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cD/Pv.288

(Mr. Komatina, Secretary-General of the

Mr. Romatlnd, o e ee——
Conference and Personal Representative
of the Secretagygcenerals :

"The effective prohibition of chemical weapons has been on the agenda of
your Conference for a number of years now. Considerable work has already been
done on all technical issues relating to a ban on chemical weapons and on the
destruction of existing stocks. Comprehensive and detailed proposals have been:
put forward on all aspects of a convention text. I would urge that no effort be
spared at this session to achieve compromise solutions to the political issues

which have so far prevented agreement. I am convinced that this would be in the
best interests of all nations and that it is feasible.

CD/PY.2806

(Mr. Issraelyan, USSR)

Important tasks also face the Conference on Disarmament in 1985 in connection
with the questions of prohibiting chemical weapons and radiological weapons. The
record of the Conference's work on these problems in previous years shows that
all preliminary conditions exist for achieving progress in these fields. Only
one thing is needed: a common desire and political will for the achievement of
mutually acceptable agreements, -the abandonment of attempts to impose one's own
approaches which, ‘as 1s now.obvious to everyone, cannot provide a basis for
reaching a consensus. -Vith regard to the question on the prohibition of chemical
weapons, we are in favour of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons resuming its
work without delay on the basis of the existing mandate, for the holding of
appropriate negotiations with a view to drafting an agraement. '



CD/PV.233

29

(ir=. Theorin, Swecen)

The question of chemical wezpons has heen a priority item in the multilateral
disarmament nesmotiations in Geneva for the last 15 years. It is gratifying to
note the progress made during the last year's sessions of the Conference on
Disarmament towards a total nirohibition of chenical weapons. The full process of
drafting a multilateral convention is now well under way. ' '

The Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical 'zapons has continued its work this year by
a three-week session, covering some of the nost vital issues of a futurz Convention
on Chemical ileapons. The work of the Ad hHoc Committee ‘resultad in further
clarification of some of the issuzs involved, while other issues were identified anc
explored for the benefit of the future ne-otiations in the Ad Hoc Committee under:
its new Chairman. Althouch prosress during this meeting was limited, the work was
carried out in a zood nolitical atmosphere

T would like to anpzal to all countries producing or considering producing
chemical ueapons. History clearly tells us that disarmament can never be achieved
through armaments. All States must therefore rafrain froa producing chemical
weapons -~ binary or others -~ durinz the nejotiations on a convention pronibiting
such weapons. ot

Last year my delegation submitted draft provisions of a treaty prohibiting the
release or dissemination of radioactive material for hostile purposes. Our draft.
proposal addresses, in particular, onz of the major outstandinz issues, that of .+
releasing radiocactive material through attacks on nuclear facilities. The draft

proposes a prohibition asainst attacics on nuclear facilities causing destructlon,
damage or injury throush radiation.

For our part we were pl=ased to see the uork on this matter revitalized diring
last year's session. l!lc hope that tiis year the Conference will nake tangible
progress towards such a treoaty.

¢ /TV . 259
R

(Mr. Wegener, Federal Republic of Germany

The positive momentum generated by the two major Towers should, in the view
of my delegation, primarily be instilled into the ongoing negotlatlons on
chemical weapons. The Federal .Government attaches the highest significance to a
rapid conclusion of a world-wide, internat ionally verifiable chemical weapons
ban. As in past sessions, my delegation expects to contribute to the success of
these negotiations by concrete and constructive proposals.



CD/PV.289
14

Mr. EKEUS (Sweden): On 31 August last year the Conference on Disarmament
adopted the recommendation by the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, CD/539,
containing inter alia that the Ad Hoc Committee should resume its work under its
mandate for a session of limited durztion during the period 14 January -

1 February 1985, and that the work shcould cover the two specific issues of Permitted
Activitizs and Verification on Challenge, including related issues with regard to
the Consultative Committee, as wel. as further negotiations on such material in
Annex I of the report CD/539 which had been subject to preliminary drafting.

‘ Ae Chairman of the ‘)¢ Hoc Cozmittee on Chemical Weapons I have tdoday the
pleasurc to present to the Conference the report of the Committee on its work
during the recumed session, contained in document CD/546.

This report contains z technical part which was agreed upon and adopted by
the Ad Hoc Committee on 1 February, as well as an annexed report by me, in my
capacity as Chairman of the Committee, constituting a summary of the work of the
Committee during its resumed session. This latter annex, the report by the

- Chairman, is made with the intention of providing the Conference with further
material for the negotiations of the Convention on Chemical VWeapons. .The views
contained therein are those of the Chairman and do not in any way bind any
delegation.

. In accordance with the recommendations of the Ad Hoc Commitfee in its report
from last year, document CD/539, I undertook consultations in preparation for the
resumed session. As a result of those consultations and of other considerations,
sonme proposals and documents were put forward as Working Papers by the Chairman
to serve as a basis for the negotiations, together with the report, CD/539, of
the 1964 session of the Ad Hoc Committee. :

Negotiations in the Committee were carried out mostly as consultations
chaired by myself and by Dr. Lundin of Sweden, Ambassador Beesley of Canada,
Mr. Duarte of Brzzil, and Dr. Tnielicke of the German Democratic Republic.
Mr. Akkerman of the detherlands also assisted mé with some exploratory work on the
issue of destruction of chemical weapons. Seven Yorking Papers addressing
substantive issues were introduced duringz the session. ;

The deliberations of the Committee on the issue of "Permitted Activities”
ware focused on various options for the production of chemicals for permitted
purposes. It was recognized that a regime for permitted activities should be
based on the principle that production of all chemical weapons should be prohibited.
A riumber of different suggestions. were made on principles and circumstances related
to production for permitted purposes under the Convention. Thus, two main
aprroaches were considered with regard to the concept of a single small-scale
production facility. One approach was that such a facility should have a
production capacity just about the agreed maximum production limit for one year.
The other approach was that the facility concerned should allow for a larger
production capacity than the agreed maximum production capacity. The different
verification methods for each one of the alternative approaches were analysed.

The~issue of production of laboratory quantities of listed super-toxic lethal
chemicals was considered in some detail. Differences in approach between
delegations reflegted variationsin production methods and in social systems among
the States represented by them. No information about the possible number of
super-toxic lethal chemicals was made available, although a view was presented

that the number of laboratories that might have to be declared and perhaps verified
would be rather small.



CD/PV.289
4y

(Mr. Ekéus, Sweden)

-Attempts-vwere made to identify such production facilities that would be of
relevance to provisions under the Convention. Attention was paid to the gquestion
of how to handle production facilities which had only temporarily or partly been
used to produce toxic chemicals anu «ey precursors intended for the production of
chemical ‘weapons in other facilities.

¥Vith regard to compliance issues, attempts were made to explore modalities
for bilateral consultations under the future convention as well as verification
by challénge. A general understanding seemed to emerge that the Convention would
include basic procedures for the conduct of systematic international on-site
verification to be carried out in accordance with relevant Articles of the
Convention. The Consultative Committee would under the future convention work out
detailed procedures in relation to each facility, subject to systematic
international on-site inspection. The result of the consultations were summarized ;
in a WOrklng Parer of the Ccmmittee.

The question of prohibition of use of chemical weapons in the future convention
was subject to consultations aimed at finding a common approach. In particular the
interrelatxonghip between the Geneva Protocol of 17 June 1925 and the future
convention, as well as formulations of the prohibition of use of chemical weapons
were considerad. : .

A Working Paper on a principal order for the complete destruction of chemical .
weapons was distribtuted by the Chairman. The problem addressed in the Working
Paper,” how to ensure thzt the destructicn of chemical weapons does not lead to
military advantage for a Party possessing chemiczl weapons, was not the subject
of consultations in the Committee as a whole.

It has been generally agreed that the wcrk of the Ad Hoc Committee during
the January session has resulted in further clarification of some of the issues-
involved, while other issues were identified and explored for the benefit of the
future negotiations in the Ad Hoc Committee under its new Chairman.

It is also my opinica that we now can identify some issues whiéh could be
addressed with good prospects for progress.

I would like to express my thanks to all delegates having participated in
the work of the Ad Hoc Committee or Chemical Weapons. A special thanks goes to
those delegates that have assisted the Chairman and the Committee by undertaking
to lead consultations, whether open-ended or limited, or in other ways for.:their
valuable contributions in bringing this phase of our negotiations to a successful
conclusion. I have of course in mirnd Ambassador Beesley of Canada, Mr. Akkerman
of the Netherlands, Mr. Duarte of Brazil and Dr. Thielicke of the German Democratic
Republic.

I will also express my spccial gratitude to Mr. Abdelkader Bensmail for the*
excellent handling of the Secretarict services by him and his able staff as well
as for his indispensable advice to me and my delegation during my Chairmanship
of the Committee. On behalf of the Committee I also thank the whole Secretariat,

including interpreters and translators, for their perfect services to the
Committee.

As my statemert today vill be my last act as Chairman of the Committee I would
like, before concluding. tc make some few remarks on the nature of the work of the
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le

(Mr. Ekéus, Sweden)

Committee. As delegates recall the Ad Hoc Committee is entrusted with a negotiating
mandate. I hawve got a feeling that the word "negotiations" has been subject to.
very different interpretations and also, I regret to say, to some confusion.

The Conference on Disarmament is based upon the important principle of
equality ‘between all its 40 members. Gone is the time when two co=chairmen's
delegations provided the multilateral body with their joint draft proposals. Now
the Committee must generate the substance for negotiations through using the
dossier which has been accumulated during the work process in the Conference.

The negotiating approach has so far been to start by using available basic

material from the elaborations during earlier years. The Chairman and those other
delegates undertaking the task to assist him in his wérk, must base themselves on
this material, when providing delegations with written proposals to be negotiated
upon. In order to avoid futile polemics and controversy, the Chairman should see

to it that any proposal put to the full membership for consideration, has been
prepared in consultation with delegations which in accordance with the Chairman's
perception could have a special interest or.an articulated attitude to the proposal
in question. .The Chairman should, of course, always be available to all Members

of the Conference wishing to see him on any of the subjects under consideration.
Thus, preparatory consultations would assist the Chairman in his evaluation of

the prospect for success of a proposal. Such a procedure would also make it

possible to modify and tailor proposals in a way that would enhance the possibilities
to make the proposals 4acceptable to the membership as a whole. This approach is

a necessary one for the Committee to be able to successfully cope with the complexity
of a chemical weapons convention. :

It should be generally recognized that preparatory consultations, also in a
limited scale, are. integrated and necessary elements of the negotiating process
of the multilateral negotiating body. The multilateral negotiations on chemical
weapons would have a chance of success if delegations could thus actively
participate in the.negotiating process, not only by restating their views but

also by participating in the search for solutions to the many formidable problems
still remaining to be solved.

The whole process from identifying the base material, through consultations
in different configurations to joint drafting of provisions of a future convention,
thus contains integrated elements in the negotiation on a future Chemical
Weapons Convention. It is essential that delegations recognize the importance and
the indispensability of all those stages in the process. The Conference undertook
one of the most complicated international negotiations when it set itself the
task of creating a multilateral convention on the complete and effective prohibition
of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their
destruction. It is crucial not only for the success of the negotiations on
chemical weapons but for the future of all multilateral disarmament negotiations
that all delegations join in mutually shaping working procedures and negotiating
methods that will demonstrate the effectiveness and political fairness of the
multilateral approach to disarmament negotiations.
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(Mr. Adclman, United States)

In addition, the Soviet Union has violated ite obligations under the 1972
Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention 2nd under international law as embodied by the
1925 Geneva Protocol. Thankfully, there have been no confirmed attacks with lethal
chemical toxin weapons in Kampuchea, Laos or Afghanistan in 1984. If thosc kinds of
activitics have indeced stopped, and we hope they have, that is all to the good and
constitutes a testimony to the policy -- practiced here today =-- of being forthright
in raising arms control violations. The goal is not aimless accusations of another
country but stopping such violations. It is a testimony to the outery of pecople
everywherc that such sentiments can and do stop such unacceptable activities.

This uraerscerzs the fact that compliance is not just a bilateral concern. To
be serious about arms control is to be serious about compliance.

This Conference is, I know, serious about arms control and thus must be serious
about the twin issues of compliance and verification. In this regard, the
United Statcs delegation today is introducing the President's message to the Congress
of the United States, and his unclassified report con Soviet nor-compliance with arms
control agreements, as a Conference Document.

It is now clear that provisions of the 1972 Biological and Toxin Weapons
Convention, which regrettably contains no verification provisions, have been violated
at the cost of many lives of innocent pecples in less developed, and non-zligned
“countries. The United States recognizes that it was onc of the States that did not
fully appreciate the danger cf the lack of adeguate compliance provisions. It now
sees a need to fashion such provisions.

Negotiztions on the issues the Conference deals with must factor in whether the
activities to be limit=d can be effectively verified. Ju~i as we dare not sit by and
permit our past efforts to bc debased through viclaticns, we likewise neced to take
the past compliance record fully into account as we seek to formulate new agrecments.
Each of us must tackle this urgent tzsk. Better still, we can tackle it together.
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12
(Mr. Adelmon, United Stetes)

o 00

To do this, however, we must set rezlistic objectives. Vie should, first
identify those giobal security ccncerns of highest priority which can be sddressed
appropriately through multilaterasl solutious. L1]1 items on this Conference's agenda
are proper subjects for ettenticn cf this group but not all are of equal priority.
Banning chemiczl weapons is to me the top priority.

In 1915, at the beginning of World War I, clouds cf chlorine ges rolled across
the battlefields in Belgium. 4 Major Auld then wrote:

"Try to imagine the ... troops as they saw the vast cloud of greenish-yellow
gas spring out of the ground and slowly move downwind toward them, the vapour
. clinging to the earth, seeking out every hole and hollow ... first wonder,
- then fear; then, as the first fringes of the cloud enveloped them and left
them choking and agonized in the fight for breeth -- panic. Those who could

move broke and ran, trying, gemerslly in vain, to outstrip the cloud which
followeé inexorzbly efter them."

Chemical wezpons czused over 1 million casualties and 90, 000 deaths in
World Wer I. In the 1930s they were used in Ethiopia by Mussolini's forces. Then,
for 30 years, no nztion used ihem on the battlefield.

In the late 1960s, however, there was evidence of thezir resppearance on an
obscure battlefield in Yemen. In the mid-1970s, the Hmengz pecple of Laos became
the nex* victims of chemical werfare. In 1979 began reliasble reports of chemical
weapons being used by Scviet forces in Afghanistan. And Vietnamese and Lao troops,
Soviet surrogate forces, continued to use chemical weapons ageinst the Hmong

resistance. Then, in 1987 the world witnessed Iraq using chemical weapons in its
dismal war agsinst Iran.

A1l this despit? a mejor internationel agreement that bens the use of chemical
weapons. The Geneve Protocol, completed in 1925 with the grim lessons of Worid War I
_then so fresh in mind, has been 2 major bulwark against chemical weapons use. M re
than 100 countries are parties. But that internstional legesl restriction and the

morality vhich lay beneath it have been in danger of crumbling as a result of these
barbaric practices since 1975.

The political, morzl and l2gal barriers sgeinst the use of chemical weapons
are in danger of being torn down by such viclations. Ve reed now to re-establish and
further buttress those longstandins norms of scceptable and civilised international
behaviour. Today, there are even merc threatening, toxic killer chemicals available,
They are weapons of mess destruction, end weapons of mass suffering inflicted on
defenseless civilians, thus faor in non-sligned, poer countries. And as the Iraqi
example makes clear, they are reistively cheap and readily evailable.

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

Two years ago, in his speech to the United Nations second special session
devoted to disarmament, President Reagan noted that: "The use of chemiczl and
biological weapons has long been viewed with revulsion by civilized societies. No
peacemaking institution can ignore the use of these dread weapons and still live up
to its m;ssion"

It is the view of the United States Government -- and, as those of you who have
worked with me in the United Nations and elsewhere know, my strong personal conviction
as well -- that this Conference should put its highest priority and its utmost efforts
toward achieving a complete global ban on chemical weapons. Make no mistake about it,
the dangers of chemical weapons proliferation are increasing. The problem is getting
much worse. =l

Last April, Vice President Bush introdUﬂed our draft convention, and the
negotiaticns subsequently intensified. We should not ease up until we have succeeded
in effectively abolishing these weapons. Our proposed ban on chemical weapons
focuses world attention on the issue and thereby helps to re-establish international
norms long respected and now so much in danger of eroding.

In this connection, we were very heartened when the United Nations - :
Secretary-General, on 5 February, urged that a comprehensive test ban on chemical
weapons be completed by the end of 1985. We fully endorse his injunction. We hope
that the Soviet Union will engage in serious negotiations on every element of the
United States draft with that goal in mind. Were that goal met, 1985 would become a
hWistoric year in the annals of arms control -- much as 1968 became with the
Non-Proliferation Treaty. The Conference on Disarmament would be infused with new
importance to world affairs, which is so badly needed.

We recognize that chemical weapons pose some of the most confounding verification
problems encountered in the vast realm of arms control. For this very reason, we are
seeking new and rather bold approaches, including an "open invitation" for mandatory
international .inspection on short notice.

As I noted earlier, overcoming the problems of verification and compliance is
essential. Arms control is empty without compliance; and compliance, particularly
for a closed society, is impossible to establish without verification. A ban on
chemical weapons honoured by open societies and violated by closed societies would be
no ban at all. It would constitute unilateral disarmament. in the guise of multilateral
arms control. '

During the course of these discussions, I also encourage the Conference to look
carefully at how to handle chemicals normally used in industry or agriculture, but
which also can be used for the manufacture of chemical weapons. Chemical weapons
used in Iraq's war with Iran were produced from just such substances. To help prevent
development and use of chemical weapons in the future, we need to ensure that steps
are taken to control the export of such chemicals and related equipment and technology.
Countries with advanced chemical industries have a special obligation in this regard,
and in the future should exercise considerable restraint. Personally, I believe this
is an ever-increasing priority in arms control.
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(Mr. Turbanski, Poland)

The negotiating process with regard to the banning of chemical weapons is
relatively advanced. During last year's session, under the very able and dedicated
chairmanship of Ambassador Ekéus of Sweden, a lot of hard and useful work towards
further clarification of some very important questions has been done, although no
major breakthrough could be achieved. Ve believe, however, that at this stage of
the negotiations substantial progress is within our reach if only we all work with
the greatest seriousness, desire for mutual accommodation and recognition of other
States' legitimate interests. The provisions which are to be worked out have to
be of extreme accuracy. At the same time they must not go into inordinately tiny
details. Such a tendency could defer reaching final results almost indefinitely.
It is best to avoid unrealistic expectations. No convention, existing or future,
can settle all conceivable situations and cases. To find this subtle demarcation
line will unquestionably be a very difficult but nevertheless feasible task.

I should also like to see the work on a chemical weapons convention proceed
on a double track, that is, by trying to reach common understanding on some of the
most difficult problems while at the same time moving forward on issues where
there is less discrepancy of views.

Before concluding, I wish also to express our appreciation for the work done
during the January session of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons and the
report delivered by its Chairman, which we are about to adopt. I hope that the
pusiness~like manner which characterized this work will prevail during the present
session of the Ad Hoc Committee.



~ CD/PV.2%0
27

Mr, Issraelyan, USSR)

Mr. Adelman cited factz relating toc the use of chemical weapons in a historical
review, so tc speak. He committed many inaccuracies, to put it lightly. In.our
ststement in rignt of reply to the Vice-President of the United States, Mr. Bush, in
Februery 1963 wc already cited all the events concerning the use of chemical weapens
frorithe time-of +the signing of thHe-1925 Geneva Prctocsl, @ng@ I shall not return to
this queciion. But it is very surprising that he forgot tc mention the use of toxic
chemicals during s decade by the United States in their aggression in Viet.Nam., At
the szme time, he repeated more than once the lie about the Soviet Union's use of
cnemical wezpons in Afghanisten and South East Asia. We have rejected a2nd we reject
this lie. In his ctztement, znd I must confess this is the first time thzt I
ericounter such a declaration bty a representative cf the nited States —

Mr., Adelman saiad: : '

Spoke ir English] “thankfully, there have been ro confirmed- attacks with
lethal chemical or toxic weapons in Karpuchez, Laos or Afghanistan in 1984.".
[Spoke ir Ruzsisn] Neturzlly s2, inasmuch as reither in 1984 nor at any

earlier time has the Soviet Urion used chemical wezpons. The fact that last year
the United States decided to discontinue its campzign of insinuations dn this score
is explained sclely by the fact that the Americar aéministration begzn its
pseudo-peacemzking rhetoric in pursuit of a definite goal: to irprove its political
image in the international arena,

A fev wcrds on the negotiztions on the prohibition of cthemical weapons.
Mr. Ldelman expressed the hope that 1985 will be the year of the prohibiticn of
chemical weapons. We will strive to achieve this goal. But what has the . ...
United States itself done to this end? The talks on this issue have already been
undervay for a long time. The Soviet Union has repeestedly advanced its own
constructive proposale on this issue. In April 1984 the United States submitted its
draft convention., Did thic help the negotiations? Did it narrow the differences?
No. On the contrary. Clearly it was intended to make the achievement of an
sgreement on chemical weapons more difficult.
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(fr. Tellalov, Bulgaria)

Tr.2 Bulgarian delegation weuld like +o express its satisfaction that the
Conferenece has zlrealy taken a iecisicr t~ continue the negotiations on the
prehibition of chemical weapons. We welcome the desire of the Chairman of the

Ad Hos Cormittee, Ambassador Turbanski, to g0 ahead with business-liks negotiations

and assure him of ocur readiness to assist in the implementation of this responsible
goal. In the opinion of my delegaticn, it might be expedient to hold an additional
session of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons in accordance with the
recommendation contained in paragraph 12 of last year's Report. I avail myself of
this opportunity to express my gratitude to Anbassador Ekéus for his personal
contribution as Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee during last year's sessicn.
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(Mr. Imai, Javan)

As w2 Lave stateé bafore on meny occasions, we belisve that this Conference
should deplcr its test efforts fcr the early realization of 2 global and comprzhensive
prehibition of cheziczl weapons. Fortunately:. the discussions have been very active
in recent years, and we apprreciate the fact that the major points of a future
convention prohibiting chemical weapcns have become clzar and for this we have to
¢hark the untiring efforts of the former chairman of the A3 Hoc Committez on Chemical

Vearcns, Ambassador Ekéus.

A+ the same time we note that with the increasing intensity of the
and further identification cf ralated problems, we have teen getiing inc ¥
involved in details which are, of course, necessery and important but at the same Tl
may have the effect of confusing tke prierities. It may, therefore, be worthwhile t
reconfirm the basic objcctives of the comventicn; that is, the prohibition of tn2

ge ~lopment, production, accuisition, stocicpiling, ~ataining, and transfer as well a
uase of chemical weapons and for the destructicn of existing chemical weapons and the
sroduction facilities. In discussirg this matter, we should z2liays brar in mind the
above should werk to enhance naticnzl

t nose any impedimants to
ul chemical industriszs.

security of all States vhile at the sane

the chemical weapons convention as ouvtline
the development of normal activities of i

(Cont'd)
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(#r. Imai, Japan)

With this basic perceptirn as a starting point, we shculd work cut 4the ‘problems
facing us with regard to "objectives", ndefiniticns", ‘destruction® and "verification".
Yo shouid espescially like to stress that we hope early agreement czn be reached with
ragaerd to an axplicit ‘identification of The chemical substances to be prohibited or
ccntrolled vnder this convention, and to a prectical system of verificetion measurss
gesigned to easurc compliance with the provisions of the convention, .

Furthermore, greater efficiency may be achieved if we can divide our work into two
levels, anc first work out the basic framework of a draft convention, with proper '
identification of principles to guide application. Then, within such 2 framewcrk, as
2 seconé stege we mignt enlist the help of ‘technical experts in a subsidiary body to
try to work on the areas where thers can be sigmnificant differences amongst the
negcetiating parties. WIS ; : : . -
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(Mr. Bayart, ifongolia)

As for chemical weapons, we believe that resolutions 39/65 B and 39/65 C,
which urge the Conference to intensify its negotiations on a convention on tine
prohibition of the developinent, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and
on their destruction, deserves special attention. 1In this connection, it should be
noted that the first of those resolutions calls upon all States to refrain from any
action that could impede negotiations and specifically to refrain from the production
and deployment of binary and other new types of chemical weapons. The Monzolian

delegation expresses its satisfaction with the Conference's decision to re-establish
the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons. We share the view of many other
delegations that every pre-condition exists for tiie achievement of practical results
in this field. I should like to take the opportunity to thank Mr. R. Ekéus of Sweden
for his active work as Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee, and to congratulate his
successor in that office, Mr. S. Turbanski of Poland, and wish him every success.
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(Mr. Kiilu, Kenya)

In the area of chemical weapons, my delegation feels that considerable progress
has been made in the negotiations in this complex issue. We share the guarded
optimism that a comprehensive convention which would outlaw for ever the development,
production, stockpiling, storage and use of those terrible weapons and provide for
the destruction of existing stocks can effectively be concluded and internationally
respected. In this context, Kenya welcomes the ‘efforts of the United States -
Government, zmong others, for their initiative to table a draft convention last
year and the Soviet Union's acceptance of the principle of on-site inspections on
the destruction of existing stocks. It is our earnest hope that the Conference
will overcome the major political difficulties in order to compromise formulations
in the treaty language. It is only political will and trust between the :
United States and the USSR that will resolve the divergent views that have emerged
in the crucizl area of verification. Meanwhile, we welcome the decision of the
Conference to re-establish the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical VFeapons under the able
Chairmanship of Ambassador Turbanski of Poland. - ' “l

CD/TV.292
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(Mr, Rose, German Democratic Republic)

Besides these agends pricrities in the nuclear field and outver space, my
delegation attaches great importance to the progress iu the negotiations for a
convention bamning &ll chemical weapons. I+ is my country's understanding that
further results can be attzined in that area in 1985, if all nembers of the
Conierence are willing to search for compromises., Headway will, however, be
impossivle if a particular delegation is not ready to take other views into
censideration 2nd continues to cling to positions which are generally regarded

lie are grateful to Ambassador Turbanski, the 1985 Chairman of the Ad Hoc
Comnittee on Chemical Wezporns, for the circumspect ard goal-oriented manner in
whi?p he hzs tackled his job. At the same time, we wish to assure him of our
readiness to co-operate in the search for solutiones to the prcblems we are

£ 3 ess
faced with.

After the promisirg conclusion of the January meetings cf the £3 Hoc
Committee on Chemical Veapons, I would like to take this opportunity tc thank
Ambassador Ekéus for the scnse of commitment with which he discharged his

duties ir the chair of this body.
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(Mr. Datcu, Romaniz)

~ We share the widely hcld view that the Conference on Disarmament could and
snould redouble its efforts to prepare this year the first draft of a2 convention
on the prohibition of chemical weapons.

The cxcellent work that was carried out last year under the inspired Chairmanship
of Ambassador Rolf Ekéus of Sweden, together with the rapid establishment cf the
Aid Hoc Committce on Chemical Weapons and the promising beginning of consultations
under the active Chairmanship of Ambassador Stanislas Turbanski of Poland, are
positive signs that givc us cause to hope for a major break~-through in this respect.
For our part, wé shzll do our best to contribute to this positive course of events.

Under the present circumstances, the Conference on Disarmament is in particular
need of a break-through, especially as the prchibition of chemical weapons would
undoubtedly represent the first step towards outlawing a weapon of mass destruction
that exists in the arsenals of some States.

However, I wish to add straightaway that, notwithstanding the importance and
urgency of thc work aimed at the pronibition of chemical weapons, the Gencva
Conference should not be confined exclusivcly to this question. We would like to
stress the need for an approach under which the issue of top priority, namely,
nuclear weapons, should not be left out of our negotiations under the pretext of
concentrating our efforts on the pronibition of chemical weapons.

CD/PV.292
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(Mr. Butler, Australia)

There is nothing which should divide members of this Conference with ?espect'to
the objective of removing all chemical weapons from this earth. The existing regime
of international law relating to chemical weapons, while largely effective,is incomplele.

(Cont'd)
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Mr. Butler, Australia)

Chemical weapons snould never be used and thus the case for their complete
eliminztion and their non-production is absolute, and that case expands whenever
we hear of the use of chemical weaponc, as we regrettably have within the last
24 hours. The work which has been proceeding in the Conference towards this end
is work of great importance; we all have an interest in its early and successful
completion. Work on this Convention raises the fundamental question of the role of
verification within arms control agreements. Because of the stakes at issue, an
effective universal chemical weapons convention will need a level of verification
which provides full confidence that the objectives of the convention are being met.
¥e all know that there is, at present, an argument about what that level and
nature of verification should be, but ii is my Government's conviction that we can

‘settle this argument.

What is reguired for this réﬁult is both, the removal from the work on the
convention of political contention which has little if any relevance ic the
technical problems which need to be solved, and the emergence of real determination,
real will, to bring this convention to an early and successful conclusion. It has
been_proposed that the Conference should increase the priority attention it has
previously given to the chemical weapons problem sc that a convention may be
concluded this year. Australia supports this appreach. Heving said this, I want
to record that we do not believe that it is beyond our capacity to put extra
effort and resources into our work on chemical weapons and at the same time carry
out serious and detailed work on other importani items on cur agenda. I referred
a moment age to the necessary poclitical will in support of cur work on chemical
weapons. Australia has that will and holds the view that if 211 of us at this
table truly want tc bring this convention into existence we can do so, and can do

so quickly.
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Mr. Qian Jiado China)

The prohibition of chemical weapons is an area which is widely considered
to be more promising. As a result of the three extra weeks of consultations
and deliberations in the Ad Hoc Committee held in Jamuary, positions were further
clarified and common ground as well as divergencies identified on some of the
issues involved. This will be helpful for the future negotiations. EHere,
I wish to express once again my appreciation for the efforts made by the former
Chairman of the Ad_Hoc Committee, Ambassador Ekéus of Sweden, and the
co~ordinators.

It is still an arducus task to negotiate a convention on the prohibition of
chemical weapons. However, we are convinced that if all sides proceed from a
constructive and co—operative spirit, greater progress could be achieved during
the current session. It was proposed at the last session that the Ad Hoc Committee
on Chemical Weapons be re—established before the end of the second week of this
session. We are pleased to note that it was actually re—established in the
first week of thes session with Ambassador Turbanski of Poland as its Chairman.

We have in a way accomplished our task ahead of schedule. I hope this augurs

well for our work. The current year is the sixtieth anniversary of the signing

of the 1925 Geneva Protocol — a historic document which has played a significant
role over the years in the prohibition of the use of cherical weapons. .- Regrettably,
however, mankind is to this day still not yet completely safe frcm the threat of
chemical warfare. In commemoration of the sixtieth anniversary of this

important international legal instrument, let us redouble our efforts in the
negotiations and come to substantial results so as to rid mankind of the danger of
this  abominable weapon as early as possible.

CD/PV.293
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Mr. Alfarargi t)

The fact that we have reiterated “he importance we atiribute to the above
mentioned agenda items, should not be interpreted as disregard for the l?POTtaPCe of
other agenda items. On the ncntrary, we eagerly lcok forward %o the_rapld a¢hleyement
of a draft convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. This is an cbjective
that has been repeatedly reiterated by previous speakers. We sincerely hope that
the 44 Hoc Committee will succeed in finding a way for conciliating cont?ﬁver51al
views and comprcmise solutions for the remaining problems in order to build upon the
progress that has been achieved until now.
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Mr. TURBANSKI (Poland): As Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons
I deem it necessary to inform the Conference on the current state cof advancement of
preparations for the commencement of the Committee's work.

It has been my firm intention to start the Committee's work on matters of
substance at the earliest possible date, preferably this week.

The two-week consultation period, abundant 2lso in informal meetings and
consultations on other organizational matters, have turned out not to be sufficient
for reaching common understanding on issues pertinent to the successful start of
the Committee's work.

~; fully appreciate the willingness demonstrated by delegations to reach the
necessary understanding on issues often sensitive and of particular concern to
delegations, as well as certain practical difficulties which they face.

At the same time I feel, however, that discussions on the general outlines of -
matters to be considered by the Working Groups, as well as on other organizational
issues should not prevent us for too long from commencing the substantial work by
the Committee.

On this assumption I felt it proper to ask the President and the secretariat
that the first meeting of the Committeec be arranged for Wednesday, 27 February 1985.

. I want to assure you, Mr. President, of my continuous desire to carry out
consultations with a view to overcoming the existing difficulties.  In doing so
I hope that all the delegations will display as co-cperative and flexible an attitude
as possible, so that the remaining issues will be settled before we meet on
Wednesday, thus enabling the Committee and its Working Groups to carry out the mandate
entrusted to them by the Conference.

CD/PV.294

(Mz. do Souma e Silva, Brazil)

Let mec revert to the argument on invention and disinvemtici. znd tzke the
example of chemical weapons. They were invented, utilizel in Werld Var I and
subsequently in other circumstances. Their use vas ouflawed &0 years age, 2nd we
are now all engaged, together with thie few owners of thooe¢ weapcnes, in what we
consider a good faith exercise to eliminate them, or in other worcs to disinvent
them for warlike purposes. In the case of the must dreaé¢ wl wcapon ever invented,
the nuclear weapon, what is required is a clearcut poli*ical and juridical commitment
to prohibit and abolish it, followed by a steady and continuous operci_.aal process
of negotiations.
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(Unagguau_ng Gyi, Burma)

Sirre the late 1960s, the prohibition of chemical weapons has been the
preoccurasicn of successive multilateral disarmament forums. The procedural
format of “he negotiations can be said to have reached an advanced stage by the
d-aftins of the structure of a convention. The Conference cannot afford to
conduct negotiations in the languid style of the past decade, for in recent
years the development of new technology for chemical weapons is making them
more imroitant in the military thinking of some nuclear-weapon States.
Digarmorzni agreements have a better chance of succeeding before weapons become
firmly integrated to play an important role in the rilitary arsenals of
States, and it is therefore necessary to clinch a timely agreement before
chemical weapons assume such a role.

CD/PV, 295
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On the question of prohibition of chemical weapons, evaluation of the results
which have been achieved in this area allows for a degree of satisfaction, since
the work so far undertakern has led tc the elarification of standpoints and
jdentification of the technical questions involved in the preparation of a future
convention of the prohibition of such weavons. :

Further efforts were made in this direction at the moct recent sesesicn of
the Ad Hoc Committee but more still must be done.

The moment is ripe for a display of the politioal will and realism needed
for achieving the preparation of a draft future convention.

CD/PV.295
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Mr. Skelli, Morocco)

After a yesr during which it has been marking time, the Ad Hoc Committee on
Chemical Weapons is at present in 2 decicive phase inasmuch ss all the conditions
are met for 1987 to be, perhops, the year cf 3 convention on chemical weapons, since
the pcliticel will to achieve succesc in these negctiations seems clear., In this
regard, the Moroccen delegation continues to zive high priority to the total and
sbsolute prohitition of all chemicel wespons in the world.

We pay tribute in psssing to the excellent werk dene by Ambassador Ekéus of
Sweden, - who %as Chairman of the Committee on Chemical Weopons in 1984, and assure
his successor, Amrbassador Turbanski of Poland, of ouzx full co-operation.
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(¥r. Lange, New Zealand)

New Zealand is grateful to the Conference on Disarmauent for the opportunity to
contribute to its work. We appreciate that the negotiation of :disarmament agreements
is a difficult, arduous process. We have followed with particular interest the work
on a Chemical Weapons agreement and hope that the parties involved in-the e
negotiations will keep up the momentum developed last year on this issue. The * .
international community needs a comprehefisive and verifiable ban on these weapons as
soon as possible. The events in the Middle East show the urgency with which the
negotiations on a draft convention must be brought to a successful conclusion.

The New Zealand delegation will participate in these pegotiations and on other items
of the Conference's agenda to the extent our resources. allow. I look forward %o -~:
the time when New Zealand will be able to be more. directly invelved in this most

. important Conference. '~ Tk

Col bV ..290
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(Mr. Alessi, Italy)

Continuation of the negotiation of a treaty to ban all use of chemical weapons
is still the principal item on our work programne.

The Ad Hoc Committee astabiished by the Conference has done intensive work,
as is shown by its voluminous report annexed to the Report of the Conference.
Many points have been examined in greater detail and we now have an organized
outline of the topics which might be dealt with in the future convention. We wish,
at this point, to cxpress our deep gratitude to Ambassador Ekéus of Sweden, who
served as Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee with dedication and competence, not
only during the 1984 session, but zlso during the three-weck resumption of ncgotiations,
from 14 January to 1 February this year.

Even though the results achieved.arc still less than might have been hoped for,

we must recognize that the work of the 1984 session enabled us car=fully to identify
the many p-oblems to be dealt with and this should facilitate our future work.

(Cont'd)



CD/PV.29€
z

~
P

(Mr. Alessi, Italy)

In the course of 1984, a rull draft Convention on thc prohitition of chemical
weapons was submitted to the Conferonce by the CGovernment of the United States.
We are grateful to the American authorities for this important contribution to our
work, which shows the extent of that country's commitment to the success of our
efforts. Like any human enterprise, the United States draft con be improved, even
on important points. Nevertheless, it constitutces a substantial basis for our
work. It would be preferatle if those who eriticizc or opposc it were to make
known their viecws on it in a no less coherent and comnprehensive fashion. I il
eriticisms only are expressed, without putting forward any specific proposals, the
negotiations will be cendemned to turn in circles and the favourable moment for a
successful outcome will bc missed. .

Last year we stressed the problems of destruction of stocks and of production
facilities for chemical weapons. We belicve that this year, in the light of the
experience gained in 1904, we must also place emphasis on the procedures for
verification of the observance of the future convention. This is a matter of
vital importance; it constitutes the real test of genuine determinztion to achieve
a result and the entire negotiations are bound incrzasingly to turn around it.

It is our hope that in the present year 1985, under the enlightened direction
of Ambassador Turbanski of Poland, an equitable and viatle agreement may be reached,
an agreement which, on the one hand, fully satisfies the priority requirement that
a truly effective convention be drawn up and, on the other hand, is compatible
with the differences between the Socio-economic systems of the States parties to
the negotiation. Only an effective and universally acceptable convention ean
ensure the protection of mankind against the scourge of chemical warfare. We, for
our part, reaffirm our determination to participate, with an open mind, in the
2ctivities of th= Ad Hoc Committee, our sole ainm being the success of our joint
efforts.

While the work on chemiczl weapons is now beginning to progress in the directior
of preparation of a draft treaty, other items on our agenda hzve, notwithstanding
their urgency and importance, been given only superficial attention so far and
have been discussed only from the procedural angle. This is a2 situation that is
prejudicial to the Conference's inage and casts some doubt on the effectiveness -
of our work.
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s 1 Mr, Vidas, Yugoslavia

In the course cf the last year, the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons
made & §tep further in the direction of elabcration of a chemical weapons
convention. We hope that this year the negotiations on the outstancing issues
will be completed in the Committee so that the drafting of the ccnvention may
enter its final phase. To achieve this, it will be necessary to generate
greater political will., Any further celzy and hindrance of the final solution
will adversely affect diszrmament.

CD/PV.297
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(rir. Exeus, Sweden)

We should by now have learnt that it is a futile exasrcise to try by means of
far-reachinz mandates to force an unwilling government to commit itself in advance .
to concluding 2 treaty before it knows the full contents of that treaty. - For example,
this multilaterzl negotiating forum has for many years (15 years) registered progress
in the wery complicated task of reaching 2 Chemical Weapons Convention without a
negotiating mandate. It was not until last year that the subsidiary body was entrusted
with a fuil negotiating mandate. If our predecessors in this body had applied the
same policy of reguiring full negotiating mandates as we ourselves try to do now with
pegard to a nuclear test ban, the Conference would not be even close to negotiations
on chemical weapons. Happily enough they took a more pragmatic approach, with the
effect that we are now draftinz a Convention on the subject. |
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My delegation is gratif:~¢ thz~ scme progress hes neen nade during this session
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with regard to the setii = of an 24 hoc corm’tiee with 2 nesotiating mandate on
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reapons prohibition treaty will soon be in place so that *he problem can be tackled
more ffeecti : 4
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Tt was cormendable that the Ad Hoc Committec on Chemical Weapons was promptly
re-cstablished at the beginning of the 1535 session., Chemical weapons are the zrea
in which this Conference has recsnily made the rmost progress. The Cormittea's report
for 19824 identified encouraging areas of common ground and should malze the Committee's
work easier 4his ysar, under the able chairmanslip of Ambassador Turbanski of ‘Polend.

I must say, however, thzt I had howved to sec more progress here in %he year since
ny last vicit. The Gensva Protocol of 1922 concluded here in this city 60 years ago
has bteen and remzins of inestimable value t» maniird, There is, however, a generally
recognized and increasingly urgent need for this existing prohibition of the use of
chemical weepons to be suprlementad and buttressel by a totel ban on 21l elements of
chenicel warfare including development, producticn, and ctockpiling of these
eppalling weapons. There is a major, and & growing, imbalance betwecen East and West.
My own country gave up iis chemical weapons & guarter of a century ago. The
United States decided in 1952 nct to produce zny new chomical weapons. From that time,
they have not dore so. The Soviet Union, on the other hand, has reither abandoped
chemical weapons nor stepped producing them. On the contrary, it has relentlessly
built up larger stockpiles than any other country. Those stockpiles now comprige
over 300,000 tons cf lethel chemical warfarc agents, and they -are still growing. We
therefore face 2 specific and worrying threat frcn an existing cepability to wagc
chemical warfare. '

Pui all of us, as Sceretary Shultz noted in his important sveech last weck, face
the danger of proliferation of thesc appalling wezpons. Rocent cvenis have sadly
demonstrzted that no part of the globe is safe from the threat of chenical wearons.
There azre continuing rcports of their use in Soutl. East Asia. The confirmetion in
March 1584 by the Sceretary-General of the United Fations that chemical wcapons had
been used in the Gulf War is another cause for dee; ccncern. Xollowing this, my
Government cond othor Weetemn Governuents acted guickly to impose export controls,
until further notice, on ecrtain chenmicals which eculd be misused o malic woapons.

In view of the threats we fzce, therc is a danger that States will proceed o
chemical rearmament, unless we naize swift progress towards a comprchensive ban., Lct

(Cont'd)
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ue therefore make an urgent and concerted effort now o conclude such a ban. Chemical
weapons threaten us all. 4&ll of us chould therefore show a cormon resclve to take the
necessary steps swiftly %o crown these negotiations with success. Let history record
that this Conference — tnase 40 nations —bear the credit for banishing chemical
weapons from the fac: of the Earth.

L lot of woriz remains tc be donc especially in the vital field of the verification
needed to provide assurance 1o eack Pardy that others are complying fully witk the
Convention. My Government believes that confidence in the Convention as a2 whole needs
to be sustained by = confirmation of severel mtually reinforcing systems of
verification. The task is & daunting onc but I believe that solutions can and will be
found. I welcome the trozd agreemeatv already rcached on several aspects. First, it
is common ground that assurance of compliance must in the last rescrt be provided
by a systca of fact-finding, including on-site inspection on request. Last year i1
tebled a paper; CD/431, on this issuc of verification by challenge.

. However, it is also accepted that ikis form of challenge inspection should be

only a safety net. It could not, enc should not act as the main system of verification.
The vest mejority of inspections — indeed, we must hore the totality of inspections —
should be carried cut by routine and regular means. There is, I believe, 2 consensus
in this Conference on the relationship betweer routine and challenge inspection which
I have outlined. This systematic routine supcrvision, including continuous on-site
- inspection, must cover the destruction of stockpiles and dismantling of chemical
weapons factories. ¥

Thirdly, it is agre2d that as znother element of routine verification there muss
be a permanent systexr of rovtine inspection of those sectors of the chemiczl indusiry
making subsiances which might be daverted from civil use to the illicit mznufacture
of chemicel weapons. Ily predecessor, lr. Douglas Hurd, tztled detailed proposals on
this non-production aspect in March 1983 in document CD/BSB. That paper asked other
delegations to provide datz on the production in their countries of certain chemicals
kmown as "key precursors", ccmpounds that can be used to make chemical weapons. We
are gratcful tc those delegations who hzve responded to our request. I hope other
delegations will soon follow their example, in order Yo enable informed negotiation
on this aspect of the Convention., In the light of *he information provided, the
United Xingdorm delegation presented a further paper on 10 July 1964 (CD/SIA) which
classificd chemiczl warfarc agents and iheir precursors accoréing to the perceived
risk that they would pose to the Convention.

&

On each issuc, propesals frem different quarters are on the tebdle. At this
point, I nust express oy Gisappointment thet the dralt Convention (CD/500) tzbled
last April by the Vice-President of thc United States hes not given a greater impetus
tc the negotiatione. Tiis couprchensive piecc of work provides an admirable basic
for negotiation, and thc Confcrence has not yet done it justice. Some delegations
have criticised it, and particularly aspccis of its verification provisions. But
those delegations have not come forward with serious alternatives of their own. All
agrec on the necd for a high degree of assurancc that parties are complying with
their obligations. There is now another necd: for concentrated and detailed
application. Therc will be no lack of cffort on the part of my Governnment.
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Today I have pleasure in introducing a further British paper, CD/575, relating to
the verification of non-production. It makes specific proposals for a system cf routine
inspection of industrizl plants rzking or handling substancecs identified as posing a
high risk to the Convention. The paper also contains specific proposals for an
international exchange of dataz on the production and transfer of a wider range of
substances, scme cf which have actually becn uscd as chemical werfare agents. This
peper builds on the earlier Eritich papers to which I have referred and on the
relevant section of the United Statcs draeft Convention. I belicve that it now offers
a firm basis for a system cf verification of non-production of chemical weapons which
would complerment the system of challenge inspection, 'No*eover, by creating a situation
which should give risc itc the rinimum of suspicions that & party was misusing its civil
chemical facilitics for the manufacture of chemical weapons, I believe that it would
ease the burden on the system of challenge inspection.

As I sazid earlier, challengec should be very few and far between. The fewer and
the further apart, the better for the Ccnvention. fAnd the morc robust the routinc
inspection régime, the less need to invoke the challenge proccedures. In that sense,
the details of thesc latter procedures need to be fitted into the broader picture of
‘the rcutine arrangerents. In the jigsaw cf the Convention, the pieces fcr challenge
may be the hardest to placb. Let us therefore ease our task by tuilding up the rest
of the puzzle with agreement on the routine elements.

I would emphasize that it is not ry Government's intention to hinder the
manufacture or use of chemicals for civil, peaceful purposes. Our cole aim is to
provide confidence that no party ccould exploit its civil chemical industry for the
clandestine production cf chemicel wezpons. Our paper draws where appropriate on the
experience of tiie Internaticnzal Atomic Energy Agency, which performs a similar function
in the nuclear field. Of course, there are many important differences, which we have
endeavoured to tolze intc aceownt. The idees contzined in our paper have been di scussed
with represcntatives of the chemicel industry in the Uniteé Kingdom, who recognize
the need for routine inspection. They have co-operated with the British Government in
considering how to ensure adequate verification without compromising cormercizlly
confidential information or hempering industrial activity. We believe that our rropecsals
take due account of these problems. We hnope that they will be of benefit to other
delegations both for discussions in this Conference and fopy consultations with their own
national chemical industries.

This paper zlso touches cn the role of the organization responsible for irplementing
the Convention. This organization should play a significant role in creating a new type
of verifiable arms control agreement. It could also help to promote a positive climate
for greater international co-operction between States Parties in the expansion and
development of a safe chemical industry throughout the world. My delegation would be
plezsed to join others in studying this aspect further.

We will welcome other dclegations' comments on our ideas. Wec do not clein
to have in this paper the final answer. Nor are we intercsted in qui ck-fix
sclutions. In 1985 let us test to the full our caparity to 2ddress and resclve
the hardest{ issues of verification. We should seci: %0 continue this werk in either
New York cr Geneva afiter the formal ené of the Conference's Session. I urge the
Confersnce to decide to do this. Ilir. President, I make po apologies for dwelling
or. chemical weapons a2t such lengtn. I believe thet this is a goal within our reach
in this Conference. The dangers are great. Together ws should make every effort
to achieve 2 ban now.
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: Some progress has been made last year with regard to the negotiation of a
comprehensive chemical weapons treaty. While we welcome this development, it is to
be emphasized that the conclusion of a chemical weapons treaty is a most urgent task
of the whole international community. This urgency was underlined by the statcment
of the United Nations Security Council that chemical weapons had been used in the
Iran-Iraq conflict.

Additional efforts should be made in the field of verification of the future
treaty. My country has contributed to this work in the past and will continue to
do so. Solid scientific knowledge is, we believe, necessary in order to achieve a
set of reliable methods for all the various tasks of verification. This will continue
to be the focus of the Finnish chemical weapons verification project.

CD/PV.298
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(Mr. Alam Khan, India)

Before concluding, I would like to mention another important item before the
Conference, that is, the negotiation of a treaty banning chemical weapons. The
work already accomplished by the Conference has been promising. We are all very
keen to see a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons concluded as soon
as possible. The Government of India is a Party to the 1925 Protocol on Chemical
Weapons and is convinced of the need of a new régime which will complement the
Geneva Protocol and prohibit completely the development, production, stockpiling
and use of chemical weapons.

We have taken note of the important proposals submitted by the Honourable
Minister of State of the United Kingdom, Mr. Luce; the question of non-production
has a bearing on the civilian chemical industry of a large number of countries :
including our own. We will therefore study these proposals very carefully and with
all the attention thpy deserve.
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Yr. SEAHBI SIRJANI (Islamic Republic of Iran): Mr. President, the delegation
of the Islaxic Republic of Iran hopes to have the opportunity to express its
congratulations fully at a more suitable moment.

. My delegatior deens it necessary to draw the attention of the reSpected'members
of the Conforence to the profoundly regrettable news that yesterday, 13 lizrch 1985,
Iran vwas agzin subjected to the use of chemical weapons.

. Yesterday's use of chemical weapons on the part of Irag was to.be forcseen in
viey of its lack of response to thc humanitarian appeal of 29 Junc 1984 of the
Secretary-General of the United Nuations that the use of chermical weapons should be
discontinued; this appeal vas addressed to Iraq and the Islamic Republic
(Gocument 3,/16663).

. Exactly one ycar ago yesterday, on 13 liarch 1984, the United Nations
Sscretary-General's team of experis arrived ‘in Tehran to investigate the use of
chemical ucanons against the Islamic Republic, During the course of its one-week
investigation of the Iran-Iraq war frent, the team came to the unanimous conclusion
that chamical weapons wers in fact used against Iran (document S/16433 of
26 March 1984).

In view of this coincidence in time, azre we not to concider that yesterday's
use of chemical veapons by Irag was a wilful show of disrespect for the _
Szeretary-General's humanitarian offorts, the serious concern of the intzrnational
comunity, the 1925 Geneva Protocol, ani the serious cndeavours of this Conferencs
towards the total 2limination of chemical ugapons? . N s AU R

In the course of the past 12 months, since 13 larch 1984, theé'date of the arrival
oI the United Ilations team of =2xperts in'Iran to investigate the use of chemical
uveapons, up to the present, Irac has resorted to the us? of chemical weapons on
26 further occasicns.

During thz pcriod bezinning 9 August 1984 up to the day before yesterday,
12 March 1985, Iraq haéd nct resorted to the use of chemical weapens. Howcver,
yesterday's usc of chemicul veopens, if net repressed by the concerned organs and
the internztional community as ¢ wholc, will foreshadow a new phase of this typs of
varfarc, with a risk of escalation tc the lavcl of last year's unprecedented peak.
1

Mr. President, I would iike to express the request of the Sovernment of the
Islanic Republic cf Iran tc the Covernments which can provide assistance to victims
of the use of chemical weapons, to declarc th2ir willingness to do so in respect of
yesterday's victims. It is hoped that Govermments members of the Confercnce on
Disarmament will respond positively to this humanitarian appeal in view of their
specialized knowledge of this subject.



CD/PV. 201
9-10
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Energetic efforts should now be made to preparc a draft convention at the
earliest date. An ipportan: problem arez involves solving the basic procedures for
on-site inspectione. Another majcr wnsolved questicn refers to non=-producticn of
cherical weapons, Verification of non-production of chemical weapons should in
principle be based on routine on-site inspeciions and data exchange under the
auspices of the Consultative Corrittee. In this regard we would welcome the dcteiled
proposals put forward by the linicter of State of the Unitel Kingdon, Iir. Luce, in
his statement on 12 March and 1 would add that Forway has already subtmitted data
to the Conference on Disaruament concerning civil uses of kcy components in the
cheuical field, or so-called key precurscrs.

In five days we shall see the tenth anniversary of the entry into force oi the
Riological Weapons Convention. In Article IX of the Convention it is stated
4inter aliz that each State Party undertakes to coniinuc negotiations in good faith
With 2 view to reaching early agreement on effective measures for the prohibition
of chemicel weapons. The thirty-ninth session of the General .Asserbly decided on
the basis of a Korwegian initiative tc hold the second Review Conference of the
Biological Weapons Convention ir Geneva in 198%. The holding of that Review Conference
further underlines the urgency of the on-going negotiations on a chemicel weapons
convention.

May I assure you that Norway will continue her research on verification
questions relevant to a chemical weapons convention. It is our intention to present
a new working paper, besed on the resulis of the research this year, at the
second pert of the Conference's 1985 session.

co/PV.301
14

(Mr. Lowitz, United States)

Here in the Conference on Disarmament we are negotiating a global ban on chemical
weapons. In this connection, Vice-President Bush re-affirmed our commitment by tabling
a draft convention in the Conference last April. We are still awaiting a serious and
positive response to our initiative from those who have had little to offer so far but
criticism.
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(Mr. Depasse, Belgium)

Where chemical weapons are concerned, my delegation will work towards
concluding as soon as possible a convention efficiently and forever banning the
development, manufacture and stockpiling of such weapons. We are not unaware of
the difficulties of this undertaking, since in this sphere too it is a question of
coping with the risks of diverting science and technology to military purposes, a
basic difficulty one finds in other spheres such as nuclear weapons or space, and
which for chemical weapons arises here in particularly difficult circumstances. -

. ' Firstly, the chemicals industry has been developing both qualitatively,
gquantitatively and geographically since last century. It has grown considerably
in many countries. This does not necessarily apply to space or nuclear activities.

Secondly, the military applications of chemistry have long been known and the
acquisition of the technology enabling such weapons to be manufactured has, alas,
proved relatively simple. Large stocks of chemical weapons have been built up.
Recent violations of the prohibition of the use of chemical weapons contained in
the Geneva Protocol of 1925 have shown the risks inherent in this situation.

Thirdly, the verification of the non-production of weapons is further

hindered by the fact that production and stockpiling can take place relatively
discreetly.

As a non-chemical-weapons industrial country which has had the sad privilege
of numbering among its soldiers the first victims of chemical weapons, my country
attaches primordial importance to the success of our work. It considers that the
verification and monitoring of a ban on chemical weapons production is by no mearis
incompatible with the conservatipn of the conditions for the optimum development
of the industry. There are wav; and means to be found, some difficulties to be
solved, but the obstacles are not insurmountable. It is essential to establish an
efficient verification system. We think that it is indispensable that when the
convention is signed it should be clearly known that every measure has been taken
to ensure that no suspicion of non-observance of the convention can last, and that
doubts as to the behaviour of a party can be rapidly dissipated.

(Cont'd)
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That is the price of tne credibility of the convention. My delegation
particularly appreciates the constructive efforts made to solve this problem of
verification and non-production, including the important aspect of verification
by challenge. It has noted with great interest the proposals transmitted to our
Conference by the United Kingdom Minister of State, lr. Richard Luce, on .
12 March 1985. It regards the United Klngdom Vorking Paper 25 an extremely
useful contributlon to our work.

It hopes, in connection with the problems raised by the Hbrkins Paper, as
well as on all other questions of substance still open, that delegations will
take a decision during this session. Belgium considers that in view of the stage
we have reached on this topic it would be advisable to give priority to o
considering basic political optiors so that the essentizl provisions of the drafts
for the treaty can emerge during the 1985 session. I should like to add that
Belgium will certainly experiencc major administrative difficulties should it be
decided to continue work between the 1985 and the 1986 sessions -- difficulties
shared by many other delegations. But it will contribute to reaching consensus
on such an extension, the importance of which it regards as primordial in comparison

with the bureaucratic, budgetary and administrative difficulties.

/PV.303
7

Mr. LOWITZ (United States of america): Mr. President, negotiations to ban
chemical weapons have been under way for over 10 weeks thus far this year. During
our plenary sessions devoted to these importaznt negotiations, it is apopropriate
to take stock -- to determine what has been accomplished and what remains to be
done. That is what I propose to do today.

1985 marks the sixth year of the existence -- in one form or another —-
of the Ad Hoc Ccmmittee on Chemical Weaporns. Under the leadership of
a series of dedicated chzirmen, significant progress has been made towards a
camplete and verifiable ban on chemical weapons. Many delegations have contributed
to the development of guiding concepts and to the elaboration of specific
prov131ons.

Last year my own delegatlon presented a draft convention (document CD/SOO)
which built upon the work already accomplished in the Conference and incorporated
a number of new ideas of our own. The convention would provide a complete and
effective prohibition of chemical weapons without undue interference in the use
of chemicals for permitted purposes. To ensure confidence in compliance —-—
confidence which is essential for an effective ban -- the convention would provide
for a system of routine declarations and inspections of key facilities,
supplemented by a flexible system for resolving concerns that may arise. It is,
our view that the types of verification measures contained in the United States:
draft convention would serve the interests of all countries.

This year, Finland and the United Kingdom have presented carefully elaborated
and very constructive Working Papers. We welcome their dedicated work.

But despite our efforts, an impartial assessment of our present situation

must be that the really difficult problems remain. loreover, time does not favour
those that seek a chemical weapons ban. Let me address the latter point first.

(Cont'd)
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Information available to us =-— and the drametic evidence that chemical
weapons have been used in several recent conflicts -— meke clear that chemical
weapons capabilities ere spreading. In fact, mecre than a dozen Statess possess
chemical weapons. The spread of chemical weapons poses a threst to all countries,
particularly developing countries.

As more countries acquire chemical weapons, the likelihood increases that
chemical weazpons will be used, causing horrible suffering and a weakening of
the 1925 Geneva Protocol. Both fashion and fear may prompt additional countries
to obtain chemical weapons and this dangerous process of the spread of chemical
weapons could begin to feed on itself. 4t some voint an effective chemical
weapons ban could become almost impossible to negotiate becazuse of the number of
countries with security requirements to be satisfied, not the least of which
would be the extensiveness of the verification system.

The United States has expressed concern over the use of chemical weapons by
several countries in various regions of the world -- in the lMiddle East, in
LAfghanistan, end in South-East k£sia. We have strongly sunported 1nt°rnational
investigation of reports of the use of chemical weapons. We believe that the
legal and moral suthority of the Geneva Protocol of 1925 must be upheld and that
urgent attention by the world community is called for whenever use of chemical
weapons is reported.

L year agc, on 13 March 1984, the United States representative to this
Conference conveyed our conclusion that Iraq hzd used lethal chemical weapons in
its conflict with Iran and that this constituted a serious breach of the protocol
and of relat=d rules of customary international law. Today it is my sad task to
report our conclusion that Irag has again used chemical weapons, in the recent
fighting with Iran. Iy Govermment condemns the use of chemical weapons in
violation of international law and conveﬁtlons whenever and wherever it occurs,
1nclud1ng this latest instance. "

There is little doubt that recent viclations of the Geneva Protocol are a
threat to the integrity of the most vensrable of arms control agreements and, in
fact, a threat to the foundations of the arms control process iiself: the belief
that States may find genuine security based on international agreements and law
instead of their own armaments. This shculd be a sobering thought for a
conference seeking tc negotiate new arms control agreements.

411 Statecs need confidence that the treatiss they enter into are being
complied with. When that confidence is eroded ‘so is the hope we place in an
internationzl structure based on law.

Many nations prefer to treat compliance concerns as a matter only for the
accuser and the accused. 7Yet in matters of international security, especially
in the nuclear age, thére can be no spectators. 4 State's responsibility for an
arms control agreement must not end when it is signed. States cannot remain
indifferent when such basic interests as the integrity of present and future
treaties are involved: they must take an zctive role. However, the
United States is not asking other notions to choose sides, but only to realize
that the allegations are sufficiently troubling —— especially but not exclusively
in the area of chemical weapone -- to warrant an active interest in the matter,
including a search for recolution of the disputes.
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Some States have justified silence by citing their high standards of proof.
Indeed, we would agree that the evidence is camplex and that the world rarely
yielde incontrovertible proof. But does this mean that States should do nothing
at all? Would they have those responsible for law enforcement in their own
countries refuse even to investigate a case until the courts could guarantee a
conviction? Such an approach would yield neither justice nor confidence within
a country, ani it cannot be expected to provide a stable system of internationel
agreements.

States must realize that there is a direct relationship between the manner
in which compliance concerns have been deelt with in the past and the kinds of
verification measures in new arms control initiatives. The verification proposals
in the United States draft convention are, in part, a direct result of our
experience with the intermational response to our concerns about non-compliance.
. This experience forms a key part of the background to understanding our proposals.

Time is working against us in another way —- through the development of
science and technology.

Unfortunately, chemical weapons are not difficult to make in comparison with
nuclear weapons. 4s more countries develop their chemical industries the potential
for menufacturing chemical weapons will inevitably expand as well.

Moreover, the chemical warfare agents known today are relatively primitive.
They were discovered largely by trial and error. But our knowledge of hiochemistry
is rapidly growing, and such information about the chemical processes in the human
body provides in turn the ability to maripulate those processes. Thus, the
invention of new and even more deadly types of chemical warfare agents become
technically feasible. i

&5 another example, there are chemicals which are present naturally in the
body in small guantities, but which in larger znounts could be injurious.
~dvances in biotechnoclogy make it possible to produce large guantities of such
chemicals.

Finally, we are concerned about development of chemicals which ocould make
existing protective eguipment useless.

11 of these discuieting developments have prompted my Government to try
to accelerate the negotiations. Since 1983, we have taken a number of initiatives,
including the introduction of a complete draft convention. On behalf of
President Reagan, Vice-President Georgz Bush has twice visited the Conference
to stress the urgency of negotiating zn effective ban of chemical weapons. We
have explained our positions in detail and expressed our readiness to negotiate.
ind what has been the result? So far, not much. There is no sense of urgency.
There is no spirit of problem-solving. ' 4

4s I have argued today, the effective prohibition of chemical weapons is
an urgent matter which should concern us all. Such weapons are not limited to
the super-Fowers or a handful of industrialized countries. In fact, the majority
of chemicel-weapon States are developing countrius in the IMiddle East and 4sia.
It is in the developing world where chemical weapons have been used in recent
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-years and where the risk of use in the future is greatest. ind it is precisely
developing countries which are the most vulnerable and which cen least afford to
divert scarce resources to chemical defence. We cannot agree with those who argue
that a ban on chemical weapons should somehow be dependent on progress in other
matters before the conference or that it is a metter of interest to only a few
countries. '

I believz that an effective chemical weapons convention can be achieved.
The disturbing trends mentioned earlier do not have to get out of hand. But it
will require a new sense of urgency and dedication from all of us. The
Conference cannct continue on a 'business as usual' basis and expect to succeed.

.

What then is to be done? Let me offer same specific suggestions.

First, our work must be put on a more rational schedule. Under the present
arrangements no serious negotiations take place between mid-August and late
February. Almost half of each year is being wasted. No other international
negotiation operates in such a fashion. Our experiments with a three-week session
in January have not succeeded -- for a variety of reasons. 4 better way needs
to be found. For this reason my delegation strongly supports the proposal for a
six-week negotiating session in the autumn. ‘

Understandably, & number of delegations have pointed to the difficulties
such a schedule would pose for existing staffing patterns. Concern has been
expressed that the benefits might not outweigh the costs. I believe that a more
rational schedule wzuld lead cquickly to better results. Of course, there is no
way to know in advance. But there is a way to ensure that negotistions do not
move forward in the six months between August and February. If there is no
negotiating session there will be no progress. Instead of following a course
that will clsarly not help to accelerate th= negotiations, let us take an
initiative to provide the framework for swifter progress.

The second suggestion for accelerating the negotiations is for the Conference
to identify and focus on the truly pivotal issues. 4t times it seems that the
negotiations have become entangled in a thicket of secondary issues. Each of
these issues is important to at least one delegation. But solving these numerous
complex issues one-by-one will not move the negotiations ahead very quickly.

The Conference should concentrate its efforts on those issues which are the keys
to progress. In every negotiation there are a few such issues. If progress can
be made on these pivotal issues, momentum will build up and secondary issues
will be resolved much more rapidly.

At the current stage of the negotiztions, three issues seem to my delegation
to be the keys to progress. One is the declaration of locations of chemical
weapons stocks and chemical weapons production facilities. 4 second is how to
ensure that chemical weapons are not produced under the guise of caommerciel
chemical production. The third is what approach to take to challenge inspection.
Today I will briefly recall the approach to each issue proposed in the
United States ‘draft convention (CL/SOO and elaborated in the statement by my

delegation on 23 August 1984.
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Regarding the first issue, the U..ited States has proposed that the locatione
of chemical weapons stocks and of chemical weapons production facilities de
dsclared within 3C daye after a State becomes a party to the conventiorn. In our
view this is essential for assessment of whether all stocks and facilities have
been declared and thus for ensuring confidence in compliance. It is the key not
only to assessing the jnitial declarations, btut also to monitoring the declared
stocks and facilities until they are destroyed.

Or the second issue, the importznce of ensuring that the chemical industry
is nct misused for chemical weapons purposes has been emphasized by Western,
“Socialist snd Group of 21 delegations aslike. The United States strongly supports
the approach developed by the United Kingdom. Under this approach the level of
verification would depend on the level of risk, and unnecessary interference in
civil use of chemicals would be avoided.

Ls for the third issue, an effective compliance mechanism, including challenge
inspection, is an essential safety net. It would supplement the system of routine
verification, which should be the principal means for ensuring confidence in
compliance. Ify Government, beginning with an asaessment of the verification
difficulties unique to chemical weapons and the dangers posed by undeclared
stocks and sites, has tzken the unprecedented step of preposing to open our
country to mandatory inspection enywhere, any time. We are proud of this
commitment: it was not an easy onz to make. Yet it represents in our view the
best and most effective way that we know of to deter possitle violations — by
ensuring that suspect activities are zromptly dealt with. j

These, then, are my delegation's views on wherz the real problems lie. We
would welcome the views of other delegations, so that the negotiations can be
focused on the major obstacles to a convention.

The third suggestion for accelerating work on a chemical weapons ban is
related to delegations' readiness to negntiate. This means establishing clear
positions, responding constructively and promptly to proposals from cthers, and
working co-operatively to develop new, uutually-acceptable solutions. This factor
is something of a truism, btut I feel compelled to underscore its fundamental
importance, because this is perhaps the area of greatest disappointment for my
delegation. The United States has established detziled positions. It has
responded to numerous gquestions. 4nd it has made clear that the United States
propessls have not been presented on a "take-it-or-leave-it" basis.

Unfortunately, the actions of the delegation of the Soviet Union give us
the impression that the Soviet Union is not yet prepared to negotiate with the
United States or others in this Conference. There is no point in speculating
here about the reasons that may lis behind this unresponsiveness. The regrettable
fact is that detailed substantive responses to proposals from us and others have
not been made. :

~
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The Soviet delegation has not responded to major Western initiatives that
have been before this Conference for a year or more. What is the Soviet response
to the proposals made by the United Kingdom for ensuring non-production of
chemical weaporns? We do not know, although the basic approach was first
presented two years ago. What is the Scviet response to the United States
draft convention presented s year-ago? It is whispered in the corridors that the
Soviat delegation intends to ignore the United States draft. So it seems, but
this can hardly be called negotiastion.

The Soviet delegation has responded to the United States proposal for '"open
invitation" challenge inspection. But not constructively. Those who choose to
criticize have a responsibility to present an egually effective alternative.

But the Soviet delegation has not done so. Furthermore, it has rejected or
ignored United States efforts to mest Soviet concerns and continues to misrepresent
the United States proposal for propaganda purposes.

What my delegation is looking for is a problem-solving approach by our ‘
Soviet negotiating partners -- for evidence of a comuitment to try to work out
mutually-acceptable sclutions that accommodate our concerns. The delegation of
the Soviet Union would find that such 2 commitment to co-operation would be fully
reciprocated. ‘

This is no empty promise. My delegation is prepared to match words with
deeds. Let me give scme specific examples.

The United States delegation has explained in detail the reasons why the
locetions of chemical weapons stockpiles and production facilities must be
declared promptly for the convention to be effective. In an effort to meet the
concerns exprassed by the Soviet Union, the United States is willing tc consider
the possibilily that a party could move its chemical weapons stocks before
declaration from their original storage sites in combat units to regional depots.

Since only the regional depots — and not the combat units -- would contain
chemical weapons, only the locations of these depots would have to be declared.
Thus, the locations of combat units would not be revezled. The locations of
depots would be declared within 30 days after the convention enters into force
for the State. .

is a second example, with respect to destruction of chemical weapons, the
Soviet delegation has insisted that a party be allowed to divert scme chemicals
to industrial uses. Iy delegation has not been in favour of this concept. The
Soviet delegation has not made clear what would be diverted nor how the peaceful
use of the chemical would be verified. However, in an effort to meet the concerns
expressed by the Soviet Union, the United States is willing to explore in detail
whether a mutually-acceptable solution can be developed which would permit
diversion under effective verification.

is a third example, the issue of how to identify so-called "key precursors"”
has consumed considerable amounts of time and energy. The Soviet position has
been that "objective criteria' must be agreed to bafore lists can be developed.
My delegation and others have questioned whether criteria could be established
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thet were not subject to varying interpretation. The United States view has been
th=t efforts should focus on the lists themselves, rather than on abstract and
imprecise criteria. However, In 2~ :ffcxt - z--% the concerns expressed by the
Soviet Union, the United States ic willimg .- wori la perzllel or guidelines for
the lists and on the lists themselves. In this way the interssis of both sides
could be accommodated.

 The final example of our co-cperative attitude is in the aresa of challenge
inspection. My delegation believes strongly that mandatory, short-notice -challenge
inspection is essentizl for an eifective chemicai weapons ban. It is essential
- becsuse of the difficulty in distinguishing between permitted and illicit
production of chemicals and in establishing confidence that all declared stocks
and sites are in fact all the stocks and sites there are. . :

However, as we have made clear on numerous occasions, we are willing to
consider any counterproposal that is designed to meet our concerns. We have
never insisted on Tetaining every jot znd tittle of our convention: we have
sought only to sztisfy our security concerms. The collective efforts of this
body may develop a better, more effective way of meeting these concerns, and we
would welcome such 2z development. Furthermore, in an effort tc meet concerns
expressed by the Soviet delegation, let me state again that my d=legation is
prepared to explore means to ensure that all relevant facilities are subject to
challenge inspection, regardless of whether they are privately or State-owned.

B

- I began this statement with a fairly pessimistic assessment of the present
state of affairs. I pointed out the increasing risk that the negotiations to
ban chemiczl weapons completely will be overtaken by the spreasd of chemical
weapons capabilities and by the emergence of completely new types of chemical
weapons. For my Govermment these developmenis are cozpelling reasons to
accelerate the work of the Conference on a complste and verifiable ban on chemical
weapons.

How can we accelerate the negotiations? By adopting a problem-solving
attitude. The four specific topics I mentioned a moment ago would be good places
to start. My delegation is ready to work on them, as well as on all other
aspects of the future agreement. Our hope is that all delegations are prepared
1o join us.

—_—
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Accordingly, my delegation welcomes the re—establishment, during this session,
of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons with the task of continuing the
comprehensive and comrlete process of negotiations and preparing a draft convention
on chemical weapons. This Committee, which is presided over by Arbaszsador Turbanski
of Poland, has alrezdy made considerable progress, during the last session, under the
competent direction of Ambassador Ekéuc of Sweden. It is our fervent hope that the
few remaining difficulties will be overcome, since the Convention to be concluded in
this respect must comprise all the necessary provisidns, including those relating to
verification and compliance. :

The Conference has before it document CD/544 of 5 February 1585 in which the
Secretary~Generzl of the United Nations transmitted to the President of our Conference
numerous resolutions that were adopted at the thirty-ninth regular session of the
General Assembly and which entrust certain specific tasks to the Conference. At the
same time, he also transmitted z number of our rssoluticns relating to guestions of
disarmament. Under the terms of operative paragraph 3 of resolution 38/65 B, the
General Assembly urged the Conference on Disarmament to intensify the negotiations in
the Ad Hoc Committee or Chemical Weapons with a view to achieving accord on a chemicel
weapons convention for submission to the General Assembly at its fortieth session.

It is obvious that all States without distincticn, aznd primarily the two
super-Powers, must exhibit a stronger political will to overcomec the political
obstacles and sunoeed in drafting a universzlly accentable convention during the
present session. ‘

- -
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}r. ISSRAFLYAY (Union of Sovict Socialist Reputlics) (tracslated fror Fussizan):
The Soviet declegation has asked for the floor today in order to exercise its right of
reply. We kad not intended to speak oo the sutjsct of the prehibiti~n of chemical
weapons — we propose to meks & siparzie statement on it shorsly — but we should like
to commsnt or the statement =zie by our collcague, Ambassador Lowitz of the
Upited States. This is nos the first tize I l"V—‘- Fezrs an irmerican stateszmen spea:
on the question of tiie prohibtitiocn of chemical weapons. Ii has become a sort of
fashion for United States rerresentaiives 1o 1~i1r in their ciaztemendts to vari
gllieged cases of utilizedicn of CLC? czl weapens. Vice-President Push did so in l9c3,
¥r. hdelrzn, the rlv-ecto" of the Tnited States Amis CTontrel and Disarmament fgency
dia so in 1925, our col gagw A:::a. saéer lewitz is deing so todsy. Put ir each of
these cases the speaker hazs for some reason "rirgotien” tc meniion that it is the
United States of Americe wiicn, in the wucle posi-war period, was the country that
use3 toxic chemicals rcst widely and massively for en entire decade at the time of
thke war in Vist Kamw. That was 2 gross violation of the 1225 Geneva Protocol. We
shall systematically reczil ithis wien such “omissicns ' ere made in siatements ty
United Siates reprasentztives.

ks ry colleagues know, I ar nei given tc guoting :yse‘-. But on this occasion

I shorld liks t5 recell that sreaking on another topic in this roor iwo days age 1

said that ignorancs of facts, ignorancc of 2 guestior's history, is not to the. speaxer's
credit, ané if pe knows the facts and distorts the“, then that is all the worse for him.
Todzy I nsve besn surprised by some cf my Uniied States colieaguc's assertions. TFor
exauple, I quote: "What is the Soviet resrense to the Thitsd States draft converiion
preserted = yezr sgo? It is vhispered in tas corriders that the Soviet delegation
intends tc ignore the United States draft". i1, first of all, my advice io the
United States celegation is not 1o listen to runours; thoy are not the best source ol
infermation; it would do ettt tc read the Conferene: records. If the Tnited States
delegation and its experts hai they would probzbly have beor able to
recollect thzt last year we st ires = threc times — about the United States
dreft convention on the pichitition cf cuerieczl wcapons. To substantiale my romarks
and help the United States experis to a crring to rimours and glance at th
documents instead, lei me give tu; dzfes: ZA April, 2L u‘1y anJ O Aagust 1204, Does
the United States cclegation p hin -

should be made svery weck o1 =

We shall not do it siu
such attention. Ti

5

n

: s
svery mecting” Tha is SOuetnlnﬁ we shall not do.
Tigk t this perticular dyaft doserves

ambacsador Lowvitiz nonde? tc the United States
proposal for 'open inviiatic heotloengs insy s 22t noal constructively.” 4
question arises ir 7y ui i Toited : don secma 1o think ilat the only

postitle Teaction 4o &
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arplause, unconditicnzl aczceptance.  No, we have not and will not rezct in sucn.a way,
not because this is a United Stotes proposzl but because we adopt e serious and critical
approach to any proposal. Tnoce proposzls which cre really ronstructive and acceptabtle
we accept, and in tne case of these wnich arc unaccepiatle to us we explaein our motives
in the most detailed manner possible. et me recall once more tnat sucnk comments were
mzde by us in conncctici with ihe .United Stotes proposal concerning "opern invitation™
nnallenge inspection and thet they can be read on pages ¢ to 11 of the Ruscian text

of document CD/PV.25C. 4n English text ceriainly exists az well. Anyons cen look and
see why the Soviet delegation cannot accept this mited States proposczl.

And now ry last point. The United States delegation has made an atiempt to
represent the United Statec positicn as being very flexible and consiructive and going
halfway to meet the positions of cther delegaticns, including the Soviet Union, and the
Soviet position as being rigid, stubborn and uncompromising. Is this really so,
gentlemern? After all, in politics a State's position is judged nct on the, basis of
self-advertisement but of compariscon and of anzlysis of the development of the attitude
cf the State in question. And if you compare the positicn of the United States on the
question cf the prohibition of chemical weapons in 1384 with, say, the position it
adopted during the tilateral negotiations in 1976-19280 or even in 1963, you will see
it has become more rigid, more unyiellding and mere unacceptable to many States,
inclvding the Soviet Union. Teake, for example, the famous rroposal on "open invitation"
cnallenge inspection. On the other nand, I challenge any dclegation to consider the
Soviet Unien's ani other sccialist countries! 1972 drafi convention on the prchibiticn
of chemical weapons, the 1582 Soviet draft conveniion on the prohibition of chemical
reapons, the way cur positicn has moved forward to meet that of other delegatiors,
.ncluding Yhe delegaticn of the United States of Lmerice, znéd they will see whose
position is flexible andé whose position is unyielding. After 211, we have to txy o
mov: towards one zncther, not away from each othe:. That is the ABC of diplomacy.
Those are facte, and facts, Mr. President, are stubborn thinges, even in diplomacy.

The United States repressntative also said:s "What my delegation ig
a problem-colving approach by our Soviet negotiating partners — for evic
ommitment to try to work out mutually acceptatle solutions that ac
concerns", I understand Mx. Low: +z has in mind, so tc sneak, "mutually
sclutions" — an approach which, so to speak, would be designed v "ac
and concerns of all States participating in negoiiations". W: szgrese. That has always
been our position. If the United Stzies delegation will rezally follow such
then, I think, there will be progress in negotiations.
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In my last irnterverticn, on 14 March 1985, I drew the attention of the
distinguished members and observers in the Conference tc another escalation in the
use of chemical weapens by Irag on the war front. On that cccasion I presented
the request of the Governmer: of the Islamic Republic of Iran to all governments,
and particularly to those present in this Conference, who can provide assistance
to victims of the use of chemicsl w2apons, to declare their willingness to do so
in respect of the viciims of such recernt use. Fortunately, the request of my
Government has been met in a manner deserving warm appreciation and today more than
30 Iraznian victims of the mse of chemical wezpors are under treatment in a rumber
of European countries. Ir this regard, our special thanks go to the Governments
of Austria, Belgium, the Federal Republic of Germany and the United Kingdom, who
have accepted s large mumber of the victims.

I should also than¥ 2 rumber ol governments who have clearly and strongly
condemmed the use of chemical wespons by Iraq in the past few days and today.
However, it is regrettadle thzst in the course of the past few days two of the
victims of chericzl waepons have died due to the extreme severity of their
conditions,.aré one more is vnder intensive care in a hospital in Europe.

‘The exarinitior of *ne victirs and the post mortem examinations of the dead
in Buropean hospitals hav: made very clear indications of the extensive use of
highly lethal chemical agents, including the blistering agent known as mustard
gas, against Iranian forces.

Ir respect of the recent escalation in the use of chemical weapons and other -
violations of international sgreeuments by Iraq, the Secretary-General of the
Thited Nations mzde a stotement esrly this week an? I would refer to the relevant
part of it, which states that the Secratary-General is dismayed that a moratorium
on attacks on purely n~ivilian areas has mct been observed, that attacks on
unarmed merchant chipping persist and that internztional civil aviation in the
erea is under threat. FEe strcngly urges both sides to put an end to such action.

The Secretary-General abhors in particular the use of chemical weapons in the course
of these hostilities. Informaticn emanating from medical sources in Vienna and
london indicate that such use has recurred. As he had stated on previous
occasions, the Secretary-General condemned the use-of-chemical weapons wherever

and whernever this may occur. The appeal that he issued to ensure the strict
observance of the Geneva Protocol still stands. '

It is our desire and hope that adoption of appropriate positions and measures
on the part of those Governments who have genuine and scrupulous support for the
maintenance and preservation of the authority of the 13925 Geneva Protocol banning
the use of chemical weapons in war would diminish and remove further gross
violations of the Protoccl to the berefit of 21l mankind.
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The Federal Government attaches central importance to the negotiations on a
world-wide agreercnt outlawing chericzl wearons. We have long held the view that
every effort must be made tc attain a comprehensive, universally applicable and
reliably verifiable ban on these weapons F( years after irhc conclusion of the
1925 Geneva Protocol. The repcrts on the use of chemical weapons in the conflict
between Iraq and Iran hzave in a horrifying manner confirmed fears regarding the
proliferation of chemical weapons. Fresh dynamism and willingness to be flexible
are now called for to expedite these negotiations.

Difficult questions in the fields of '"on-challenze" inspections, verification
of the destruction of stocks and production facilities, and verification of the
non=production of chemical weapons are still to be resolved. In its active
participation in the work of the Conference in these spheres, my country is the
ornly one that can invoke practical experience of international controls in
connection with its pledge not to procuce chemical weapons, controls which have
been carried out within the VWestern European Union framework. '

This experience has shown that effective verification of the non-production of
chemical weapons is possibie and can be reasonably expected, even in cases where the
country in question has such an extensive and widely diversified chemical industry as
the Federal Republic of Germany.
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Today, we wish to consider ir detail the question of the prohibition of chemical
weapons, which has a special place in the work of the Conference on Disarmament.
World-wide public opinion expects the Conference to resolve this issue as early as
possible. The activities of the Conference on Disarmament are ever more closely
associated in the minds of many with the chemical weapons negotiations. No one would
deny that much has been done in this area over the past years. The beginning of
intensive negotiations this year on banning chemical weapons under the guidance of
the Committee Chairmar Ambassador Stanislav Turbanski is also a source of
satisfaction.

Nevertheless, we remain concerned at the slow pace of the negotiations. The
talks continue year after year and there are still no tangible results, no radical
breakthrough. Some of the parties, as if frightened by the possibility of the
negotiations being successfully completed and the convention signed, come out from
time to time with deliberately unacceptable and, I would say, extremist proposals.

In spite of all these serious complications resulting from the position of
certain parties, the Soviet Union still believes in the possibility of solving this
urgent problem and continues to make efforts towards concluding a convertion on the
prohibition of chemical weapons on terms acceptable to all the negotiating parties.

For more than half a century, ever since the signing of the 1925 Geneva Protocol,
and up to the present day, the Soviet Union has been following a consistent,.
unswerving course aimed at drawing up and signing a convention which would ban
chemical weapons completely and for all time while posing no risks to the security,
economic or any other interests of any State taking part in the negotiatioms.

It may be of some interest to the members of this Conference that as early as
1928 the Soviet delezation to the Preparatory Commission for the General Conference
on Disarmament introduced a proposal to supplement the 1925 Geneva Protocol with a
new one containing, in particular, the following provisions: all the means and
devices serving the purpcses of chemical warfare, namely all asphyxiating gases used
for military purposes as well as all devices for the diffusion of such gases, in
particular gas-throwers, spray devices, balloons, flame-throwers and other devices
in service with troops, as well as stored in depots or in the process of production,
were to be destroyed. Furthermore, it was proposed that industrial facilities
producing chemical weapons should immediately stop their production.

(Cont'd)
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Had those proposals of the Soviet Union been accepted by the other parties to
the negotiations, chemical weapons would have long since been eliminated and there
would be no need for the difficult and protracted discussions we arc presently
engaged in or this issue,

What is today the main obstacle, the main hindrance to the progress of
chemical-weapor negotiations? Apparently, the continuing efforts by some of the
parties to impose their own approaches and their own selfish perceptions on others.
This attitude is utterly unsound. We are convinced that in the search for mutually
acceptable solutions, in particular to key problems, one should bear in mind the
specific political, economic and defence interests-of each party, as well as
remember the historical experience of every nation and people. I wish particularly
to stress this. Some, and ramely the Soviet Union, which has lost dozens of millions
of lives as a result of foreign interventior. and aggression, have beer. taught by
the hard experience of their history to be especially cautious about various
proposals calling for "operness", "publicity", urlimited verification and other -
dubious ideas. Meanwhile others, who have not had to go through the same ordeals
as 'our people has, are proceeding mainly from the "experience" of petty suspicions,
trumped up and blowr out of all proportion by their own propaganda. ;

We were recently told in this chamber that, and I quote,'"anyone with nothing
to hide can agree to specific verification measures". This is probably true,
provided that the ore applying such measures acts in good faith and without ulterior .
motives. But given our historical experience, can we rest assured that such will
always be the case?

The distinctive feature ol Soviet proposals is precisely that we are not trying
to force or others provisions which might impair their national security or inhibit
their economy. Let us look, for instance, at the Soviet Union's approach to the
question of chemicals used for permitted purposes.

This approach would spare the civilian, commercial chemical industry the
considerable burden of intrusive outside verification procedures which would
otherwise have extended virtually to each individual enterprise. At the same time,
for the purposes of the convention, we feel obliged to propose several specific
restrictions on the operations of chemical irdustries. lie are suggesting that the
production of supertoxic lethal chemicals should be restricted, as well as that
of one particular class of substances which poses the greatest threat while having
almost no peaceful uses -- namely the methyl-phosphorus compounds. Such
restrictions could rnot do any significart damage to any party to the future
conver.tion. We would like to recall in this connectior that limitations on the
production of certair chemicals are not completely unusual. It is common knowledge
that pesticides are not nearly as danzerous to humans as are supertoxic lethal
chemicals. Yet the production of some pesticides is actually subject to definite:
restrictions. 3

Indeed, do the peaceful branches of chemical industry in fact depend on
supertoxic lethal chemicals as greatly as is sometimes portrayed by certain
delegations? Vould it not be wiser to consider including in the convention a
provision allowing for such amendments with regard to supertoxic lethal chemicals
and methyl-phosphorus compounds as may be required in view of scientific and
technological developments and industrial reeds in the future?



CD/PV,306
14

(Mr. Issraelyan, USSR

The other approach, which is not ours, is that of extending verification to all
chemical industries, which would, in our view, be unpracticable and could most
adversely affect the economic activities of States.

This has beer. only further proved to us by the Working Papers of the
United Kingdom (CD/514 and CD/575) which reveal urder close scrunity that their
authors would like to make hundreds and ever thousands of different chemicals
sub ject to all kinds of rigorous monitoring, which would be all-embracing rather
than focused or. the most dangerous technological stages of productior.. Ncw is this
actually feasible? ' . P :

One might properly ask what would be less burdering for the chemical industry =--
a certain number of reasonable restrictions or an expensive across-the-board
monitoring whose implications for the ecornomic and other interests of States might
prove to be far from benign? ' i :

Another question which demands a very cautious, balanced and resporsible approach
is that of the elimination, dismantling or conversiorn of chemical-weapon production-
facilities. Everyone will probably agree that toxic chemicals, including ones el
intended for chemical-weapon purposes, are obtained in the chemical industry as a
result of several production stages, each having a different technological set up.
One of these is the final technolozical stage irn’'the production of supertoxic lethal
chemicals or key components of binary systems. Vlhat, then, should be the ob ject of
practical interest from the viewpoirt of drawing up the convention? Should the
entire facility be elimirated, or would it be more appropriate to eliminate only the
part responsible for the firal technological stage? The answer to this seems
obvious. '

The reluctance of certair. negotiating parties toaccommodate the positions of
others and the desire to impose one's own unilateral approach explain why the
question of destroying chemical-weapon stockpiles has not yet been resolved at the
negotiations. The main thing that remains to be done here is, in our view, to agree
on a procedure for destroying the stockpiles oi chiaizical weapons that would not
of fer unilateral military advantages to anyore at any stage of the destruction.

We are prepared to examine all kinds of prcposals submitted during the negotiations,
including the working proposal by one of the delegations to alternate the
destruction of the more dangerous weapon stockpiles with that of less dangerous
weapons, thereby taking account of such factors as the increase in mutual trust
between States as stocks are destroyed, the capacity maintained during that time

for adequate reactiorn to possible convention violations by parties or non=-parties,
and so forth. j

Throughout the long history of international negotiations, the partners in
any talks have first established agreed baselines and criteria and only then
proceeded to formulating specific definitions on their basis. This has also been
the case with the talks on banning chemical weapons. Toxicity criteria have been
defined with utmost precision on the basis of objective factors, a tentative
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definition of key precursors has been provided, work has been done on certain .
other provisions of the future convention. And now after several years of :
_strenuous negotiating efforts, it is suggested that we should give up objective
-eriteria and replace them with such purely.subjective categories as, .for example,
the notion of "risk". presented by warious chemicals. I repeat, this is a

aub jective corcept. It will mean one thing to one State and something else to
~another State. And it will certainly be very hard to-reach agreement or this .
basis. This kind of approach actually turns the question of ke, precursors upaide
down. It is our firm convictiorn that the first thing to do is to defire the
.eriteria and. have them agreed upon, and only then, based or those criteria, should
a list of key precursors be drawn up. /e believe that a technical solution to
‘this problem has already evolved and-that it should now be set out as a draft
clause for the future convention. ;

. e tem e -

'I'his would oper. the way to drawing up the list of l'ey precursors as such..
Argumerits to the effect that certain individual precursors may fail to meet all
the established criteria do not stand up to criticism., Ue presume that .
exceptions to the general rule, where they are truly necessary, eépld be dealt
with under the convention. Recently we were offered a "new" approach, presented .
as an important "concession", according to which criteria would be formulated :
-parallel to the drawing up of lists. But this takes us nowher2. The question.
of criteria will arise whenever another key precursor is added to the list.
Therefore criteria should be defined and agreed upor. in advance.

, The questlpn of the key precursors that can be used to produce binary chemical
weapons is of course a separate one.- The Soviet delegatiorn suggests that for

the purposes of the convention such key precursors be referred to as key

components of binary chemical systems, since not all key pricursors are suitable

for that role in view of the particular thermodynamic requirements of a binary
‘system. : .

During the negotiations some delegations suggest totally different régimes
to be adopted for the very same chemicals. While for protective purposes
supertoxic lethal chemicals could be produced only at a small-scale specialized
facility ir quantitites up to one tonne per year and subject to the most
stringent international control, their production for other permitted purposes
would be allowed anywhere and in unlimited quantities. A convention basad on
such proposals, while eliminating the present industrial base for chemical-
weapons production, could end up establishing all the prerequisites for the
creation of a new, more advarced and sophisticated one. Ve cannot accept such
a double standard for ensuring the non-productior of chemical weapons. This
must not be allowed. The Soviet delegation believes that a study of Finland's

proposal on possible versions of the small-scale facility could be of some use
in dealing with this issue.

Proposals from other delezations aimed at finding mutﬁally aeeeotable
solutions receive our careful consideration. This applies in particular to the
proposals of France concerrins the production of. sSupertoxic lethal ehemicals,
classification of facilities and determination of their respective refzmes, and
solution of the binary weapons problem, as well as proposals by the delegation of
Ciina and by other delegations.

The elaboration of prirnciples and arransemerts for challenge inspection to
clarify ambiguous situations has been and remains one of our most formidable tasks.
No one is suggesting, as the United States delegation is trying to make it appear,
that challenge inspectior should not be conducted unless there is a proved violatior




CD/PV.306
1€

XC7 |

(i1~s Issraelyan, USSR)

of the convention. At least this is rot our position. What we do believe is that
challenge inspection requires a particular sense of responsibility and political

realism on the part of States. It must be understood that compliance with the convention
will' be based primarily on the goodwill of the States parties to it, on their wish for

a peaceful world less burdened by arms race, ana on tneir desire to eliminate the very
means of waging chemical war. It will also be based or the fact that States, which
usually set a high value on their political prestige, will not allow it to be damaged
through their own fault. ' ;

This is tbé only approach that can help us place challenge inspectior in a proper
perspective within the convention and correctly formulate the relevant provisions
without ervding the very purpose of such inspection ér undermining the sqyéreign rights
of States. It should be well understood in Washington that efforts to make challenge
inspection mandatory and automatic will only waste our time in working out the
convention. Our response to such proposals is unambiguously negative.

In this connection I would like to make the following point of principle which does
not concern only the negotiations on the prohidbition of chemical weapons. As is well
known, the Final Document of the first special sessiorn of the United'Nations
General Assembly devotec to disarmament indicates that the form and the terms of
verificatior provided for in aﬁy particular égreément depend or. the purposes, the scope
and the nature of that agreement. Applied to the convention or the prohibition of
chemical weapons which is now beinz drawr up, this obviously means that the fdérm and the
terms of verification must be such as to reliably ascertair whether the convertion is
being complied with, on the one hand, and not to go beyond its scope, on the other.
Hence we cannot but object to forms of verificatiorn that could be used for purposes
beyond these of the conventiorn.

Prohibition of chemical weapons by no means requires such things as providing
access to fzcilities which produce the types of weapors rot affected by the agreement
in question. It is therefore orly natural that if we are to approach the task of
barning chemical weapons seriously, verification procedures have to be drawn up that
could not be abused to interfere in the activities of States not covered by the
convention which bans one specific type of wcopan of nzss destruction.

We have repeatedly emphasized that general and complete verification can be
discussed orly at the stage of general and complete disarmament, whereas attempts to
impose general and .complete verification as part of a limited agreement banning one
specific, although .important, type of weapon of mass destructior. == namely chemical
weapons -- is to raise artificial obstacles in the way of working out such an
agreement.

In conclusion I would like to reiterate that the Soviet delegation stands ready
to continue serious and constructive negotiations with a view to the earliest
conclusion of a convention banning chemical weapons. As is well known, we were amon
those who advanced the proposal to make a more rational use of our time for negotiations
and we remain firmly committed to the Conference decision or recommendation at its
previous session to hold an extended session of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical
Weapons in the autumn of 1985.

For the USSR, the prohibition of chemical weapons has been and remains a priorit
task set out in the most important documer.ts of the Cornunist Party of the Soviet Un:
and of the Soviet Government. The Soviet delagatior. will do everything in its power to
solve this task as rapidly as possible.
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Turnine to chemical weapons, it is oaly apprbpriate that I duell for a few
moments on that rubject, since this is the period set aside in the first part of
the 1985 session soecifically for discussion in plenary of this issue.

‘The Ad Hoc Comriittee on Chemizal Uezpons has done intensive work during the
1984 session Under the very able chairmanship of Ambassador Rolf Ekéus and has not
only clarified many points but focused attention on tihe basic framework of a future’

agreement, and I would like to express my personal gratitude to him, as well as that
of my Goverument.

Ambassadcr Turbanski is already showing our wisdom in selecting him as
successor to Ambassador Ekéus. He has lost no time in setting the course of the
chemical weapons negotiations for the 1935 session. As a result, I would hope that,
by making full use of our time, we might at least come close to completing our work
during the 1935 session. It is a .pretty tall! order, I realize. York in the
three working zroups is, however, progressing rather slowly, and there seeas to be
a worrisome tendercy, which I do nct level at any one group or any one delegation,’
to utilize the time in restating old positions and covering old ground. llhat we
think that we must strive to dc is to pinpoint those issues on which we agree and
then woriz on thzc ity f7-2m5 thish »2nein to be resoclved, rather than continue to
devcte attention t-. somewhat less important issues in ever greater detail. W4e must
in other words avoid creating infTlexibility by our own working methods.

Clearly, we are at a stage in the negotiations where we must address certain
critical issues related to verification. To delegations opposed to a discussion of
the conceptual aspects of verification in isolation from concrete issues, let me. say
that we see tco little indication of much willingness to come to grips by one means
or another with {he essential requirement of verification. For example, agreement
must be found on procedures for the inspection of stockpile and production sites
upon declarution at entry into force of the convention, which implies agreement
on the principle of such inspecticn How else can we be assured that the production
sites are cealed and no longer active until they are destroyed? While the concept
of continuous inspection during the destruction of existing chemical weapons has:been
generally accepted., similar agre~sment has eludad us on monitoring the destruction of
the means of production. The issue of cnallenge varification must be addressed
objectively, and I have listenad with great interest to the important statement just
delivered ty the distinguished representative of the USSR which touched on that very
issue. I think that what are needed are proposals, and. we know that the United States
delegation nas taken the initiative in putting forward nroposals outlining its views
in detail on these issues. Without directing criticism at other delegations, we do
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think that those who see matters differently should be prepared to table their own
proposals on possible alternative approaches, updated proposals from earlier ones ir
necessary, so that the process of real negotiation may wmove forward. The first step
obviously is to address the issues, and this does nou seem to be occurring; but the
second, I would hope, would be the tabling of relevant proposals or counter-proposals,
bearing in mind the present state of negotiations.

On a separate and seeminsly procedural matter, Ambassador Turbanski, as
directed in the report of last year's aa hoc committee on chemical weapons, has
already held consultations on the subject of ths extension of work into tne
autunn and even poszibly the early part of 1935. v delezation is prepared to agree
to increase thz time devoted to this subject during tche year, as we have been urged
to do in United ilationz General Assembly resolution 39/65C. In scite of the obvious
difficulties, and they are really considerable for many delegations, we would be
prepared to carry on worik on the convention anytime between the regular sessions of
the Conference on Disarmament. Indeed how can we do less when reports continue to
appear of the actual use of chemiczl weapons? I am going to nersonalize for a
moment again, to say that I know somethinz about the effects of chemical weapons
because ny own father suffered from them in the First World ar: so many of us
come to this Conference with personal convictions as well as national positions.

It seems to we that the renewad use of these dreadful weapons long after we all
believed they had been outlawed adds ever-increasing urgency to our work.

I have emphasized in the past our concerns about the danger of proliferation
of chemical weapons, and have pointed out that this proliferation would inevitably
exacernate regional tensions and lead to nev dimensions in regional arms
competition. This proliferation is now fact and no longer mere theory.

Any war produces horrible results, but the use of chemical weapons greatly
heightens the human sufferins entailed. It represents a totally unacceptable
escalation of any conflict. It is moreover, as I have just pointed out, a violation
of international law in the form of the 1925 Geneva Protocol. For this reason,
Canada, in agreement with many other countries, has imposed controls on the export
of certain chemicals which could be useful in the production of highly toxic chemical
warfar= agents. 'le recognize that this is far from adequate in closing off the many
routes to production of all of the known chemical warfare agents. That overriding
goal can only be achieved tnrough a verifiable ban on all chemical weapons.

It is important, of course, to bear in mind that work on a prohibition of
use in this forum and in the context of a future chemical weapons convention does
not in any way detract from the status or oblizations of the 1925 Geneva Protocol.
Last year when I acted in a personal capacity as friend of the Chairman,
Rolf Ekéus, on the prohibition of use issue, this was a point often made to me by
other delegations privately as well as durinz the informal discussions at which
I presided. At the same time, it is essential to preserve the full force and
effect of the Geneva Protocol by precise formulations unich take into account the

legitimate apprehensions of delegations about the possible loopnoles created by
imprecise langzuaze.

If I may, T would like to draw attention to one other aspect of the informal
discussions which I have just mentioned. As we are all avarz, the 1933 report of
the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chewmical Weapons (CD/415) provides an outline of various
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ways in which the basic pronibition of use might be dealt in a future convention.
Annex I to the Report of the Conference on Disarmament to the General Assembly of
the United Nations (CD/539) attempts to re-arrange these options in draft treaty
language. These documents, and the interventions of many delegations during the
{nformal discussions I have mentioned, have made u3s all much more aware of the
complexities of the formulation of the prohibition of use issue and of its
interrelationship with other elements of the future convention.

It is a matter of some gratification that some momentum has been developing
behind the view that the formulation of the prohibition of use should be kept as
simple and as unencumbered as possible by any qualifyingz statements or reservations.
" Of course, it is recognized that such an approach shifts part of the burden to
other sections of the convention, such as those dealing with definitions and
permitted activities. It might of course reasonably be argued that that is where
such matters belong. I certainly do not wish to expand upon these issues at this
time, however I would like to reiterate a point that I have made several times
informally. Such progress as we have made on these questions has occurred precisely
because we have sought to determine, through very informal process, the nature and
extent of the area of possible common ground, as well as the areas of possible
flexibility, and then have sought to clarify, define and gradually expand this area
of common ground. Clearly, in order to do so, on this or any other issue, it is
necessary to avoid freezing or formalizing our positions to the point where we
back ourselves into opposing corners. Admittedly the question of the precise
formulation of the absolute prohibition of use, and I mention this for illustrative
purposes, and the question of the relationship between the convention and the
1925 Geneva Protocol, can both finally be resolved only when we are in a position
to determine how other related issues are to be settled. 1Uell then, how can we
proceed without getting involved in a circular process?

I suggest that the process we should adopt not only on this issue is that we
try to reach agreement in principle on a formulation, such as the short form on
use, on a contingent basis, on the express understanding that the interrelated issues
will be addressed one by one, with a view to reaching further agreements of
principle on each of these issues. Final approval of the treaty language on each
point could await agreement on the entire package. This approach could be followed
on other parts of the treaty, and I suggest on other subjects. Let us therefore
continue to sound each other out informally as possible in order to determine
whether there may exist common ground and the areas of flexibility and then seek to
expand it, leaving final texts open, if necessary, on interrelated issues. If we
could follow this process and apply our experience to other questions on chemical

weapons and elsewhere, I think we could make more success than might otherwise
be possible.
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Mr. IMAI (Japan): I have to resort to rule 30, as you have nentionad, for I
have asked for the floor today in order to take up the subjact of chemical weapons,
and in particular to slaborate on my statement of 14 February in which I placed
special emphasis on agenda item 4. In my February statement, I talked about possible
merits in trying to 'first work out the basic framework of a draft convention ...
than within such framework ... to work on the arcas where there can be significant
differences amongst the negotiatins partius™ in order to achieve greater efficiency.

We are all more than aware that the discussions in the Conferencc on Disarmament
concerning a chemical weapons convantion have been very active and detailed in
recent years. At the samz: time, we realize that the report of the work of the
Ad Hoc Committce on Chemical Weapons in 1984, for example, contains many paragraphs
in sguarc brackets, indicating remaining arcas where agreement is still to be worked
out. In spite of strenuous efforts the parties have exerted, and I must add hore the
sinccre appreciation of my dclegation to tne past and present cnairmen and
co-ordinators, nevertheless it is not necessarily clear how much real progress has
boen achicved towards the drafting of a chemical-weapons convention.

The work for a chemical weapons convention involves a myriad of politieal,
military, technical and legal probluyms, and theure is a danger that if priorities are
mixed with regard to the various details, without a clear perception on the broad
framework of the convention buing first established, then continued discussions might
mercly 1cad to increased difficulties in findins a balance betwaen the intercsts of
the partics concerned. Woe therefor.: consider it worthwhile to stop every now and then
to look back to whiore we have started from, and to roconfirm the basic cbjcctives of
the negotiations. ‘nis will c¢nable ns to have a clearer view regarding the .ver-all
structur: of the futurc chiemical wcapons convention.

(Cont'd)
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In such an attempt to go back to thc starting point of our work, I shou;d
like to make some remarks which present my d:.legation's perception of the major
elements of this convention.

What is to be pronibited in the Coav.ention? This, obviously is related to
the basic objectives of the convention and we think that sufficient work has been
accumulated to make it possible at this stage to clarify those areas where there
has been basic agrcement. An important point is how to express the prohibition
on use, including its relationship with the earlier Geneva Protocol on the
subject. In this respect, I wish to make two po}nts.

Firstly, it would seem possible clearly to affirm the continuing validity of
the 1925 Geneva Protocol by providing for a confirmatory clause in either the
preambular or operative part of the convention to the effect that nothing in the
prasent Convention shall be understood or interpreted to imply a limitation or
reduction of the ohligations undertaken bty States under the said Protocol.

Secondly, though there have been a number of proposals for the appropriate
expression with regard to the prohibition on use, my delegation feels that we
should first try to reach clear agreement to provide for a clause in the convention
along the lines such as is being contemplated now; namely, that "Each State Party
undertakes not to use chemical weapons'. Discussicns on whether or not the right
of reprisal should be clearly spelled out and on other related matters could be left
to a meeting of legal experts to be called at some later date to draft the details.

Next, I would like to look at how we are to define chemical wcapons. My
country would consider it to be most desirable if chemicals used exclusively for
weapons purposas were to be identified and listed together with related munitions
as substances to be prohibited under this convention. For the purposs of
declaration, elimination and other controls, it is essential to start with a clearly
defined list of chemicals. However, if it were to prove difficult to achieve
general consensus on tnis approach, we consider it inecvitable to follow the present
understanding and rely on the general-purpose criteria for defining chemical
weapons. A certain difficulty accompanies this latter approach because a definition
in this manner depends on a2 set of criteriz for achievement of objectivity of
Judgement. :

I have already pointed out, particularly during my intervention at a plenary
in July 1983, that a definition on the basis of general-purposc criteria may call
for a very difficult verification of the specific "intent" in regard to the material
in question. It m:ans that grcat care should be ex-:rcised so that an undue burden
will not fall upon normal industrial activities through the process of inquiry into
the reasons why various activities are conducted in chemical industries. We deem
it neccssary to include an explicit provision in recognition of this danger in the
operative or preambular part of the convention, and intend to present our ideas in
more definite form to the Ad Hoc Committee in due course.

Next, the declaration and elimination of chemical weapons and their production
facilities. Various proposals have buen put forward concerning the timing and content
of the declaration, as well as the time-limit and methods for elimination. My
delegation believes that declaration and elimination together form the most important
part of the convention, and, therefore, that the relevant provisions should be as
detailed and definitive as possible.
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At the same time, we must always bear in mind the basic understanding that
what are to be declared and eliminated are those chemicals defined as weapons
according to thc¢ general-burpose eriteria, related weapon systoms and their
production facilities. If we los. sight of this basic point, the scope of the
definition is likely to expana beyond control, lecading us into a dangerous vicious
eircle in treaty language.

I should like to mention here that in looking for suitable verification
tecnnology to monitor chemical-weapons related facilities, especially facilities
for climination, it would be reclevant to consider the application of what the
IAEA utilizes as a reliable remote sensor technology in the implementation of
safeguards. This is known as RECOVER, and I would like to present a working paper
in duc course introducing an example of this technology as applied to verification
of a chemical weapons convention.

Allow me next to turn to permitted activities. The two major activities
foreseen in this regard are those for protective purposes and peaceful purposes.

With regard to protective purposes, Japan is able to support the following
two points, namely: that the production of super-toxic lethal and related chemicals
for protective purposes should take place in a single specializod facility and in no
case should the gross total of such chemicals exceed one ton: and that this
specialized facility should be submitted to routine international on-site verification.

As regards peaceful purposas, such as industrial, agricultural, research,
medical and other activities, language should be elaborated which takes due account
of the gzuiding principle already agreed to previously, namely that States Parties to
this convention undertake not to creatc any impediments to such peaceful activities.

Ther> have been a number of proposals regarding the effective monitoring of
the production and other related activities with regard to specific chemicals which
might possibly hindcr the attainment of the objectives of the convention. These
measures are important means to enhance confidznce amongst the States Parties in
the implementation of the convention. The basic approach which Japan supports
with regard to this is as follows. First, specific chemicals to be put on the list
of material to be so monitored should be defined as clearly as possible by giving
the cxact scientific name and, where neucessary, the chemical formula. Second, the
number of chemicals to be included in such a lisi should be kept to the bare
minimum, but the list should be subject:d to periodic review after the entry into
force of the convention. Third, the list should start with super-toxic lethal
chemicals used exclusively for weapons purposes, and go on to their immediate
precursors which have littl: peaceful applications. I realize that whether we can
agree 80 the above as the criteria to definc a key precursor is something to be
claborated through future negotiations.

With respect to precursors other than those mentioned above and the so-called
duzl purpose substznces, a2 great deal of care is required in their identification and
listing because many of them are widely produced and usced for pcaceful purposes.

It would sc=m extremely difficult to determine clearly and objectively whether a
given chemical in this categzory was intended for peaceful purposes or for militapry
purposci, whereas given our free markct <conomy, we would b unable to accept undue
restrictions on normal industrial production. This fact must always be borne in

mind in all considerations to include these chemicals in thce list and place then
under some kind of control.



CU/EV.507
9

(Mr. Imai, Japan)

Further consideration leads us to the following.

First, it is very important and necessary that the criteria for sclecting the
individual chcemicals for inclusion in the list are clearly spelled out. One way
of doing this job properly would be to appoint 2 group of scientific experts to
give a clear uxplanation as to why onc substance from amons a production or
synthesizing chain had ocen selectd as 2 precursor in the context of the convention.
Identification of practical processes for synthesizing known super-toxic lethal
chemicals could serve to crcate 3 common basis for consideration of this matter.

Second, in the event that, for lack of better alternztivas, certain chemicals
produced or used for peaceful purposes in industry have to be placed under control
through rcporting of production amounts etc. in order to prevent illegal or
undesirablc diversion, thc concept of a "significant quantity"” becomes of particular
importance. In this respcct, it should be useful to request experts to develop
concrete quantitative figures with due regard being given to existing national
capabilities of chemical industriecs. At the same time, special attention must be
p2id to the cost/effectiveness aspect in consideration of controls with regard to
widely-used chemicals produced on a large scale for peacoful purposes. Measures
to implement the convention with regard to these chemicals could cause undue
difficulties to the chemical industry, while the collection and processing of the
related data would reguire extensive efforts and c¢nt2il great cost.

Thirdly, with regard to those chemicals to bc listed, we need to study and agree
¢n what information is significant and, thcrefore, required under the convention. I
might 2dd that experience in other fields indicates that presentation of statistical
data on production, export and import, conversion into final products, etc. has to
be handled very carefully. Data collection, unless carafully designed in advance,

can lead to increased confusion, while a possibility of data manipulation cannot be
denicd.

I wish now to turn te matters concerning verification, and cspecially how we
arc to provide for on-site inspzction. It would seem to us to bes most practical if
the final details of on-citc inspzction of the individual facilities were to be
worked out in the form of supplemuntary agruoements between the States concerned and
the Consultative Committee or its subsidiary organ fellowing the entry into force of
the convention. However, in order to provide for 2 smooth functioning of the
convention from the very beginning, and further, to cnsure a non-discriminatory and
fair application to all States Parties, it would be preferable that agreed rules or
guidelines to this end be developed and annexed to the convention as an integral part
thercof . Since it is conceivable that peaceful industrial activities are included
in on-site inspections in the course of implementation of the convention, especially
where a chzllenge is involved, provisions should be¢ included therein to protuct
industrial proprictary information and other industrial property.

We hope to sez early agreement on the basic composition and functions of the
Consultative Committee and its subsidiary body, the Executive Committce, along the
lines developed at the Ad Hoc Committee's meetings in the past.

We arc ouch intcrested in the composition of the Executive Comnittee, and think
that the following points should be given due considuration, namely: (i) the ;
carticipation of the two chemical-weapons Powers, the Unitced States and the Soviet Union;

i1) equitable geographic and political representation; and (iii) equitable
representation of the world's chemical industry.
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Further, we think that the number of Statas to be represented on the
Exccutive Committce would of necessity be limited in oraer for it to be viable as
an executive body. Rc-election to the Committce should not be prohibited.

Next, I would like to talk about procedurces regarding compliance. On-going
discussions on implementation indicate various modes for consultation and co-operation
between parties, as well as fact~finding conducted und=r the supservision of the
Consultative Committue or of its subsidiary body as the means for resolving all
matters related to the implementation of the convention. Much ground has already
buen covered in previous work of the Ad Hoc Committec in this regard, which we hope
will provide for an early agreement on principles.

With regard to the formulation of fact-finding arrangements and to its
time-frame, there is a tendency to place emphasis on the element of speed. I should
like to take this opportunity to present our comments in this regard.

We feel that the situation calling for prompt rcaction is onc in which suspicion
has arisen with regard to possible chemiczl w-:apons usc. There can also be problems
of clandestine facilities and clandzstine activities which call for prompt action.
These two categories represent serious violations so that somewhat unusual procedures
may be justified.

With regard to those facilities which are subject to routinc international
on-site inspection, we fecl that challenge verification can be justified, in the
form of a special inspection, when data transmitted from on-site instrumentation ctc.
indicate irregularities. The procudure for such special inspection should be set out
in an annex to the convention.

Regardless of whether or not a certain facility is rcquired to provide
information under the convention on its activitics, it is possible that a question
might arise rogarding possible diversion of chemicals from peaceful to military
purposes. One can argue about 2 system of nn-site inspection to provide for timely
detection. On the other hand, excessive ox:ircise of this right could create undue
difficulty for the normal czcrstion of thz world's peaceful chemical industry.
There are also practical limitations arising from availabiiity of insp=ction resources.
Therefore, with regard to suspicion concerning the zctivities of the peaceful civilian
industry, the State concerned should first be given the opperiunity %o present
information and explanation in order to clarify the situation. Only when doubts
persist, would it be advisable to movz on to othur means of verification including
on-site inspection. In this ruspcet, we also feel it necessary to provide for
procedural safcguards to provent arbitrary exercise of reguests for on-site inspection.
It is our considercd view that inspection resource reguiroments should be calculated
in advance, before deciding definitivelv as to what chemicals are to be included in
th: 1list, what their sipnificant guantitics z2re, what lovel of confidence one requires
from routine inspection, and how many challenge inspections might likely be conducted.
This will give 2 very useful sensitivity analysis regarding the cost/effuectiveness of
chemical weapons verificction.

I do not need to emphasize that thesc vicws are the rosult of careful consideration
and «xamination not only of our own cituation but also of the world's chemicnl
industrics in genersl, in their incvit:nle assosciation with matters of chomical weapo
znd chemictl warfare. T have emphusiza? in this intorvention coints about listing fo
dufinition 1nd the concept of o significant guantity, and considured them in th. -
over-ill contuxt of th« inplementation of -~ chemicnl w:arons convention. I hope that
I was able to prosent 1 generzl outline of our linc of thinking. T wish to r;éunt
again that the Conforunce on itdsar.-ment durin~ this session chould work, work hard
znd togethor, to mike Substantive progruss in tho nesotiation of this very impertant
convaention.
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4L year has elready passed since the publication of the report by the United Nations

fact-finding mission regarding the use of chemical weapoens by Iraq. I do not think
that the time has been insufficient for a full international investigation into a
critical questicn which has been the focus of ccncern of the intermational eommunity.
Could you, as the most informed individuals conducting the multilateral disarmament
negotiations in this Conference, come to terms with your conscience to justify the
catastrophic and conspiratorial indifference of international bodies vis-a-vis this
crime of genocide through lack of appropriate international means to prevent the use
of chemical weapons? A fortnight ago, exactly at 2 time when the United Nations
Secretary-General was in Baghdad to pursue his effopts to persuade the Iragi régime

to abide by international conventions and regulations, the Islamic Republic of Iran
was once again the victim of an extensive chemical attack. The report concerning this
attack and its human toll has already been circulated as a document of the
United Nations. Vithout delay, we invited the Secretary-General of the United Nations
to fly from Baghdad to Tehran immediately to witness at close quarters the
catastrophic effects of the deployment of chemical weapons. By choosing this
particular time to launch another chemical attack, the Iraqi régime has, in fact,
declared to the United Hations Secretary-General personally that it is determined not
only to continue the deployment of chemical weapons, but absolutely to disregard
world public opinion and all international conventions and regulations. Does this
tragic state of affairs not persuade all fair-minded people to suspect that the

Iraqi régime dares ridicule all universzl values of humanity on the strength of
certain behind-the-scenes backings, and escazpe any punitive action by the

‘ecurity Council and other practical internztional measures?

Ornly during the six previous weeks from 3 March tc 9 April 1985, acrording to

the figures, the list of which will be subritted with photographs to the Conference
for the infermation of the distingaished delegates, 4,600 people were wounded and
martyred ty 23 instances of use of chemical weipons. I rspeat, 4,300 peopie

were wiwiled end mariyrsd ty 27 instances of uze of chemical weapcrs. Irzq hzs not
me ¢f repcatedly rescrting to chemical warfare e, but has alsc
rch ané experiments for the deploymenti of new chemical
vezprns. In its earlier deploymernt zs reported by vhe United Mztiones team, Irag
uses imusterd Gas and fabun, whkich is a nerve gas.

o

enly rerpetrzted the cori
conducted extensive resez

Here it is worth mentioning that although Tobun was de"eloped during ‘forld War Two,
it was never used, and the bzathist régime cf Iraq is the first to have used this
deadly weapon, chunned by menizind. In its lzter development, the Iragi T'ég:’.me: used
a new chemical weezpon compcsed of Tibun end an asphyxiating agent, and finally in its

cst recent & yments, tric régime has utilized z never agent comprising of Tatun,
ujanLJE compouncs as well as Mustard Gas. This new chemical agent wes deployesd
througnh a2erial bombardnment and was sprayed by crop-spreying aircraft. The Conference
is asked tc tazke effective measures to halt the cpment and test of new chen;cal
weaprons by the Iraqi régime. .
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0f course, the attitude taken by this Council was not unexpected to us. Small wonder
that the Security Council, which once adopted the Pesolution 552 concerning the
ettacks on commercisl ships and tankers, now refrains from issuing a resolution
condemning Iraq for the use in war of chemical weapons.

What is surprising under such circumstances is the continuous efforts, long talks,
and holding of several sessions aimed at adopiing new conventions as regards
disarmament.

It is against common sense to waste time and money on agreements which can only
be used in libraries and referred to in conferences. . If 60 yemars after the
adoption of the 1925 Prptocol, and so many years of painstaking efforts of our fathers
to work out common values of humsnkind leading to the preparation of a protocol in
which the use of chemical weapons is considered inhuman and immoral, 33 cases
of violations of this agreement during only six weeks create no proper sensitivity in
international fora, especially the ones directly concerned with this matter, must not
the world community sadly mourn for the moral collapse of intermational organizations?

It is not necessary during the short opportunity given to me to deal with the
deficiencies and wezknesses of the existing international organizaticns that are
responsible for maintaining peace and security, and safeguarding internmational
agreements and regulations. All of you, by and large are aware of these weaknesses.
Undoubtedly the delegates representing various countries in international fora have
paid attention to these weal: points in proportion tc their independence, and efforts
were mzde to eliminate the current shortcomings. Here my main concern is not the
above-mentioned shcrtcomings; rather I would like to draw attention Yo those elements
which menipulate internationazl regulations ané executive bodies for the achievement of
sutlime humzn goels. In oy letter dated 29 January 1985, to the United Nations
Lecretery-Ceneral, I said
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- there are more 2ffecctive weys to prevent Irag from using chemical
s, and £1ill the Isla=is Republic of Iran is not willing to think of

the lagt crtizne Is there any c¢trer internmaticrally zccepted legal instrument
tc ceet this gcal, which, in fact, is an internaticnal cbjective? It is hoped
tkat Your Ixcellency will seriously concider thic juestion and give an answer
accordingly. It is self-evident that if the answer does not include a

practical solution independent of the Imposed war, it will be considered a
negative answer, and implies that the Islamic Republic cf Iran end all members
¢f interrational comzunity are absclutely defenceless ageinct the viclation of
the Genevz Frctocol, thus forcing all countries tc indepencently adcpt necessary
preventive measures in order to confront this action.'.

L

Ilcw, do you not think that refraining from ziving an answer to this question would
have no other result than to strengthen the theory of deterrence. :

/e =ven supgested a practical sclution. On 16 February 1985, in a letter to the
?niteﬁ lations, we requested sending a permanent mission to Tehran in order to
lpVestifate nd give remorts on the deployment of chemical weapons. The same elements
that prevented the Security Council frem taking a proper positicn as regards this

-~
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pretlen created otstacles in the acceptance of this request by the Secretary-General
of the United Nations "rganizatizn. We received no explanaticn indicating according
to what legal principle the decpateh of a missicn aimed at realizing such a geal
contravenes the duties of the United wations.

Is there any better way to encourzge the zrms race? Unfortunately, it was not
jong before the incident we had given prior warnings cf happened again. Chemical
weapons were °nce zgain used in a Very extensive menner.

e Islamic Republic cf Irzz ‘ene
-I.q .

the vecrelary #eneral to station
a peruanenv migsicn in Tehrar n T

=
atiocns and report accordingly.

i1) believe that the rresence of
terring rcle. We still have no
the Iragi *eglme’s crimes. &4t
cr a2 long time. We are no
+

Naturally we insist on this siand beczuse we €
such a tear in Tenhrzn can, %o scme extent, rlay & de
intention to resort to cther deterrent means to stip

the same time, we evidently carnct remain defenceless
zore prepared unilaterzlly t> sustain the iemages resulting Irom this crime.

zvly felt the special sensitivity of
the Saﬂ~*itv cuncil has yet become
te nernters! influence. The

o

I ar sure the Serux
the rresent juaciure.
told encugh to cverccme pcli
Security Council iz certainl
retaliation may tring abcut for

Y ‘parriers*ci

i
re of the grave ccnsequences that z ,“e_lcal

he human community zné for the credibility of the
Security Council and the whale d Naticns if auicl:i mezsures are not taken Vo stor
it. 2ut such mezsurec require sincerity and detcrmination, both of which the
Security Ccuncil unfortunately lacks.

Considering the incent ilosophs bernind +he formation of this
Conference, we believe it s an any other Uniteé HNzticns crgan,
prevered te reast tc the pr: ive shate of affzirs, "The principled
reaction of this Conference rave the way for other United Haticns

If for any political reascn the Security Ccuncil cannct adopt an open stance cn
this matter, why shcould not this Cenferencze call on the cconcerned United Natioms to
condexzn the repeated ani exiensive Iragi use of chemical weapons, and send the teanm
the Islamic Republic of Iran has reaquested.

In order tc prevent such crimes frcm being repeated in other parts of the world,
we are reasy to provide tlis Ccn;9*enc with the resulits of this bitter experisence
our people have undergcne. The wounded of the recent chemical attacks c¢cf Iran have
been sent to severzl Surcpean countries fer treztment and studying their medical
files will help the Conference %o achieve its cbjective, and will make them
understand the depth of the catastrophe.

a2 glance be mzie at the book on ticlegical and
University of Relgium. It is advisacle that the
secretary-General snould work cut a methed for
ute then ong liezber Stetes accerdingly.
The Islamic Reputlic cf Iran ence 2= es that in spite of its
C in eal 35 Zes, 1 to violate internaticnal
: 4 so only when there is no other crticn, 4s regards
tc the 1925 Frotsesl were changed into the
the Iraqi r<épime is cme of the signatories tc
c Rerutlic of Iran could indisputably embaer
terpretztion of the document. But last year
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here in this Conference it undertook not %o retaliate, because it believes thatl such
acts would discredit one of the most important internatiocnal documents that has been
violated less than any other cocnvention, due to the fact that public opinion abhors
the use of chemical weapons. Recides, it has had the hcpe that the imtermational
community would be atle to stop its violation by the Iraqi régime.

Cb/PV 308
17
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I an spcaking today to introduce a further British Working Paper entitled
"Chemical Weapons Convention: Organs and Constitution of tne Orsanisation", which
yas already been circulated to all delegations as document CD/589. This paper is
lesipmned to complement tho series of papers already tablec¢ by the United Kingdom
deleration on verification under 2 chemical weapons convention. The latest of
these, CD/375, was tabled on 12 iarch by tnz Minister of State ~t thc Foreign and

Commonwaaltn Officz, 'r. Richard Luce, whc emphasizad the great importance attached
by v Government to the early conclusion sf ~ convention on chenical wanpons. The
present raser ¢r: *hs constituticn of the oreanizetion builds on - wide cren of

commen srount that hns 2lready bean identilied in th2 course of the nesotiztions
onuthis subgect<y In thisiparticular apreaithers is 2 rcady broad azrecment that
thare sioulsd bz a Consult=tive Committce compescd of reprcscntatives of all parties
to the convention, with th:s priiary task of cnsurinz compliance with its provisions.
It is 2ln0 cosinon ground that there should be an Executive Council of limited
memborship, and an internctionzl Secretariat which would include an Inspcctorate.
Our paper contains detailed nroposals for the constitution and functions of thesc
threc ormans and for the civision of responsibility oetween them. We believe that
it would be inmportant to <cfine these responsibilities with care and precision if
the Crraznization is to Se fully erfective in its vital task of cnsurini coupliance
with thc convention an? thus providins the confidonc: needed for its conclusion
ang continual stability.

The Orsanization would bc responsiblc for implementation of the various i
verification mcasures rogquired uncer the Csnvention to zive assurance of compliance
with its provisions. It woul! be responsiblc for the verification of nen-production
of choitical weapons by routinc inspection and data exchanse for which we have made

(Cont'd)
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detailed proposals in earlier papers. It would also be responsible during the

firat 10 years of the life of the convention for the verification of destruction

of stociks of chemical wezpons anc of facilities for their production. Last but not
least, it woulc become responsible for carrying out fect-findinz procedures for
verification on challunme, which could provide the sz=fety-net to supplement

routine inspection and thus represent the ultimate source of confidence in the
convention. If this system of verification is to provide assurance to parties

to the convention that its provisioas are being complied with by other parties

it would be essential that it should be, and ve seen to be reliable and effective.
For this purpose parties will need to have confiience in the Organization responsible
for the operation of the verification system. Vith this aiu in view my delegation
proposes the creation of an indepeniZont international organization composed of
-parties to the convention, with 2 separate lezzl pzrsonality, on the lines of the
Intcrnational Atomic Energy Agency, which enjoys wide respsct internationally for
its effectivencss and impartiality. It would need a highly professional Secretariat
which would command the confidence of all parties for its impartiality and integrity.
The ability of the Sccretariat to takc effective action in a crisis in the event

of suspicion of non-compliance would be fostered by its performance of the
inspections on 2 routin: basis of destruction of stockpiles and production
facilities and of industry for the verification of non-production.

In addition to having an efficient and reliable Secretariat it would be
essential foir the Orzanizaztion to have the czapacity to make rapid and effective
decisions to allay suspicions of non-compliance. It would not be practicable to
convene th2 Consultative Committeec composed of all parties within the timescale
required to restore confidencz in thz convention. We have proposed therefore
that the Executive Council should havg delezated authority to carry out the day
tc day functions of the Orzanization and to bz endowed with the necessary powers to
cnzble it to carry out the objecctives of the convention in a timely and efficient
manner.

Th2 Orranizaticn woul® need to start operatins as soon as the convention
enters inte forc:. The der-nds on it would be particularly hzavy for the first
10 yoars of its existence wvhen it wuculld be rarponsitla for varifrinz the
destructini of existinr stacicmilus ¢f cheazieal vearons and of tho faéilities for
their preduction. The Orsanizatiorn weuld not therefore be zble to crou gradually
into its responsibilitias but would nes¢ to nake a flyint start. To ensure this
we havz proposed th: estzhlishment of 2 Preparatory Commission composed of
sisratories t» the convention with the tas of creatinz the necessziy machinery
for the Orecanizatian to he operationally eoffective 2s soon a2s the convention enters
inteo force.

In his statement to thc Conference on 12 March my Minister, Mr. Luce,
surr2sted that the Or32nization mizht help to promote a positive climate for greater
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international co-oparation betwezn States Parties in the civil chemical industry
throuzhout the world. My delegation has in mind th2 possibility that the
Orpanization might, in addition to its prinmary role in connection with the
prohibition of chemical weanons, have also a sepzrate role in the promotion of
safety in the manufacture an¢ hancling of nighly toxic substances. It would,

of course, be important to kaap any collaboration in this field on a voluntary
basis and entirely separate from that of the mandatory inspections under the
convention to providc ansurances of compliance with its prohibitions. My
delecation would be happy to join with other delegations in studying this aspect
further, as Mr. Luce suggested.

My delesation believes that this Workinz Paper tabled today offers a
practical blue print for an effective and viable organization which would allow
all States Parties to play a full part in the operation of the Convention while
providinz machinery for rapid decisions relating to its implementation and
‘operation. We hope that other delezations will share this view and that the
paper will stimulate discussion of this important aspect of the convention which has
hitherto received relatively little attention.

I should like to take this opportunity to offer some comments on the statement
on chemical weapons made by the distingzuished representative of the Soviet Union
on 4 fpril. My delezation welcomas the readiness of the Soviet delegation which
he exnressed to continue serious and constructive negotiations with a view to
the earliest conclusion of a convention banning chemical weapons. With the
same ain in view I should like to take up sone points made by Ambassador Issraeclyan,
especially those related to proposals ancd ideas put forward earlier by the
United Kingdom delecation.

The propesals [or verification of non-production we m2d2 in document CD/575
ara carafully limitsd, both in the proposcd measurcs of inspection aad data
exehante) "and ‘in ‘th> 122t 'of ‘connaunds to which, they would beoepplicd.
Insnection on 2 rcutine basis is proposed only for those toxic azents zand
precursors whici: would puse = hizh rist to the convention if manulactured
industriaily. This catomery is coafincd to super=texic lethal compounds and
possibly other naniel co-~cunis wtaickh can be used directly in chemical weapons, and
to a strictly limitac number of key precursors. The hich-risk key precursors
comprise four classes of compounds plus tharee particular compounds. The total
nuzbar of comnounds in this catezory that are manufactured on 2 significant
scale is not numbsred in hundreds still less in thousands. In fact the number
of plants makinz such compounds, accordins to the data siven to my delesation
in rcsponse to the zppial we made tio vears aso in our document, CD/353, is less
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_than 11, for all the high-risk compounds taken together. This figure is derived
from the data riven in the two lorkins Papers we have circulated at the end of
the 1933 and 1984 sessions (CW/WP/57 and CW/WP/86) updated to include sone
additional data received since iugust 1984. We do not of course know with
certainty how many such plants there are in other countries which have not

yet provided us with the information requested. The onus is, howucver, oin the
countries which have not provided dota to substantiate their claims that our
proposals would not be feasible because of the larrme number of plants involved.

In the view of the United Kingdom delemation, verification of non=-production
needs to bec based on an argreod list of compounds or chemically defined classes
of compounds. It would be desirable to have an agreed mcchanism under the
aezis of the Consultative Committee to modify this Iist in the light of chanzing
circunstances, especially the develooment of new tochnoloszy. In our view,
howevaer, the initial list of kev procursors neceds to be agreed before the
Convention is concludaed. The analysis of risks given in the United Kingdom
Workiniz Paper, CD/514, of 10 July 1984, was desizned to nrovide a basis on
which the list or lists of compounds could be agreed by negotiation between
the delerations represented round this table. Ue should need to reach a
collective judgement on which coupouncds should be included and which should
not. For this purpose agreed criteria would be useful but not in our view
essential. In contrast to the toxicity criteria used to define classes of
chemical weapons which depend on quantitative experimental determinations, the
criteria undcer discussion for dafinin: key precursors would not lead unambiruously
to a list of precursor compounds even if there were completz agreement on criteria.
It would not inspire confidence in the Convention if one party were uncertain
whether anothar party was interoretins, the criteriz to include a particular
compound. The criteriz that have been cdiscussed inclue the concept of minimal
peaccful use vhich is likely to vary with the advance of technology. For examrle,
it would hzve becr said only a2 few years azo that no compound containiniz a carbon-
ohosphiorus boni had simnifiicant rpeacafulruges; but tris ig =o lener.tpuc,
C:chuSe Coamfuuntis in this catezory are used as flame retardants ant for other

civili 2Eopdnes. cvarti.zlass, oy delamation attachas szt importance.taolthe
inclusion of this. elisc of. cospound in anv list cof ey pracurscrs feor the
purpose i of sreadification. of nan~wsoduatisn.

The Soviut proposz’ to ban altogsthear the '*nnfﬁcturc of compouncs
containinz a methyl-piicsphorus bond roes further in this dircction than we
would uish to and would require the abandonment of 2:xistinsg civil apnlications
of scme compounds. leorcover, it would not be lsziczl to ban thesc compounds
containin~s a metnyl groun and to leave undeclased a2n? unceontrollcd ethyl and
other nonialo~ues which could bc usci to maikke chomical weapons of 2 similar
toxicity. "2 bpzlisve that the verification ueasuvres proposed in CD/575 would
~ive adacguate zssur=iace thzt chemiecal industry was not beinz misgsed for tie
clanicstine production of chamical weapons, without impeling industrizl
operations or compromisins their commercial confidentiality.
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Like the distinguished representative of the Soviet Union my delegation looks
forward to continuing the negotiations on chemical weapons in the autumn. We are
grateful to the Chairman of the Ad Uoe Committee, Ambassador Turbanski, for the
effort that he has put into finding an zzreed hzsis Jor additional work on this
subject between the end of the current session in =ugust 19¢5 and the beginning of
the 1936 session. We trust that the Conference will be able to take a decision on
this point before adjourning for the sgring recess, in accordance with its earlier
decision, taken at the end of the 1584 session, in order to enable delegations and
their zovernments to make plans.

We are honoured by the presence among us today of the distinguished
Foreizn !inister of Iran, and I have listered with interest to the statement he
made. My Government has repeatedly expressed its concern about the use of chenmical
weapons in the Gulf conflict, most recently in the speech made by my Minister of
State, i*. Richard Luce, to the Middle East Association in London on 28 March.
Mr. Luce then made it clear that the British Covernment vigourously condemned the
use of such weapons, which is contrary both to the relevant international legal
instrumnents and to the norms of international behaviour in armed conflict. My
Covernmant will continue %o work strenuously in this Conference for a total ban
on chemical weapons. Most delegations will agrce that there is an increased risk
of the uses of chemical weapons in the future which makes even more urgent our task
of negotiating a convention banning the manufacture and posscssion of chemical
weapons as well as their use.

In conclusion I should like to emphasize that my delcgation has no wish to
impose its views on other delegations. The proposals that we have tablad today
on the crzans and constitution of the Organization to be set up under the convention
are intended, like our previous papars, on the verification of non-production, and
on the challenge aspoct of verification, to be a stimulus for discussion in the
Ad Hoc Committesz on Chemical Wcapons and its ''orking Groups, and to accelerate
prograss by agrecement between 211 delegations towards the conclusion of a convention.
I would echo what was said r:cantly by the distinguished representative of Canada
about the need to deterzine commen ground and then to seek to expand it. We need
to work togzther with a common se¢nse of purposc and of urgency towards our common
goal of concluding without delay a convention to which all our governments can subscribe.
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Mr. de SOUZA e SILVA (Brazil): Mr. President, as consultations are being held
on the possibility of an extraordinary session of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical
Weapons between the 1585 and the 1986 regular sessions of the Conference on
Disarmament, I would like to put on record the views of my delegation on this
matter.

In August last year, the Conference took a number of procedural decisions
on the work of the Ad Hoc Committee. In order to fulfill the general desire
for an earlier resumption of its work in February 1985, we chose its Chairman and
agreed on the format and purpose of its activities last January. The 1984 Report
also contains a mention of the possibility that the Ad Hoc Committee might meet
during the Fall of 1985.

Consultations by its distinguished Chairman have been under-way since then
in order to ascertain how bzst to utilize a possible intersessional period.
Differences of opinion on procedure have arisun. My delegation, for one, believes
that the sctting of specific dates is a matter of detail that can be arranged at
the approrrizte time. For some, the extraordinary session should not overlap with
the First Committee of the General iAssambly, in October, while others are concerned
with internationzl meetings scheduled for next September. There are thos:s who
would like the extraordinary session to take place in Geneva, and a few might also
consider New York. None of such concorns address the substance of the questien,
howzver. At this stage, we must first ascurtain the possibilities of progress
in the negotiations, which would be the only justification for holding an
extraordinary scssion of the Ad Hoc Committee.

The reorcsentatives of the two countriss wnich possess the largest arsenals
of chemical weapons, therefor:c key participants in the negotiations, nave both
stated in this plenary how they view the prospects and conditions for progress.
we might benefit from recalling their opinions on the matter.

On 28 March lasc, the distinguished representative of the United States,

Ambassador Lowitz, urged the acceleration of th: current negotiations and reiterated
his country's recadiness to step up the work on thc convention. He stated further

(Cont'd)
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that "unfortunately, the actions of the Soviet Union give us the impression that
the Soviet Union is not yet prepared to negotiate with the United States or others
in this Conference". I have no reason to doubt the sincerity of the representative
of the United States.

One week later, on 4 April, the leader of the Soviet delegation also addressed

the question of progress in the negotiations on chemical weapons. In
Ambassador Issraeclyan's words, the "main obstacle™ to progress in these
negotiations "are the continuing efforts by some of the parties to impose their
own approaches, their own selfish perceptions, to others". He then commentad on
certain proposals of the Unitad States and concluded that they "will only waste

our time which we necd to work on the convention. To such proposals we react in
" an unambiguously negative manner". Similarly, I have no reason to doubt the
words of the distinguished representative of the Soviet Union.

It would seem from those indications that at this point any decision on
convening a special mesting on chemical weapons is at least premature, and it
will probably remain so as long as one super-Power charges that the actions of
the other "can hardly be callad nsgotiation", and while the latter contends that
the proposals of the former are "deliberately unacceptable and extremist”.

Despite the level and emotion of the current rhetoric, both representatives
have stressec their Governments' interest in continuing the process of elaboration
of the convention. I believe, therafore, that it is advisable to keep the door
open to the possibility of calling a spzcial meeting of the Ad Hoc Committee,
in case there are concrete signs that serious multilateral work can be achieved.
Extraordinary meetings require extraordinary reasons. I am sure that, in such
circumatances, even th: smaller delegations, like my own, would be willing to
make extrzordinary efforts to mzet the opportunities for achieving results in the
negotiations.

¥ay I recall, irn this connection, that since the inception cf this Conference,
in 1679, the Group of 21 started calling for the establishment of a subsidiary
body with a negzotiating maniate on chemical wearons, an objective to which others
agreed only as late as 1982. Among the scven substantive items of its agenda,
chemical wezpons is th: only subject where this Conference is currently conducting
any negotiations. Snould the two ®main protagonists of the confrontation that
has so far slowed down progress decide to start making boetter use of the time
already availsble during the regular session of the Conference on Disarmament,
ana thus enhance prospects to speed up our work, I am confident that there would

be agreement on suitable arranzements during the second part of our current
scssion.
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Mr, BARTHEIFMY (United States of America): My delegation will return to the
subject of chemical weapons at our next meeting, but I do not want to miss the
oppertunity to speak for a moment today. My delegation is always looking for
opportunities to find common ground with the delegation of the Soviet Union; we
do not find them as often as we would like, but we work tirelessly for those
possibilities and it is a pleasure for me today to say that we are on common
ground with the distinguished representative of the Soviet Union on this question.

We believe that it is indeed the responsibility and right of all nations of
the world to work toward intermational security, arms control and disarmament, and
it is the moral responsibility in particular, in our view, of every delegation in
this body, which after all dces not include all the Members of the United Nationms.
Not all Members of the United Nations are invited to participate in this negotiating
body. Therefore it is the special responsibility for all of us in this body to work
tirelessly for success.

Some nations clearly have special responsibilities in the area of arms control
and disarmament, but all nations have an impcrtant responsibility, and in view of the
statement that we heard here by the first speaker today it is clear that this matter
is deeply pressing. 4nd, in the process of the negotiations, my delegation believes
that all participants must not simply urge others to make progress but they must
each make judgements and each make a contribution. For there are differences of
orinion, in our view, to which we must all seek solutions, and it is not sufficient
to ask others to make judgements. We must all make judgements in pursuit of the
security of our own nations and of all the nations of the world.
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As I said, my remarks today will concera the negotiations on chemical weapons
taking place in the Ad Hoc Committee chaired with competence and dedication by our
colleague and friend, Ambassador Stanislaw Turbanski of Poland.

In taking the floor at this plenary meeting of the Conference, my delegation
fully understands that the basic work is being done, and will continue to be done
in future, in the Ad Hoc Committee and its Werking Groups, efficiently co-ordinated
by Mrs. E. Bonnier of Swecen, iir. P. Poptchev of Bulgaria and Mr. F. Elbe of the
Federal Republic of Germany.

I wish to stress my delegation's positive assessment of the activities carried
out so far within the Ad Hoc Committee and -its Working Groups. The constructive
‘atmosphere and frank exchange of opinions within these bodies are encouraging signs.
Nevertheless, for a subject which enjoys unanimous agreement within the Conference,
the progress of negotiations cannot satisf{y vs. It is rather uncommon at this
Conference to hezr statements zs convergent as those on the urgency of concluding
a convention prohibiting chemical weapons, as well as on the practical possibility
of achievinz this. ' But measured against such consensus, the progress of
negotiations cannot be considered satisfactory-

My delegation would like to make a few brief and somewhat meteorological
observations today about this situation.

First of all, what we are witnessing is an apparently endless ramification on
every point of the negotiations. As soon as there is a prospect of agreement on a
particular issue, 2 discussion ensues which goes still more into every possible
detail. Instead of solving a question, we are confronted with more problems than
before. The impression is sometimes given that we forget the goal in our total
absorption with the ways and means of reaching it.

We believe that this technical exercise, whose importance and usefulness must
be recognized, should. not be indefinitaly prolonged. s

We think that there is a risk that we shall become bogged down in technical
considerations whose importance shculd not be exaggerated. We therefore think that
an effort by everyone is needed in crder tc reverse this trend and try to simplify
to the greatest possible extent _he points which are still outstanding, so as to
facilitate the attainment of a consensus which, technical considerations
notwithstanding, will finally be political.

(Cont'd)
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) It goes without saying that the achievement of agreement on such questions as
criteria for identifying super-toxic and binary agents, permitted activities,

the elimination of stocks of chemical weapons and the verification of certain specific
provisions would greatly facilitate progress in our negotiations.

My second comment concerns the very nature of our activities. Although the
Committee's mandate requires it to continue the full and complete process of
negotiations and of developing and working out the convention, we still find
ourselves in a pre-negotiating stage. The activities of the Ad Hoc Committee and

of the groups set up within it are predominantly exploratory and deliberative in
nature. '

The aétual process of collective drafting of the ‘future convention has not yet
really begun.

This is why the Romanian delepgation thinks that, at the start of the second
part of our annual session, the Working Groups of the Committee must be transformed
into drafting groups.

Such a change is strictly necessary if we wish to go beyond the present stage
and enter upon the drafting process properly speaking.

A third comment is connected with certain technical aspects of our work. The
envisaged complex instrument prohibiting chemical weapons must, of necessity, cover
important technical aspects. Discussion within the Working Groups has revealed first,
that the number of countries able to contribute effectively to the technical
discussions is limited, and, second, that the countries which do have the necessary
capacity are showing a certain reticence as regards their contribution at the
strictly technical level.

This is the situation with regard to the preparation of lists of chemical
warfare agents, of components of binary chemical weapons and of their precursors -
and key precursors.

In order to deal with this difficulty, my delegation suggests that the
Conference should request the assistance of scientific institutions such as the
United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR), the Stockholm International
Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) or other research institutes, including military
ones.

Co-operation between the Conference on Disarmament and institutions of this
kind will be beneficial to us and will contribute towards progress in our work.

Lastly, I should like to stress the importance of maintaining the pace and
continuity of the negotiations. It seems to us that interruptions which are too
prolonged, such as those arising from the Conference's time-table, are not propitious
to the process of negotiation of the convention on the prohibition of chemical
weapons. The Ad Hoc Committee could, in our view, have more time to conclude its
negotiations at its own pace.
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(i4r. Datcu, Romania)
Once its mandate has been approved by the Conference, we feel that in the
organization of its work the Ad Hoc Committee could enjoy a certain degree of
flexibility in relation to the Conference as a wnole. Of eourse, indoing this -
we must take into account the opinions of all our colleagues and the practical
possibilities which exist. i S e & sk

These are the comments which my delegation wanted to make at the present stage
of -our work on chemicai weapons. PSS e 3 : .

The Romanian delegation, too, considers it most important that concrete results
should be achieved this year with regard to the prohibition of chemical weapons. The
urgency of such a measur2 no longer needs to be emphasized. .

Ve feel obliged, however, to stress the importance of such results to our
Conference which, since its ectablishnent in 157€, has been unable to elaborate
a single concrete disarmament measure. } - - .

If we cannot achieve resultis in s field such as that of chcmical weapons, on
whose importance and urgency everyone is agreed, the credibility of our Conference
will be seriously put in doubt. lie must avoid such a2 failure at all costs.

_Before concluding, with your permission I woulé like to say a2 few words of.
thanks to the Covernment cf this country which is such a friendly ané cordial host
to us, the Government cof Switzerland, for the kind invitation extended to members of
t..> Conference to visit somz civil-defencs anti-chenmical-weapon facilities, and for
she success of that visit. I wish zlso to voice my delegation's appreciation for the
sords spoken on that occasion by the Secretary of State of the Federal Council of
Switzerland, of the Federal Department for Foreign Affairs, Mr. Edouard Brunner.

Co/PV 309
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I seek your permission tc invoke rule 3C of the rules of procedure in order to
address the subject of chemicazl weapons. It woulid scem improper to speak in.1985
about an agenda item entitled chemical weapons without rendering homagze to the

1927 Gemeva Protocol, as 60 veazr: have pasend since ihs Prolocol vaes signed here in
June 1925. My dcles—:icr £:-1- entitled at such a juncture to take stock in an

even more generzl way than usual.

(Cont'd
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The life span of six decades might be considered a mature age for agreements on
disarmament and arms limitation, especially if we do not lose sight of the fact that
the notion of security based on disazrmament has virtually failed so far to take deep
root in international politics. The bald fact that the Protocol has beer regulating
the legal norms of international behaviour in the field of chemical weanons for such
a long period of time might be a morale-booster for all those who believe that
common security can be created without mortgaging real national security interests.
One could claim that a lasting and durable legal act came into being six decades ago.

At the same time, if one looks at the time factor, which is only a relative
litmus test of durability, from a different angle, one could assert that even six
decades were not enough tc turn the prohibition on the use of chemical weapons into
a comprehensive prohibition and total elimination of those dreadful weapons. It
might be justifiable to say that during those 60 yzars cf existerce cf +he use-
prohibition régime nearly everything has undergone a change in the field of chemical
warfare, the chemical industry and inter-State relations but the way of thinking in
terms of disarmament, leaving the relevant chemiczl arms control régime unchanged.

For us who are dealing with disarmament, the ultimate weapon to resort to in
such a situation is ootimism, and since there is no totzl ban on that weapon either,
I venture to say that some positive developments of the last 10 to 15 years have
lit a light, though only a dim one, at the end of the chemiczl disarmament tunnel.
hs a result of multilateral and bilateral negotiations during this period of time,
the framework and the basic provisions of a chemical weapons convention have been
taking shape gradually. That process was marked by an evolution from the idea of a
partial prohibition of chemical weapons to the general acceptance of the notion of
their total prohibition and elimination, although that achievement might seem to be
a relative one in the light of the statement made by the distinguished representative
of the USSR two weeks ago, recalling a Soviet proposal directed at the total
elimination of chemical weapons already in 1928. liotwithstanding the ups and downs
in the multilateral and bilateral chemical disarmament negotiations, another positive
development has been marked by the process of narrowing down the gap between
somewhat ‘different positions. It is true, however, that this process took a strange
form on questions like verification, where the compromise efforts of one group of
States werc not only not met halfwzy, but the relevant pos1tlon of another group
evolved in just the opposite direction.

Due to the efforts undertaken within the Conference on Disarmament and its ~
predecessors, and within the framework of Soviet-United States negotiations, all
the basic ingredients are there today to achieve ir the not too distant future an
effective total ban on chemical weapons. To that end a certain amount .of political
will and readiness to compromisc is needed on the osrt of those States which still
do not believe that disarmament as a whole, and chemical disarmament in particular,
has a raison d'étre of its own, going beyond the role ¢f provisionaliy restoring
stability to internationzl relations destabilized by the undesirable consequences
of resting security solely on military power.

The Hungarian delegation, in accordance with the relevant positions of the
Government of the Hungarian People's Republic and of other socialist States
directed at the early elimination of chemical weapons, is of the opinion that both
the results achieved so far in the negotiations and also in the recent positive
trends in the international situation serve as a foundation for speeding up the
negotiations with an aim to achieve an early agreement. It is our firm conviction
that a further amelioration of the international political climate would postulate
an agreement of that kind. Just to refer to an historical analogy, it might be
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aseful to recall that the improvement of Soviet-American relations at the end of
the 1960s, and the agreement in principle on the SALT negotiations, to a certain
degree cleared the way for the subsequent conclusion of the Biological Weapeons
Convention, and the latter in its turn had a feedback effect reinforcing the
momentum of on-going negotiations. We hope that recent favourable trends and
developments in the international situation and in the bilateral Soviet-American
context might be instrumental in speeding up the elaboration of the chemical
weapons convention, bringing it within easy reach, despite the problems still
outstanding, a development which in its turn could have, beyond any doubts, a
stimulating effect on the early solution to the far more important, but far less

resolved questions of nuclear disarmament and prevention of an arms race in outer
space.

While assessing the prospects of chemical disarmament one should not fail
to pay attention to the many chinks in the edifice of chemical disarmament. It is
a blunt reality that the possibility of outlawing cherical weapons altogether
originates, to a significant degree, from the multifold moral, technological,
military and domestic political barriers which prevented chemical weapons being
more deeply integrated into military stockpiles, posture and thinking. These
constraints or the dimirishing usefulness of chemical weapons as means of
coercion have been related, among other things, to the mass destructive and
indiscrininate effect of these weapons -- as a legal and moral constraint; to the
need for expensive and dangerous facilities to produce them -- as a technological
constraint; to the problems of stockpiling in forward and rear areas due to the
itringent storage and handling requirements -- as a military constraint; to the
problems of storing these weapons in, and transporting them through, populated
areas -- as a domestic political constraint. However, developments generated by
unilateral steps have brought about a critical erosion of those moral, technological,
military and domestic political barriers, and thus have been increasingly
challenging the prospects of their ban.

Some of those closely interrelated developﬁenis might be identified as follows:

First, the continued failure to outiaw nuclear weapons, weapons with a

destructive power several orders of magnitude higher than that of chemical
weapons;

Second, an evolution of nuclear technology, posture and doctrine from
deterrence towardc acquiring warfighting capabilities, narrowing down
to a dangerous degree the line dividing the possession of these weapons

from their possible use, and dictating on the whole a new "fashion" in
military thinking:

Third, the same technological and doctriral pattern in the field of chemical
weapons; :

Fourth, the increased questioning of chemical disarmament as an effective
alternative to building security on chz2mical armaments;

Fifth, the identification of alleged gaps between the chemical weapons stockpiles
of major Powers, and the continued demand to close such gaps, a trend that

became extremely vigerous in the second half of the 1970s when bilateral talks
held out somc promises of success;

And finally, continued and mounting pressures in order to build up existing
chemical weapon capability so as to be able to put pressure on negotiating
partners by the use of so-called "bargaining cnips".
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& revolutionary new meane of chemiczl warfare seems {2 have been simultaneously
the cause and the effect cf that process of erosicn., Thzt revolutionary new means
of chemical warfare is called 2 tirary vwezpon. Fully rezlizing that those who
refer tc binary weapons in this chazber ars runnins the rick of being accused of
trying to score prupaganda points, I neverthelesc verture to point cut some of the
reasons vwhy my delegatior strongly believes inati Tinery wezpcns represent 2 unicue
threst tc the existing chemical arme contrsl régime and 4c z future chemiczl wezpons
convention. It would be useless to pretend impertizlity ir such z divided world as
the cne we are living in, yet let me state thzi-1I have the indivisitle interest of
common securiiy in mind wkile approacking that controversizl suztject.

-

Binary weapons, by reasan of their charzcierisiics’, threaten to remove nearly
all the cronstreints wkich-have ichitited ur to now che—iczl wezpons beirg cornverted
into militaxrily useful means of coercion.,

They remove the technological c-onstraints beczuse the" éc not require stringent
safety measures of productior, thus making the production facilities less expercsive
and less dangerous, Their components might be procured frou the chemical industiry
in large guantities, at short notice and 2t 2 low cost
3 _

They remove the militzry constrzirntz beczuse their sicrage 223 kandling
requirements permit their easy. transportztior. beiweer rear and forward areas, their
deployment in forward areas and, zs a whole, their flexitle integreticn in the
military posture.

They remove ihe dumectic poiiiticsl constrzints beczuse readily available
chemical irdustrial czpscities érastically reduce the stockpiling needs, =nc because
stockpiling ir and transportation througk popiii=ted =ress pose no s;~***1cant
risks,

They challenge, as = cumulative effect; the mcz=l a2nd legel co
of the basic contradicticn beilwsen deterx TeLTI, h in hani, being reinforce
strengthening warfightirg capatilities ari ©- zckins the £ D
and mcre certain, and on the o>iher honda, the Zorel onc legel cbligaticn not To use
those weapons.

The eveniual emergence of binary weapons 1 3
of their inherent characteristics and of the criticzl erosion of ithe esxrlier
constraints, would have as = consequence:

First, the revaluation of the role of chemical weapons 2= s militarily
useful means of coercion;

Second, it would rerult in a shkift fro
acquiring chemical warfighting capabilit
reinforcing doubts abcut intentions and

Third, the lower rungs of the imaginary escalation ladder, a ladder leading
rom the use of conventional weapons towards the use of weapons of mass
destruction, being reinforced bty integrating binary weapouns closely into
conventional capabilities, thue the distinction line between chemical and
conventional weapons being blurred;
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Fourth, the upper rungs of the same escalation ladder being strengthened by
obtaining a tactical flexibility and a destructive capacity close to that
of tactical nuclear weapons;

Fifth, it would result in an increased possibility of unauthorized initiation
of the use of chemical weapons by virtue cf the relaxation of command and
contrel;

And finally, it would lead to proliferation pressures due to the changing
world-wide perccption: of tho militnzy valus of chemicel wezpors.

These implications, besides weakening international security, and increasing
political tension and military confrontation, would doom to failure present chemical
disarmament efferts, if not for political reasons, then because of the
insurmountable problems of definition, delimitation and verification. What is
more, chemical warfighting doctrines and postures, coupled with proliferation
trends, would fatally undermine the 1925 Geneva Protocol as well.

That is how the Hungarian delegation at the present juncture perceives, on
the sne hand, the prospects of a chemical disarmament régime being created and,
on the other hand, the threats jeopardizing the creation of such a régime. Those
prospects and threats, though they have been in existence for the last decade in
a complicated sort of a symbiosis, cannot coexist indefinitely. They are not
mutually reinforcing tut, on the contrery, mtually destroying factors. It is
the conviction of my delegation that the interaction between the degree of
flexibility and mutual comprehension displayed in the negotiations here, and the
fate of the programmes calling for new generations of chemical weapons, will soon
decide whether the world community will witness a move in the direction of a
late-blooming commitment towards the total prohibition and complete elimination

of chemical weapons or will be faced by a new cycle of the chemical rearmament and
counter-rearmament process,

The reason why I did not touch in my statement today on the activity of the
Ad Boc Committee on Chemical Weapons and its Working Groups is not that my
delegation does not appreciate the work undertaken in those bodies under the
guidance of their Chairpersons or that my delegation has no comments on the
questions under discussicn there. On the contrary, I would like through you,
Mr. President, to assure the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons,
Ambassador Turbanski, and the Chairpersomns of the relevant Working Groups that we
highly appreciate the efforts they are meking in order to advance our work towards
finding matually acceptable solutions to gquestions still unresolved. I would like
as well to make known the wish of my delegation to address at a later stage in
a detailed fashion some of the concrete guestions under discussion.
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Reports of continued use of chemical wezpons in the cornflict between Irag and
Iran are of most seriocus ccncern to my Governmert.” The prokibition on the use of
chemicz]l weapons is a well established and binding rule of intermationzl law,
Continued visclaticn of this and otrer rles of internaticnal law is not only
deplorztle from a humznitarian point of view but alsc because of the negative
influence it may have on the future -0f the intermationzl law of war,

- Moreover the relevance of the laws of war, including those exbodied in such
agreemenis as the Envircnmentzl Hedification Treaty (ENICD), the dubious weapons
conveniion and the Geneva Protocol of 1925, would be totally undermined when '
compliznce with these laws is made dependent on the willingness of the adversary to
end the war, The Netherlande Gevernment feels compelled to denounce such a link
and will continue to cundemn infracticns of the laws of war.

The Secretary-General of the United Nations deserves all our support for his
persevering attempts — r=flected inter aliz in his recent statement of 2€ Karch
and by his recent visit to the two capitals of the parties to the conflict — to
achieve cessztion cf hostilities between the two Siztes involved and, subseguently,
a lasting settlement of the dispute underlying the ccnflict. Thus, an end would
be put to the senseless waste of bumar life, involving the use of ever more
devastating znd lethal weapons. leaznwkile, strict observance of the 1925 Geneva
Prctocol shculd urgently be restcrec.

My delegation was heartened ty the speedy resumption early this year of
negotiations on a cherical wezpons ban in the Conference orn Disarmament under the
able guidance of Ambassador Turbanski of Poland, Through provisions prchibiting
the development, producticn, stockpiling, retenticn, transfer and use of chemical
weapons and on destruction of stockpiles, including adequate verification measures,
the future chemical weapons convention will reaffirm arnd complement the provisions
ol the Geneva toccl and comstitute the basis for complete exclusion of the
possibility of toxic chemicals being used as weapons.

4s concerns the actual provisicn in the future convention to prochibit the use
of chemical weapons, we are harpy to note that apparently delegations increasingly
sbare the view that this could take the simple form of 2 straightforward uncdertaking
by parties o the ccnvention "not to use chemical weapoms™,  Such 2 provision,
however, will need to be tacked-up, as it were, by provisions tc emsure that the
validity of the Geneva Protsccl that set the norm for as long as 60 years, will not
be impaired. Early agreement on this ifsue in the Conference on Disarmament would
in itself constitute a well-timed a2dmonishment of the internationzl community
against viclation of the Geneva Protccol and it would sitimulate progress ir other
areas of the Tuture Cunventiom,

The subject of "non-productior. ~f chemic

. al v are agents in the civilian
ndustry" is among the themes at present mrst debd 3
exi

ur work. The icssue is
kpiles and military
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Two, so far contrasting, approaches have been developed for the prevention of

production in the civilian industry. One concentrates on several constraining or,
if possible, prohibiting the production of a few chemical weapons related compounds
that have a very limited commercial use. The other focuses on routine verification
of non-production for weapons purposes of a large number of compounds with potential
application for the. production of chemical weapons (this latter approach was reflected
in the interesting British Working Paper CD/549 and constituted the working hypothesis
for the earlier Dutch Working Paper CD/445).

We think that these two approaches are, in principle, not mutually exclusive but
could very well be complementary in nature. The first one, the partial practicability
of which should further be explored, leaves in fact inadmissible loopholes in
verification that cannot be justified by simple reference to the legitimate needs of
the chemical industry. The second, while being in itself indispensable for adequate
verification of the Convention, could become more effective if combined with the
system of selective production restrictions. The draft treaty presented by the
United States (CD/500) indicates how the two approaches could be combined. Other
combinations are conceivable. Both approaches should, however, avoid hampering, or
unduly interfering with the legitimate interests of the chemical industry in their
activities on research, development, production, retention, transfer and use of
chemical compounds for permitted purposes.

Other problems, including the question of challenge inspections, require further
intensive work. It is therefore only natural that negotiations on chemical weapons
will be continued beyond the close of the summer part of this year's session in (
August. It is for this reason that we reiterate our proposal that, in accordance
with the relevant recommendations of last year's report, the Conference should take
an early decision providing for an opportunity to extend the negotiations to a period
between the months of August and January.

Perhaps the solution could be found in a session in the coming fall to be
followed by a meeting in January to wrap up the work done and to formulate
recommendations for the oncoming session of the Conference on Disarmament.

Last Tuesday, the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Islamic Republic of Iran,
Mr. Velayati, touched upon matters that are of great concern to my Government. If
our colleague, the Ambassador of Brazil, is in search of an extraordinary reason to
justify an extended session of chemical weapons, he undoubtedly also wishes to take
into account the urgency of the situation. We think, in fact, that these problems
are extraordinarily urgent. Let me add that I do not consider it extraordinary when,
in the intensive negotiation of a treaty, we make an effort to break the habit of
suspending those negotiations for a period of five months. Even if the differences of
views are great, and they are, wec believe we all have a responsibility to help bridge .
the gap. We recognize that for practical reasons an extended session may be -
inconvenient for some delegations, but that is exactly why we hope we can very soon
take a decision so as to permit delegations to adjust to the new time schedule.

The Netherlands armed forces do not possess chemical weapons and the Netherlands
Government has no intention of introducing those weapons in its armed forces. The
Government also rejects the stockpiling of chemical weapons on Netherlands territory.

We are opposed to the further spread of chemical weapons and have taken
export-control measures to avoid such spread. When we introduced those measures, we
made use of a list of key precursors developed in the framework of this Conference.
Unfortunately, similar action has not been taken by all countries. This is all the
more reason that we should with redoubled efforts seek an early conclusion of a
convention banning chemical weapons for all time.
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One item on which we have all been able to agree, in terms of its intrinsic
and priority importance, and even in more difficult times than those we face
today, is the need to get rid of, and to get rid of absolutely, the whole class
of weapons known as chemical weapons. Our work directed towards this end, that is,
to a universal convention which would rid us of those weapons, has been proceeding
in a relatively business-like fashion. But our rate of progress has not been
fast enough. Clearly, substantial problems are involved, and not least because.
" our objective is a great and complex one.

It is not easy to predict the use to which chemicals may be put. It is not
easy to design acceptable means of verification of a universal chemical weapons
convention. But the ‘difficultv of the task does not mean it should not be .accepted.
A great deal of good work has been done and is still being done but in spite of this,
it is my Government's firm view that we need to increase our effort on chemical
weapons and we need to do that now. Ten days ago the United States Ambassacor
called for "a new sense of urgency and dedication from us all". _Ne agree.

Fe made the point that progress might best be sought through concentrating
our efforts on certain keys to progress, and we agree. But this subject of chemical
weapons is one on which we also need some reassurances. It is not clear to my
delegation that all of us are sufficiently determined to solve the problems, which
are manifestly difficult, but which all of us have said should be solved. So the
question is -- if we want it why can't we get it? If we agree that chemical weapons
are abhorrent why can't we eliminate them? UWe agree that chemical weapons should
never be used. This is stated in an international agreement which is almost 60 years
old. We should affirm the agreement of this Conference to precisely that rule of
international law -- that chemical weapons must not be used. We should join the
unique responsibility and authority of this Conference to that purpose -- a :
reaffirmation of the rule of international law and international relations -- that .
chemical weapons must not be used.

The scope of our proposed convention on chemical weapons is complete. That
convention would outlaw and eliminate all chemical weapons. It would state that they
must not be used anc for that purpose 1z would go on to ensure that they cannot be
used precisely because they would not exist. This means that those weapons that do .
exist would be destroyed, and that destruction would be verified. This convention
would mean that those weapons would not be developed or produced in the future and
this would be veritied.

(Cont'd)
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The logic is clear, the point is absolute -- you cannot use what does not
exist. You must not bring into existence that which must not be used. But the
question of the use of chemical weapons remains central. My Government's commitment
is an absolute prohibition on use. If this is the case, let us say and declare so
now.

A particular part of the draft convention on which we are working and is one
of the "keys to progress" is to verify the non-production of chemical weapons.
Because this is a complex area of the convention I want to take a brief while to
outline some tnouzhts on it. .

Ve have advanced these thoughts at the working group level but I want them to be
in the record of the plenary meetings of this Conference.

In Austrzlia's view, procedures for the verification of non-production should
jinclude: materials accountancy; routine, random inspections of the chemical
industry; import/export regulations and customs checks; challenge inspection to
_resolve ambiguities.

Materials accountancy must form the basis for the monitoring of the chemical
industry. We suggest that quantities of chemicals greater than 1 tonne should be
monitored. Quantities less than this would not attract any regulation, thus
leaving research frez from undesirable control. In Australia an inventory is
kept, by the Government, of all chemical substances produced or used in quantity
greater than 1 tonne. New compounds which are to be imported or produced must
be registered, with full <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>