to solve. However, in my delegation we 2are
of tne opinion that this question will ultimately be sclved in a satisfactory way.
We for our part we would prefer that it shculd b: solved according to the second
alternative, that is by referring only to international law and the Geneva Protocol.

At th: same time we have obtaired, tnrough the work in the contact group, 2
very useful list of criteriz on what is required in order to make an investigation
of alleged use of chemical weapens. My delegation is pleascd with this
devclopment since we consider the prevision to investigite the alleged usc ef
chemical weapons to be thc main reason for includingz a reference to the prohibition

of use in the convention.
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The work on "h2 compliance procedure in gencral has 2lso shown clear progress.
We now have a substantial bazis ci which ve ¢ ccnbiide our work. It scems to
be generally agread that the procedures for the verification of the use of chamical
weapoils can alsc continue to be discussed in this contact group. We hope that it
will consider this problem again soon.

The problemc which remain with respect tc ccrtain definitions and the
provisicns deriving from tham seem to bc morc difficult thar. envisaged. This is
clear from the work in the contact group. Also, the thought.-provoking statement
made recentlv by Ambassador Imai of Japan raises pertinent aspects on the question
of definicions.

The problems concern the concepts of .chemical warfare agents and the
 8o=called key precursors. It is obvious that these problems are more of 2
political nature than really technical. However, a2t the same time they ought to
be the problems most easy to clarify, presupposing mutual accomquaﬁion. . .

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
far as possible authoritative list of the words and concepts being used in our
work with the convention. Although such a list would not be complete or agread
upon totally until the ccnvention enters into force, it still might be useful to
have provisional versions during our work. Such lists of words and concepts have
occurred in connecticn also with other treaties and are by no means an inncvation
in themselves. My delegation accordingly suggests that such a provisional list
should be worked out as sccn as possible by the secratarizt, which might have to
hire a consultart in crder to undertake the job. This work should preferably be .
ready by the timc our work starts next session. AR .

My delegaticn has also made a suzgestion in the Ad Hoc Working Group on
Chemical Weapons feor a2 more comprzhensive 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 tae destruction of ;
stockpiles and of production facilities, etc. The suggested structures fcr such
different key issues are not int=nded tec constitute treaty texts but qnly to
keep track of different issues whiech are irterrelated. Take, for instance, the
queation of destruction of stockpiles. A discussion of this issue requires that
the questions of declarztions of stockpiles, of their destruction, and of the
verificaricr. of the destruction process are discussed togetner and not separately
under different headingo treating cdeclarations and verifiecation in toc general
* terms. It is our sincere hope that this approach will facilitate our work.

With regaéd to the Swedish proposal planning, organizaticn and training for
the actual uee of chemical weapons should alsc bc prohibited, we have already
made it clear that we shall come back to this proolem when the question of the
prohibition of use in the conventror peems to be satisfactcrily reaplved to the
benefit of all parties. ‘
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In summary, the following conclusions can be drawn:

- The work on a chemical weapons convention is proceeding very
“ 4. slowly; : ;

Navertheless, much useful and much needed work is being carried -
ouc in the process, work which is indispensable for the ultimate
rez_ization o a convention.

1. Thus, if our work this yaar brings forward solutions to some of the problems
mentioned atove, I find that the prospects for tiie substantial work on the -
convention naxt vea» arc fndeed gcod. T
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Let me riow comd te the quistion cf the prohibitior. of chemicz2l weapons. It
sheuld be said that the Committec has gene out of its way to provide 211 posszble
resources tc ensure the gtreen licht for negctiations in this priority field.
Delerations contribute &n the activities of the contact groups and of thoe Working
Group as a whole, dynamically laa by the distinguished Ambassader McPhail of Canada.
Progress is ir the making but it is still rot as distinet as one would wish it tc
Le.' The Ad ch Workirg Group on Che mical Weapcns is still faced with the major
task of con51dev1rf and reachir" an agreement on numercus unresclved questions. In
this situaticn delegations shgu‘d demonstrate the necessary flexibility and mutual
understanding 'so'ac to avoid creating artificizl and superfleus impediments leading
toc rhe waste of {ime and hampering progress, as.was emphasized by some delegartions
spaacing cn ““e subg ct at our zarlier meotingg.

I would Aike tc concentrate en the question cof the destructior of stockpiles.
This question ig one of the most importzrnt parts cf the future conventicn to
nesotiate, and will eubSequcntl" be most costly ir implementation. It will,
however' be conducive to 'the offcetive implementation of other prcvisions of the
future convention, ‘such as the non-productior of key precursors that could be used
for chemicazl weapons purpcses, the destructicn of facilities producing ehemical
weapons, etc. Furthermore. thie successful implemerntaticn of these measures will
increase confiderce zmons the parties to the future cenvention; it will alsc
encourane other States to joir. the convention. ‘That is why, in the considered view
of my delegation, the successful negotiaztion of the question of the destruction of
stockpiles is ¢f primordial impertenc:. But befor: we come to that;, a number of
importznt elements in this respect must bes agread upcn. Among ctner questions to
be clarified and agreed upon arc: the fora and content of deolaraticns on existing
stockpiles of chemical wezpons as well as the prirciples for the verification of the
destruction of stockpiles. Sc far, noc ad-quats sclutior to the abevz questions has
been feurd. This, lhowavev, shcul? not discourzge delezations ard hinder them from
making grogress orn -many other impertant questicns concerning the future conventior.

A final agreement on the contents of -declarztions and orn plans concerning the
destruetion of stockpiles should oornstitute a2 socd basis for an effective contrcl
of their descruﬂt;on, beth quentitativelv and qualitatively. :

The pace and stagua oir decstructior. fores=en in thcir plans -2hould ensure that
nc party ga;ns a unilateral military advantage.

-

The p"ocess of des?roylnf ctun :czl weapons steockpiles will requxr= the
construction or conversion =f at lemst one specially designed facility ir a given
country. The timirz cf the ccretructlon cf that facility should be planned in such
a way so-as not tc allow any party to delay the ratification process owing to its
inability *o commence the destructicr: (6 months to 2 years after ratification) of
its stockpilen.

The costly process of the designing and constructicn or conversion of the
destructicn facility will most probably regquirc ar irnternational co-operation with
the participation of, irnter alia, the envisaged consultative committee. In this
context, it is important that thc futurc conventicn should contain a provision feor
the possible transfer of chemical weapons te anothoer State party fer their
destruction, uncer cifective irternational contrel. This will require further
lesal arrangements.

The poesibility or the diversion of somc chemicals for peaceful purposes
~sonstirutes a separatc problem. Ap underatandiny cxpressed on that subject in
decuments CD/112 ana CD/334 .is being currerntly contested by scme delegations on the
grounds that it iz nct cceromically feasible. The delegation of Australia has
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pronounced itself recently in favour of conversion, in agreement with the futurec
consultative committee. Let me express the hope that further discussions cn this
subject will lead to a satisfactory solution.

Another impcrtant problem, wnich is the subject of difficult negotiations, is
the verification of the destiucticn 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 decisicn on the

methods for the verification of the destruction of stockpiles should, in our view,
include inter alia the following:

The scope of the duties of international inspectors during on-site inspections;

The scope and nature of the informaticn to be provided by the national
verification body; - :

The scope and contents of the plans for the destruction of chemical weapons;

The degree of automation of the destruction facility and its specifically
designed control instruments;

The scope of the detailed information to be provided before the commencement
of each stage of the destruction process;

Reporting on the destroyed stockpiles in the subsequent stages of the
destruction process.

The time is ripe for us to deal as intensively as pessible with these specific
questions. Any agreement on them could bring us closer to the elaboration of the
future convention. It seems that it would be very helpful to the negotiations on
the destruction cf stockpiles if we could reach a common agreemer.t on the definition
of the terms chemical weapons and Key pracursors and a compilation of twe lists of
such precursors. One of them should include the key precursors tc be destroyed and
another one should contain key precursors which could be manufacturered under
supervisicn, to ensure their use for peaceful purposes. I+ is our hope and '
expectation that the work conducte¢ on thase issues in Contact Group D will bring
tangible results soon.

Before concluding, let me also say 2 few words about the activities of contact
groups B and C. In group C, dealing with the question of incorporating the
prohibition of the use of chemical weapons in the scope of ths future convention,
as well as in group B, concerned with the resolution of compliance questions, in
our view, meaningful progress has been attained. In our opinion, both groups are
elose to reaching the stage of the drafting prccess.

I started by speaking about a green light for negctiations in this priority
field. Let me then say that we deplore the recent decision by the United Sgates
Senate on further funds to be released for the development of a néw generation of
chemical weapons. We are afraid that this will add new problems to our nagotiations.
Such a2 decisiorn cannot contribute te the creation of confidencc, which is
indispensable and should accompany our work on the elaboration of a convention
prohibiting chemical weapons.

I would like to conclude, however, by emphasizing that the atmosphere of
readiness for consiructive action which exists in the Working Group on Chemical
Weapons may and should bring further promising results in the whole broad scope of
the work of the said Working Group. The Polish delegation will spare no effort to
contribute to that end.
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The other twe working papers which I have the honour tc introduce deal with
problems relating to the elaboration of a chemical weapons convention by the
Committee on Disarmament. I should like tc stress the urgency which Norway attaches
to this metter. In cur 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 beneficial to other multilateral
disarmament efforts. We would urge all parties in these negotiations to- take full
advantage of the momentum which has been created with a view to achieving early
agreement on this highly significant disarmament measure.

Norway has closely .followed the progress which has been made in -the Ad Hoc
Working Group and its contact groups. In this connection, our delegation was
strengthened for seven weeks this year by the presence of experts. We have noted
the increased support for the proposal to include a prohibition on use in the
scope of the convention. It is of vital importance that this should not detract
from the obligations of States under the 1925 Geneva Protocol. An inclusion of a
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 Norwegian research programme on the sampling and
analysis 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
future chemical weapons convention. The programme which was initiated by the

Horwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs in 1981 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
finding a realistic time-frame for undertaking on-site inspection under such
conditions. y

The first part of the research programme was carried out in 1981/1982 and the
results were presented in working paper CD/311. :

Today I have, therefore, the pleasure to introduce working paper CD/396
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 basis 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 %o the main recommendations in regard to
verification of the alleged use cf chemical weapere which can be made on the basis
of *he results cf the research programlie.

The results of this programme demonstrate -the importance of the time factor
and proper collection of samples. The samples should therefore be taken as soon
as possible after repert of alleged uue kas neen racaeived. Further
decomposition 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 the
integrity of the samples, personnel having the necessary knowledge should do the
sampling and transportation and be selected by the consultative committee or a
suborgan 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. ;

Several different analytical techniques will be needed. In addition, to

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.
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The Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs intends to continue to support
<esearch in Norway of gquestions relevant to a future chemical weapons convention and
the results of such research will in due course be presented to the Committee.

Finally, I have the honour to present working paper CD/ 397 on verification of
the non-production of chemical weapons in Norwsy. Such verification should in
principle be based on on-site inspections under the auspices of the consultative . . .
committee according to a list of key precursors. This list, as well as the criteria
for meking 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 ine 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
convention. In that working paper, the United Kingdom presented a survey of the
British production and civil uses of key precursors. It was suggested that other
States should furnish corresponding data concerning their civil chemical
jndustries. The third paper which I am submitting today, in document C'D/597,
contains similar data as regards civil production and uses in Norway. As can be
geen from this document, the civil uses of such substances in Norway are vexry
limited and based on import. I hope that these data will be useful in the
Committee's further work in regard to the verification of non-production of chemical
weapons. :
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Mr. VEJVOUL (Czechoslovakia): Mr. Chairman, in my statement today I wish to
address the issue of a chemical weapons convention. OUur delegation considers the
conventinn not only a matier of the highest priority in our worl:, but -- like many
-thers in this room — also the most promising area for achieving the concrete,
positive results so badly needec for disarmament as well as for ihe Committee itself.
We acknowledpe with satisfaction that in the Ad Hoc Werking Croup as well as in all
conta:* groups, the work is going on intensively and sericusly, and we highly
appreciate the skilful guidance and initiative of Ambassador McPhail of Canada as
Chairmen cf the Working Group.

We took note of several suggestions as to how to make the work of the Group
still more effective. There is nc Goubt that procedures cen be alweys improved.
However, the mein realistic way to bring the work to a positive and reasorably 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 czn only express our regret at the decision by the United States Senate %o
2llocate §130 million to begin production of artillery shells and aerial "Big eye"
bombs for binary chemical weapons — a decisior indicating the direction of real
political interests which are fzr from disarmament measures. '

It is only natnral to ask what was the main pufpose of such a step. Sone
opinions were expressed that it was intended ic 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
groups, and we can all see that even smull delegations are contributing to the work
in groups with remarkable activity, doing their best tc achieve meximal progress.
Should we understand that the United States administration has a different opinion
regarding our efforts cr even a gquite different apprcach to the Committee on
Disarmament as such? :

Trying to review the most important results and problems of our work 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 chemicezl weapons in the convention. Since there is consensus that
nothing in the convention should weaken the Geneva Protocol cf 1925, one of the
acceptable ways certainly could be to cover the prohibition of use by an explicit
reference to the Geneva rrotocol of 1925 and its direct relevance for the parties
tc the conventicn, as suggested in the contact grour -- though some other
formulation could be equally acceptable. In any case the discussion in the contact
group brought the views very cloce together, so that a final solution should not
be too far off. '

A reasonable amount cf work was also done with regard to fact-finding
procedures and the nature of the evidence which should be available to justify the
initiation c¢f a challenge. In our viev, 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 ar-a guod basis for actual drafting.



cp_/'w. 274G

4 c

(Mr. ¥ejvodc, Czecheslovaiia)

Renewe¢ attention appears to be attachsd bv meveral oelegations to the scope
of the convention and to the defimition of chemical weapons, where the introduction
of the concept of chemical warfare agents has beern advocatesd.

In military terminclogy, chemicals which are contained and dispersed by
chemical weapons are called chemiczl warfare agents. As such, they are characterizes
by quelilies important for their military deployment, such as their chem:cal
structure and toxicity, the charscter of injury they cauce, the period of latency,
their resistance under environmental condéitions, etc. Such characteristics are
needed in tke first piace for an army planning an cffensive use cf chemiczl wezpons,
but of course, they should be known and considere¢ &lso by those planning the
defence against chemical weapons.

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 negotiaticns, several years ago. It soon
became evident, however, that such an aporoach would create several difficulties.
If we proceeded along such lines, using military concepts ané criteriaz, it could
become difficult to avoid formulaticns resembling more the language of instructions
for the use of chemical wezpons rather than a disarmament document.

But the main questicn is if and how the concept could hely to make the
provisions of the ccnvention more precisc.

Providing for a total ban on 2ll chemical weapons, the convention harily neecs
to specify them very much. The conzept 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 potentizl
chemical weapons. Any list would always be only illustrative: there will be
troubles with different military codz-names, and it will not include chemicals
kept in secret or those newly develcred in the future etc,

According to such inherent restrictions, the concept could in fact be
interpreted in such 2 way that only known chemicazl warfare agents, corresponding
to all military criteria, shculd be declared and destroyed, while some others
could be omitted. With the complex protlem of new mulii-component chemical weapons
systems in mind, we should like to exrress our serious apprehension thati the
chemical warfare agents concept could fail, especially in this most important aree
of new kinds of chemiczl weapons.

For all these reasons, with regard tc the scope of prohibition, we cannot see
any more proper criterion than that c¢f general purpose.

The criterion of toxicity is &n additional one. It was adopted for the
purpose of the convention lzter, after it had been recognized that there must be
some kind of differentiation in some provisions of the convention (certainly not,
however, in the scape): some chemicals ere extremely dangerous and should be
subject to a very sirict reglme of vorlfltatlrr, while some could be monitored
less strictly.
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e a matier of fact, the question of reasonatly ¢ifferentiated approaches
eppears tc be one of ih= most importanti in the futurc work on the convention. The
giscussions in the contact groups go deeper and deepsr into individual issues. In
the course of such a process there is 2 netural tendency to reach the highest
possivle level of perfection of a varticular prcovosed procedure. Doing this one
pight easily forget the dbreaser cortext, an® fail to see a realictic balance between
a given implementation provisien and the reasonably evaluated real importance of
the given issue.

The destruction of stocxs mey serve ag an example of that protlem.

4s is well known, some celegations proposed for this purpose a complex of
sophisticated procedures. Such a complex would include the monitoring of all the
steps of the technological process by 2 nuroer of sensors and sutomatically
operating television cameras, a continuous on-site irnspection performed by a whole
grour of internaticnal incpectore, 2 grezt number of lzboratory teste, and so on.

£11 this has beea suggastad in order to verify that the State which has
declared its stocks of chemical weapons rzally destroys them. I muct admit that my
delegation has some difficulties in seeing why the declared stocks shoulé not be
destroyed. Il secms mors logical tc consider the destruction of declared old
stocks of chemiczl weapons one of the most simple tasks for verification.

At the same time, a real danger for international security could bte potentially
posed, e.g. by the undeclared production of some cliemicals, whichk could eventually
be deployed in multi-component chemicsl weapons systems, by the civilian chemical
industry.

There seems tc be little doubt that the only verification rweasure practically
applicavle with regerd to such a very serious situation would be an on-challenge
inspection — that is something, consicered Dby some delepations as "absclutely
insufficient and unzczceptable" for such a simple task as the destruction of known
stocks. An imbalance be*ween these two approaches is evident.

The issue of precursors might serve as anothier example.

The concept of precursors ic neeced in the convention for two main purposes:
(1) to cover —— as far ar declarations and destruction are concerned — the
chemical components of binary and /or multi-component chemical weapons systems, and
(2) to cover the commercial praduction of chemicals which could potentially be
misusei for creating new chemical weapons in the future.

From a chemical point of view, precursors are all intermediate chemicals
participating in the process of th- chemical synthecic of the end-procuct.

It would be not only impractical bui virtuslly impossible to dezl with the
whole spectrum of pcotential precursors, which are innumerable. Also, the
interference with the interests of the peaceful civilian chemical industry would be
enormous, and many delegations heve glready expressed their prircipal objections to
any measures which could restrict the free develorment cf the chemical industry.

It seems mucl: more appropriate to cheose only key precurscrs, and of those,
only the key precursore of supertoxic chemicals to we dealt with in tke converntion.
Our delegation contributes o this problem in document CI'/CW/CHi R34, issued on
19 July of thie year, in which we tiried to Gefin: the main areac where the concept
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"of key precursors is relevant and corresponding general criteriz for the
definitions of key precurscrs, and proposed a few chemiczls whick could be
included in tentztive liztc of key precursors to be destroyed and 1o be
manufactureé under supervision. We zlsc emphasized that the concept of key
precursors should be reserved cnly for situations of exceptionzl imporiance for
the security of States.

I this context it ic also pertinent tc touch briefly upon the issue of
lists of chemiczls in the conventiion.

The provicions of the conventicn reflect different levels cf the problex.
At the level of scope, for instance, the convention provides for the complete
prohibition ané destruction of alil chemical weepons. Here, the ‘generzl purpcse
criterion is sufficient, and by using a list of specific substences its general
validity would probably be impaired rather than improved.

In such a specific problem as key precursors, some lists woulé be apprepriate,
because they should facilitate the discriminztion of areas of the highest
importance and the limitation of any unnecessary interference with the peaceful
chemical industry.

However, even these lists would be provisional znd ought to be periodically
revised and brought up to date.

Consequently they shoulé be incorporated in the convention in a way which
would (1) give thern the necessary authority as an obligaZory provision cf the
treaty, and (2) allow fcr their appropriate revisicn ir the future.

An annex, revised in the course c¢f the review conference cn the convention,
might be a ressonzble way to meet both reguirements mentioned.

There is ro doubt that at this stage of the negctiations the lists help
to give the discussion more concrete dimensions. Gtill, we must focus our work
on the formlastion of general criteriz which — being prerequisites for any
objective listing of chemicals — would be valid permanently and would therefore
be embodied in the main text of the convention.

Only something more than three weeks are left for our work on a chemical
weapons convention during this year's summer session. It would be regrettable
to use this time for the formalities sc cften presented in the course of the
preparation of the Working Group's report. Our delegation is convinced that all
efforts should be given %c constructive work on the substance of the convention.
I would like to express our conviction that the poscibvility still exists for us
to achieve real progress even during the current session >f the Committee.
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ir. Chairman, I seek your permission to invoke rulc 30 of the rules of ‘
procedure in order to speak about the subject of chemical weapons. Unfortunately,
the current wave of global armament has led to.the refinement and .amassing of
even thosc deadly weapons which the world thought had been forsworn-long tine
ago. The strange and dangcrous dialectic which secks disarmament through the
continuation and intensification of the arms race has, of late, been deployed
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 time
that chemical weapons do not make much difference .to their real security as
defined in terms of their own strategic coctrines. It is this realization
which constitutes the main hope for making progress in the Committee in th2
sphere of chemical weapons.

Since the beginning of the 198% session of the Committee, there has been a
promise in the air that thc current year would be significant for negotiations
on chemical weapons. Uec arc glad to note that by now a considerable amount of
substantive technical work has becen donc which has helpcd in clarifying concep?e
and moving towards a consensus on the provisions of a possible convention banning

(Cont'd)
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chemical weapons. This has no doubt greatly improved the prospects for work next
year. For this the credit, in no small measure, should go to the distinguishéd”
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 thesc negotiations forward during’1933“. Valuablc contributions have alsd
been made to the work on the subject by the delegations of the United Kingdom, :
Australia, Sweden, thc United States, Yugoslavia, China, France and the USSR.™

At the same time, quite a few problems of a complex and sensitive nature
remain £o.bc-sorted out.: :Many of these problems are rootéd in thelverynature.
of thc technology in the chemical industry as well as the dual purposc =-- both
military and development == of the end-use of the products of this industry.

In the opinion of my delegation, while continuing to dcal with thesc 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 convention- thosc
clements on which there is already a consensus or near=-consensus, as alsc those

on which differences 3;111 persist. This will lend greater clarity to subseguent
discussions,. will enable dclegations to sec the main provisions of a draft - 4
convention in their mutual relationship and bring into reclief points on witich -
instructions have to be sought from their governments. -

It will be recalled that India has so far not been in favour of including
the prohibition of use in a new convention on chemical weapons. This was so
because we considered the Gencva Protocol of 1925 to be adequate for pronibiting :
the use of chemical weéapons. As this Protocol constituted a universzl legal
prohibition against the use of chamical weapons, recognized both in international
anc customary law, we had apprehensions that thc duplication of its provision in
another instrument might undermine its legal force and status. My Government
has, howcver, rcvicwed its position, aud I am now glad to inform the Committee
that India will be willing to support the incorporation in the proposed convention
of a suitable provision for a ban on the usc of chemical weapons. ' ¥e have done
so primarily as 2 contribution to speeding up the wérk towards negotiating 2
convention banning chemical weapons. Having said this, I would like to emphasize
that the incorporation of a provision on the banning of usc in the proposed
convention should be done in such a manner as to ensure that tac convention
supplements and strongthens the prohibition alrezdy provided for in the 1925 Geneva
Protocol. I am surc that in this connection somc of the genuine congerns 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-ardinator of thc contact group dealing with the subject duly reflects the
sensitivities and concerns in this regard. :

e :
The importance of the question of verification of compliance cannot be

over-emphasized. This gquestion has, therefore, very rightly claimed a large

part of the time and attention of the Ad Hoc Workingz Group. I would mot like,

on this qecasion, to go into the details of the proposals made in this regard.

I would simply rciterate my delegation's position that onc of the most important

considerations to be taken into account in reaching agreercent on the verification

of compliance should be that the chemical industry in many countrics of the

third world, including my own, still remains-at an early. stage -of. development

and nothing should be done in the proposed convention which will inhibit the

growth of the civilian chemical industries in thesc countries. +The legitimate

desire of thesc countries to develup their chemical industries for the benefit

of their peoples and as 3z contribution to brideing the technological gap and
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developing self-reliant economic structures must be respected. Moreover, the
verification regime which is ultimately agreed upon must be nbn-discrimiéatory
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 chemic us
al d
unnecessary burden on it. industry and do not put an
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- My purpose in speaking todey is to introduce the Egyptian working paper
which has veen distributed as an official document under the symbol CD/406.

I do not.believé.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 wouléd be among the principal achievertents of the Committee on
Diesarmarent., However, for this achievement tc become an effective reality, efforts
ghould be made to ensure the glcbal nature of the convention through the accession
theretc of all the countries of the world, in order to save this and future
generations frou the threat oif the potentizl use of such horrifying weapons and
to bring about their final disappearance from the military arsenals of the world.

In our vi:w, one of %the main prerequisites in this connection is an
undertaking by the Staies parties to work for the achievement of this objective
and to act in a menner conducive theretc. Accordingly, the Egyptian working
paper proposes that the cornvention should contain a2 provision indicating that the
States parties uniertal® to respect the convention, promote its objectives, and
observe its letter and spirit ir their international relatioms.

Moreover, in the matter ot 2 convention on the prohibitien of chemical
veapons. readiness or reluctance to accede to it will be the result of reciprocal
influences in the attitudes of States such that, if a particuler State or group
of States declinas to accede to the convention, other States, which initially
might have wished to become a party to it, will be disinclined to take such a
step. Conversely. the accession of a particular State or group of States might
encouragz other States to follow their exammle.

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 wespons, end that their security would not be jeopardized as a
result of their accession thersto.

In thie connection, the provisions concerning verification and compliance
assume perticular 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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of enforcing compliance with its provisinns. Thic necessitates the establishment

of an effective system to verify the occurrence of any vioclations, to counter |
such violations whern they occur, znd to dezl with any situation in which a State

finds itself endangered as & result of its accession to the convention and its |
falfilment cf its obiigations in good faith.

At reetings of the Working Group and meetings of experts, Egypt has
consistently stressed the nsed for the conver.tion to incorporate an effective l
verification system, including the possibility of on-site inspection. It |
is gratifving to note that the Comaittee on Disarmament currently appears to be f
pore awarc ¢ this reguirewent. \

However, we do not pelieve that the establishment of an effective
verification system would, in itself, be sufficient to inspire the reguisite degree
of confidence in the credibility of the convention. Provision should also be made,
therefore, o deal with situations in which a State party refuses to co-operate

with the bodies responsibie for verification, or in which a violation of the
provisions of the convention is ascertained through the verification procedure.

+ mignt be said that, in such a situation, any injured State could call
upon the Security Council to discuss the matter and take the appropriate actionm,
However, with 211 defererce to the Security Council, which plays a2 commencable
and significan® role in disarmament conventions, we do not believe that recourse
to its authority-is sufficient for deeling with situztions such as those %o waich
we have referred. Resort tc the Security Council is net, in itself, sufficient
to inspire the requisite degree of confidence in the credibility of the
convention and would not, therefore, 2ncourage the largest possible number of
States to accede tc¢ the Convention.

T do not believe that we need to elaborate on our reasons for taking this
view., In effect. under tne Charter of the United Nations, any Member State has
e right of recourse to the Security Council and no specizl convention is
needec for this purpose, Moreover, resori to the Security Council is regulated
by the provisions of the Charter which cannot be amended by a convention such
as the convernticr on the prohibition of chemical weapons. Ihe right of veto or
objection granted to the five superpowers is laid down in the provisions of the
Charter governing the work of the Security Council.

We are s1l aware oi the mroblems encountered in the adoption of resolutions
in t1e Security Council as a result of political considerations and current
circimstances. Consequently, we can envisage = situation in which a single
Stat:, pcssibly act ever a part;” o the conventicn, might be able %0 cbstruct
the work of the entire Council snd prevent the adoptior of a resolution, ¥or
this reason, we do poi believe *hzt the possibility of resort to the
Security Council would, in i%self, inspire the requisite degree of con{idence
in the convention.

In making this essessmeni, we have taken into account the special nature
of a convention on the prohibition of chamical weapons, together with our past
experience cf the work of the Security Council.
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It should also be noted that the ultimeste objective of the proposed convention
is the institution of a general legal system under which the various States would
give rpecific, verifiabie undertakings. They would assume these commitments on
the underst-adinz that the cther Staies perties would follow suit. Voluntary
participation .n such a syste:x 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. That body could only be the group of
States in association witl. whiok the injured State entered into specific
cormitments, on the understanding that the groyp would be responsible for upholding
the conventvion and easuring 1tz obsexvance.

To that cnd, stipulation of the possibility of convening a special meeting
of the consultative coumittee if tre fact-finding team is unable to solve a problem
relating o the observance oi the provisions of the convention, as mentioned
in the draft submitted by the United States of America, merely constitutes a
proper applicatic of the principle of the collective joint responsibility of the
States parties ‘o uphold the convention anc endeavour to emnsure the observance
of its provisions. - :

Howtver, we believe that.the provision concerning the convening of the
consultative commitiee to consider & matter relating to the violation of the
etipulaticns of the <onvention should comprise an indication of the legal
fremework within which the comsultative committee can act, Since the
consultative cormittee consists of all the States parties, specific provision
should be made for a commitment on their part to assist arny State whose security
is endansercd or whick ie ctherwise prejudiced as a result of the violation of
the previsions of the Convention by any Statesparty. In parallel, a stipulation
should be made ‘o. the effect that the State parties must take action to ensure
obse=vanc: of the convention and fulfilmen+t of the commitmentis specified therein.

Furthermors, it is possible %o envisage circumstances in which the convention,
tae legal system that it establishes or the legcl principles that it lays down
might be endangered, but not necessarily as a result of a breach committed by
one cf the Staies parties. In such a situation the Security Council might, once
agzin, be -convened, particulerly if the matter relates to a circumstance which
poses a threat to internationsl peace or security. 1In addition, however, it
mignt clso be necessary o .convene an urgzant xmeeting of the consultative committee.
I. this ccmmection, we believe that there must be some form of guarantee of the
serious nature of such coavocaticn 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 incorporateé in the :
convention on thz prohinition cf chemicz2l weapons in order that the convention
may acquire the credibility and effectiveness needed to meke it truly capable
of fuifilling our aspirction, namely, the final elimination of such weapons
and the exclusion of their use ir Yy forom whatsoever,
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liy delegation has repeatedly used this tribune to document its particular
interest in the early conclusion cf a conveniicn banning chemical weepons. Tk
exposed situetion of my country on the dividing line between ccntrzsting political,
socizl and military systems explains the zpprehension which the poszitle use of
chemical weapons evokes. In the Federal Republic of Germzny, therefcre, ~chenical
weapons are a subject of extensive and serious public discussion. In additicn,
+he Covernment has been exposed to several comprehensivze parlismentary cuestions
on this topic. I would venture to say that there is hardly & country
represented .in this Commitiee which is at present ccnducting 2 comparable bread
public discussion on this rarticularly barbzrous wezpons caiegory.

You all know that, as long ago as 1934, the Federal Reruclic of Germzn
rencunced the production of chemical weapons in an internaticrnzi Treaty and .
admitied international controls verifying the non-producticn of suck wezpons on
its territory. It is therefore a matfer of logic and continuily &
strive with singuler fervour for & universal, comprehensive zni adsguate
verifizble prchibition of 211 chemiczl weapcns. In the view of my Govermnent,
the conclusion of a chemical weapens ben is a matter of extreze argen

«

If we look back upcon the long, difficult negotiating jsz==, z2nd 2s cially
tc the past amnual sessicn, we cannot but be struck by the Dl=izns ccntradiction
between the declared will of delegations frem 21l pclitical guarters tc arrive
at the early conclusicn of z chemical weapons ccnvention, ané the relatively miror
degree cf practical movement in terms of real progress. A% ke beginring of the
- sessicn, my delegaticn ncurished the hope that negotiaticns would bring a
breakthrough and that we would be atle tc present to ‘our puolic at kome concrete
results or at least scme tangidle momeéntum. In realily, sazvizl agreenent in
areas of rasther periphersl sigmificance is 2ll that we cen show. It is a
painful insight in this last month of our annusl work that the brealkthrough has
not meterialized. This eveluation of cur present anmucl work is perticularly
disappointing since the preconditions for progress vere uniguely presens.
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Firsily, the Committee on Disarmament had fcund in Ambassad
Chzirman who has untiringly. worked. for the further progress ct

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

Looking back upon the annual session, of whick so little remains for our
work, one is impressed by the fact that one group of States has insistently
chosen silence in the face of the essentizl issues of a future chemical weapcns
ban. We must seriously ask whether this silence betrays a new policy of delaying
the conclusion of a chemical weapons ban, or what else might be the cause for
such failure to contribute to our common efforts at bridging diverging positionms.
There is rezlly no use induiging in ritual affirmations, together with other
groups of States, that the negotiations on a chemical weapons ban are promising,
if, concurrently, the necessary efforts are missing to move negotiations ahead.
Tt is equally futile to cell, in a ritual manner, for the political will in favour
of genuines negotiations and fer formal drafting exercises if one is not oneself
equipped with the necessary pelitical flexibility, enabling one in the interest
of necessary comprocise to relinquish untenable positions and to move in the
directicn of new, shared positions. - Indeed, it is futile to limit one's own
contribution to ongoing negotiations-to a sterile rehashing of kmown views.

My delegaticn feels strongly that the time hes come for an appeal to all
participants to show a greater measure of political Tlexibility and to document
such flexibility by practical contributions. That is the prerequisite for
progress.

In 2 recerxt siztement, Ambassador Imai cf Japan underlined the priority of
the destruction of sxisting stocks. Indeed, the current decisive danger
emenates from exisstinz chemical weapons stocks and from those chemical weapons
production facilities which make for the proliferation of stocks, or at least
could dc so. In scmseguence, their destruction, reliably verified, constitutes,
in our vicw, the cexirsl task for the entire chemical weapons negotiating complex.
There is at least 2 certzin measure of sgreement among ourselves on this
requirenent, and thers are 21s0 in this centrasl area a number of elements which
work towards consensus in substance. We should seriously ask ourselves wnether
it would nct be worthwhile to achieve, in the first instance, a solution to these
two interrelated problems — the destruction of stocks, and of production
facilities. I would indeed suggest that the chemical weapens Working Group
should, on a pricrity basis, concantTrate on these elements of consensus, and my
delegation would be ready to undertake a compilaticn containing such elements for
the benefit of the Working Group. These elements of consensus could then be
"recorded" in the pronosed mamner. If we do succecd in this central area in
achieving partial progress, and registering it in written form, we shall have
accomplished a great step, facilitating and accelerating the work of next year's
session.

In this cornection, I am pleased to comment on the impressive working paper
by the delegation of the United States of America in which procedures for the
verification of the destruction of stocks are graphically described, based on
the example of an existing déstruction facility. - The particular value of this



CD/PV.233
23

(Mr. Wegener, Federal Republic of Germeny)

working papsr resides in the fact that it testifies in a particularly practical
form %o the possitility of effective international surveillance during the
destmiction process. It makes evident that contrcl by international inspectors
entzils no urdue burden for the signatories to the future conventicn. My
delegation is therefore surprised that the views of Westexrn countries on the
destruction of stocks has drawn only criticel znd rather unhelpful comments
from the representatives cf sccialist States, most recenily in the statement

of the distinguished delegate of Czechoslovekia, Ambassador Vejvoda, of

23 July 1983. These negative views are, however, developed without the
benefit of any cocnstructive ccunter-ideas on the part of the sccialist
representztives. This dilatory and superficizl treatment of the tepic of the
destruction of stocks and its verification is in blatant corniradicticn with
the urgency of eliminating these threats that stem from the exisience of the
present chemical arsenals. Je must sericusly deal with the issues of ik
international verification of the destruction of stocks. Here, more than

elsevhere, it is totally insufficient tc reiterafe positicns thet harbouxr no
nlcss cn estavlished

consensus potential, and, for the rest, to remain mctio
pcsitions. .

3

Advocating the concentraticn of our work cn one key zrctlexz area of the
future cenvention does not imply any less emphasis upcn the Izpcrtant issues
of, for cxample, the prohibiticn of transfer or other elements, such.as,
especially, the important issue of non-production and the detziis of a
verification system relating to non-production. However, cuxr position on these
issues is well lmown, since my delegation has in working paper £D/32¢ submitted
detziled suggestions for the verification of non-producticn.. In iculer,
in these papers, my delegation has developed 2 sontrcl systex <f a low level
infrusiveness over the industrial producticn of OYZanornssSEacTis ccopounds
on the basis of random inspections. For its part, the United Kingdom delegation
has shown a.pragmatic path towards the verification of ncn-production in
werking paper‘CD/353. : ' '
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My celegation would counsel seriously against any attempt fc solve
problen of non-produciion by other means than a pragmetic approach. . Cbvicusly,
a high degree of axpert knowledge is required %o avoid loopholes in the future
cenvention. ~ On the other hand, we shoulé not unduly bicw up the sciertific .
complexities of non-preduction, thus building roadblocks or.the way tc the
early conclusicn ¢f a corvention. It aprears highly sdvisable to ccnduct our
discussion on non-production under ithe auspices of genuine relevance in arms
centrol terms, and to structure cur debzte in a more gozl-oriented fashion.

In ccntact grocup C, under the brillient lesdership of our Duich colleague,
Mr. Akkermen, a consensus on the inclusion of the prchibition of the use cf
chemical weapons in the future convention is imminent. There is now
agreement in substance that the prchitition of the use of chemical wcapons
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will be included in the future convention, and that the verification systen
will also cover chemical weapons use. We still have tc work out a formulation
which will accomplish the inclusion cf the use prohibiticn in the convention
in correct relationship to the present rules of international law. OCne
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 ths
Geneva Protocol of 1925. In the view of my delegation it is regrettable that
the Geneva Protocol of 1925 has, by virtue of the menifold reservations
attached to it, de facto degenerated into a prohibition of the first use of
chemical weapons only. Tt would have been a noble task for the Committee on
Disarmement to eliminate the many ambiguities which result from the multitude
of reservaticns to the Geneva Protocol by a constructive further developrment
of 1aw in the direction of an ebsclute interdiction of use. Tt is

worthwhile to remind ourselves that such an evolution was in fact called for
by the Geneva Disarmement Conference in the 1930s. It is therefore g
legitinate tc ask whether the issue of the further evolution of international
law in terms of a categorical prohibition of use —- if indeed a consensus of
States to this effect cannot be reached during the current round of negotiations —-—
should bz assigned to a later review conference which could deal with this
problem, say, at the conclusion of the chemical weapons stock destruction
phase. g

icn, I wculd like to reiterate that my delegation strongly

e : ion procedure which tackles problems in a nmanner more
clearly sirictirel, gradual, and better adapted to the priorities. This
would be a mors rcromising path towards the solution of cutstanding protlems.
Simultaneoue Wiz in all areas over-extends the Working Group and the contact
groups. Tris, izm cur view, is one important lesson of the past couple of
weeks., For —2n7 years now the Cormittee on Disarmament has been facing

of working ocut a comprehensive and verifiable prohibiticn of
ons, zized at the elimination of this entire weapons category

fer 211 Tc this day, we have not responded to the challenge as we
should, I would like to appeal to all delegations, in a solemn fashiorn,
tc meks the utmast effort so that the Committee does not losc its credibility

in this crzacizi domain.
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Since there already exists the fairly immediate possibility of an agreement on
the prohibition of chemical weapons, the Committec ought to endeavour at onze to
initiate wosk on the refininz of the basic elements of sucn an agreesment. 0b jective
criteria Should be used to elucidatz ambiguous concepts which are hampering the |
negotiatidns and thus to reach a clear definition cf the ideas of "permitted uses™,
wdefensive purposes' (which seem difficult to accept excspt in the form of the
neutralization of the toxic =ffects of chemical agents) and "nrecursors" and "key
precursors", and agrecment should be reached, through negotiation, on the machinery
for tne declaration and destruction of existing stocks of chemical weapons and the
verification thereof.
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vicghime of &
its cefencel
anguicrh that e

wed 'mabzted despiic our Lest efforts within the United Nations.
Je thercfors place high hopec on the ozrly cenclusion of & chemical wcapons
convention. In +hie corncc*ion, ~ven ihough irtencive work has been done

dvring the prosent sescion of “aiz Usmndtten, sone important differences continue
to impedc the atiainment cf our cormor oLjective. o must collectively strive to
rerove these difficultins with a view io ashieving the long-awaited conclucion of

e

a treaty vaxning chemlcrl voaponise
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Mp.” ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Sociazlist Republics) (translated from Russian):
Mr. Chairman, there is an item on the agenda of the Committece on Disarmament which
- by general 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 vizw on this item, beth at the plenary mectings of the Committee and
in the coursc of various bilatcral 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
been done during the current session of the Committeec. Many new proposals,
documents and comments have been submitted, by the USSR delégation 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 theorctical 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 =~
provisicns for the future convention. This new working method, used in parallel
with the search of solution for ocutstanding questions, began to prove its vitality
and’ efficiency. There is no doubt that it should be used also in future. It
should be notéd that thé co-crdinators of the contact groups have come to see the
merits of such an approach. It is not their fault that it was not possible to
adopt it in full measure. In general they have done 2 good job. We would like
also to- praise the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group, Ambassador McPhail of 5
Canada, who has supported the initiatives of the co-ordinators and who himself has
not ignored new ideas and has displayed cnthusiasm, energy and readiness for
co-operation. )

It is clear that the results of the work on the ébohibition of‘chemical
weapons done this summer could be considered as on the whole positive. gogar

(Cont'd)
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Nevertheless, they are considerably below our expectations. I believe that any
delagation represented here will agree that mucn morz could have bean donez.

What are the reasons for this? Of course, the work has bean affected, and
it could not fail to be affected, by the very unfavourable situation prevailing
in the world at present. But specifically, in the context of the prohibition of
chemical weapons, it is impossible to ignore the fact that at the hzight of the
negotiations on this item during the summer sessior of the Committee on Disarmament,
the Senate of tne United States Congress approved allvcations for thz programme for
the production of a new type of chemical wezpons -- binary weapons. One frequently
heara it argued that the production of binary weapons is necessary to the L
United States so that it can bring pressurs to bear on the Soviet Union. Those who
cherish such illusions should not forgzt that peace js indivisible 2nd there is
such a notion 23 retaliatory measures. The decision adopted by the United States
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, reorcsents another step 1n the
implementation of the United States $10 tillion programme of preparations for
chemical war, a2nd threatens tae renewed spiralling of the chemical arms race. Tne
programme, it is knowa, envisages the mass procduction of new types of cheuical
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 thc territory of
western Europz, near the bordsrs of the socialist States. We cannot view this
decision of the American Senatwe otherwise than as further evidence that the present
policy of the United States in the matter of tne prohibition of chemical weapons
is determined, not by the declared desire of the official United States
reprasentatives to prohibit and destroy chemical weapons, but by the desire at all
costs to keep a free hand in order to implement the Pentagon's large-scale plans
for the stockpiling 2nd building up of the United States chemical arsenal. OfF
coursz, this decisicn a2dopted in Washington has strengthened the doubts of many
Stztes as to the sinceriiy of the United States desire to achieve agreements in
the Committee on Disarmament. !

)

But is it not possible that the very delicate thread of patience in the
negotiations on the pronibition of chemical weapons may be broken when such things
happen, for example, as the following: the Vice-President of the Unitad States
ccmes here to the Committuce to advocate the speeding up of. the negotiations in

order to eliminate the threat created by chemical weapons, and a few months later
he gives a dzcisive vote in favour of the implementation of the programme which
could kill these negotintions?

Nor has progress -in our negotiations been facilitated by the fact that the
same delezation, which submitted to the Committz=e last spring its version of the -
basic provisions of a ¢onvention and which was prepared in theory to take note of
any concurring or similar views on the part cf delggations on various aspects of
tha future convention, has avoided by 2very possible means the recording of such
concurrencas in the form of draft wordings for the future convention. As was
justly stated by Ambassador de Souza 2 Silva of Brazil, we badly nced fermulas
recording the rcsults achieved, which could be regarded as "a common basis for
the future work of consolidation”. Moreover we have cven noticed the following
trend. The position of the United States delegation has in some respects departed
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from the Scviect-American agreements reached aftcr laborious negetiations over many
years betwecn the USSR and the United States.

The Scviet Union has repeatedly emphasized the tremendous significance of an
agreement on the prohibiticn of chemical w.2pons. Pointing out thit the problem of
the speudiest possibli prohibition of thesc weapons, which are one of the most
barbaric mecans of annihilating people, is squarely before us, Mr. Andrei Gromyko,
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the USSR, at a session of the Suprems Soviet of the
USSR, called on our partners at the negotiations to start the elaboration of an
international comvention on the prohibition and destruction of chemical weapons.
The same viaw 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 noblc goal in mind, the Soviet Union and the other socialist
countrics bend thcir efforts to finding mutually acceptable solutions. They have
always consistently pursued this policy in the Committce on Disarmament and they
continue to do soO now.

Tu our view, 2t this stage of the taiks it is of key importance to achieve
an agreement on the entirc rangc of questions connected with the destruction of
chenical weapons stockpileés, in other words, the questions entrustad to contact
group A, headed by the representative of the Polish Pzople’s Republic,
Colonel J. Cialowicz. It has in fact already managed to achieve scomething. But
we belicve 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 2 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. The Soviet delegation is
convinced that at such an early stage of the implementation of the convention i.c.
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 picturc of the state of affairs as regards stocks and
provide the necessary level of confidence. It is only naturzl that during the
subsecquent stages more detailed data would be submitted for thc purposes of
verific2tion of the destruction process. Howcver, some delegations, including
those of non-aligned countries, have advocated that the States parties to the
convention should submit mare detailed data from the very start of its
implemcntation.

With a vicw to resolving this problem, which has been dcliberately complicated
in many ways, thc Soviet Union today proposes that the States partices to the
future convention which posscss 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 componants of binary
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weapons, by their chumical names and by the toxicity of the chemicals, in metric
tons (for example, chemicnl 2gent sarin -- 10 tonnes), and their stocks of
chemical municions by types and calibres and the number filled (for exomple,
artillery munitions, 155 mm, filled with sarin -- 1,000 pleces).

. We submit this proposal 1n the belief that it would largely r«solve the
entire nroblem of the doclaration of stocks of chnemical weapons and the
declaration of the progra2ss of their destruction at various stages nf the process.
In addition to tnc achievement of full agreement on the content of tha initi-zl
declarations made after 30 dayus, it would open the way towards mutually acceptable
agreoments oo the content of the genzral plans for the elinination of chemical
weapons stcceks winich would be submitited by the States parti.s to the consultative
committise, on the contunt of the periodic notifications concerning the
implementation of these plans for the dustruction of stocks, on the content of
periodic notifieations ccacerning each future stige of the implumentation of sucn
plans and on the content of the appropriate doclacaticns after the complaetion of
the process of the destruction orf stocks cof chenical weagens. -

inother question connectod witis chamicnl weapons stocks which has cnused
disagresment concerns the international vurification of such stocks 1t the 3tag-:
up to taheir climination. Ouite frequently, solutions have becn proposed which
could not be implementad in practice decause they did nct take into account a
number of apacific features connected witii this gquesticn. In particular, it has
been suggested that States partizs to tne fulure conventicn, After 1t <nters into
force, shculd declare the locations of declared stocks of chemical wez2pons, i.=2.
the stornge places where thzy may ke kcpt. Such 2 requirenent is purely unilateral
and unrealistic, since it does not take into ccount the possible general use of
such plmczs of storage, where chemical wa2pons re being kept, Ind might affect the
dof :nce intcrests of States not sonnected with chemical weapons.

After careful study of this gqu=stion 2nd some realistic proposnls made in
connection with it, the Soviet Union proposes that in order to ensure reliable
verification of the declared stocks, provision snouid be mnd2 for the ercation of
store-houses A% the specizlized facilibies for the destruction of these stocks,
the location of which would be declared corcurrently with the declaration of the
destruction facilitics menticned above. A% such places cf storage, international
verification on 2 "qucta“' basis would be permitted duriang the entire period of the
destruction of the declared stocks.

Thus tais question, too, cculd be considered to be resolved, with provision
for the verification of the entire process of the destruction of all stocks of
chemical wenpons, on the understanding. of course, that evuryone will displzy a
~anlistic approach to it.

At the current session of the Commithtec on Disarmament 1 great deal of
attention has also been paid to the guestion cf the diraet verification cf the
process of the destruction of chemical weapons stocks. In this conncction we would
like to state once again taat we are ao luss interested than other States in
relinble varification ~ssuring our security ~nd that of our ~llics. This applies
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in full mensure to the verificetion of the elimination of stocks of chemical
wenpons. But this approach in no way calls for extremes -- tha converting of
verification into an end in itsclf. i

What kind of approach tu the verification of the destruction of stocks would
we consider effectivé and 2t the same time sufficient and consequently the most
feasible? As you know, the Soviet Union proposes the -conduct of verification
through systematic international inspections cn the basis of an agreed quota at
the facility (facilities) for the destruction of chemical wcapons stockpiles.

The level of the quotz, which in our view means 2an 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 advanc.. '

Unfortunatzly, 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 propos2ls, has hampered the
solution of this problem. We appeal to it in the hopa that it will be able to
mak.: an objeetive asscssment of the proposals of other delegations too, primarily
from the point of view of providing an assurance ‘of the compliance of States
partics posscssing chemical weapons with the order for the destruction of their
stocks which has been claberated and agreed on.

Is it not clear, for =2xample, that therc is no need at all for the permanent
presence of inspectors at a facility destroying, for instance, small lots of
chemical weapon 3tocks that are, furthermorc, obsolete or of low toxicity, during
the entirce 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 2 danger for the environment, but under tha conmvention the same close
attention would be paid to it as to the latest =nd most dangerous chemicals.

The Scvict Union proposes a differentiated approach whcreby, for the purposes
of verification, account would be taken of thc gquantity of the stoeks 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
sutomztion and some other factors. In practice this would mean that in some cases
thc inspectors of thc consultative committee would visit the facility more
fraquently, and in others less frequently. Nerve gases are one thing and
chloropycrine quitc anothner.
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All this we have already explained in the course of consultations with
other delegations, in private talks, cte., and we are prepared to continue
to do so in order to reach an agreement 25 soon o possibla.

The specific feature of the Sovict position consists in the fact that we
do not propos. any final solutions about arrangements for the application of
the quota during vzrifications, becausec we believe that this could best be
done: by joint efforts. It is in this dircetion that we intend to concentrate
our efforts in the future.

This, in our view, is the genernl statz of affairs as regards the
problem of the elimination of stocks of chemical weapons. There is everything
necessary in order to advance in the nearest future to its solution and the
complotion of work on this matter 2s soon 2s possible. '

There are, of course, certain other questions connected with the
claboration of the convention which require solution. We do not think that
it would be ccrrcct to waic until 5 time when nll of them arc agreed on in
principlc before starting the drzfting of the conventicn where that is
possible. Thc 2xperience ghined at the negotiations shows th=2t the best
results are provided by flexibility and 2 skilful combination of various
workinz methods. -

In this conncction, we would like in particular to dwell upon the
question of the facilities for the production of chemical weapons. During
the deliberations in the Committwe on Disarmament on the pr<paration of 2
draft convention on the prohibition of chemiczl weapons, different vicws havc
been expressed 2and are still held as regards the time for the declaration of
the location of faeilities that arc to be destroyed.

The Soviet Union and some other delegaiions, taking into account the
possiblc general use of some ficilities producing, in particular, chemical

weapons, and the importance of not czusing any harm to the commercial interests

of the Statcs parties because of their accession to the convention, and a
number of other considerations which I shall refer to later, proposeé the
starting of the climination of chemical weapons production facilities not
later than eight years after the convention enters into ferce, and the
declaration of their location not later than one year before that date.
Consequently, the initial declarations of States partics would refer only to
their existing capacities for the production of chemical weapons.

At the samc time we would like to state today that a mutually acceptable
solution on the time for the declaration of the location of facilities and
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the beginning of tueir climination could be found at 2 later stage of the
negotiations, taking into accoint the agreements of principle which could

be reached, in particular, on the question of the verification of the destruction
of chemical weapcns stocks, the permitted production of supertoxic chemicnls

and the non-production of chemicsls for binary weapons ~t commercial enterprises.

The Soviet delegation attaches great importance to thc solution both of
the question of thc verification of the destruction of stocks 2nd of that of
the verification of the production of supertoxic chemicals for permitted
purposcs, but at the same time it particularly ‘singles out, in the context of
chemical weapons production facilities, thc question of the verification of
the non-production of components for binary chemical weapons at commercizl
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 rzlevant proposals of th2
German Democratic Republic concurning 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 forece. We bzlieve that the aumber 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 facilitics, their
maintenance in a state of non-production and their destruction or dismantling
with partial diversion should bc carried out with apprepriate international
verification. )

Logically, the convantion should also include a provision under which
the destruction of stocks of binary and multicomponent wcapons should start
not later than six months and be completed not later than two years after
the convention enters into forece.

We belicve it important to eniphasizc other specific fentures of our
proposals. They are not discriminatory because they would apply to all
Statss which wished to embark upon the producticn of binary chemiczl wenpons,
they permit the solution of thc problem of the timc of destruction and
declaration of any chemical weapons production facilities, taking into
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account some other questions I mentioned easrlier, and they would not create
problems for anyone if binary types of weapons were not commissioned at all.

The Soviet deleg~tion believes that work on the convention on the
prohibition of chemical wcapons should continuc at a considerably more
intensive rate than has been the case up LO now. The situation can hardly
be considercd normal when work in the Committee on such 2 priority item is
done during only twc or threc months of tne year, and for tho rest of thc
time there is o rccess. This aspect of the matter should be seriously
thought cver and we should try to improve the situation. We for our part,
arc ready to continuc the ncgotintions for as long 2s is necessary te
completz as soon as possible, th= el~boration of a convention on the
prohiibition of chemical weapons.

In conclusion, we¢ would like to call on all delegations to display real
and not sham constructivenzss and flexibility. Recently in the Committee
the representative of 2 Weatern country went out of his way to prove that
the group which he reprasents 2llegedly displays "pragmatism” and "political
flexibility". We would likc to ask -- where specifically is it displayed?
On what issuss have the delesztions of Western countries in fact met half-way
the positions of other Stotes, including the country which I have the honour
to reprcsent? Apparently some in the Committee sec their task as the stubborn
and, I would say, somctimes obstinatc repetition of rigid, inflexitle
positions and the adoption of a prejudiced attitude to the position of the
other side.

Such an approach ean only lead us to an impassc. We hope that the
example shown by tha Soviet Union and other socialist countriecs, which have
repeatedly displayed during the current scssion of the Committee their
readiness to tak:z into account the reasonable demands of thc other
participants in the nesotiztions, will be followed also by thosc delegations
which still do not go further than their declarations about their
constructiveness.
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In coacludirg oy statement, let me turn to the subject of chemical weapons.
At the cutset of the 1983 session of the Committee it was commonplace to hold the
view that vrz-~sp2cts for progress, if any, were to be found in the field of chemical
aisarmament negeiiniions. Such progress has not materialized. The head of
e S Tmsad e Al e T4zl Papublie of Germany, Ambassador Wegener,
eloguently ezuberaisd oa that dicappointing fact a week ago. The delegation of
the Lethariands rafctunately has to agd its voice to his. It must be clear that
if a delegrticn Y ouposes the aetalled views of another fails to submit a
correspordingly delailed proposal of its cwn, the basic tools for any valuable
regotiations are not available.

Yie arc informed -- even more frequently so in recent times — that it is too
early in ihe day t» proceed to the ultimate substantive phase cf negotiations on a
chemical wzzrcas tan. Such an assertion, no matier who makes recourse to it, hardly
seems comvincirg. i Netherlands holds the view that only in that ultimate phase
are delezations reall; forcad tc see eye to eye on the remaining key proolems.
Further éolay is hkard to zccept for all countries vhich, like the Netherlands,
have renounsz:d ibs ontion ci chemical weapons. :

T:is is art to s,y that some useful work has nct been carried out in 1983.
No deleritirn civy ionge. stands in the way of the incorporation of a use prohibition
in the scupz ¢f the conventiun. A good deal of progress was made on conditions,
structurcs ernA mechanisms for on-challenge verification. The problems relating
to key precurcozs LAve teen defined and analysed, so that the baesis has Dbeen laicd
for the.s *9 b eolvel in the hopefully near future.

In evalvetivs the pesitive results in the chemical weapons Working Grovp, one
must Lave the greatecl admiration for such men as Dr. Iundin of the Swedish
deleg=tion, who kas irorkeC longer than anyone else in the Committee on Disarmament
and ite prcaecessors witl unliring persistence for the cause of chemical disarmament,

Yotritl stundic 7 the advances made on many related issues, a breakthrouch in the
field of ti. :vmiinrin: ~f stoclpiledeclaration and dertruction was not achieved.,
The laudeble ericris ¢f the Polish delegation which co—ordinated the work on this
espset valevivnatcly wome nct masched by sufficiently forthcoming positions of

(Cont'd)



CD,PV.23%
30

(Mr. Ramaker, Netherlands)

eertain delegations. It is therefore with great interest that we have taken note
of the positione developed today by the distinguished head of the delegation cf
the Soviet Union, Ambassador Issraelyan. We will study them zarefully.

If it is realized that stockpile destruction constitutes, together with
assured non-production, the main goal of the convention, the seriousness of the
situatiorn just ovtlined is brought to light in all clarity. Furthermore, lack
of progress in one area apparentily has a spill-over effect on other areas of the
future convention. So this lack of progress on stockpile destructicn seems to have
had an adverse effect on progrese in the field of assured non=-procuction.

In en 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 agein reminded that chemicel weapons were originally derivec
from civilian industrizl research. Chemiczl warfare agents can De produced without
difficulty in the non-dedicated civilizn 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 promote 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 chemicale (which would be a gualitative check) and that they do not
produce more than the permitted guantities of dual purpose agents (quantitative
check) is necessary. *

For these purposes, an obligation tc exchange production statistics gnould be
within reach, since, irter alia for environmental reascns, most countries already
require that the indusiry submit such daia  oh the national level. This, however,
can only be part of an effective verification system. DMore intrusive control
measures carmot be dispensed with, first and foremost to control the civilian
chemical industry that produces key precursors. The United Xingdom, in submitting
document CD/353, has rendered us a highly valuable service by dismelling the myth
that this is an impossible tasiz because of the sheer size of the chemical industry
involved. liore difficult is the problem of the verificaticn of non-production
in commercial chemical planis that are not declared as producing key precursors
but nevertheless can be considered® capable of making them. During next year's
gession, work on these problems should continue andé be intensified.

As tc the acceptability of the particular measures of inspection of the
civilian industry on the territor;- of the inspected party, the delegations of
Australia, Finlani ani the Netherlands have in past years made proposals that would
allow for a lower dezree of intruciveness than often feared. With regard to
countries with a traditionally high degree of secrecy, we found it interesting in
this respect to note that the ICEF report argues that such secrecy is ge facto
gradually disappearing, as a consecuence of the technology- and products—exchange
barter-agrecments nowadays existing between the Western world and the Soviet Union.
This phenomenon already necessitates vaet numbers of foreisn personnel to be
directly engaged in Soviel indusiry, and shows that the Soviet concern with
secrecy can be accommodated. In so far as on-site inspection will be necessary
in the context of a future convention, thie may therefore turn out to be likewise

manageable and acceptable.

. ti : T in which matters of
t d i o hope of my delegation that after a year 1n 1 i
e . 4 nie over subsctance, 1o tl.e less the

4t0 predonins
a procedural nature often seemed 1o preaq ) A
st:we has been set for fruitful work in 19€4 when we will ree each other aga

here in Geneva.
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M. CROMARTIE (United Kingdom): 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 Amoassador McPhail 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. ' '

In spite of the unfortunately slow start to our substantive work this year, we

have, in the view of my delegation, made some encouraging progress in the field of
chemical weapons. We have seen the presentation of a number of substantial working

(Cont'd)
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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 delecation believes that annex 1 te the Working Group'e report
gets out clearly the position on many of the substantive preovieione that will e
needed in a chemicel weapons convention, and that it will ensble Governmente to
analyse in depth the areac where an effort to achieve solutions is now required.

We oan see the shape of e convention emerging and we have an outline for our future
work. I should also like, Mr. Chairman, to thank the hard-working co-crdinators of
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. oy

Mr. Chairman, before going on to review the more positive aspects of our work this
session on chemical weapons, I must express a certain disappointment that attempis to
come to grips with some key issues of the Convention, and in particular the important
area of the destruction of stockpiles, have not met with an adequate response from all
pembers of the Committee. My delegation welcomed the tabling of document cD/387,
which offers a practical model of & verification system for the destruction of
stockpiles. We hoped that this would provoke a full discussion of all aspects of
this important issue. We were therefore disappointed that Contact Grecud A of the
Chemical Weapons Working Group dié not make a serious effort to deal with this key
issue, but instead spent much of its time examining in depth rather minor points of
the Convention, such as the question of the transfer of stockpiles to another State
for the purpose of destruction. -

Fortunately, Yr. Chairman, in the other Contact Groups more substantive woTk was
done on the central issues with which the Groups were entrusted. My delegation
particularly welcomed the elaboration in Contact Group B of fact-finding procedures
for use in connection with verification by challenge, together with the further work
on the relate3 issue of the structure of a consultative committee. Challenge
inspection and fact-finding procedures are elearly vital elements of the
verification regime of the chemical weapons convention. They are the safety-net which
will allow States to call for intermational investigation of any problems which they
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 which has now
been made that all delegations can accept that the convention should emsure that the
use of chemical weaspons is banned. We ere grateful to Mr. Akirerman for his tireless
efforts to £ind a way of expreseing this underlying agreement, which will not weaken
the Geneva Protocol. This is, indeed, my delegation's own major preoccupation when
examining the question of including use in a chemical weapons convention. We are
concerned that during the first 10 years of the life of the Convention, when .
stockpiles are being run down and destroyed, obligations undertaken by States under
the existing regime, under the Geneva Protocol, should be preserved ané should be
extended to States parties to the new convention, ‘which are not parties to the Geneva
Protocol. After the 10-year period, when everyone is satisfied that chemical
weapons stocks have been destroyed, we would then wish to see all States parties
to the new convention subject to an obligation not to use chemical weapons in any
ermed conflict in any circumstances, regardlese of whether they are parties to the
Geneva Protocol. We believe that the work of Contact Group C has tried to address
this problem, and we hope that all delegations will consider carefully during the
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recess the type of approach outlined in the Contact Group's report. We should come
back next year ready to come to grips with this problem, on which we seem close fo
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 1
list or lists of key precursors. The report, nevertheless, contains much food for '
thought, not least in the areas 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 ou.
earlier paper (D/353. We would very much welcome further information in this area
from other delegations, and we hope that at the beginning of the next session: such
information will be forthcoming. It is perhaps too early to draw any firm :
oonclusions from the informetion 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. While 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. We 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.

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 distinguished
representative of the Soviet Union; I should like to make some preliminary comments
on some of the points he made. My delegation welcomes 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 to
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 parties
to the convention should only be required to start the elimination of facilities for
chemical weapons production eight years after the convention comes into force. If
we have understood their proposal correctly, the declaration of ‘the location of
production facilities would not necessarily be required until a year later, that is
to say, nine years after entry into force. During these long periods other parties
to the convention would seem to have no assurance that chemical warfare agents were
not being produced at these unknown locations. My delegation finds this position
hard to esquare with the proposal of the German Democratic Republic, supported by the
Soviet Union, that the destruction of plants for the production of binary weapons
should begin within six months, and be completed within two years after the
convention enters into force. The components of binary weapons are necessarily
immediate precursors in the synthesis of the super-toxic agente they are designed
to generate; and, in at least eome cases, they are also precursors in the normal
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route for their synihesis. Tt seems to my delegaticn, therefore, illogical that

plants for the producticn of these compounds should be tocaued Gifferently according ic
whether the final product is a binary chemical weapon, or a chemical weapon in whkich
the agent is preformed. If the periods of six moaths anc two years are appropriate in
the former case, they would seem also to be appropriate in the latter. My delegation
agrees with the Soviet view that® the declaration and destruction of production
facilities, and the verification to provide sufficient confidence to cther parties
that they have been eliminated, require further consideration.

T was disaprointed 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. Hy delegation has
always .made it plain that we ars fully prepared to give careful consideration to the
ideas of other delegations, and to work together to find mituzlly acceptzble
solutions to the problems which remain in our negotiaticns; Tout it is difficult to
work for such solutions when one has no more than a general.concept of the 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 differentizted approach to verification
of destruction of stocks, then we would be able %o see whether a solution could be
found to this important question. My delegatiocn therefore hopes thzt at the
beginning of the next session we shall hear .in detail how these approaches to the
verification of destruction of stockpiles would be put intc practice. Without such
clarifications, further progress in this area will be difficult.

Finally, I should like to turn to an important gereral point. The verification

“regime of the convention, taken as a whole, will need to provide sufficient
confidence to potential parties that its provisions will be strictly observed; in
the first place to enable it to enter into force at all; 2znd then to sustain it,
through the exceptionally long transitional period of 10 years, and thereafter on a
- permanent basis. I say, "taken as a whole", tecause the confidence among parties
and potential parties, that the verification provides them with an adequate degree of
assurance, that the convention is being fully respected, will need to be built up
from several interdependent elements. One elerent of primary importance mst be
provision for a system of verification by challenge, which would also provide a
reliable recourse to States which are suspicious OT 3dissatisfied about the
implementation of the convention by other parties. Nevertheless, we see 2 risk that
the repeated use of challenge could create a climate of distrust, and +hus- undermine
the very confidence which is so important for the continned life of the convention.
It seems to us, therefore to be vital that the convention should in addition,
include a2 system of routine inspeciions which wculd not involve any element of
suspicion or accusation, but would teke the weight off the ultimate safety-net of
verification by challenge. 'As my delegation has already indicated in its working
paper CD/353, we believe that the system of routine verification should comprise
four distinct elements:

. Verification of the destruction of stocks;
Verification of the destruction ofipfoductiop facilities;

Monitoring of production of super-toxic chemical agents for permitted
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

year on the first and last of these elements, i.e. the verification of destruction of
stocks and the verification of non-production of chemical weapons; but we have not
reached any conclusions and a great deal more needs to be done. We have not yet
seriously tackled either of the other two elements. Obviously, if the Convention is
to permit the producticn 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
existing 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
negotiating. As confidence is indivisible, so we must look very carefully at the
verification regime as a whole. My delegation hopes that this will be the priority
task of the Chemical Weapons Working Group at the beginning of our next session.
My 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 o
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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Yoday, I intend to speak only about the Committee's efforts to ban chemical
weapons. My Gelegation's views on the other areas of the Committee's work will be
presented at the next plenary meeting. T would like to offer some general comments on
the Committee's work on chemical weapons in 1983, then comment on some recent
statements made by other delegations, and finally advance some ideas about next year.

let me begin with somc general remarks. The results of the 1983 session in the
chemical weapons field have been meagre an¢ guite disappointing to my delegation.
This is true despite the best efforts of the Chairman of the Working Group on Chemical
Weapons, Ambassador McPhail, and a numper of other delegations, including my own.

The accomplishments of 1983 lie largely in the realm of better organization of
work. For thie we all owe a great deal to Ambassador McPhail- Under his leadership
the tendency toward fragmentation of the discussions has been reversed. The Committee
has been able to deal comprehensively with key protlem areas and to consolidate work
on related iesues o1 scope, declaration, and verification in each area. FurthermoTe,
for the first time the Committee has an agreed document which records the areas of

convergence and divergence and cen thus serve as a generally accepted basis for
future work.

Certainly, useful and important wozk has been carried out by the four contact
groups as well. We very much appreciate the efforis of the contact group
co-ordinators. Somc progress was made in crystallizing and recording convergence
vhers it previously exist.d only -un nescent form. However, except in the area of non-
use of chemicez]l weapons, little headway was made in finding mutually acceptable
solutions to unresolved issues. It is notable that delegations which have held strong
views on the non-use issue have displayed a spirit of co-operation and flexibility to

enable progress to be made. We hope thig spirit will continue and that remaining
issues in this area; as wcll es othere, can be resolved.

(Cont'qd)
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Having pointed to these positive aspects of our work, I must admit at this point
that wy delegation is, however, somewhat frustrated. We shared the general optimism
thot 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
Committee. Later we introduced another major paper and brought e number of experts
to Geneva. We participated actively and constructively in the deliberations., And yet,

- an effective ban is not much closer today then it was a year ago. We should

determine the factors which may be responsible for this lack of progress.

Most importantly,. some key delegations have not been sufficiently prepared or
willing to take an active part in discussion of some of the main issues., This fact
has been pointed out eloquently in recent statemente 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 abodt'this

development. In order to negotiate, delegations must know each other's views.

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
o quota basis. It must be remembered that they made this proposal over a year &go,
and questions about it have been on the table ever since.

Furthermore, my delegetion cannot understand why the Soviet delegstion, 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 delegaticn 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, 2 hardening of the Soviet position has been quite noticeable 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 %o
re-establish the Chemical Weapons Working Group promptly at the beginning of the
1983 session. Matters totally irrelevant to the worlz on a Chemical Weapons ban
were allowed to intrude. Two months of potential worlk were lost. This must not be
allowed to happen again. i

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.
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Let me now say a few words regarding the assertion of the Soviet delegation on
18 August that scmehow my own delegation has been holding up Progress.

Contrery to the assertions of the Soviet delegation, the lack of progresc is

not due to United States plans to produce binary chemical weapons. Iy delegation
has fully explained the reasons for this interim measure to protect its national
security in the absence of an effective agreement. We have welcomed discussions
on our modernizati n programme and have gone to great lengths to ensure that our
own proposals include provisions to ensure that binary weapons are completely
covered by the ban, including the verification aspects. The United States has
observed z moratorium on chemical weapons production for 14 years. Can the
distinguished representative of the Soviet Union say the same for his country?
We have made it guite plain that, rather than producing chemical weapons, we would
prefer a sound agreement and we are willing to work hard to achieve it. It may be,
as the Soviet representative said on 18 August, that the Chemical Weapons .
negotiations will be killed. But I can assure you it will not be the United States
delegation that kills them.

In this connection my delegetion deplores the unseenly ad hominem attack on
the Vice-President of the United States made in the recent Soviet plenary statement.
Such remarks do not belong in the Committee. I hope they will not be repeated.

Furthermore, the problem is not a lack of willingness on the part of the
United States delegation to meet Soviet concerns about the intrusiveness of on-site
inspection of stockpile destruction. The United States Worlzing Paper of
5 July (CD/337) includes several important new elements for just this purpose. We
now recognize the importance of co-operation betveen national and intermational
p-rsonnel, We are now prepared to use data generated during routine facility
operations for verification purposes. We hzve agreed that efforts must be made to
minimize interference with the operation of a destruction facility. 4nd, we are
now prepared to restrict verification to the actual destruction step. In cur view,
these important steps to satisfy Soviet concerns seeu to have been igncred by
that delegation.

Yor is the lack of progress due to United States reluctance to draft
treaty texts. Drafting of trealy texrts cannot proceed any faster than resclution
of key issues. While drafting can sometimes help clarify issues, in this case the
issues have been clear for several years. My delegation's concernc abouvt beginning
to draft tresty texts at this stage have been explained previously, and I need
not repeat them today. I would only say that these concerns have been heightened
by developments in Contact Group A, which dealt with stockpile-related issues. In
that group drafting of treaty texts on minor questions was substituted for efforts
to resolve key questions.

I now went to respond to & number of the substantive suggestions made in
the Soviet plenary statement on 18 August.

My delegation recognizes the generally constructive nature of the Soviet
remarks on various substantive issues related to chemical weapons stockpiles.
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We welcome Soviet willingness to provide a detalled declaration of the contents
of stockpiles, along the lines advocated by a majority of delegations, including
oy own. It is to be hoped that the remaining unagreed points can be quickly
resolved.

We also welcome the Soviet proposal for the establishment of specizl storage
sites a2t stockpile destruction facilities and for the monitoring of these sites by
systematic internationzl on-site inspection on & 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 & quota basis for stockpile destruction, particularly the criteria
which were given. As outlined in the United States Working Pzper CD/387, our
conclusions are different. But the criteriz 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 delegafion 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 my delegation
to be extraordinerily one-sided. They can only be seen as efforts to preserve
Soviet Chemical Wezpons 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 meke 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-monthe
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,
perticularly in the chemical industry. We would favour continuing the type of
broadly based contact groups instituted in 1983. The record of the negotiations
prepared under the leadership of Ambassador McPhail, and the reports of the 1982 and
1987 Contact Groups should be the starting-point for this work.
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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
progress by enabling delegations to focus their attention, rather than being
compelled by circumstances to spread themselves too thinly. We would also urge
that greater use be made of private efforts by the co-ordinators of contact groups
to clarify problems and develop solutions. OSuch consultations cannot and should not
become & substitute for the work of the contact groups or the Working Group, but they
may help to overcome obstacles to progress.

Finally, as pointed out by the Soviet delegation on 138 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 comm n approach to verification of the destruction
of chemical weapons stockpiles, which is one of the principal obstacles to agreement.
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 delegetions to participate in a workshop to be held at the
United States chemiczl weapons destruction facility at Tooele, Utah. The workshop,
which is scheduled for mid-November, will provide a first-hand look at actual
procedures used by the United States for destruction of chemical weapons. It is
our intention that it will also provide a forum for discuesion of various means of
verifying destruction of chemical weapons. A working paper outlining the arrangenents
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. That
exercise will employ actual equipment irstalled at the destruction facility.

I would like to emphasize thot the workshop will not be constructed sclely as
a platform for United States views. It will provide an opportunity for a wide-ranging
discussion of all points of view regarding verification of destruction. It could
also provide an opportunity for discussion of other issues closely linked with
stockpile destruction, including those raised in the Soviet plenary statement of
18 August. To facilitate a balanced discussion we are inviting a number of
delegetions with particular interest and expertice in this field to make
presentations.

We intend to circulate a more detailed agenda and would welcome suggestions
from delegations, with a2 view to making the work:shop 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.

As we end the 1983 session, I sense that the frustration and disappointment
felt by my delegation are shared by others. But I also sense that we all share a2
common objective and a desire to achieve it as soon ac possible. I trust that
delegations will return in 1964 resolved and prepared to make it a year of
accomplishment. My delegation certainly will.
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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
vhich was its lot 2t the beginning of the 1983 session. The Committee has relapsed
into a2 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 a2 mejor breakthrough and inspire more fruitful
efforts in disarmament negotiations ‘
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C'Mp, McPHAIL (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/415, which has beer distributed-this afternoon, a few moments ago;
it is the result of very streruous and, I think, laudable efforts of the -
secratariat facilities which have been put in place since we completed our work
last night between 5 and 7 p.m. That documert embodies the 1983 report of..our
Group to the Committee on Disarmament. The report and its annexes have been agreed
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 a2 few minutes on what the Working Grcup.has .
accemplished this session to supplement what the report itself indicates in detail.

You will 31l recall that General Assembly resolution 37/98 B urged the
Committee on Disarmament "as a watter of high priority, to intensify, during %ts
session in‘1983, the elaborztion 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 hava, through the Working Group on Chemjcal Weapons, clearly
shown the measure to which this body has successfully sought this year to fulfil-
the resolution's purposes.

Translated intc specifics, the Working Group's objective can be said to have
beer, defined both subsiantively 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 stundard 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 this 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.

- el

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;

Contact Group B: Co-ordinator. Mr. S. Duarte of Brazil dealing with issues
related to the resolution of compliance questions;

Contact Group C: Co-ordinator, Mr. J. Akkerman of the Netherlands on the
prohibition of Use; )

and Contact Group D: Co-ordinator, Mr. J. Lundin of Sweder. 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. Not
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
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Contact Group reports themse¢lves contain lanzuage which car be utilized for. the
actual drafting of a conveation. Here, I want to note -- ard do so emphatically
-- dedication and skill.of.2ll four cortact 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 anc methoa. These were aimed at achieving
substantive ends. _The'ygrk;ng Group ¢id not solve all substantive proovlems. But
here too, there wzs some progress. In certair areas, the intensive examination of
comparable positicns reveaaled greater coincidence of view thar had previously .
beer appareni; for example, agreement was reached on the use of chemical names
ir the declaration of.stocks, ang the usefuln2ss of on-site automatic instrupests
in assisting other techniques of verification. In other arzas, new proposails came
forward, and these were incorparated into our common document. There were, for
example, United Kingdom proposals for moritoring 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.
Thers was a proposal by Egypt on assistance in the event of a violation. There was
also the Urited States detailed views paper, which allowed a comparison to be made e
with the Soviet text, containing the outiine of a treaty, tabled at last year's ;
session. I mention only a few of the many contributions, such as those containred
in a Soviet statement last week, which have been made only late in the year and
will thus require further examination. The full list of such proposals appears in
the Working Group's report. '

But I wish to emphasize once more that there are indeed majof areas where
agreement must bc reachec for there to be success. These are clearly indicateq,_
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
to be focused. '

I am sure that among us there is no illusion that through process alone
disagreezents will simply fall away without hard decisions being made in capitals.
Moreover, it is natural to expect that wher. such decisions conre, they will be'basedJ‘
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 wiiatever the substantive or process achievements of the
Workinz Group on Chemical Wesapons this year, particular satisfaction 'should be drawn
from the manner in which the Group performed its business. Ve deslt with problems, -
facts and issues. The discussion was souver and restraired. 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 upqn-thgsé efforts, an I
commerd for the Committee's approval, the three steps recommended by the VYorking
Group in the final paragrapb of its report, in order that a ban on chemical
weapons may be finalized at the earliest possibDle time. In this respect, I
understand thot there ar> consultations now among a rumber of delegations which,
when the Commitiee consicers its own report on this matter, may permit it to have
included a recommendation about the precise nature in which the negotiation nay be
resumed late this year or early next year, and that is a matter to which my
delegation intends to revart to when the appropriate portion of the text of the
Committee's report is considerecd.
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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 nct too much to suggest, then, that a new consensus is emerging which
shows that this institution can work -=-and work well. I would refer to an
interesting supporting phenomerion: we have ceased to hear such frequent appeals for
the disgplay of "politicai will", which ofter 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 or. a
balanced basis. In this sense, true pclitical will means not the will to
expostulate, but to negotiate. '

Our collective will to negotiate in the Working Grecup on Cnamical Weapons is
an example. '

The Workirg Group was giver. o mandate to negotiate, and by negotiate, I mean
convere witi others with a view to obtzining compromise of differences and agreement
or. commitment. What the Working Group has achieved is significani progress towards
the conclusion of a chemical weapons convention through negotiation on matters of
susatance and form as well as procedure. For the process of compromise to»work
required each delegation to observe a rule, unwritter, thoush it may be but essential
in its obszrvance to the success of any negotiation: thou recotiation be conducted
with the temptation to engage in debate held firmly ir. check. That compromise was
achiaved is all the more remarkacle becausz the issue of chemical weapons is
sometimes an emotional one, -and perhaps rightly so; and this aspect is matched by
the issue's technical complexity.

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

No one is fully satisfied, nor should one be. In the Working Group,
unresolved issues, some fundamental, remain. There are indeed unresolved issues
standing in the way of resolution of issues confronting all our working groups.

In one or two of these groups, the 1ssues are so long-standing as to appear to be
permanent fixtures, jmmovable objects, which no procedural lever is likely to pry
loose. In such instances, the time is ripe for us to have a hard look at how much
further we can go without either insisting on fresh instructions from capitals or
else applying more broadly still the unwritten rule of compromise and negotiation
I referred to earlier-- the holding in check of debate which is not in itself an

ingredient of the negotiating process.
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Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (tzgpalated from Russian):
Permit me to express on behalf of the Soviet delegation and in connection with
the edoption of the reports of the working groups gratitude to the Chairmen of
the working groups, Comrade Rose, Ambassador McPheil, Ambassador Ahmad,
Anbassador Robles, and Ambassador Lidgard. They did, indeed, no gmall amount
of work and, if we did not achieve the desired results, they are, naturally,
ihe least Lo blame. But I have not taken the floor merely for an expression of
sharks. 1 was not present for today's statement by the United States delegation

(Cont'd)

—— AR
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(Mr. Issraelyan, USSR)

devoted to chemical weapons and it is only now that, having been able to
familiarize myself with it, I would like %o make & few comments. I am doing this
not becsuse I seek a confrontation with the United States delegation or with any
other delegation, but because we have to continue next year work on the banning
of chemical weepons. 1 am making my comments in a spirit of goodwill and I
would like the United States delegation and a mumber of other delegations that
ghare its approach to try to understand our position too. :

Firstly, the United States representative said, in particular, "We mote
there has as yet been no detailed reaction by certein 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 commentary to the document from the
United States delegation. But permit me to ask the United States delegation
and a number of other Western couniries the following guestions. Why bave they
what I would call such an ambitious attitude with regard to itheir own documents?
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 commented in detail on the draft treaty on the prohibition of the use
of nuclear wezpons proposed by the delegatiion of India? Why bhave the delegations
"~ '6f Western States not commented on the draft international agreements on
security guarantees for non-nuclear-weapon States proposed by & group of socialist
countries and by Pakistan? I do not recall there having been any detailed
commentary on those,not just working papers, but draft international agreementis.
The representatives of Western States said merely "en passant” that those
initiatives were not acceptable to them, that they were inopportune, and s0 om.
But when there appears a document from the United States delegation or from a
mumber of cther Western States, everybody must comment on it in detail. Why?
What if our attitude to those documents was, on the whole, negative and we
expressed that negative attitude in general form? Why should we be obliged %o
do it in det2il? Are we in 2 court, that we should have to justify curselves Or
submit factual evidence? TFor our part, we do not make such demands of others.
Why, for example, did the Dnited States delegation not present in plenary sessions
a detailed opinion concerning the Soviet draft basic provisions of a treafy on
" the prohibition of chemical weapons? If my memory serves ne 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 had been
completed, did the Soviet delegation begin to clarify for the Committee its
proposal for verification of stockpile desiruction by inspection on a 3
quota basis. It must be remembered that they mede this proposal a year ago,
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 & quote basis in quite some detall during bilateral consultations
with mumerous delegations. And it is especially surprising %o us that the
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United Statee delegation, with which we held consultetions 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 delegetions to reflect with us on the
most efficient and, at the seme time, unobtrusive way of conducting systematic
internationzl checks on the destruction of stockpiles of chemical weapons not on
a permanent basis, but on the basis of individuel systemat:.c inspections, that is
on a quote 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. We 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 convenmtion
until such time es all questions have been settled? In other words, the entire
convention ie 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
contimuation of negotiations.

5 As you' know, Mr. Chairman, our negotiations are negotiations amcng States
with gqual 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
representatlve of the United States, Mr. Busby:

"On the other hand, the proposals to single out binary chemical weapons
stocks and production facilitiee 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
thcse of the United States.”.

Nothing of the kind. The United States already has sufficiert stockpiles of
chemical weapons; its chemical munitions total 3 million units. Ané we are
opposed to binary weapons not because we do not have such weapone and find

* Odurselves in a worse position. As you know, the world has already been a witness
on several occasione 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
them 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 monitcr chemical binary weapons; they
represgent a qualitatiyely new gtep in the development of lethal chemical weapons.
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I was far from mak.mg‘ an uncomplimentary remark sbout the Vice-President of
the United States, whom ] kmow personally. The only thing that was said was
this: -here, within the conf:.nes of this Committee, the Vice-President of the
United States advocated, or 5poke in favour of, the speeding-up of negotiations on
the elimination of the threat posed by chemical weapons. Isn't thet true? A few
months later, the same person cast a deciding vote in favour of the implementation
of a programme which is killing those negotiations. Ian't it true that he cast
the deciding vote for the implementation of a programme which, from our point of
view, is indeed killing the negotiations? .

Finally, there sounded in Mr. Busby's last statement a note which really made
me prick up my ears. I would like to think that I made a mistake, that I
misunderstood the United States delegation. It seemed to me that the tone was
once again that of an ultimatum: unless all delegations agree on all issues, there
will not be any definition, any formmletion of a draft convention npxt year either.
Now that makes me- prick up my ears.
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(Mr. Ahmad, Pakistar)

. Irn the area of chemical weapors, thc most promisirg field of our activity,
forward movement i= in evidence inasmuch as thc structure cf the spade work done
last ycar has been formalized. The areas of disagreement. and the lack of consensus
on various important elements have been brought irto sharper fccus, which should
previde an opportunity to thz concerned Governmerts to reflect on their positions.
The work done this.year would best be seen ir terms of its utilization next year,
when the shape of thc proposed convention should begin to emerge.
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; wel:;;egRggiRgiggigg;tzgasizgd:m;:m Zr. Chairmin, in my statement on 23 August

e ho 2de on chemiczl weapons; otherwise a
g:;;;tzgztziybito be 3dmitted that this has not been a successful yecar foitt:es,
Ceaute b ex:f;:aagpt. We have allowed oursclves to be dominated by procedural
Sagtonieg. oF ourkse ich 1? to no one's credit, We lost eight weuks at the
< g oy PG ssion over arguments on the agenda. Now, the last three or
s en arge}y spent in writing reports; first in working groups

¢ Committee itself. Witk the exception of the report of the

Ac H i S
Ac _Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weupons, these documents arc littls more than

catalogue

the viS: Swgicngozins Vifws. This expericnce has confirmed my delegation in

4 Februa;y iy pressed in my first plenary statement to the Committee on

delegation; to recoange% EUSt be made in our procedures. The first necessity is for

will not be made mofz Z¢ that, 1f arguments have not been convinecing in debate, they

SBSIONE G, genbheit sohby trying to force conclusions on a working group, when

expressed in a wcr;i s 3?ed. Secondly, it must be recognized that not every view

failure to rccognizenfhgrodp is worthy of record or indeed of answer. This

of all, has contribut-dﬁse facts, and to exercise restraint in the common interest

M e 19 e t? mos? to the excessive length of the reports, and to the

in writing them 4 ime which has been devoted to them; the effort which we spend
7 1s out of all proportion to the extent to which they will be read.
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(Mr. Qian Jiadong, China)

Even on the issue of tha prohibition of chemical weapons, which was generz2lly
held to be morz promising, the results arc also not sc satisfactory. It must be
recognized that under thc experienced guidance of Ambassador McPhail of Canada,
ably assisted by the co-ordinators and experts from virious countrics, ocrogress
has been made in the Working Group on Chemical Weapons: more in-depth discussions
were held; common grounds heve increased and divergences more clearly cefined.

Yet, on the oth:r hand, nobody denies the fact that some important differances
" remain unsolved and that there is still a long w2y to g6 pefore a convaention on
the prohibition of chemical weipons can be drafted and concluded.
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(Mr. Sadleir, Australia)

Chemical weapons rerrecent the success story of the Committze on Disarmament
in terms of work done. Over the rears, able and energetic Chairmen have taken
the Working Group on the lcng march towards a convention to rid the world of
these weapons. We have, despite everything, gone quite far. This year, we
must pay tribute iz the Ambassador of Canada, Ambassador McPhail for taking us
further and to higher ground. Eis report, with its record of substantive
provisions for & chemical weapoas convention, lays out the ground ahead in a way
that is easily uniarat.od. The egreements in it are the basis for future work.
The differences ol views clearly showai as alternatives are there for priority
reso’ution. The Committee chould eta:t in on this work with full purpose. Its

working group, whici evidently i~ to have a Chairman drawn from the Group of 21, :
should be eble to commence at the carliest moment in the 1984 session. Preparatory
consultations even earlier could greatly help this objective.

CD/PV.238
7

‘Mr. Wegener, Fedcral Republic of Germany) _

Like most others, my delegation has carefully registered and welcomed the
conc?p?ual gains of our work this year in the chemical weapons field. We are
grat1f+ed with the production of a new consolidated text. There is no
intentlon.on our part to downgrade the measure of progress achieved, let alone
the dynamlc performance of the Chairman of the Working Group and his able
associates. The balance sheet, however, is hardly positive.

. On 11 Auggst? my delegation expressed its preoccupation with the current
sbate 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 fu“ure chemical
weapons ban.

Meanvhile the distinguished dele ' :

. s gates of the Netherlands, the United Kingdom

and the United States of America, sharing our analysis, have voiced their :

;on:ern in similar te;ms. Our own observations, substantiated by a number of
acts, 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.
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My delegation had presented these views against the background of growing
apprehension azong the population of the Federal kepublic of Germany, for Whom the
prospect of any future use of chemical weapons is particularly terrifying.

Since then, Ambassador Issraelyan has spoken on 18 and 22 August to refute
these affirmations. He furthermore submitted a number of technical proposals
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
of the session of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemicel Weapons. We have examined
the Soviet presentations as a.tténtively and objrectiveély as possible. As a
result I must state that I cen in no vespect retract from my statement aof
11 August. The position of the Soviet delegation in the recording exercise and
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, mcst 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 frow 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 criticnl remarks of
the Soviet delegation on our own negotiating posture will alsc 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. '

Negotiations need the former; they must avoid the latter. I should like
to appeal to the Soviet Union tc 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 & serous joint endeavour to overcome the cbstacles on the wey to
concluding a ban on this particularly barbarous category of weapons.

We welcome the initiative of the United States delegation to orgenize a
workshop on veritication issues relating to etock destruction in Tooelle, Utah.
My delegation believes that this endeavour will provide an excellent possibility
for all negotiastors to acguaint themselves with :he problems of verification of
the destruction of stocke in a practical manner. My delegation expects to
contribute to the werkshop in a substantive way. I wish to recall in this
context that former Chancellor Helmut Schmidt had anncunced at the
second special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament that the
Federal Government would also on its part organize a workehop on the destruction
of chemical weapons. That event is now scheduled for 1984, and invitations will
be extended to interested delegations in due time. The destruction facility
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. (Mr. Wegener, Federal Republic of Geymany)

where the workshop is to take place differs from the United States ;natallation
in design and throughput. The workshop is therelore expgcteq to yield
edditional insights. We lock upon the United States invitation and ours as

being mutually reinforcing.
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Mr. Issraelyan, USSR

With this, Mr. Chairman, I would like to end my statement as con-crdinator 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 ccncerning
two statements made by the Soviet delegation aon 4 snd 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
of the darkest and most shameful pages of history. The fact that these crimes
were committed has bzen proven beyond sll doubt by, among others, the
International Tribunal in Nuremberz which, as everyone knows, convicted the
?rincipal Hazi war criminsls, guilty of the deaths of millions and millions of
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.ené fully proven st the Nurembers
triale and other trizls of war criminais included the use of chemizels to exterminate
people. Hundreds of thousands of people of different nationelitiee — Russiens end
French, Jews and Poles, Czechs and Belgians — perished in the gas chambers in the
death cemps 2t Auschwitz, Mz jdaneiz, Buchenwzld and Treblinks. Poisonous chemicale
were widely used a2t these fectories-of mags destruction.

However, in verious instances, the Nezis-used such substances during military
operations. In our stztements of 4 and 22 February of this year, we referred to the
‘use of poisonous gsses by the Germen fascist forces in the Crimes in 1942 during

rilitery action against uniis of the Soviet ermed forces end civiliaus cefending
themselves in the Adzhimushkai qQUarry. . -
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(Mr. de la Gorce, France)

The French delegation constantly displayed the paramount interest it attached
to negotiations on chemical weapons, which were activzly pursued in the
Ad HMoc Working Group chaired by our colleague from Canada, Ambassador McPhail.
I wish here to pav tribute to the remarkable way in which hc organized and
conducted the work, notably by making the most appropriatc use of the method of
contact groups. The work was not marxed by any significant brezkthroughs in
the negotiations, but it was none the less useful. It made it possible to
achieve a beitter form and more precise structuring of thz 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 everyonc
of the forms of international verification specifically required by each of the
operations involved.
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Mr. WEGENER (Federal Republic of Germany): Mr. Chairman, I regret to have to
take the floor agein at this late hour in response to a statement by the Soviet
delegation. I was surprised to hear this delegation, since the Soviet delegate
made extensive reference to a private commmication which I had written to a number
of members of the Committee. He was not among the formal addressees. I had chosen
this way of discussing an issue of fact in a deliberate attempt not to raise the
issue to the level of public announcement in this Committee and to keep the
discussion factual. Ambassador Issraelyan has broken the privacy of these
communications and I am critical of him for this. On the other hand, I understand
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 %imes, and I understand him the better since I, as a child,
in the_totally'devastated eastern part of my country, saw the same horrors of the
war, and in additica, the ensuing horrors of foreign occupation. :

The populaticn of my country at this juncture is composed of a percentage of
two—-thirds of those wno @ere children, at most, at the end of the Second World War.
A new generation has grown up. This new generation accepts the responsibility of
the history of our country. This generation tries to draw the lessons out of the
terrible things that have happeued ‘n the name of my country. The lesson we have
drawn is the building up of a Jemocratic State of which we are proud. But
democracy and fresdom als:> rest on truth and truthfulness. For my generation,
which has deliberately accepted the heavy burden of the past without shoving it
off to others, it is dirficult enough to live with this painful chapter of history,
but we also hava 2 right to the truth about our own past. Horrible crimes have
been committed and rio new crimes have to be invented.

Ambassador Issraslyan has repeated his false allegations about a particular
period of the history of the Second World War of which my letter speaks. In oxrder
that the records not stand uncorrected I reserve the right also to introduce
future documentation, at the same level as his own allegations. At the moment,
however, I would like to zite only one parzgraph from my letter. I quote:

"I have insisted in my le*tters to Ambassador Issraelyan that my delegation does

not feel the slightest urge to defend the German army of the National Socialist
period, let alone the Kational Socialist regime. Whoever wishes in this connection —
or in any context — to evoke the war crimes and cruelties committed by the National
Socialists before and during the Second World War would find my delegation in the
frontline of those who will join in a condemnation of these atrocities. We would
equally be among the firet to deplcre the horrible o fierings of those countriee,
including the Soviet Uniom, which had to submit tc armed conflict on their soil

as well as to foreign cccupation. This, however, ie not the issrue at stake. The

much more narrow question is whather or noi. chemical weapons wexe used by any of the
parties to the Second World War in this case the German army. The icsue is

not merely of historical interest. 1 eubnit thei we as negotiatore to a chemical
weapons ban should be keenly aware of nistorical precedent". End of gquote.

" Mp. Chairman, I do not think thet it iz iegitimate for anybody from ‘any
country‘h:fcbhibit an inquiry into historical truth and I aleo submit tc you
that no single ccuntry should claim the right to change the truth and to dalflect |
it. When we deal with histozy we need precision anc scientifiz rigour. Tuere
have been in earlier times; and ever in very recent times, claime about the
application of chemical weapons in various paris cf the world. I am certair. that
Ambassadcr Issraslyan would agree wiih me that scientific rigour and historical
truthfulness should be the criteria by which all +hese allegations are %0 be
measured. ‘
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(Mr. Vejvoda, Czechoslovakia)

As far as the part concerning chemical weapons is concerned, I do not want
to get into any argument because this I concider io be a legitimate part of
negotiating postures here in this Committec, but, I have to reject accusations
by the distinguished delegate from the Federal Republic of Germany concerning the
Warsaw Treaty countries in one otiier respect. e claimed that the Warsaw Treaty
countries are constantly increasing their arcenals, including those of chemical
weapons. I do not krow on which facts he could bzse this allegation. 1 kow
only one thing, that there are, and there have been for 10 years already,
negotiations on the limitation of armed forces and armaments in ceriral Durcpe,
in Vienna, and that there, the Warsaw Treaty countries have beer. waiting for |
many, many years for a realistic anc semsitle approach: from the NATO countries.
In fact, we are waiting etill for the substartial answer of NATO countries to
our proposals concerning armaments in Eurone recently riede there by our
delegat=. ‘ '
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