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PREFACE

PV

This volume is a compilation of the final
records (PVs) of the Conference on Disarmament during
its 1987 session relating to Chemical Weapons. It has
been compilel and edited to facilitate discussions and
research on this issue.
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CD/PV.385
7

Mr. KOMATINA (Secretary-General of the Conference and
personal Representative of the Secretary-General of the United Nations):
cretary-General to the Conference on Disarmament reads as

The

message of the Se

£01l1OWS: . ,ie
Nineteen eighty-six also recorded some progress in multilateral

forums. The agreement in Stockholm, the two Conventions concluded in
vienna under the auspices of the International Atomic Energy Agency, the
successful conclusion of the Biological Weapons Review Conference and the
progress made by the Conference on Disarmament in elaborating the
chemical weapons ban are noteworthy examples of a constructive approach
towards the issues of disarmament and international security.

CD/PV. 385
8

Your negotiations on a global chemical weapons ban have now reached

a crucial stage and assumed a growing sense of urgency in the light of
present realities. Elements for early success in your negotiations are
not wanting. What is needed is the manifestation of a genuine
willingness to make the necessary political compromises which would
facilitate the conclusion of a convention even this year.



CD/PV.385
22

(Mr. Vorontsov, USSR)

An area in which the most urgent action is today required from the
Conference is indisputably that of negotiations on the prohibition of chemical
weapons. The Soviet Union considers it essential that every effort be made to
complete the elaboration of a convention on the prohibition and elimination of
chemical weapons this year. Such a possibility does really exist, whatever
those whom it does not suit may say. To drag out this work now, when most of
the questions of principle have been solved, would be truly criminal. I have
a suggestion to make to the participants in the Conference: let chemical
disarmament become the first example of peaceful, rather than military
progress in international politics.

The preparation of a convention on the elimination and prohibition of
chemical weapons would mean a significant increase in trust, including in the
military sphere, and would give the lead for the solution of complicated
problems of disarmament. It would be a striking confirmation of the viability
of the multilateral approach to disarmament and would greatly increase the
prestige of the Conference, which bears full responsibility vis-a-vis the
international community for negotiations on chemical weapons.

It is gratifying to note that progress achieved in many areas at the
negotiations is the result of a series of Soviet proposals and steps made in
the Conference on Disarmament last year, as well as of constructive
initiatives by many other countries, including the United Kingdom, Sweden and
Pakistan.

CD/PV. 385
23

(Mr. Vorontsov, USSR)

We are not closing our eyes to the difficulties. Nor do we consider

that, having put forward our proposals, we can sleep on our laurels. I should

like to inform the members of the Conference that our experts in Moscow are
continuing their intensive work on the search for breakthrought on the
questions outstanding.

At the same time, the efforts of a mere one country, and even the efforts

of a mere majority of countries, are not enough for the drawing up of the
convention. We hope that the United States will truly join the search for

compromises. Now at the negotiations the time has come when what is needed is
the ability to rise above "author's pride" in one's own approaches and to put
to the forefront the task of finding a common approach. There is no other way

to success. This applies both to the United States and to all other
countries, including the Soviet Union.

And yet one further point. There remain in the negotiations few unagreed

major questions that require a political solution. However, there are a lot

of, as it were, minor technical issues, which as a whole make up a swamp that
is difficult to cross. Let's not get bogged down in it, let's take a critical

look at whether everything that is now being discussed at length in working
groups and sub-groups is really necessary for an effective Convention.

I should like to wish every success to the Ambassador of Sweden,

Rolf Ekéus, as the future Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons

in the organization of the final stage of the agreeing of a convention on the
prohibition of chemical weapons. May Mr. Ekéus go down in diplomatic history
as the last leader of negotiations on this issue.




CD/PV.385
25

(Ms Theorin, Sweden)

In Europe, the most over-armed of all continents, the Stockholm Conference
achieved militarily and politically significant results. A breakthrough was
made for the principle of on-site inspection of compliance with treaties on
disarmament and confidence-building. Last September, a successful review
conference of the Bacteriological Weapons Convention was held in here in
Geneva. Also at that Conference, progress was made regarding measures to
strengthen and enhance the Convention. During the latest session of the
General Assembly, the First Committee produced consensus resolutions on such
traditionally controversial topics as verification and compliance. In
addition to established priority issues in the nuclear field, increased and
appropriate attention was paid to the conventional arms race. Several
resolutions acknowledged progress made here in the Conference on Disarmament
on a chemical weapons convention. On the main issue of a nuclear test ban, a
development took place that should give the Conference a good opportunity
finally to agree on a mandate to deal with all aspects of the matter.

CD/PV.385
27

(Ms Theorin, Sweden)

The international context of the negotiations on chemical weapons gives
cause for serious concern. Chemical weapons have been used by Iraqg in the war
with Iran, disregarding rules of international law. In Europe, very large
chemical weapons stockpiles exist and further development, production and
deployment of such weapons is under way. Major military Powers have prepared
themselves to carry out chemical warfare. The worldwide spread of chemical
weapons is a clear possibility, in some cases even a definite probability.
There is no alternative to the conclusion of a comprehensive convention
banning all chemical weapons.

After almost two decades of work and negotiation, it has been possible to
address most of the elements which are necessary ingredients of a treaty. A
structure and the early drafts of the treaty have been developed. We must not
allow the steady pace of negotiations, and the smooth functioning of this
multilateral negotiating body, to lull us into accepting slow progress and a
long-term perspective. If that happens, weapons development will overtake us
and ruin our efforts. 1In order to further the negotiations, all countries
producing or considering the production of chemical weapons, unitary as well
as binary, should refrain from it during the course of the negotiations.
Disarmament can never be furthered through increased armaments. Against this
background, any production of chemical weapons is regrettable. My Government
attaches the utmost importance to this negotiation and will spare no effort to
assure its urgent and successful conclusion.



CD/PV.385
28

(Ms Theorin, Sweden)

A number of problems remain and must now be addressed vigorously. One is
the régime for declaring and verifying existing stockpiles of chemical
weapons. Another is the search for an effective, but not excessive system for
international challenge inspections. The general narrowing of positions on
verification that has been demonstrated lately should help to facilitate
agreement on this issue. A third major problem is verification of future
non-production of chemical weapons. Steps have been taken towards generally
acceptable verification régimes applicable to different categories of
chemicals. Such a verification system should, of course, not hamper
legitimate activities of the chemical industry. Other important problems to
be solved are questions related to the functioning of the Consultative
Committee and its organs, including the Executive Council and the Technical

Secretariat.

I would like to take this opportunity to congratulate the Committee
Chairman during the past session, Ambassador Cromartie, of the United Kingdom,
for his energetic and efficient performance of this function, characterized by
his deep insight in the field. The continued work should be organized in a
most effective way, corresponding to the requirements of this stage of the
negotiating process. I rest assured that all members of the Conference will
actively support efforts to speed up the negotiation to make possible an early
conclusion of a convention.



CD/PV.385
30

Mr. CROMARTIE (United Kingdom): Mr. President, I should like first to
tell you of the profound shock with which I heard the news of the death of
Ambassador Don Lowitz, whom we mourn both as a colleague and as a friend. He
arrived in this Conference two years ago this week and we admired the courage
and skill with which he stepped, at his first meeting, into the Chair which
you now occupy to preside with success over the Conference for the month of
February. Thereafter we were able to admire the ability and integrity with
which he conducted his official function as leader of the United States
delegation and we enjoyed friendship with him and with his family. He would
have been sitting next to me today and it is with sorrow that I realize I
shall see him no more. I should be grateful if the United States delegation
would accept my deep condolences and convey them to his widow, Shana, whom we
remember with affection and sympathy, and to their children.

I should now like to speak as outgoing Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee
on Chemical Weapons to present the report which was adopted by the Committee
on 29 January and which is now before you as document cD/734. This report
covers the work carried out during the intersessional period on the basis
recommended in the Committee's last report, CD/727, of 21 August, and approved
by the Conference on 28 August.

The Conference requested that the Committee should resume its work under
its existing mandate for a session of limited duration during the period
12-30 January 1987 on issues under Articles III, IV, V, VI and IX and the
parts of Article II relevant to Articles V and VI; that consultations should
be undertaken on those issues by the Chairman in the meantime in preparation
for the resumed session; and that for that purpose open-ended consultations
of the Ad Hoc Committee should be held between 24 November and
17 December 1986, including, where necessary, meetings with full services,
and that the Committee should report to the Conference on Disarmament on its
work during the intersessional period. It is this report that I am giving to
you today.

(continued)
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(Mr. Cromartie, United Kingdom)

The substantive results of the work in question are before you in
document CD/734. The open-ended consultations were very well attended and
took place in an atmosphere that demonstrated the keen interest of delegations
in this work. Mr. Rowe, of Australia, and Mr. Poptchev, of Bulgaria,
continued their work as Chairmen of Working Group A and Working Group B
respectively with great dedication and enthusiasm. The Ad Hoc Committee owes
a great debt of gratitude to them for the way in which they pursued during the
intersessional period the work they had undertaken in the 1986 session, the
results of which are contained in the Committee's previous report, CD/727, of
21 August 1986.

When the Committee met again in formal session, on 12 January, it decided
that the progress achieved in informal consultations warranted an updating of
the rolling text of the draft Convention to incorporate the addition of common
ground identified during the intersessional period. This revised version is
contained in appendix I to the document before you, CD/734, with the
recommendation, in paragraph 9(a), that this appendix should be used for
further negotiation and drafting of the Convention. Active work was still
continuing until the last day. Two other papers of the Chairman of Working
Group A were placed in appendix II so that they could be available for further
work in the 1987 session.

As Mr. Wisnoemoerti, of Indonesia, who was Chairman of Working Group C
in 1986 and who clarified the issues under Articles VIII and IX, left at the
end of the most recent session of the Conference, in August 1986, I undertook,
in my capacity as Chairman of the Committee, extensive consultations with many
delegations on the subject of article IX and its relation to the Convention as
a whole. I am most grateful to those of you who spent the time to give me the
benefit of your perceptions both from your national and regional points of
view and from the points of view of any Groups to which your countries
belong. As a result of those consultations, I came to the conclusion that it
would not at this stage help the Conference's work to attempt multilateral
consideration of the text of Article IX. I was, however, agreeably surprised
by the extent of common ground which I found. I therefore recorded in the
Committee's report that I had detected a convergence of views on four points:
firstly, that confidence in the Convention should be built up and maintained
by routine inspection of declared facilities; secondly, that provisions under
Article IX were needed for any party to give voice to its suspicions that
another party was not complying with its obligations and to have confidence
that these suspicions would be promptly allayed by agreed procedures;
thirdly, that such procedures should be regarded as a fundamental source of
confidence in the Convention and recourse to them should be a rare event;
fourthly, that once these procedures had been invoked, a very short time for
resolution of the issue was essential both for reasons inherent in the nature
of chemical weapons as well as for wider political reasons. These points do
not, of course, form part of the rolling text, which contains provisionally
agreed treaty language subject to reservations expressed by square brackets or i
footnotes.
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(Mr. Cromartie, United Kingdom)

As you will see from our latest version of the text, appendix 1 of the
report before you represents a considerable advance on what was contained in
the appendix to our previous report, CD/727. 1In the light of the agreement at
the very end of the previous session on a new text for Article 1V,

Working Group B, under the chairmanship of Mr. Poptchev, has developed an
improved and more comprehensive structure for Articles III, IV and V of the
Convention, which deal with initial declarations of chemical weapons and
production facilities for their elimination. This represents an important
step forward and I hope that it will provide a good foundation for further
work on this subject, where there are important points remaining to be
resolved, including the questions of declaration of location of stocks and of
the definition of production facilities. In the absence of a resolution of
this last point, it seemed premature to tackle the questions remaining to be
resolved under Article II on definitions.

In any case, Working Group A was very fully occupied with work which
continued until the report before you went to press. The new text of
Article VI developed during our previous session has been further developed
under the able and energetic guidance of Mr. Rowe to comprise three schedules
of chemical substances of concern under a chemical weapons convention, with
corresponding annexes on régimes to deal with them. The Article now provides,
for the first time, for an undertaking for each State Party to declare data on
the relevant chemical substances and facilities which produced them and to
subject the chemicals and facilities covered in Annex II and Schedule 2 to
monitoring by data reporting and routine systematic international on-site
inspection. This undertaking represents an important step forward. Taken
together with the provisions of Annexes 1 and 3 of Article VI, it will make an
important contribution to the confidence required for the Convention to be
concluded.

This accords with the first of the four points of convergence that I
mentioned earlier, namely that confidence in the Convention should be built up
and maintained by routine inspection of declared facilities. During the
transitional period in which stocks of chemical weapons and their production
facilities are eliminated, further measures will be required, and remain to be
elaborated, to give confidence that States Parties are complying with their
obligations in this respect. As I told you earlier, I also detected a
convergence of view that provisions under Article IX would be required to
underpin confidence in the Convention we are negotiating. This crucial issue
remains to be resolved. The execution of all these measures of verification
will require the establishment of an effective organization under Article VIII
of the treaty. This task may prove to be as complex as Article VI has proved
this year. The development of Article VI so far establishes that this
organization will have a long-term, detailed routine task to perform. Further
work on this Article in conjunction with Article VIII will be required to
ensure that the provisions of the draft convention together provide the

necessary confidence in the draft Convention as a whole to enable it to be
concluded.
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Finally, I should like to express my warm thanks to all delegations for
the way in which they have, during my year as Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee
on Chemical Weapons, contributed positively and constructively to the common
task of negotiating in this Conference, the sole multilateral negotiating
forum in the field of disarmament, a draft Convention to ban chemical weapons
altogether.

Our special joint thanks are due to the Chairmen of the three
Working Groups, Mr. Rowe, of Australia, Mr. Poptchev, of Bulgaria and
Mr. Wisnoemoerti, of Indonesia, for their tireless work and for the great
contribution they have made to the fruitful result of our year's work. I am
sure that I speak for all members of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons
in expressing our deep gratitude to the United Nations Secretariat for the
support and help that they have given to the Committee in its work, especially
to the Secretary of the Committee, Mr. Abdelkader Bensmail and his staff, who
have made a great contribution to the Committee's work, and to all the
interpreters and translators, who have enabled us to operate in all the
languages of the Conference.

I have now discharged the function with which the Conference entrusted me
at the beginning of its last session. 1In doing so, I am delighted that, as a
result of a decision of the Conference in August, I can hand over this task to
Ambassador Ekéus, of Sweden. I know that the Chair of the Committee could not
be in better hands. I offer my heartfelt best wishes for the forthcoming
session and pledge to him as Chairman the co-operation and support of the
delegation of the United Kingdom.
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The PRESIDENT (translated from Chinese): I thank the Chairman of the
Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons for his introduction to the report of the
Committee contained in document CD/734 and I also thank him for his kind words
addressed to the Chair. I wish to say to Ambassador Cromartie that we all
admire his outstanding performance as Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee on
Chemical Weapons, and also to thank him for his introduction to the fruitful
results of one year's work. I would also like to say that, by his well-known
diplomatic ability and his personal charm, he has been instrumental in
securing substantial progress in the work of the Ad Hoc Committee.

During our informal consultations we agreed that, on 5 February, at our
next plenary meeting, I will submit the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on
Chemical Weapons to the Conference for adoption. At the end of the morning
session on 5 February, we will re-establish that Ad Hoc Committee and we will
appoint Ambassador Ekéus, of Sweden, as Chairman.
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I now turn to chemical weapons. We have stated repeatedly in this
Conference that the Australian Government attaches high priority to the
conclusion of a multilateral convention which would ban the development,
production, stockpiling, transfer and use of chemical weapons. We believe
that such an objective is clearly in sight. There is a new spirit in the
negotiations and this was evident throughout the 1986 session of the Chemical
Weapons Committee. It was reflected in particular in the process which was
recorded in the intersessional consultations during November, December and
January. The advances made in the negotiations are reflected in the report
containing the revised rolling text of the Convention which
Ambassador Cromartie presented this afternoon. This momentum which was
generated under the dedicated chairmanship of Ambassador Cromartie must be

sustained.

In fact we must increase the tempo of our negotiations during 1987 so
that the opportunity which clearly exists of concluding a convention this year
may be realized. This requires two things: concentration upon resolution of
the main outstanding issues, and tailoring of the working arrangements of the
Committee in the most effective way. The Committee has concentrated its work
during the past year on matters relating to Articles III, IV, V, VI and IX.
While all these Articles will continue to require further attention, we
consider it is now imperative to focus in a concentrated way on other specific
issues.

Four of these are of central importance: declaration and verification of
chemical weapons stocks; chemical weapons production facilities;
non-production of chemical weapons; and challenge inspection. There has
already been a considerable amount of effort devoted to the discussion of
these issues and to the formulation of appropriate provisions for inclusion in
the Convention, but a solution to all aspects of these issues has remained
elusive. They are difficult and complex, but it is not beyond our ability to
solve them. Our ability to find solutions was demonstrated in the latter part
of the 1986 session, which resulted in progress, good progress being made on
Articles III, IV, V and VI.

The subject of challenge inspection is recognized as one of the most
important issues needing solution. A range of proposals has been put forward
in relation to it, but we believe that an appropriate provision can be arrived
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at if the issue is taken up in a concentrated way. A solution to challenge

inspection would give a significant impetus to the negotiations as a whole.

Thus we think that the challenge inspection issue should be given prominence
during the 1987 session.

We have mentioned the desirability of focusing our work on specific
issues in a concentrated way. This would require an adjustment to the way in
which we have organized the Committee's work in the past. We are very
pleased that the incoming Chairman of the Chemical Weapons Committee,
Ambassador Ekéus, is envisaging such an approach. We fully support the idea
of focused consideration of clusters of issues, providing, of course, that
there can be flexibility in relation to when particular issues might be taken
up depending on the progress being made. It is through such an approach that
we believe that the momentum that has been sO0 much in evidence during 1986
will be sustained and that the objective to which we are all committed will be
achieved.

As further evidence of Australia's commitment to this objective, we would
like to record that since the last plenary meeting of the 1986 session of the
Conference the Australian Government has taken further action in support of
its view that chemical warfare is abhorrent. On 26 November 1986, Australia
withdrew its reservation to the 1925 Geneva Protocol. The 1925 Geneva
Protocol, although a valuable international agreement, is less than perfect.
In view of the many reservations to the Protocol, it cannot be said
categorically that it prohibits all use of chemical weapons. By withdrawing
its own reservation and by its active pursuit of a comprehensive chemical
weapons convention, Australia aims to strengthen the international norms
against chemical warfare.

Australia has also been concerned about the proliferation of chemical
weapons. To ensure that Australia does not inadvertently contribute to the
problems of chemical weapon use through chemicals exported from Australia
being secretly diverted to the manufacture of chemical weapons, eight
chemicals which could be misused in this way were placed under strict export
controls by us in 1985. The Australian Government has recently decided that
an additional 22 chemicals which could be used in making chemical weapons will
be placed under Australian export controls, bringing to 30 the number of such
chemicals for which export permits will be required. Although Australian
Ministers decided in December 1986 that an additional 22 chemicals would be
controlled, I have to make clear :hat the full implementation of this
decision, this firm decision, is still in train. The Australian export
control list will, we hope, serve as a model for all chemical exporting
nations. The measures we have implemented to control the export of these
chemicals is intended to reduce the risk of chemical warfare. But export
controls, while a valuable measure, are not a substitute for a comprehensive
chemical weapons convention. So we will continue to give our full support to
the maintenance ~ that important objective, an objective which is in sight
and is one of our expectations for 1987.
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I understand that you have already heard from President Reagan on his
tribute to Don. Let us, as the President said, pursue the goals Don pursued
and, by so doing, give a living monument to his work here. I would now like
to convey to you the President's greetings at the opening of this session;
the President's words: _

One of the most important tasks facing you is the working out of a
comprehensive, effectively verifiable ban on chemical weapons. This task
is made even more difficult by the fact that capabilities for chemical
warfare are increasing and that, contrary to international agreement,
chemical weapons are being used in various parts of the world. You have
a heavy responsibility. For, as you consider the provisions of a
convention, you must make sure that a global ban will, in fact, eliminate
the capability for chemical weapons to be used against future
generations. An effective convention will require an unprecedented
degree of openness on the part of all States.

I reaffirm the commitment made by the United States in 1984 when we
tabled our draft convention banning chemical weapons worldwide. The
United States delegation will make every effort to work for the total
elimination of these terrible weapons and for the verification provisions
necessary to ensure that they never again enter the arsenals of the
world's armies.
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Your efforts in this and in other fields are to be commended. We
are committed to working with you in the Herculean task of bringing
stability to a still insecure world and in achieving responsible
solutions to the problem of reducing the world's arms."
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Yet the world finds that the problem of chemical weapons remains; indeed, as
the world edges toward the twenty-first century, the chemical weapons danger
continues to grow. Shockingly, we have witnessed use of chemical weapons by
some nations in this decade and even during the past year.

It is high time that chemical weapons use was rendered a thing of the
past. It is high time that these barbaric weapons were banished from the
face of the earth. But it is obvious that, if these weapons are to be
banned, a thorough and effective mechanism of verification is necessary. My
country will just not accept, and no free nations should accept, a ban on
chemical weapons without sound machinery of verification.

A chemical weapons ban without confidence of compliance will be no more
effective than the Hague Conference's 1899 prohibition on use of artillery
containing poison gas, which did nothing to prevent extensive use of chemical
weapons in the First World War. The use of chemical weapons, as I remember,
produced some 1 million casualties. It will be no better than so many of
the misguided disarmament measures of the 1920s and 1930s, which, the great
Americal commentator, Walter Lippmann, said, were "tragically successful in
disarming the nations that believed in disarmament” while permitting aggressor
nations to maintain and expand their own arsenals. Until an effectively
verifiable chemical weapons ban is in place, the American people will insist,
and rightly so, that the United States maintain adequate chemical forces to
deter use of these heinous weapons by an aggressor.

While the establishment of procedures for the effective verification of
arms control agreements is often extremely demanding both technologically and
politically, in the case of chemical weapons, the challenges are especially
great. The toxic chemicals which are or could be used as agents of warfare
are in general not very different from a variety of substances having
legitimate civilian use. Clearly, the chemical process equipment used in
their production can be found in the legitimate manufacture of pesticides or
corrosives. Chemical agents can be stored in bulk, facilitating
transportation as well as concealment. Chemical munitions have no particular
characteristics which distinguish them from other types of munitions. They
are too small and easily transported and concealed.

Thus, as I mentioned before, the issue of openness goes to the heart of

achieving a chemical weapons ban. Article III of the rolling text of the
draft Convention on chemical weapons (CD/734) requires each State Party to
declare whether it possesses chemical weapons. And yet today the

United States is the only country in this room, the United States is the only
country in the world, that publicly admits to having chemical weapons and has

made public its stockpile locations. That, to me, is astonishing —-
especially when so many countries are pressing the urgency of a chemical
weapons ban. Some are even criticizing the United States for holding up

progress and for developing chemical weapons.
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The production of chemical weapons is not illegal. The use of chemical
weapons is illegal. Since it signed the 1925 Geneva Protocol, the
United States has never used chemical wweapons; others have —- others, who do

not even publicly admit to possessing chemical weapons, they haave used them;
others, with representatives in this very room, they have used chemical
weapons. The world expects better than this.

The United States openly declares its possession and development of
chemical weapons. The Soviet Union, along with other nations, does not.

The world expects better than this.

The United States has presented publicly an extraordinary amount of

information concerning its binary weapons programme. The details are known
to everyone. The Soviet Union has told us nothing about its chemical weapons
programme. The world expects better than this.

The United States has invited all members of this Conference to examine
procedures for the destruction of chemical weapons. The Soviet Union has yet
to accept this invitation, which is still outstanding. The world expects
better than this.

The United States will devote some $500 million under the fiscal 1987
defence budget to the elimination of its current chemical munitions stocks.
The Soviet Union, apparently, has no similar chemical weapons elimination or
demilitarization programme. The world expects better than this.

The United States has maintained a unilateral moratorium on the
development of chemical weapons for 17 years. The Soviet Union has never
stopped producing chemical weapons and it continues today to expand its
facilities and to expand its capabilities. The world expects better than this.

It is because of this sad state of affairs, because of this glaring lack
of openness in the realm of chemical weapons, that we are more than ever
convinced that confidence in compliance is essential to a chemical weapons
ban. We are more than ever convinced that nothing less than an inspection
régime institutionalizing the right of short-notice access upon demand to any
location or facility suspected of producing or storing chemical weapons will
effectively deter non-compliance -~ that is, of course, the
challenge-inspection provision of Article X of the United States draft
convention, CD/500.

But every article of the convention must be designed to contribute to
this overall objective of confidence in compliance. And, to be effective,
each provision must be clearly and unambiguously defined, written, and
understood. It will do little good to have broad agreement on the basic
Provisions concerning permitted and prohibited activities if inspection
pProcedures are inadequate or if they are imprecise.
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At present, it is a point of consensus among all our Governments that
each State Party will provide international access to its destruction sites,
its production facilities to be eliminated, and its facilities for producing
permitted chemicals. But the working out of precise procedures for all these
tasks had only just been begun by Ambassador Lowitz and his fine delegation.
And the vital question of how to ensure confidence in compliance with regard
to undeclared sites still remains at issue.

But, again and again, wherever we turn in this negotiation, we run up
against the same problem: it is precisely the absence of openness, the
absence of glasnost, that is standing in the way, blocking further progress.
In the draft Convention, I count no less than 13 different types of
declarations that each State Party must be expected to make about its
stockpiles and about their destruction, about its chemical weapons production
facilities and about their elimination, and about its chemical industry.

Article IV is a key element in this series of declarations -- calling for
the declaration of all stockpiles. Everyone agrees that each State Party
should declare the amount and composition of its stockpile. Everyone agrees
with the basic objective that the complete stockpile should be destroyed. And
yet the Soviet Union continues to reject two particular "openness"
provisions; each is necessary if we are to have confidence that this
objective is fulfilled. One is the early and complete declaration of the
stockpile locations and on-site verification to ensure that the declaration
reflects reality. The second is on-site monitoring of the stocks until
destruction to ensure that some weapons are not clandestinely diverted to
undeclared sites before destruction. And it is obvious that we face the
serious risk that a State will not declare all its stockpile locations or the
entire amount of its stockpile.

The consequences of lack of openness in this realm are unfortunate, and
they are not lost on world opinion. I think the 1983 Yearbook of the
Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) identified the
problem -- and identified the solution —- as well as anyone did:

"Faced with a high degree of uncertainty about Soviet CW intentions,
Western defence authorities have no prudent option but to assume that
they pose a threat. If it decided to do so, the Soviet Government could
probably find a way for reducing the ambiguities attaching to its CW
stance in Western (and non-aligned country) eyes without at the same time
jeopardizing Soviet security to the point of net detriment. Yet even
though the need for such mistrust-reducing measures is so evidently
growing, it seems that Moscow has not chosen to act in such a manner, a
failure which is becoming more and more conspicuous and damaging".

And that is from the Stockholm Institute (SIPRI).
Clearly, there is a gap between the way certain States conduct business

today and the way they promise they will behave under a convention banning
chemical weapons. And it is simply not possible for a nation to yield
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national control over its own defence to an international agreement -- as we
will be asked to do when we have a convention ready for signature -- on the
basis of a mere promise of a new and better pattern of behaviour by other

States like the Soviet Union.

The Soviet Union says it is interested in real openness. Good. But will
its deeds in this forum match its words? We hope so. We hope to see signs of
real glasnost, here in the CD, in the coming weeks and months, otherwise I
fear our work will be even slower and more difficult.

I believe that a turn by the Soviet Union to real glasnost would
transform our discussion and sweep away a host of difficulties that have been
blocking your progress here. I believe it could remove the barriers that some
have attempted to erect to the inspection procedures absolutely essential to
make a chemical weapons ban worth the paper it is printed on. Genuine
openness, real glasnost, were it to emerge in the Soviet Union and in the
Soviet Union's dealings with the rest of the world -- nothing could be more
welcome to the United States of America. Nothing could do more to make
possible progress in the relationship between our two Governments. Nothing
would so improve the prospects, not only for real advances in arms control,
but for the entire cause of world peace. Nothing would be a better tribute to
your dedicated and important work. Nothing could be a better monument to
Donald Lowitz's work and to his life.
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Mr. BOLEWSKI (Federal Republic of Germany): Mr. President, it gives
great satisfaction to my delegation to see you, as the representative of the
People's Republic of China, presiding over the Conference on Disarmament
during this opening month.

My delegation would like to stress the usefulness of our inter-sessional
consultations and regular sessions in November, December and January which
have provided us with a number of clarifications and useful discussions.
There has been continuous general recognition of the urgent need for a ban on
chemical weapons and speakers have expressed their desire for further
constructive deliberations.

My Government has emphasized on many occasions that it attributes the
highest priority to the negotiations of a worldwide ban on CW. 1In this
context, permit me also to quote from the North Atlantic Council Communiqué of
12 December 1986: "At the Geneva Conference on Disarmament, we seek a
convention which meets our objective, the general, complete and verifiable
prohibition of chemical weapons and the destruction of all existing
stockpiles". '

The North Atlantic Council further states: "If the Soviet Union is
prepared to take a constructive attitude on all aspects of an effective
verification régime, such an agreement is within reach. We appeal to the USSR
to join us in overcoming the outstanding obstacles".

At this point, my delegation would like to reaffirm the position of my
Government on the need for effective verification. Our wish is that agreement
be reached as soon as possible on a system of verification which effectively
prevents the production of chemical weapons. It must be impossible for any
contracting party to evade the inspections required for the attainment of this
goal. Of decisive importance is verification expecially in areas where there
is a danger of chemical weapons production. The inspections must therefore be
tailored to the very purpose of the convention prohibiting chemical weapons.

(continued)
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Our object is and remains, for example, to control super-toxic lethal
chemicals which are suitable for CW, not dangerous substances of the chemical
industry in general. But even if a total control of the chemical industry
were feasible or acceptable —- not only of the commercial industry, but of any
chemical industry —- this would not render superfluous challenge inspections,
because even such a total control would not mean that there could not be
undeclared or unknown facilities and stocks which might present a risk. That
is why my delegation insists on the necessity for any challenge inspection not
to be limited to declared facilities, but to cover all possible installations
and all locations. This, then, in turn will be a factor reacting upon the

regular controls.

The pre-condition to make challenge inspection a really satisfying
operation is the acceptance of such a demand for control as a rule. But there
are other elements on which consensus does not seem to be achieved yet. This
concerns, for example, a further pre-condition, namely that the demand of a
challenging State should prevail and not be made dependent upon a
plebisciterian machinery of any sort. In our view, majority results or
minority failures are hardly apt procedures, even if they arte called
democratic, to solve international security problems -- and this is what we
are dealing with here. If a State perceives an imminent danger to its
security, then that State —- no State —- will want to rely on a multilateral
process to accept or discard its perception. 1In addition to that, we might
run the risk of establishing the right of veto for one or even more groups in
the international supervising body, depending upon the qualifications chosen
for representation in that body. A right of veto or a blockimg minority would
be a completely new element in an international convention, the central logic
of which is to guarantee all States equal rights to security and equal duties
to contribute towards its realization.

As for on-challenge inspections, we continue to regard the British
proposal as the basis of a solution that answers the need for stringent
verification while taking account of the legitimate interests of the
participating countries in terms of protection.

My delegaqtion stands ready to help in any way to ensure that decisive
steps towards a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons are taken in
1987.
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Speaking as co-ordinator of the Group of socialist States for item 4,
chemical weapons, I wish to express our satisfaction over the Conference's
adoption of the report of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, together
with the substantial annexes reflecting, as they do, the state of affairs in
our work on a CW convention. The results achieved are a convincing
demonstration of the usefulness and fruitfulness of the work during the
inter-sessional period, i.e. of both the informal consultations and the
resumed session of the Ad Hoc Committee.

In this connection, I would like to express our thanks to
Ambassador Cromartie, of the United Kingdom for his skillful chairing over the
Committee's work, his personal devotion and contribution to the achieved
results. May I also extend our gratitude to Mr. Rowe, of Australia, and
Mr. Poptchev, of Bulgaria, who, also during the January session, chaired
Working Groups A and B respectively, as well as to Mr. Bensmail and other
staff of the Secretariat and technical services.

The re-establishment of the Ad Hoc Committee on which we shall decide
later today already in the first week of the session has, in our view, more
than just procedural meaning. It points to the willingness of the
Conference's members to restart without any unnecessary delay further work on
a convention banning chemical weapons. We believe that is also an indication
of the feeling that 1987 should bring us to the completion of this task.
Indeed, an early finalization of the draft Convention is within our reach, and
1987 is most propitious for concluding the negotiations.

(continued)
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This no doubt optimistic event at the outset is a good omen for our
further work. We are deeply convinced that similar efficiency will be a
guiding principle in the Ad Hoc Committee's work throughout the session of

1987.

Oon the part of the socialist States, I assure you, no effort will be
spared in the search for mutually acceptable solutions, as was stressed
recently at the Berlin meeting of the Deputy Foreign Ministers of socialist
States. We do have our own position, but we also do realize that at the
outcome of these negotiations there has to be only one common position based

on a compromise.

We expect that the same approach will be taken by others and we appeal to
all delegations to contribute their share to the compromise solutions which
are sought for. In this connection, let me draw your attention to the
statement of the First Deputy Minister for Foreign Affairs of the USSR,
Comrade Yuli Vorontsov, who said:

"What is now required at the negotiations, is to be able to shed
'parental feelings' toward the approaches one proposes and to concentrate
on finding a common approach.".

The rolling working text of the future Convention represents quite an
extensive area of agreements, including most of the fundamental issues.

The time has come to make necessary political decisions which would open
the way to a successful solution of some of the outstanding issues. There is
no need to repeat what we all know, i.e. what the areas of agreement are, or
to point out issues where political solutions are needed. It seems, however,
that both last year's session and the inter-sessionsal period have
demonstrated clearly the growing significance of the overall problem of
verification, both verification of non-production of chemical weapons in
commercial industry and challenge verification. We are of the opinion that
verification measures should be in the centre of our work. The verification
system should provide confidence for all States parties that the provisions of
the convention are observed. We should be careful to close all loopholes
which may either open the way to re-emergence of chemical weapons or become a
constant source of misunderstandings.

The socialist countries will continue their activity and flexibility in
search for possible solutions to these important issues, as well as to all
other still unresolved questions.

We call on all States participating in the work of the Ad Hoc Committee
on Chemial Weapons to join in a common effort toward an early conclusion of a
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. It would contribute to the
strengthening of international security and confidence and would enhance the
credibility of this body.
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Our Group is very pleased that at this very decisive stage of our
negotiations the work of the Ad Hoc Committee will be chaired by
Ambassador Ekéus, of Sweden, whose contribution to the progress achieved so
far is considerable. We support Ambassador Ekéus' intention of giving a
strong boost to the Committee's work. We are certain that both the method and
the programme of work he is to put forward will serve this goal. His personal
experience as previous Chairman of the Committee, and as long-time
co-ordinator in the Group of 21 is a good guarantee that the 1987 session
will close with a result which would enable the Conference to finalize its
work on agenda item 4.
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The PRESIDENT (translated from Chinese): That concludes my list of
speakers for today. Does any other member wish to take the floor at this
stage? I see none. Then we take up the following items.

As agreed at our last plenary meeting, I shall now proceed to put before
the Conference for adoption the draft decision on the establishment of the
Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons and the appointment of its Chairman, as
contained in document CD/WP.252 which has just been circulated. If there is
no objection, I shall take it that the Conference adopts the draft decision. 1/

It was so decided.

May I, on behalf of the Conference, extend to the representative of
Sweden, Ambassador Ekéus, our warm congratulations on his appointment as
Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons. I am sure that all
members join me in wishing him a successful tenure in that important office,
which he has already held with the utmost competence and person commitment,
advancing substantially the work of the Ad Hoc Committee.
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The PRESIDENT (translated from Chinese):

I have requested the secretariat to circulate today an informal paper
containing a timetable for meetings to be held by the Conference and its
subsidiary bodies during the coming week. You will notice there that the
Ad Hoc Committees on Chemical Weapons and on the Comprehensive Programme of
Disarmament will start their work immediately. Of course, the timetable is
merely indicative and subject to change, if necessary. On that understanding,
and if there is no objection, I shall take it that the Conference adopts the
timetable.
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A comprehensive ban on chemical weapons, in the form of a convention
widely acceptable the world over, is another item on which we hope to see
further progress during the course of this year.

The Ad hoc Committee, in 1986 and January 1987, has identified those
substances to be controlled under a future convention and has begun the
drafting of the régimes to which these substances would be subject, as well as
Streamlining the provisions concerning the destruction of chemical weapons and
their production facilities. I would like to take this opportunity to express
My delegation's appreciation of these results and to extend our sincere
9ratitude to the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee, Ambassador Ian Cromartie of
the United Kingdom, and the Chairmen of the Working Groups, Mr. Richard Rowe,
Mr. petar Poptchev and Mr. Noegroho Wisnoemoerti. Many countries called for

(Cont'd)
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the convention to be concluded in the course of this year, and my delegation
for one is certainly prepared to do its share to enhance the work under the
new Chairman, Ambassador Rolf Ekéus of Sweden.

Much time and effort have already been spent on the chemical weapons
negotiations, and they are now at an advanced stage. They are very
complicated and extensive in detail. As such, they do not lend themselves
easily to immediate and simultaneous solutions. I should therefore like to
propose that we concentrate our energies on those problems which will require
agreements on principles: namely, articles of the convention and some of its
annexes, leaving those other problems of a technical and procedural nature for
extended consideration by experts.

In the view of my delegation, the priority questions are as follows:

First, the definition of chemical weapons is one of the basic issues of
the convention. It is a most complicated and difficult problem. But the
definition should, in principle, be understood to be "substances of particular
relevance to chemical weapons" and related munitions. In drafting, the focus
up to now has been placed on the prohibited substances under Article VI.

Would that be sufficient? We should probably also take into consideration
those substances as will be declared under Article IV.

In this connection, my delegation thinks that the convention should not
create impediments for the legitimate activities of the chemical industry for
peaceful purposes, and thus feels that due significance should be given to the
general purpose criterion. It is therefore imperative that the concept of
"permitted purposes" be given careful attention in drafting the definition.

Second, with regard to the destruction of chemical weapons, the
declaration of location of stocks, together with the declarations on the
entirety of the stockpile and on its composition, should be made at an early
point in time following the entry into force of the convention. These
declarations should be verified by on-site inspection.

In this connection, my Government welcomed the presentation in July 1986
by the United States delegation of a document in which detailed information on
United States stockpiles and plans for their destruction were given. It was a
courageous step helpful to the negotiations. If the other countries
possessing chemical weapons were to follow suit, during the course of the
negotiations, it would greatly contribute to the solution of the problems we
now face, in particular, with regard to Articles IV and V.

Third, in Article VI, which deals with the question of permitted
activities, we should strive to develop common language on the verification
measures to be applied to each of the categories of substances.

There is much work to be done, also, on the issues of thresholds for the
control of various chemical substances, the concept of militarily significant
quantities, the mechanism for revising lists of chemicals, the cost factor,
and so on. We feel however that these problems might be better assigned to
the experts for their consideration and advice. It would be more productive




CD/PV.387
11

(Mr. Yamada, Japan)

for the Ad Hoc Committee to agree On the basic utility of these concepts in
implementing Article VI, and then proceed to work out the body of Article VI

and its annexes.

With regard to the substances on which there is no agreement as to
whether they should be included in a particular list or régime, we suggest
that it would do no harm to put them aside temporarily by putting them on a
preliminary list, returning to settle the qguestion of the outstanding
substances once the régimes to which they would be subject are more developed.

Fourth, as regards the organizational questions in Article VIII, we feel
it appropriate to maintain the present draft text for the time being. When
the various substantive provisions on the destruction of chemical weapons and
their production facilities, régimes for permitted activities, challenge
verification, and so forth are developed, there will be a need for a thorough
review. The organs of the convention will need to be fully worked out and be
in existence by the time of the entry into force of the convention. As they
require extensive work, my delegation thinks that these, including the
financial clauses, would be another set of problems which we could delegate
for expert consideration at an appropriate time.

Fifth, there seems to be common understanding on a challenge inspection
régime under Article IX, that this inspection is to be of an exceptional
nature to be conducted within a short time scale. However, when we get down
to working out the details of its implementation, the divergences seem to be
as wide as ever. In order to overcome this impasse, we must develop our
thoughts as to whether we are pursuing a rectifying effect as regards possible
contraventions of the convention or the restoration of confidence among the
parties to the convention, whether our aim is to drive the offending party out
of the convention régime, or whether bilateral solutions may possibly be
contemplated. We should review existing proposals and engage in quiet and
informal discussions to seek a solution to the problem.

I have already said that the chemical weapons negotiations are at an
advanced stage. We must organize ourselves to deal with this new stage in a
most effective way.

My delegation has advocated a work process where we concentrate on one
item for a given week and move on to another, rather than deal with several
questions in three separate working groups at the same time. I am pleased to
note that the organization of work suggested by Ambassador Ekéus is along the
lines of our thinking. We might meet as the Ad Hoc Committee for several days
each month so as to assess the situation in the Working Groups, to consolidate
areas where there has been progress and give directives where there has been
little progress.

Rather than spending day after day in various meetings, we need also to
bear in mind the utility of "breathing spaces", so as to allow delegations to
develop their thoughts and to consult with capitals. To this end, we may need
to reduce the frequency of meetings within the framework of carefully
formulated schedules.
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To sum up, we should aim to build substantive agreements one by one at

this advanced stage.

Besides the CTB and chemical weapons, we are also expected to pake
substantial progress, during this spring session, on the Comprehensive

Programme of Disarmament.
CD/PV. 387
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Important issues related to the chemical weapons stocks, the chemical weapons
Production facilities and the activities not prohibited by the convention.

We share the view that momentum has been generated, and it must be
sustained. 1In fact, it.4s necessary for the Conference to intensify its
efforts by increasing the tempo of its negotiations. We believe that in 1987
our objective should be to finalize the convention on the Prohibition of
chemical weapons. While we do not tend to underestimate the remaining
difficulties, we think that this objective is not beyond the reach of the
Conference. There is no doubt in our mind that the Conference made a very
wise decision in giving, at this Ccrucial stage of the negotiations, the
steering wheel of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons into the hands of
Ambassador Rolf Ekéus.
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With respect to the established continuvity of the ad hoc committees on
items 4 and 8 of our agenda, my delegation wishes to state the following.
With regard to the prohibition of Chemical weapons, we once again express our

the Ad Hoc Committee under the expert guidance of the distinguished
representative of Great Britain, and now entrusted to the distinguished
representative of Sweden, from whose guidance we may hope for very good
results.
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Since I last spoke from this rostrum one year ago, considerable progress
has been achieved with regard to another priority item on the agenda of this
Conference, the elaboration of a convention to ban chemical weapons. Although
a number of critically important issues remain to be settled, the pace of
progress over the past year gives rise to the hope that the remaining
problems, too, can be solved in the not too distant future. We wish the new
Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, Ambassador Ekéus of
Sweden, every success in his important task.

Challenge inspection is undoubtedly the major unresolved issue at this
point. We are glad to note that, as last year's Chairman of the
Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, Ambassador Cromartie of the
United Kingdom, noted in his report to the Committee, a convergence of views
now exists on at least four points. Enlarging this common ground to the point
of consensus -- by working out the appropriate detailed procedures to
everyone's satisfaction -- poses a challenge of its own. Perhaps
differentiation by types of challenge inspection objects and accumulating
experience from on-site inspections might help to solve this problem.

We are heartened by the progress made in developing régimes for the
verification of various categories of chemicals relevant to the convention.
For the first time, there is now a provisional list of at least nine known
chemical warfare agents which will be banned, except for small-scale
production for research, medical or protective purposes. Important work has
also been done in developing detailed verification measures for such
production. We believe that in perfecting these measures care should be taken
not to hamper basic research routinely undertaken in university laboratories
or elsewhere.

It is clear that effective verification of the chemical weapons
convention requires, in addition to data reporting, both on-site inspections
and the use of modern monitoring equipment.

Monitoring equipment for verification purposes has been studied and
tested by the Finnish chemical weapons verification project since 1972. As
part of our continuing effort to help to provide the necessary technical means
for assuring confidence in the convention, the Finnish project is hosting,
tomorrow and the day after tomorrow, a special workshop in Helsinki. The
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wor*shop, convened at expert level, will address questions of automatic
monitoring in terms of detection of alleged use, verification of destruction
and vefification of non-production. The results of the workshop will be
communicated to all members of the Conference on Disarmament in written form
as soon as they are available.
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Similarly, as a country situated in the Balkan region, Romania favours
and is working for the transformation of that part of the continent into a
zone free of nuclear and chemical weapons and of foreign military bases. At
the same time we support the creation of such zones in the north and centre of
Europe as well as in other continents. In that spirit we welcome the recent
entry into force of the Treaty of Rarotonga establishing a nuclear-weapon-free
zone in the South Pacific.

CD/PV.388
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. .Roménia attaches great importance to the total prohibition and final
elimination of chemical weapons, and thus to the preparation by the Conference
of a dr?ft convention. The results achieved to date by the Ad Hoc Committee
on Cﬁemlcal Weapons under the skilful gquidance of Ambassador Cromartie to whom
we wish to express the Romanian delegation's gratitude, represent remarkable
Steps t?wards the elaboration of the text of the convention. Several
gilggstion§ that have alre?dy spoken have stressed the importance and urgency
i €loping a text of this convention as well as their willingness to exert

€ necessary efforts for resolving the problems or issues that remain
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pending: notably verification of non-production of chemical weapo?s by
civilian industry, challenge inspection, declaration and verification of
stocks of chemical weapons and other problems. In all these areas,
verification remains the key problem. The agreed measures should be such as
to inspire confidence that the provisions of the convention will be respected
by all States parties. It is on that aspect in particular that we shall have
to focus our attention during the process of searching for generally'
acceptable solutions. As regards the verification provision§, especially
on-site inspection, we suggest using the formulas contained in the document of
the Stockholm Conference. In our view, the monitoring system agreed upon
should not in any way affect the development of the chemical industry for
peaceful purposes, or the enhancement of the technical and scientific

potential of each country.

Like other delegations, we hope that under the skilful chairmanship of
the distinguished representative of Sweden, Ambassador Ekéus, the '
Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons will this year be able to carry to its
conclusion the task entrusted to it.
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LA N J
The prohibition of chemical weapons figures high among the priorities of

our agenda. It is a subject where the Conference could produce a tangible
result this year, restoring its worn prestige.
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Last year's work in the Ad Hoc Committee, and complemented by the two
rounds of intersessional work, yielded a reliable basis which offers a real
possibility for a breakthrough. In saying that, I would like to express my
delegation's appreciation to Ambassador Cromartie of the United Kingdom for
the able guidance he rendered to the work of the Ad Hoc Committee.

Major issues related to verification in the field of CW stocks and their
destruction, CW production facilities and the non-production of chemical
weapons are generally agreed upon, and the main lines of methods of
verification have been drawn up.

On-challenge inspection has been generally accepted as part of the
international verification system. Realistic guidelines have been spelled out
for conducting such an inspection. Many delegations, including those most
concerned, accepted the British proposal as a basis for work.

In our view all the necessary prerequisites are at hand now to accomplish
the work on the convention this year. What is needed is a firm determination,
and a good deal of efficient diplomatic professional work. It is encouraging
to know that Ambassador Ekéus of Sweden has already made the first steps to
gear the work of the Ad Hoc Committee to a higher level of efficiency.
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Mr. NAZARKINE (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)

Russian):... . : : -
Referring to the Soviet disarmament initiatives, the Soviet leafer nzh:
that none of our proposals attempts to leave out any of our wi?p?::d r:: 8
negotiations. Our principle is simple: all weapons must be limi a
CD/PV.389
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reduced, and those of wholesale annihilation eventually scrapped. He
stressed, in particular, that the Soviet Union had expressed its readiness to
have chemical weapons totally abolished.

Comrade President, negotiations on a chemical-weapons ban have a long
history, but only recently did the prospect of a successful conclusion already
in the very near future become evident. This is an important result of
constructive initiatives and efforts made by many countries including Poland,
the German Democratic Republic, Bulgaria, Sweden, Pakistan, Indonesia,

Great Britain, Australia and other countries, and by the Chairmen of the

Ad Hoc Committee and its Working Groups. A breakthrough in the negotiations
became apparent last year, when the Soviet Union, building upon the
fundamental provisions of the statement of 15 January 1986, put forward
several series of proposals which contributed to accelerating the negotiations
and reaching agreement on quite a number of sections of the future convention.

I believe there is every reason to regard the current session of
negotiations as a decisive one. What we have now is not just the framework
for a future convention but also solutions to most of the fundamental issues
and, moreover, agreed texts of many provisions of a future convention.

At the same time, a number of questions are yet to be resolved. Among
them I would mention declaration and verification of chemical-weapon stocks
and challenge inspections. Further work is required on provisions relating to
non-production of chemical weapons in commercial industry, the definition of a
chemical-weapons production facility and elimination measures, the scope of
the prohibition and various others. The "procedural"™ articles of the
convention too, are not to be forgotten -- the procedure for the signing of
the convention and its entry into force, its depositary, etc. We are
therefore required to act most promptly and comprehensively so as to reach
agreement on all outstanding issues and finalize the text of the convention
and open it for signature.

We agree with Ambassador Butler, the head of the Australian delegation,
who said on 3 February 1987, referring to the objectives currently facing the
participants of the negotiations, that "we must increase the tempo of our
negotiations during 1987 so that the opportunity which clearly exists of
concluding a convention this year may be realized".

The only way to succeed is to seek mutually acceptable solutions and to
hegotiate, taking into account each other's legitimate concerns.

The Soviet delegation commends the energetic efforts of Ambassador Ekéus,
the Chairman of the A4 Hoc Committee, aimed at a successful conclusion of the
negotiations.

In the inter-sessional pPeriod of the work of the Conference on
Disarmament, the Soviet Union explored in depth all aspects of the state of
affairs of the negotiations; its own position on the outstanding questions
and the way other countries approach them. In doing so we looked above all

for possible solutions to these questions and instructed our experts to act
accordingly.
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In today's statement the USSR delegation wishes to present its proposals
and ideas on the solution to a number of questions concerning the future
convention with a view to facilitating more intensive negotiations and further

progress therein.

I have already referred to chemical-weapon stocks. They are the subject
matter of Article 4, “"chemical weapons", of the draft convention which is now
under discussion and negotiation. Agreement has already been reached on a
number of important provisions of that article, including those relating to
declarations of volumes of stocks, their methods of destruction, and
verification of operations of chemical-weapon destruction facilities. So far,
however, it has not been possible to come to an agreement on the provisions in
the convention relating to declarations of locations of chemical=-weapons
stocks and to international verification of such locations. Agreement has
been hampered by a number of perfectly legitimate national security concerns
expressed, for example, by the delegation of France and my delegation. We,
for our part, have once again weighed up all the factors, viewed them in the
context of the need for speedy progress at the negotiations and the concerns
expressed by a number of countries, including the United States, which attach
particular importance to finding a solution to this very question as rapidly
as possible.

As a result, we have come to the conclusion that with a view to finding a
speedy solution to this question it would be advisable to agree to the
proposal to provide, immediately after the convention enters into force,
access to chemical weapons for the purposes of systematic international
on-site verification of declarations of chemical-weapon stocks.

In our view each State party to the convention should, not later than
30 days after its entry into force, make a declaration containing detailed
information on the locations of chemical-weapon stocks (storage facilities) at
the time of the convention's entry into force, both in its national territory
and elsewhere under its jurisdiction or control. Such a declaration,
inter alia, would specify the precise location of each storage facility, the
quantity and composition of the chemical weapons in each location, methods of
storage indicating the name of each chemical, munition types and calibres,
etc. A State party should, within 30 days after the convention enters into
force, take measures to ensure a closure of chemical-weapon storage facilities
and prevent movement of stocks other than movement for their elimination.

For the purposes of effective verification of closed chemical-weapon
storage facilities, it is necessary to provide for systematic international
verification with permanent use of instruments, including verification of the
correctness of declarations, closure of storage facilities, installation by
inspectors of devices for this purpose and periodic checks on such devices,
presence of inspectors at the time when chemical weapons are moved out of the
facility for elimination, sealing of the means of transport, etc. Upon
complete removal of all chemical weapons from the facility, an international
inspection team would draw up a statement certifying this fact.

We expect that the proposals we have presented will enable us to agree
promptly and without delay on the provisions relating to declarations of
chemical weapons.
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A number of other issues relating to Article 4, "chemical weapons", of
the convention, are to be considered in the near future. We express our
willingness to reach agreement on all outstanding issues in that article,
including those related to the time-frame, order and methods of elimination.
Bearing in mind that the proposal that a State party should have the right to
divert chemical weapons has caused difficulties, we have carefully weighed up
all the pros and cons of the proposal: we now proceed on the assumption that
all chemical weapons are to be destroyed.

The Soviet delegation hopes that our flexible approach will make it
possible to find solutions to the above-mentioned issue and will help
accelerate the negotiations. We also call upon other delegations to join in
these efforts and to present concrete proposals for mutually acceptable
solutions.

In his statement yesterday, General Secretary Gorbachev, referring to
problems of verification, said inter alia: "Now that we are coming to
consider major measures for actual disarmament affecting the most sensitive
area of national security, the Soviet Union will be pressing for the most
stringent system of supervision and verification, including international
verification. There must be complete certainty that the commitments are
honoured by all."

That is precisely why the Soviet Union gives priority to negotiating an
agreement on effective international verification of compliance by all States
parties with their obligations under the convention. Such verification should
not only effectively ensure confidence in the destruction of chemical weapons
and facilities for their production but also effectively preclude any rebirth
of chemical weapons anywhere and in any country.

The negotiations on verification machinery are based on a general
understanding that the basis will be a system of "routine" international
inspections. On the other hand, it has also been recognized that such
international inspection should be complemented by on-site challenge
inspections so that the whole verification mechanism of the Convention may be
Particularly reliable. Thus challenge inspections would serve above all the
purpose of preventing breaches of the convention. Ultimately they would
ensure the possibility of implementing international verification with regard
to any activities relevant to the convention on the prohibition of chemical
weapons. These principles should be taken fully into account in elaborating
specific procedures for such challenge inspection.

We cannot close our eyes to the fact that the participants in the
negotiations, despite agreement on a number of important aspects, still
encounter great difficulty in finalizing agreements on challenge inspection.
We believe that basically these difficulties have a perfectly objective and
real basis: States may indeed have certain locations and facilities which are
not relevant to the convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. Access
to such locations and facilities, due to their particularly sensitive nature,
is normally prohibited or restricted. One cannot therefore exclude the
POssibility of a State having the right to refuse a challenge inspection in
@XcCeptional cases when its supreme interests are jeopardized. The existence
of such areas and sensitive points have by the way been recognized in the
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document of the Stockholm Conference on Confidence- and Security-Building
Measures and Disarmament in Europe. In this context we consider that the view
expressed by Ambassador Dolgu, Head of the delegation of Romania, was quite
justified, namely that it would be advisable to use the provisions of that
document at the negotiations on the convention on the prohibition of chemical

weapons.

The participants in the negotiations have different views on solutions to
the issue of challenge inspections at the present time. Some propose that the
Executive Council be involved. Others, while in favour of providing access to
a number of sensitive locations and facilities automatically, immediately upon
request, make exemptions for private premises. Moreover the procedure for
implementing challenge inspections envisaged under these proposals while
securing the interest of the major Powers and members of military alliances,
gives a small number of States certain rights of which practically all the
other parties to the convention are deprived of. There is also a proposal to
the effect that in the event of a challenge, the challenged State should have
the right to propose alternative measures which should satisfy the challenging
State.

In view of these various proposals and approaches, movement towards
agreement apparently might be initiated by defining a number of cases where
refusal of an inspection on the requested scale would not be allowed: for
example, in the event of suspected use of chemical weapons, or inspection of
locations and facilities declared under the convention. It appears this idea
enjoys wide support at the negotations, and understandably so, for we are
dealing with the cases and facilities which are most directly relevant to a
convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons, and consequently there
should be no reason for refusing an inspection.

As for other cases and other locations and facilities, in elaborating
agreement on challenge inspections the idea of using alternative measures, up
to viewing the facility from without and collecting chemical samples near the
facility, might be helpful. Such a differentiation would, in our view, ensure
progress towards agreement on this issue which, while unresolved, hampers
agreement on other issues of the convention.

Of course, there remains the difficult problem of what should be done if
the alternative measures still do not satisfy the challenging State.

We share the hope expressed by the head of the Swedish delegation,
Ambassador Theorin, that the "general narrowing of positions on verification
that has been demonstrated lately should help to facilitate agreement on this
issue" -- i.e. international challenge inspection. The Soviet delegation
declares itself ready to seek actively for mutually acceptable solutions on
the basis of any positive ideas and suggestions which are on the negotiating
table.

We have been asked by a number of delegations to explain what is meant by
permanent international verification which the Soviet Union proposes applying
to chemical-weapon destruction facilities, specialized facilities for the
production of category I chemicals for permitted purposes and to a certain
number of facilities producing key precursors. I would like to explain our
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understanding of permanent verification. In our view, such verification can
be implemented either through the permanent pPresence of international
inspectors at facilities or through visits to facilities by international
inspectors in combination with permanent use of control and measuring
instruments at facilities, including remote monitoring. As for the order and
modalities for the use of such instruments, helpful solutions in our view
might be prompted by the experience in the implementation of

International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards. Identification of "important"
(in terms of verification) points at the facilities, sealing of certain units,
installation of photo and video equipment, measuring devices in agreed
sections of the technological process, maintenance of international
verification instruments by international inspectors, etc.

As for systematic international inspection, we pPropose that their
frequency and timing be determined by the Consultative Committee on the basis
of the risk posed to the convention by a given chemical or facility. 1In
working out the details of systematic international inspections, we could also
draw on the experience and practices of the IAEA, in particular with regard to
providing the different types of systematic inspections, (routine and
special), the frequency and time-frame of inspections, and the right of the
IAEA to determine the facilities to be inspected at a given time. We believe
that the experience and practices of the IAEA might also prompt us to the
right solutions on other questions of verifying compliance with the chemical
weapons convention. They might be drawn upon in working out an agreement on
the activities of the inspectorate too, that is the appointment of inspectors,
their privileges, inspection procedures, etc.

On the basis of the provisions included in the convention, it would be
advisable to elaborate subsequently, along the lines of the IAEA, a model
agreement between a State Party and an appropriate body of the Convention
which would govern the practical aspects of implementing international
verification at facilities (the verification procedure, specific measures for
the closure of facilities, etc.)

When the convention is in effect, specific measures of verification with
regard to chemical-weapon production facilities and chemical-weapon
destruction facilities would be agreed upon by a State Party and the
Consultative Committee and included in the relevant plans for the elimination
of stocks and facilities.

The emerging prospect of the conclusion of a convention puts on the
negotiating agenda the question of interaction of States under the new
conditions where chemical weapons have been banned. The Soviet Union is
strongly in favour of implementing wide international Co-operation on an equal
and mutually beneficial basis in the developments of peaceful chemical
industry as an alternative to the development, production and stockpiling of
Chemical weapons. One cannot but agree with the view that without provisions
to this effect a future convention would be weakened. A convention on the
Prohibition of chemical weapons can, in our opinion, become an example of
Practical implementation of the agreed principles of "disarmament for
development ",
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The negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons have gained
momentum and it is our hope that the proposals we have presented today will
contribute towards speedy agreement on the convention. However, we cannot
remain impassive in the face of certain statements which are in fact aimed at
creating difficulties in the negotiations.

The British magazine, Jane's Defence Weekly, recently published an
article on chemical-weapon issues by K. Adelman, Director of the United States
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency -- incidentally, this article has been
reprinted in our newspaper, Pravda. In that article, Mr. Adelman writes: "To
have a chance of achieving that (a chemical-weapons ban), we need to ensure
that our negotiators' hands are not empty. Congress, therefore, should fund
the Administration's request for binary chemical weapons production”. In our
view this logic is strange, to say the least. It reminds me of a satirical
story by the well-known Czech writer, Janislav Ha%ek, about the Conference on
Disarmament at the time of the League of Nations. That Conference literally
blew up as a result of careless handling of a new explosive, "Washingtonite",
by a representative of the military business who stood waiting at the entrance
to the conference room with samples of his product to offer the participants
of the Conference.

It is simply regrettable that the negotiating portfolio of the
United States delegation is still being replenished not with compromise
proposals but with new types of chemical weapons, which can only poison the
atmosphere at the negotiations.

The Soviet delegation has today expressed certain views on ways of
reaching agreement at the next stage of negotiations. We intend to continue
to work actively for the elaboration of the convention on the prohibition of
chemical weapons this year. The positive effects of the conclusion of such
convention would be of great significance, and not only in the military field.
Its conclusion would demonstrate that it is practically possible to find
solutions to the complex problems of disarmament through the joint efforts of
States, and would contribute to creating a more positive political climate.
This is the aim of the new Soviet proposals, and we expect similar steps on
the outstanding issues from other participants in the negotiations.
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L

Another forthcoming event which impinges on the work of our Conference is
the convening of the third special session of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament in 1988 and its preparatory process beginning this year. The
approach of the third special session devoted to disarmament must necessarily
lend a sense of urgency to our work. We have within our grasp the completion
of a convention on chemical weapons and the Comprehensive Programme oOn
Disarmament before the third special session. In addition we can and must
show progress in the nuclear issues and especially on item 1 of our agenda,
Nuclear-Test Ban.
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Mr. President, let me now turn shortly to other subjects on our agenda.
In our view the negotiations on a world-wide ban of chemical weapons command
high priority. 1In document CD/734 we have the outlines of a treaty which, in
important parts, is already well developed. The Conference on Disarmament has
before it the task of solving the questions still open, especially in the
field of verification, as rapidly as possible.

Concerning the verification of non-production, it is in our view
important that the selection of substances which are to be forbidden or
controlled should satisfy the criteria of possible use, or better misuse, for
military purposes. It would not be a sensible contribution to the solution of
that problem if we included in that selection substances which are militarily
irrelevant.

As to challenge inspection, we still see in CD/715 the model which could
finally satisfy all interests. We appeal to our partners in this negotiation
to co-operate in the search of a solution because it is this co-operation
which is the true expression of credibility of negotiating partners.

Readiness to adopt CD/715, as expressed in principle by formerly hesitant
delegations, is welcome as long as the conceptual approach of this proposal is
not diluted. We will, in this context, screen carefully what the Soviet
delegation has said this morning, which lends itself to the interpretation
that the Soviet delegation now accepts the principle of mandatory or
obligatory challenge inspections; but as I say, we will have to look at the
text very closely and see what the other conditions which go along with it
will mean. A procedural arrangement for example prior to an
on-challenge-inspection that would put into question the inspection itself, or
in any case delay it, is not acceptable to us. We are convinced that an
effective verification of a chemical-weapon ban is attainable if the controls
on non-production and challenge inspections are adequately formed. What has
to be secured is that the Convention can reliably prevent that militarily
significant amounts of chemical weapons or their precursors from being
produced or stocked secretly. The methods and volume of the controls must be
realistic, credible and effective. These are the essentials and we think that
within the near future we could make decisive progress in this field. We are
ready to co-operate.

My delegation welcomes the long-established Finnish initiative to provide
advice for the necessary monitoring equipment and technical means for
verification purposes. I understand that the recent special workshop on
automatic monitoring in terms of detection of alleged used, verification of
destruction and non-production in Helsinki is another step towards the common
goal of effective verification. My Government looks forward to the
communication of the results of this workshop.

We noted with interest the reference which the Romanian delegation made
in our CW negotiations to the Document of the Stockholm Conference which was
taken up today. Indeed, the most important aspect of the Stockholm Conference
is the agreement on on-site inspections without refusal. Thereby, obligatory
on-site inspection has been recognized as an essential element of effective
verification for any arms control and disarmament agreement. We think this is
an essential breakthrough to which we attach great importance in light of the
whole arms control process. But then, Stockholm is not part of the true arms
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control process. It is a measure of confidence-building measures, and not
what we are doing here in the realm of chemical weapons, disarmament

measures. As my delegation pointed out in our Plenary Statement of 5 February
of this year already challenge inspections should cover all possible
installations and all locations -- they all must be "challenge inspection
objects", and there we differ from what we have heard this morning.
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We are watching with keen interest and with particular satisfaction the
growing efforts aimed at curbing the arms race regionally. One such instance
is the ratification of the treaty on the nuclear-free zone in the
South Pacific. Inspired by the same principal objective, the German
Democratic Republic has proposed regional arms limitation measures in Europe,
notably a nuclear-weapon-free corridor and a zone free of chemical weapons in
central Europe. As for the reduction of forces and armaments in Europe, it is
our hope that the current talks between the members of the Warsaw Treaty
Organization and NATO may very soon lead to successful negotiations by the
parties concerned.
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.Considerable headway has been made in drawing up a convention on the
prohlbit?on of chemical weapons, not least thanks to the laudable efforts of
the Committee's former chairmen, Ambassadors Turbanski and Cromartie. The
goal of finalizing the convention this year -- something that presents itéelf
as t?e logical consequence of this development -- is very exacting but
realxst?c. We fully concur with Ambassador Ekéus, Chairman of the Committee
on Cvem1ca1 Weapons, that there is a positive chance right now for eliminating
chemical weapons from the globe once and for all. It must not be passed up.

A new round in the chemical arms race would all of a sudden move to a distant

guture the attainment of results which we are so close to now. In fact, this
1s what bad experience has taught us.
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Given strong commitment to accommodation and dedicated work, we could
well rise to the occasion. The far-reaching proposals which the Soviet
delegation has just tabled are of special significance in this context and we
welcome them as yet another exemplary contribution to our work. Solving the
remaining issues of substance would speed up the negotiating process. This is
particularly true of challenge inspection, the locations of stocks and their
verification, and matters relating to the non-production of chemical weapons
in civil industry. Results are possible on the basis of existing proposals.

Once this and other blanks in the text of the convention are filled, it
will be a lot easier to work out details. We are convinced of the possibility
of an understanding on what is needed now and what could be completed at a
later stage.

We support the Chairman's desire to streamline operations of the
committee so that it is able to perform its current duties. Apart from the
efforts undertaken at the Conference proper, everything should be done to
maintain and improve the atmosphere needed for constructive work. The USSR
has suggested an agreement under which chemical weapons would be neither
produced nor deployed. Such a step would give a fresh impetus to the present
negotiations.

My delegation is gratified to note the interests evoked by the seminar on
the prohibition of chemical weapons to be organized by the German Democratic
Republic's National Pugwash Group next month. The event will focus on the
verification of the non-production of chemical weapons. The Government of the
German Democratic Republic is doing its utmost to make that seminar a success.
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We are inspired by the general aim to complete this year the elaboration
of a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons. The course of the
negotiations warrants our judgement that this optimism is not built on sand.
The inter-sessional consultations last year and the session of the Ad Hoc
Committee in January this year have been very productive from the point of
view of dealing with several complicated technical questions. Taking this
into consideration, and taking into account the recommendation of the
consensus resolution 41/58 D of the United Nations General Assembly, the
Ad Hoc Committee could work without interruption to achieve the conclusion of

the convention.

And now, in order to turn the possible into the real, and hopes into
practical deeds, what is needed, as was very accurately and rightly stated by
the Secretary-General of the United Nations, Mr. Pérez de Cuéllar, in his
message to the Conference, are political compromises. An example of this kind
of political compromise, of a constructive search for mutually acceptable
solutions, is the new and important proposals by the Soviet Union, described
by Ambassador Nazarkine in his statement today, to deal with various important
questions of the future convention concerning the prohibition of chemical
weapons. These proposals, in our opinion, will no doubt encourage further
progress at the negotiations to find a way to deal with the outstanding
issues. They go a long way to taking account of the positions and the
interests of the various partners and reflect the responsible approach of the
Soviet Union in expressing new political thinking with regard to the cause of
peace and disarmament. We hope that other participants in the negotiations
will show the same readiness for compromise, so that, as far as possible, in
the very near future the drafting of the convention will be completed.

In our opinion, the Ad Hoc Committee can achieve success in the
outstanding issues of principle such as non-production of chemical weapons in
commercial industry, procedures for the destruction of the CW production base
and the question of challenge inspection, if it avoids wasting valuable time
in discussing technical details of a secondary nature. After the questions of
principle have been resolved, such technical details could be relatively
easily settled.
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Egypt was one of the first States to accede to the Geneva Protocol of
1925 for the prohibition of the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons.
Egypt was at the forefront of the States that signed the convention on the
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of bacteriological
weapons and on their destruction, although the circumstances prevailing in our
region prevented us from speeding up its ratification. From this background
and in the framework of the continuity of Egyptian policy, we fully support
the current efforts to conclude a treaty on the prohibition of the
development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and on their
destruction.

Egypt will not hesitate to exert every effort to achieve this objective.
We look forward to a treaty that fully and effectively bans the development,
production and stockpiling of chemical weapons and their destruction; a
treaty that does not, however, impede the peaceful chemical activities. We
aspire to a treaty which includes effective verification provisions without
such procedures that would exceed the actual requirements of the treaty, or be
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used as an indirect means to threaten the national security of the States
parties. We believe that acceding to the treaty will depend to a lérge extent
on the provisions it contains providing for international co-operation to
develop the peaceful uses of chemical industries. In this context we welcome
the decision by the Ad Hoc Committee to consider this aspect of the treaty
during its current session. Lastly, I would like to mention the fact that
concluding a treaty which is acceptable to all parties and to which all would
accede is one of the prerequisites for its acquiring universality.

Allow me on this occasion to express my thanks to Ambassador Cromartie,
the representative of the United Kingdom, for his efforts during his
chairmanship of the Ad Hoc Committee in the previous session. May I also :
congratulate Ambassador Ekéus, the representative of Sweden, on his assumption
of the Chairmanship of the Ad Hoc Committee in the present session. We all
know the role played, and being played, by the delegation of Sweden,.
particularly by Ambassador Ekéus personally, in the ongoing negotiat1?ns Fo
conclude a treaty banning chemical weapons. We wish him all success in ?15
task. We hope that the Ad Hoc Committee will conclude the draft treaty in
time to present it to the United Nations General Assembly at its
forty-second session in accordance with its resolution 41/58 B.
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Today, Europe sees its security assured in a very.rea} way by nuc}ear
deterrence. It cannot, therefore, consider any evolution in the OPp051te.
direction, which would make conventional and chemical war once again possible
and no doubt probable one day, taking into account the assymetry 19 the forces
involved, as well as geography. There is, then, no purely conventional
deterrence which could ensure the security of our continent.

None the less we consider that, as the Prime Minister, Mr. Jacques Chirac,
recalled, as long as we are confronted with the overarmament of the two
super-Powers at the same time as the imbalance in conventional forces in
Europe, our security will lie in nuclear deterrence. My country will
therefore never accept that its nuclear forces should be included, directly or
indirectly, in negotitions in which it does not intend to participate as long
as the conditions it has set have not been met. France, through the voice of
the President of the Republic, made known in September 1983 and June 1984 the
conditions which would enable it to make its contribution to an effective and
verifiable process of nuclear disarmament:

First, that the gap between the nuclear arsenals of the two Great Powers,
on the one hand, and that of France, on the other, shall have changed in
nature. Second, that the great imbalances existing in conventional arms shall
have been corrected and the elimination of the chemical threat become a
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reality. And third, that no new defensive system leading to a destabilization
of the present foundations of deterrence and therefore of peace, shall have
been brought into use.

oo o

The reason why I have talked at length about the "post-Reykijavik"
prospects and nuclear disarmament negotiations is that I know how much
attention is being given to these issues by delegations at the Conference.
But the Conference equally has its own concerns and tasks, I mean nuclear
testing, chemical weapons and space.
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The work of this Conference with a view to elaborating an international
convention on the prohibition of the manufacture of chemical weapons and the
elimination of stocks is certainly one of the most delicate tasks to which it
has addressed itself.

The effort made has enabled us to find some significant points of
convergence on the shape and a number of important elements of the future
convention. It remains true that as the work progresses the real difficulties
come to light. This stems from the natural course of negotiations in such a
complex field, but it also means that a number of choices have to be made.

First, do we want a convention which, like the one on biological weapons,
simply postulates that chemical weapons should be banned, without really doing
anything about the effectiveness of such a prohibition and its verification?

Or do we consider that these are weapons whose military effectiveness
unfortunately has less and less to be demonstrated and which therefore are
likely to become commonplace? Results achieved step by step, and limited not
geographically (because the ease with which such arms can be transported would
make such an approach utterly meaningless) but in terms of stockpiles, would
surely already be a considerable achievement.

Secondly, do we want verification measures to be aimed at putting
permanent pressure on any possible cheating, or are we pPrepared to settle for
imperfect verification because nobody will ever know whether clandestine
stocks have been reconstituted or hidden?

Third, what links should be established between the future convention and
the provisions of the Geneva Protocol of 1925 concerning the use of chemical
weapons? i

Fourth, should we concentrate our efforts mainly on conventional chemical
weapons, those which could be described as "bottom of the range" and
accessible to most countries with industrial facilities? Or on the contrary,
do we mean to give priority to the most modern chemical warfare agents or even
pPrevent the appearances of future technologies in these areas? 1Is such an
ambition even realistic?

These discussions underly the work of your Conference. They explain
their complexity and therefore their inevitable slowness.

(continued)
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My country wishes to achieve results, even if they prove to be limited,
in an initial stage, for example, to the progressive destruction of stocks and
production facilities during a period to be determined.

This same stage-by-stage approach could be used with respect to the
solution to be found for the problem of the lists of supertoxic agents. We
know that it is difficult at this stage to identify the possibilities of
military use of some of them which are already being used in civilian
industry, for example in pharmaceutical products. It should be possible to
ask the Consultative Committee envisaged by the convention to determine the
régime during a later stage of the negotiations, or during the implementation
of the convention. The French delegation will put forward proposals along
these lines. Generally speaking, quite obviously, it will spare no effort to
ensure that concrete results are achieved, including during this session.

Nevertheless, it is in the light of these uncertainties in the
negotiations that France does not rule out the possibility of acquiring a
limited and purely deterrent capability in this area. In accordance with the
commitments assumed by France when signing the Geneva Protocol of 1925, this
would only be used for retaliation and not for a first attack. 1In any case,
the current negotiations, to which we continue to attach very high priority,
could not constitute a moratorium for France, nor for that matter for any
other country.
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Our delegation welcomes the fact that the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical
Weapons has promptly been re-established under the able guidance of
Ambassador Ekéus of Sweden. This early commencement, as well as a new,
purpose-oriented approach, gives us a guarantee that the Conference will try
to use its potential fully and that everything will be done so that the
CW convention is finalized already this year. Nothing can prevent us from
solving the remaining political and technical aspects of the prohibition of
chemical weapons providing there is the political will to do so. Just
two days ago the Conference witnessed another good example of the required
constructive approach when the Head of the USSR delegation,

Ambassador Nazarkine, spoke on the problem of location of chemical weapons
stocks, on the guestion of destruction versus diversion, and some aspects of
verification on challenge. We consider that all the proposals advanced reveal
genuine interest in speeding up our work on the CW convention and should be
approached seriously. Any hasty conclusions, especially if they are rather
beside the point, are somewhat out of place. We would like to hope that the
suggestions made by Ambassador Nazarkine will be discussed thoroughly on an
appropriate working level.

We follow attentively the work of the Ad Hoc Committee on the problem of
non-production of chemical weapons and on challenge verification. During the
brief sessions in autumn of last year and in January we noticed that
divergencies in the positions of various countries were being gradually
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reduced. It is a delicate pProcess which should be further pursued in a calm,
businesslike manner. wWe are confident that by the end of this Year's session
the remaining differences will have been narrowed down sufficiently in order

to permit us to formulate what, for the purposes of the convention, could be

considered as essentially common positions also on articles VI and X,

articles. Verification will be extensive, covering a large number of
activities right from the entry into force of the convention, through the
destruction of CW stocks and facilities for their production, as well as with
a view to permanent assurance that the convention is fully complied with in
the future. Such a wide verification system is a sort of acknowledgement that

ambition to try to cover the whole road which substances have to travel before
they become chemical weapons. Everyone would apparently agree that the first
step to create a toxic substance is a synthesis. The only places where this
may happen are laboratories. Let us recall that such first category
substances as tabun, sarin or soman were also the results of laboratory
research. We therefore support the idea that this first step in the creation
of chemical weapons should be recognized and dealt with by the convention.
It would be futile to try to control regularly all existing laboratories, but
it would be a grave mistake to ignore that new Supertoxic lethal chemicals of
category I may permanently be synthesized in the laboratories, whether
deliberately or by coincidence. The number of relevant laboratories is
relatively limited in each country and their declaration, with a possibility
of inspection on challenge, should not represent an extraordinarily heavy
burden. Smooth application of such procedures could create the necessary
confidence and would represent a kind of introduction to the effective
verification of non-production of chemical weapons in the civilian chemical
industry.
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The non-aligned countries, since their first Summit Conference in

Belgrade a quarter of a century ago, have always considered disarmament a
politically comprehensive and priority issue of peace and security. Such an
approach dominated their meetings held in the course of last year, in
particular the Eighth Conference of Heads of State or Government, held in
Harare, Zimbabwe, in September 1986. The more than 100 Heads of State or
Government of non-aligned countries assembled there have —-- in their

Political Declaration -- spelt out their views about the issues on the agenda
of our Conference.

They urged all States to abstain from any action that could impede an

early conclusion of a chemical weapons convention.
CD/PV. 391
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We expect that the work of the Conference -- which last year proceeded in

? vgry business-1like atmosphere on constructive and concrete approaches to
individual agenda items, and on substantive and accelerat
regards the chemical-weapons ban -- will i
meaningful. Yugoslavia, for its part,
positions of Principle,
these goals.

n 1987 become more intensive and
and in accordance with its views and

will make every effort to have the Conference attain
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The work on the elaboration of the chemical weapons convention in the
course of the 1986 session of the Conference provides, in many res?ects, én
example of how we should proceed on other agenda items. The ou?go1ng Chairman
of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, Ambassador Cromartie of thg
United Kingdom, and the Chairmen of the Working Groups deserve the crele for
the results presented in the report adopted by the Conference. But de§p1t9
these significant steps, progress is still very slow on a number of major
issues and some key problems remain outstanding. We expect, therﬁfore,
that the incoming Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee, Ambassador Ekeug of
Sweden -- whose ability and competence are well known --— together.wth all the
delegations will make a constructive effort to speed up the negotlatlonsr .In
my view, the conditions for this do exist, even concerning the most sensitive
issues, such as verification. We consider that the proposals presented so far
offer a solid basis for negotiated solutions.

We must be aware that expectations are especially high in this field:
all the more so, as six decades have elapsed since the chemical-weapons ban
was introduced for the sake of humanity and human dignity, and we can no
longer make excuses for further delays.

Greater involvement on the part of all of us is an imperative today.
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The Conference should devise ways to assure continuity in dealing with
all issues on its agenda in a substantive manner. A phased approach to a
chemical-weapons ban discussed during the course of the 1986 session is an
obvious example of the evolution of our activities. Practical approaches to
substantial issues should thus, in our view, be given priority over procedural
discussions on the mandates of the subsidiary bodies of the Conference,
i.e. the ad hoc committees. The negotiating mandates of these bodies stem
from the mandate of the Conference itself and cannot be guestioned. Briefly,
the methods of work should be improved in order to enable successful
deliberations at the Conference as a whole. 1In doing so, the Conference
should always keep in mind its principal objective: the reaching of a
disarmament agreement. The debate on the negotiating mandates should, as
appropriate, be replaced by efforts to intensify the work of the Conference by
elaborating concrete programmes of work for the conclusion of agreements or
for their drafting. That would help bridge the differences and ensure the
convergence of views, enhancing the role of our Conference in international
dialogue.
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On 5 February, the Director of the United States Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, Ambassador Kenneth Adelman, addressed the Conference,
conveying a message from President Reagan. In addition to reaffirming our
commitment to negotiations on a complete and verifiable ban on chemical
weapons, the President stated that the United States is committed to working
with the members of this Conference in achieving responsible solutions to the
problems of reducing the world's arms. Mr. Adelman discussed the importance
of real openness to the success of these efforts.

Three basic themes are contained in the President's message and in
the remarks of Mr. Adelman: first, the significance of furthering the
negotiations on a chemical-weapons ban; second, finding responsible solutions
to the problems of reducing the world's arms; and third, the importance of
real openness in achieving progress.

Today, I would like to note that the work of the Chemical Weapons
Committee is off to a good start under the able chairmanship of
Ambassador Ekéus of Sweden. It is important as well to express appreciation
to Ambassador Cromartie of the United Kingdom for his efforts in guiding the
work of the Committee during the 1986 session. Ambassador Cromartie also gave
impetus to an extended period of inter-sessional work last fall as well as
during the January meetings of the Committee. His endeavours and achievements
were substantial; we commend him and his delegation.

My delegation has taken note of the important statement made at the
17 February plenary meeting by the distinguished representative of the
Soviet Union, Ambassador Nazarkine. We judge it to be an important
contribution to the work of the Conference, and will return to issues related
to the banning of chemical weapons in a future intervention.



CD/PV.391
16

(Mr. Afande, Kenya)

se e
Delegations in the Conference on Disarmament have informally and formally

expressed positive projections that the Conference will be able to finalize a
draft chemical weapons convention in its 1987 session and be in a position to
present it to the forty-second session of this year's United Nations

General Assembly. This optimism can only be manifested if all delegations
work towards resolving the outstanding issues hampering the drafting of a

chemical weapons convention.

The re-establishment of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons will
indeed hasten the consultations in this very important area. The keen
interest of my delegation in the work of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical
Weapons stems from the conviction that chemical weapons, some of which do not
require a sophisticated technological base to produce, and can, indeed, be
produced by any country, should for ever be banned from the arsenals of States
possessing these horrifying weapons.

My delegation would like to sincerely thank Ambassador Cromartie, the
distinguished representative of the United Kingdom, for steering the work of
the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons as its Chairman for the 1986 session
in a most commendable and satisfying manner. We also take this opportunity to
congratulate Ambassador Ekéus, the distinguished representative of Sweden, on
his being appointed as the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical
Weapons for the duration of the 1987 session of the Conference on
Disarmament. We have great confidence in his experience and we trust that
under his direction the Ad Hoc Committee will be in a position to continue and
initiate new approaches to resolve all outstanding problems hampering the
conclusion of a draft chemical weapons convention by the end of the 1987
session of the Conference.
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1'0 rurtner improve the psychological and political environment for

nuclear disarmament negotiations, the nuclear-weapon States should be prepared
to give a legally binding undertaking not to use or threaten to use nuclear
weapons against States which do not possess such weapons. We make this
proposal because we realize that some nuclear-weapon States will probably
reject out of hand our previous suggestion that all States should renounce the
use of nuclear weapons under any circumstances. The Nigerian delegation still
cannot understand, having regard to the disastrous consequences of a nuclear
war, nuclear winter and all that, that our proposal was rejected by some
Powers, which, none the less, implore the Conference to give priority to
negotiating a ban on chemical weapons. And yet nuclear weapons are a greater
threat to human survival than are chemical weapons; and there is no choice to
be made between death by physical annihilation and death by asphyxiation.
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Having said that, the Nigerian delegation would like to say how pleased
we are to note the amount of progress that has been made in the last year on
the convention to ban chemical weapons. We would like to congratulate
Ambassador Ian Cromartie of the United Kingdom for the significant work
done in this respect under his chairmanship. We are glad that
Ambassador Rolf Ekéus of Sweden, our dedicated colleague, has been elected to,
hopefully, conclude the good work that has been done in this field so far.

The prospect of a chemical weapons convention in the near future is, for
my delegation, a source of confidence in the future of our disarmament
negotiations. If it materializes, the convention would, in itself, be
historic: it would be the first major disarmament agreement. Above all, it
would demonstrate, once again, on a multilaterally significant issue, that the
major Powers can co-operate intensively in diverse areas, if their national
interests, or their perceptions of international problems, converge. It would
further confirm our belief that given the political will, the Conference on
Disarmament could make rapid progress in other areas.

My delegation would like to reiterate the views we have expressed in the
past that the final text of the chemical weapons convention should ensure that
the destruction of all stockpiles and facilities would be done in such a
manner that the present chemical-weapon Powers would not in any way be in a
position to exploit their position during the transition period. Furthermore,
it would have to guarantee in no uncertain terms, to the non-chemical-weapon
Powers, the right to unfettered development of their budding chemical
industries for peaceful purposes.
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My delegation is pleased to note the high priority attached to
item 4 —— Chemical Weapons -- by the members of the Conference, especially the

United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.
Encouraging trends were noticed during 1986 and a fair amount of progress was
achieved in refining the language of the draft convention. For this, I would
like to express our sincere gratitude to the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee,
the distinguished representative of the United Kingdom, and also the Chairmen
of three Working Groups. We share the optimism expressed by some delegates
about the possible conclusion of the Convention by the end of 1987 and are
prepared to co-operate fully with the new Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee,
the distinguished representative of Sweden, to achieve this goal.

It is already possible to visualize the final form of the CW Convention
and it would be no exaggeration to state that it will be the most complex
disarmament instrument that we have negotiated to date. Presently, the
negotiations are at a delicate stage. It is therefore necessary that we
organize our work in a manner that would enable us to deal most effectively
with the pending issues. I would suggest that we occupy ourselves with the
issues of principles while leaving the experts to iron out the technical and
procedural questions. In this connection our delegation has attempted in the
following paragraphs to indicate some of the priorities.

The definition of a chemical weapon is a fundamental issue and a
complicated one. The present definition based on toxicity has helped the
Ad Hoc Committee in its deliberations but it is now widely felt, especially
taking into account the consideration of non-prohibited activities, that this
definition needs to be refined by incorporating other elements based on
characteristics of chemical weapons and, therefore, the danger that they might
pose to the Convention. Another area which is related to this issue is the
classification of chemical products into different categories and the
rationale for doing so. In this exercise, our delegation feels, we must not
lose sight of the fact that the Convention is aimed at banning chemical
weapons and not inhibiting the growth of chemical industry for peaceful
purposes. Accordingly, the importance of Article XI of the Convention cannot
be overlooked. It is our strong conviction that provisions for implementing
international co-operation for economic and technological development of -
peaceful chemical industry will only serve to strengthen the Convention and
its fundamental objectives.
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The issues relating to organizational aspects and the structure of the
authority which will be responsible for the implementation of this Convention
also deserve urgent and thorough consideration. Given the unique nature of
this instrument, it is necessary to design new solutions to meet the
requirements of the Convention.

Finally, while still on chemical weapons, another significant aspect is
that of the challenge inspection régime. It is heartening to note that there
is now a convergence on the basic concepts underlying this measure and we hope
that it will soon be possible to convert it into an agreement on the details
of this exercise. An early resolution of this issue will go a long way in
strengthening our determination to conclude the Convention by the end of 1987.
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Before I finish I would like to make a short remark on another item of
special interest to my delegation, chemical weapons. It has been so far the
most advanced piece of work done by the Conference. We are very glad to see
the evident progress already achieved during this session.

The recent proposals of the Soviet Union are of great significance to our
work. They open new avenues for making headway, clearly demonstrating the
constructiveness of the Soviet approach and decisiveness to bring our work to
a prompt and successful end. However, a similar approach is urgently needed
on the part of others too, and we would like to see it coming.
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The Conference had also to consider organizational arrangements for the
substantive items on the agenda. We were able to re-establish at the
2nd plenary meeting during the first week after the opening of the session the
Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, appoint an able Chairman,
Ambassador Ekéus of Sweden, for that subsidiary body and continue the
negotiating process on that agenda item. During the second week we have also
been able to re-establish the Ad Hoc Committee on item 6, entitled "Effective
international arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use
or threat of use of nuclear weapons" and on item 7 "Radiological Weapons".
Today, after intensive consultations during the past week, we have also been
able to reach agreement on the re-establishment of the Ad Hoc Committee on the
Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space, under agenda item 5. Consultations
are proceeding for the appointment of their Chairmen. The Ad Hoc Committee on
the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament has also resumed its work under the
Chairmanship of Ambassador Garcia Robles of Mexico, who has been leading that
Committee with his well-known diplomatic competence. The Conference is also
engaged in intensive consultations with a view to starting, as soon as
possible, substantive work on other items on the agenda. Those consultations
show an approximation of positions on organizational arrangements for some of
those items. It will be up to my successor to continue those consultations
and hopefully to succeed in consolidating agreement on those organizational
questions.
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The negotiation of a global ban on the development, production,
acquisition, stockpiling, transfer and use of chemical weapons, which seems to
us one of the most important and urgent disarmament goals, has achieved
encouraging progress during the 1986 session. Steps forward have been made
regarding a more efficient compilation of Articles III, IV and V; a great
amount of work was also accomplished by Working Group A with regard to
Article VI, in connection with the criteria and the listing of the various
categories of chemicals. As for Article IX, we wish to express our
appreciation and thanks to Ambassador Cromartie of the United Kingdom and to
Mr. Wisnoemoerti of Indonesia: the four points on which Ambassador Cromartie
detected a convergence of views constitute, in the opinion of the
Italian delegation, a sound basis for a solution of the key issue of

on-challenge verification.

Indeed, while not minimizing the importance of other outstanding items, I
believe that, after all, the success of our work depends largely on our
capability to reach an agreement on a convention banning chemical weapons and
that consequently we should aim at conclusive results during this year. The
main difficulties lying ahead in this context are still connected with the
problem of verification which, indeed, is not simply a technical one. It is a
problem having an obvious political dimension; admittedly, verification can
also have a confidence-building effect.

By envisaging a verification system for a convention banning all chemical
weapons and prescribing their removal from the military arsenals we believe
that the Italian delegation is aware that "intrusive" and stringent forms of
verification may sometimes be seen by some as restraining national sovereign
discretion to a certain extent, or as being prejudicial to the protection of
national industrial and commercial secrets. However, we are convinced that
such concerns should be overcome through a careful assessment and a better
knowledge of the implications of different types of verification, in a spirit
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of mutual co-operation and goodwill. Moreover, we believe that the
elimination of such a hideous category of weapons and the confidence that an
eventual ban is being loyally complied with, are priority goals for all
countries and, especially, for those, such as Italy, which have long renounced
the chemical military option.

It is vital to ensure that prohibited chemicals are neither manufactured
in previous production facilities, nor in new ones; that States should not
manufacture "single purpose" chemical warfare agents or their precursors and
that "dual-purpose" agents or precursors should not be diverted to warfare
purposes.

We are convinced that an effective verification system should include
systematic inspections and "on-challenge" inspections of a stringent nature.
On this question, there are two Western Working Papers on the table: CD/500
by the delegation of the United States and CD/715 by the delegation of the
United Kingdom. My Government considers it essential that a verification of
compliance should represent a basic obligation. On the other hand States
signing the Convention have also the right to demonstrate their compliance
with it, when they are faced with a challenge. 1In this respect the Italian
delegation considers that the recent proposals made by the USSR delegation on
17 February last, while still requiring some expansion of their scope,
represent an interesting contribution and may hold promise of constructive
negotiations.

CD/PV.394
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Mr. NAZARKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from
Russian): On 4 March the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons completed, as
you know, the consideration of a cluster of issues relating to chemical weapon
stockpiles. This offers an opportunity to take stock of the first results of
this year's negotiations on a convention banning chemical weapons.

On the whole we are satisfied with the intensive start made in the
negotiations in the Ad Hoc Committee under the Chairmanship of
Ambassador Ekéus. It is our hope that in future this momentum will be
maintained in the negotiations.

In its statement in the Plenary of the Conference on 17 February, the
Soviet delegation, wishing from the outset to give a fresh impetus to the
negotiations, outlined a number of proposals with a view to reaching a speedy
agreement on the question assigned to the first cluster for discussion. These
proposals contained comprehensive pProvisions for declarations to be made by
each State party to a future convention specifying detailed information on
locations of chemical weapon stocks (storage facilities) at the time the
convention enters into force; for closure of storage facilities and
prevention of movement of stocks; and for effective verification of the
closed storage facilities on the basis of systematic international inspections
along with permanent use of instruments. The positive significance of these
proposals has just been noted by the distinguished representative of Italy,
Ambassador Pugliese.
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Until recently, the fact that the question of declarations of storage
facilities remained unresolved gave rise to a pessimistic view of the
prospects for a speedy conclusion of the convention. In presenting its
proposals the Soviet Union proceeded from the interest of finding without
delay a solution to this question. We are satisfied that these proposals of
ours have made it possible to take a major step forward at the negotiations
and we hope that progress on the question of declaration and international
verification of chemical stockpile locations will have a positive effect on
the work on other subjects and on the whole process of the subsequent
negotiations.

Wishing to maintain the momentum in our work, the Soviet delegation is
making a proposal for a resolution to the question of a time-frame for
elimination of chemical weapons, in view of the situation which has emerged at
the negotiations. As you know, the Soviet Union's earlier proposal, motivated
by the desire to see the process of chemical weapon destruction initiated as
quickly as possible, was that this destruction should begin not later than six
months after the convention enters into force. That proposal met with
objections, in particular from the United States, which stated that it was not
ready to proceed to the elimination of chemical weapons shortly after the
convention entered into force. 1In view of this fact, we are prepared not to
insist on our proposal which, of course, remains valid, and we do not object
to beginning the destruction of chemical weapons not later than after one
year. We are also prepared, taking into account that the convention would
provide for permanent international verification of chemical weapon
destruction facilities and the full responsibility of States for the way those
facilities operate, not to insist that such facilities should in all cases be
State-owned. We expect that these additional proposals will make it possible
to find appropriate solutions.

As the documents of the Ad Hoc Committee indicate, a number of provisions
of article 4 ("chemical weapons") and Annex 4 have not been finalized yet.
There are naturally various reasons for that -- objective difficulties and
complicated technical issues which have yet to be resolved -- but we cannot
ignore the obstacles which might very well not have been there had all
delegations adopted a constructive approach.

This applies above all to the question of destruction of chemical
weapons. On 17 February the Soviet Union proposed that all chemical weapons
should be destroyed. In presenting that proposal we took into account the
difficulties referred to by the United States delegation which had for a long
time been opposed to the very concept of diversion of chemical weapons for
permitted purposes. Wishing to meet the concerns of our partners in the
negotiations we withdrew our requirement that a State should have the right to
decide on the ways of eliminating chemical weapon stockpiles, although I
should point out that our arguments that diversion might be economically
justified remain valid. It appeared that since we accepted the United States
position agreement was at hand. However, the United States delegation has
again blocked agreement and, quite contrary to its previous position, has
suddenly begun to insist on diversion of chemical weapon stocks. This fact is
of course regrettable. The Soviet delegation reaffirms its willingness to
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seek a solution to the question of the elimination of chemical weapons. That
requires now, above all, that the United States delegation should present
concrete proposals on the types and quantities of chemical weapons the
United States would like to divert.

One of the most difficult of the outstanding questions is the problem of
the order of elimination of chemical weapon stocks. Discussions on the
question have shown above all the technical difficulties involved in working
out a so-called equivalent unit for comparing various categories of
chemicals. In view of this fact and of possible differences in the
composition of chemical weapon stockpiles we would like to propose that the
following order of elimination of chemical weapon stockpiles be discussed.
Firstly, the whole elimination period shall be divided into nine one-year
periods. Secondly, within each one-year period a State party shall eliminate
one-ninth of its chemical-weapon stockpiles in each of the existing
categories. Thirdly, a State party may carry out the elimination of chemical
weapons at a faster pace than under the agreed order of elimination.

We would be interested to hear the views of other delegations on these
questions. The Soviet delegation is prepared, in the course of further
negotations, to seek mutually acceptable solutions on the question of the
order of elimination of chemical weapons. It is our hope that by the end of
the spring session of the Conference the full text of Article 4 and Annex 4
will be finalized.

The Soviet Union is in favour of achieving, as a matter of principle, the
prompt and complete elimination of chemical weapons and the industrial base
for their production. The Soviet side has made repeated statements to this -
effect on a number of occasions, including at the highest level. 1In this
context we should like once again to draw your attention to the statement of
General Secretary Gorbachev of 15 January 1986, in which it was stated
inter alia that "we are prepared to ensure a timely declaration of the
location of enterprises producing chemical weapons and the cessation of their
production, and we are ready to start developing procedures for destroying the
relevant industrial base and to proceed, soon after the Convention enters into
force, to the elimination of the stockpiles of chemical weapons".

This statement makes it clear beyond any doubt that in pursuing chemical
disarmament we do not seek unilateral disarmament of the other side. In case
such a convention is concluded chemical weapons and the production base for
their manufacture are to be destroyed by all States possessing such weapons,
including both the Soviet Union and the United States.

The Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons is now proceeding to the
consideration of the cluster of questions relating to non-production of
chemical weapons in the commercial (civil) industry. This, if anything, is
the most difficult aspect of the convention. In November 1986 the
Soviet Union made a series of proposals on the subject which, as is widely
recognized, have considerably advanced the negotiations. Today we would like
to present some new ideas on this question.
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Important work lies ahead in order to finalize the lists for various
categories of chemicals which would be subjected to different régimes of
limitation and verification. We expect category I, along with super-toxic
lethal chemicals possessing a set of properties characteristic of chemical
warfare agents and key components of binary chemical weapons, to cover
incapacities as well.

The viability of a future convention will be ensured only when it is able
to keep pace with the times and the achievements of applied and fundamental
chemistry and to prevent the development of chemical weapons. This purpose
could be served among other things by basic guidelines for revision of the
lists of chemicals which would be initially included in the convention. We
propose that such a revision be carried out both on a periodical (annual)
basis and at the request of any State party as new chemicals appear, as the
production technology for such chemicals develops, and on the basis of the
declarations by States of their chemical weapon stockpiles.

One of the possible loop-holes for breaching the convention might be
through the commercial production of super-toxic lethal chemicals. Nobody
denies the risk to the convention posed by the high level of toxicity of these
chemicals, for toxicity is the determining property of a chemical warfare
agent. Consequently there should be a general interest in removing this
risk.

As you know, at one time the Soviet Union proposed applying most
stringent prohibition measures to the production of super-toxic lethal
chemicals. This position, however, met with objections from a number of
parties to the negotiations, based on commercial consideration, who argued in
favour of preserving the procedure and methods of production of these
chemicals in the commercial industry existing in their countries. Back in
1985, at the initiative of Western delegations, provisions were developed for
a division of super-toxic lethal chemicals into two categories: super-toxic
lethal chemicals used in chemical weapons and super-toxic lethal chemicals
which cannot be used in chemical weapons. At the time this agreement which
provided for international on-site verification of the production of these
chemicals was welcomed by Western countries as a major success in the
negotiations.

In preparing its proposals which were presented in November 1986 the
Soviet Union took into account the position of Western countries and agreed to
divide super-toxic lethal chemicals into two categories and spelled out
specific ideas on a régime for permitted production of such chemicals. The
way to work the finalization of the relevant provisions of the convention now
seemed open. However, the issue of permitted production of super-toxic lethal
chemicals began to slide: one would not wish to believe that in the place of
progress towards agreement there might be backward movement on the question
which appeared to be ripe for a final solution.

With a view to contributing to the success of the work on the question of
non-production of chemical weapons in the commercial industry and in
particular facilitating progress towards agreement on régimes for the
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production of super-toxic lethal chemicals which do not possess a set of
properties characteristic of chemical warfare agents, that is category 2
chemicals, we are presenting an additional proposal on the threshold for
annual capacity above which facilities for the production of such chemicals
are to be declared and subjected to systematic verification. The annual
volume of production of each such chemical included into the list for this
category would be set at 10 kilograms according to our proposal. The
frequency and timing of systematic international inspection would be
determined by the Consultative Committee taking into account the risk to the
convention posed by a given chemical or facility.

The question of challenge on-site inspection undoubtedly deserves the
special attention of the parties to the negotiations. The fact that there is
no agreement on this essential element of the verification mechanism of a
future convention hampers agreement on quite a number of other issues relating
to a comprehensive and total chemical-weapons ban.

The Soviet Union, in the course of negotiations, has presented some ideas
which, taking into account the position of other States, are aimed at bringing
closer the positions of the parties to the negotiations. Progress towards a
mutually acceptable agreement has also been facilitated by the proposals of
the United Kingdom, Pakistan and the paper of the Chairman of the Ad Hoc
Working Group, Ambassador Wisnoemoerti of Indonesia. The result has been
that it has been possible for the first time to register some areas of
convergence on the question of challenge inspections which are outlined in the
report of the Ad Hoc Committee, document CD/734. In particular, there is
general agreement that the procedure for processing a challenge should ensure
that inspections be carried out in the shortest time-frame. _

It would be fair to say as well that the parties to the negotiations
recognize that the locations and facilities to be subject to challenge
inspections differ, and that that difference is based not on ownership of such
locations and facilities but on their objective relevance to the scope of the
convention. No one disagrees that in certain cases no refusal of an
inspection to the full extent requested would be permitted -- for example, in
the event of suspected use of chemical weapons and inspections of locations
and facilities declared under the convention. At the same time, it cannot be
ignored that there might be exceptional cases when the conduct of an
inspection could jeopardize the supreme interests of a State party. 1In those
cases, carefully considered means are required which, on the one hand, would
ensure the integrity of the convention and confidence in compliance with it,
and on the other hand would take into account the legitimate interests
(political defence, economic, etc.) of a State party. It is our view that in
this respect a good balance was struck in the British paper. We believe we
should make maximum use as a basis for agreement of the idea of using
alternative measures in cases where a State deems access of inspectors to the
location unfeasible, an idea contained in that paper.
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The Soviet delegation is in favour of an active search for mutually
acceptable solutions on challenge inspections, and intends actively to
participate in this process. We call on all parties to take the same course

of reasonable compromise.

The current spring part of the Conference's session is to a large extent
decisive for negotiations on a chemical weapons convention. The Soviet
delegation will continue to work actively and consistently for overall
progress in the negotiations, to seek mutually acceptable solutions and a
speedy conclusion of a convention banning chemical weapons.
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Finally, a few words on chemical weapons. Negotiations on chemical
weapons are beginning to take a decisive turn. Due to the patient and
pPainstaking efforts of last year's Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee,
Ambassador Cromartie, and his staff, we can now work on the basis of a
so-called "rolling text", which provides us, in spite of the multitude of
square brackets -- and perhaps also because of those brackets -- with an
excellent starting point from which the negotiations can proceed. We are
grateful to Ian Cromartie for the dedication and insight with which he and his
colleagues have guided the work. We congratulate Ambassador Ekéus on his
appointment as Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee for this year. We know the
chairmanship to be in good hands.

Many colleagues have said we should make use of the momentum in the
negotiations. In fact, our goal should be to reach agreement before the end
of the year. As I myself said in July last year, my delegation indeed hopes
that before the end of the year we can break the back of the problems. Recent
moves made by the Soviet delegation are indeed encouraging. We hope this sets
the trend for further progress.

However, we also wish to voice a note of caution. A variety of important
and sensitive issues must still be addressed. A great number of practical
issues have to be dealt with at some moment before an agreement be signed. It
would not be wise to leave major loopholes in the convention that could later
lead to misinterpretation and arouse suspicion on implementation, if not worse.

Three major areas of disagreement have plagued this Conference for many
years. They concern challenge inspection, the question how to verify that the
civil chemical industry is not misused for the production of chemical weapons
and the issue of how to declare and monitor existing chemical weapons
stockpiles. Although in particular on the first of those issues, challenge
inspection, we still have a long way to go, it is reassuring to note that on
each of these issues progress has been made in recent months.

Let me first take the subject on which, in our view, the most significant
steps have been made, the declaration and monitoring of stocks. It has now
become clear that the Soviet Union is prepared under the convention to make a
declaration containing detailed information on locations of chemical-weapon
stocks shortly after the entry into force of the convention. We welcome this,
because we infer from it that a system of successive declarations, phased out
over the entire period of destruction is no longer deemed necessary.

We were also happy to note that destruction, rather than diversion, of
CW stocks for peaceful purposes is now the objective, even if the issue of a
possible diversion of stocks on a very limited scale is not finally settled
yet. A lot of substantive work still remains to be done on the issue of
stocks -- I mention only the sensitive issue of the order in which stocks must
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be destroyed -- but we feel that a good basis is now available for further
consultations and negotiations on remaining issues. This work is, as I
understand, well under way under the able guidance of the item co-ordinator
for Cluster I, Mr. Nieuwenhuys.

In the area of verification of non-production of chemical weapons, the
second major issue I just mentioned, the work of the Conference drew great
benefit from informal consultations in the inter-sessional period at the end
of last year, and from the deliberations at the session in January. In that
relatively brief period discussion of hitherto "untouchable" issues appeared
to be possible. We hope that the spirit prevailing in that period will
continue to inspire us in these weeks when the Committee is dealing with
article VI of the convention.

My delegation welcomes Soviet concurrence with the notion of risk in
determining the stringency of verification of non-production. In our view,
the risk factor -- essentially the risk that a civil chemical plant will in
fact violate the convention -- is important in determining the intensity with
which the plant in question should be subject to a monitoring régime. The
idea of defining a threshold for annual production, to which
Ambassador Nazarkin referred in his statement on 5 March, has been under
discussion for some time. Such a quantitative criterion would indeed provide
us with one of the factors to determine the risk involved.

In the coming weeks we shall have to get down to the level of practical
implementation: what factors are relevant to determine the risks various
chemical substances and types of production pose and consequently which
inspection régime will be applied for each of them? We are encouraged by the
constructive suggestions the item co-ordinator for Cluster III, Mr. Macedo,
has recently made on this point.

Useful work on the classification of substances has already been done by
the former Chairman of Working Group A, Mr. Richard Rowe. Under his guidance
three categories of substances were elaborated under article VI, together with
a first outline of a régime for each category. While generally appreciative
of the progress achieved so far, my delegation realizes that a number of
important issues related to monitoring of production of chemicals have hardly
been addressed. The still virtually unexplored and very complex area of
commercially produced super-toxic lethal chemicals and the risk they may pose
to the convention is only an illustration of the many important problems
awaiting a judicious solution.

As for on-site challenge inspections, the third outstanding and perhaps
most important issue of disagreement, my delegation appreciates that in his
latest interventions, Ambassador Nazarkin has made observations that seem to
narrow down some of the differences. We acknowledge that the Soviet
delegation has identified two important areas where requests for challenge
inspections cannot be refused and that it has broadly supported the British
approach for alternative solutions in exceptional circumstances.
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However, we are still faced with the essential problem of how to act in
case stocks or facilities have not been registered and challenge inspections
are refused. Especially in countries with a large territory and with
traditionally less open systems of communication, this can present a major
problem, if no adequate verification régime is established.

Since this problem goes to the heart of the convention, I think it may be
useful to explain what we see as the crux of challenge inspections.

When the convention enters into force the envisaged system of routine
inspection will in general give adequate assurances that existing stockpiles
of chemical weapons are destroyed and no new stockpiles are built. However,
doubts may arise, in particular about places and facilities that are not
declared. The root of the Problem may in such cases be misunderstanding,
perhaps of a technical nature, and it is obvious that a challenge inspection
can most effectively dissipate any misgivings.

But the doubts expressed may also be based on suspicion that a State
Party is in fact deliberately not Properly implementing the convention. Cases
such as clandestine stockpiling and production of chemical weapons should

indeed also be covered by the convention.

It is of crucial importance that in cases of such malevolent practices no
legal, procedural or other obstacle can be put in the way of a justified
request for challenge inspection. For the effective functioning of the
convention, confidence in its implementation is essential. Confidence can
only be instilled if intrusive on-site inspection is, in those cases of
supposed malpractices, guaranteed.

The United States delegation has, now three years ago, in its proposal
under article X (CD/500) rightly pointed out the way in which we should find a
solution. We feel the British approach, as presented in CD/715, building on
the United States proposal, to be a realistic one. The British Working Paper
advanced the idea that in exceptional circumstances, in particular for
national security reasons, alternative measures may be proposed by the
challenged State, but those should be to the satisfaction of the challenging
State. If the latter State is not satisfied and if the challenged State
cannot in time advance other alternative measures, contracting parties will
face a situation in which the challenged State may be declared as violating
the convention.

It is clear that all parties have an interest that such a crisis will
never break out. It could in fact undermine the overall functioning of the
treaty as such. It is therefore of the greatest importance that in the coming
months we seek a solution which minimizes the risk that such a crisis
situation will in fact lead to the breaking down of the convention. But the
rule should remain that the complaining party has the right to international
challenge inspection on the spot.
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Some delegations have suggested that we could make good use of the
example of the confidence-building measures (CBMs) that were agreed upon in
Stockholm in September 1986, in the framework of the European Disarmament
Conference. We agree with those delegations in so far as we should be
inspired by the constructive spirit which led to results at the Stockholm
Conference. But we believe the parallel cannot be drawn any further because,
as Ambassador Von Stiilpnagel rightly said, the negotiations in Stockholm

served a different purpose.

In Stockholm the objective was to build confidence. Here our more
radical objective is the complete abolition of all chemical weapons. We
cannot confine ourselves to a system that gives "some" confidence. What we
need is a system of verification that gives full confidence.

Full confidence will also require full confidence in the organization we
shall establish and in the rules of decision-making we shall draft. I refer
in this context to the Netherlands Working Paper CD/445 of March 1984, on the
size and structure of a chemical disarmament inspectorate. But there is far
more to it. As Ambassador Cromartie said in his final statement as Chairman
of the Ad Hoc Committee on 3 February, provisions under article IX, but also
under article VIII, of the convention would be required to underpin confidence
in the convention. Provisions on a strong organization and on strong rules of
decision-making should provide the necessary confidence in the draft
convention as a whole, to enable it to be concluded.

A lot of important work is still waiting for us. Differences must be
bridged, resistance overcome. Let us assist the President of the Ad Hoc
Committee in setting priorities by first focusing on the major issues. I call
upon all delegations to contribute to a common effort to bring the convention
on chemical weapons to an early conclusion.

Mr. President, a famous countryman of yours, the Cuban poet Jose Marti,
said on building a nation a century ago what we today can say about building a
chemical weapons convention. Like a nation, a chemical weapons convention "is
not a complex of wheels (of fortune), nor a wild horse race, but a stride
upward concerted by real men".

CD/PV.397
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A global, comprehensive and effective ban on chemical weapons is urgently
needed. Norway has taken active part in the negotiations in the Conferencg on
Disarmament on a convention on the prohibition of the development, production
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stockpiling and use of chemical weapons and on their destruction. Under the
able chairmanship of Ambassador Cromartie of the United Kingdom, the Ad Hoc
Committee on Chemical Weapons made significant progress on important questions
in 1986.

Difficult problems still remain to be resolved, particularly in the field
of verification. However, the momentum in the negotiations has been
sustained, and we are pleased to note the progress achieved so far during the
1987 session.

We feel assured that the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical
Weapons in 1987, Ambassador Ekéus of Sweden, will spare no efforts in trying
to find early and satisfactory solutions to the outstanding problems. In
particular, it is necessary to work out details for verification régimes,
including routine and on-site inspection on challenge of all facilities and
sites where violations could occur. No doubt, solving these questions
represents a difficult and complex task. We noted in this regard the
statement of Ambassador Nazarkin of the Soviet Union at the Plenary meeting on
5 March, when he said that “"chemical weapons and the production base for their
manufacture are to be destroyed by all States possessing such weapons,
including both the Soviet Union and the United States".

The Norwegian Govermment attaches importance as well to the bilateral
consultations between the United States and the Soviet Union on an effective
and verifiable global convention on chemical weapons. These consultations
have already contributed positively to the negotiating process within the
framework of the Conference on Disarmament.

A basic and still unresolved question is the elaboration of modalities
for handling requests for on-site inspection on challenge. Norway is of the
opinion that the provisions concerning routine on-site inspections should be
supplemerted by a stringent system for on-site inspections to verify
allegations of non-compliance. This would provide the ultimate source of
confidence in the convention. Such a system has to satisfy certain criteria,
of which the following three are the most essential: firstly, the challenged
State must be under the obligation to demonstrate to other States, and
especially the challenging State, that it complies with the provisions of the
convention. Secondly, an inspection would have to be undertaken immediately
after the issue of a challenge. Thirdly, the investigation should be detailed
and comprehensive.

Whereas Norway takes part in all aspects of the negotiations on a
chemical-weapons ban in the Conference on Disarmament, we have put special
emphasis on the question of verification of alleged use of these weapons. 1In
1981 the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs initiated a comprehensive
research programme concerning verification of alleged use of chemical
weapons. This research programme is carried out by the Norwegian Defence
Research Establishment. It is based on field experiments in order to make
sure that the findings are as realistic as possible.

We have developed procedures for identification of the contaminated area,
sampling, field analysis, transportation and final analysis in a laboratory in
order to determine whether chemical weapons have been used. These procedures,
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which can be used on an all-year basis, are now being tested in field
exercises. The results of these tests will be presented in a new research
report, which will be submitted to the Conference on Disarmament during the
second part of this year's session. We intend also to submit a working paper
outlining more detailed proposals concerning procedures for verification of
alleged use, which would be relevant to the effective implementation of the

convention.

As a further contribution to the work of the Conference on Disarmament,
the Norwegian Council on Arms Control and Disarmament will hold a symposium on
the Chemical Weapons Convention in Oslo from 26 to 27 May. Representatives
from the three groups and China in the Conference on Disarmament have been
invited to present their views on the chemical weapons negotiations.
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We wish to express our satisfaction at the way in which negotiations on
chemical weapons have progressed in the Conference. We wish to express our
gratitude to Ambassador Cromartie of the United Kingdom for the major advances
made under his Chairmanship of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons. We
also wish to express appreciation at the way in which Ambassador Ekéus of
Sweden has been chairing the Ad Hoc Committee since our work began this year.
We are sure that under his able leadership it will be possible to move forward
to the final results.

Everything appears to suggest that the conditions are ripe for specific
results to be achieved quite quickly. Over recent months there has clearly
been considerably more flexibility in the position of the Soviet Union,
especially with regard to the régime of supervision and verification that will
have to govern the implementation of the Convention when it enters into force.

The Conference is also facing up to the challenge resulting from the
decision by the United States Government, and endorsed by the U.S. Congress,
to begin producing binary chemical weapons in the autumn of this year if no
agreement has been reached by then on the elimination of existing stockpiles
of chemical weapons. Given this prospect, there is no alternative to speeding
up the on-going negotiations both at the bilateral level and within this
Conference.

However, we should like to share with the members of the Conference a
concern prompted by the negotiations being carried out on the draft treaty for
the prohibition of chemical weapons. It is clear that the question of
verification is decisive, and the fate of the treaty, or indeed of any
disarmament treaty, hinges on it. We have the impression, however, that the
endeavour praiseworthy as it may be, to set up a verification mechanism that
would be as perfect as possible is leading to the design of a tremendously
complex structure, the operation of which would be very costly. We fear that
the financial obligations which would derive from the cost of the operation of
the verification system for the treaty will be so high that finally very few
countries will be in a position to defray them, with the result being that the
number of countries willing to be parties to the treaty will be very small,
which in turn will limit the effectiveness of the instrument.

It is important therefore to bear in mind the experience of the
safeguards system of the International Atomic Energy Agency, which to some
extent is serving as a model for the verification structure of the future
treaty on the prohibition of chemical weapons. The safeguards system is
relatively simple to operate. What is more, its field of action is very
restricted and it has a special financing mechanism which lightens the burden
on the developing countries. Even so, many developing countries have serious
difficulties in meeting their financial obligations relating to the safeguards
system. The prevailing world economic situation would seem to make it even
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more difficult to have a viable treaty for the prohibition of chemical weapons
if the verification mechanism were to be too costly, as would seem to be the
case of the system that is being designed. To give an idea of the reason for
our concern, one need only point out that for 1987 the cost of financing the
IAEA safeguards system is $34,362,000, and it is estimated that this cost will
rise by about $2 million a year. Thus for 1988 the estimate is $36,323,000,
for 1989,$38 million, for 1990, $40 million, and for 1991, $42 million.

For a disarmament treaty to be effective, besides being reliable and
verifiable it must be universal. In order to be universal it must secure the
participation of the greatest possible number of countries, and to this end it
is necessary to ensure that the financial burden on the parties is as light as

possible.
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According to the time and work schedule of the Chairman of the Ad Hoc
Committee on Chemical Weapons, the CW negotiations are presently revolving in
Cluster III around issues pertaining to non-production of chemical weapons.

My Government wishes to demonstrate its political determination to
achieve a CW convention as soon as possible by introducing a Working Paper
concerning the collection and forwarding of data and other information to
verify the non-production of chemical weapons. This paper will be submitted
tomorrow and given to the Ad Hoc Committee under the symbol CD/CW/WP.159.

It provides for a two-tier system whereby the national authority collects
extensive data from its industry, which it then forwards to the international
authority in a weighted manner according to the substances belonging either to
category 2 or 3.

The international authority in return should have the right to request
clarifications about these data transmitted by the national authority. This
right to clarification should be formulated in a business-like manner in order
to reserve on-challenge inspections for cases of grave doubts about compliance
with the convention.

The total extent of the data and other information required to verify the
non-production of CW is determined both by the number of substances listed in
Annexes 2 and 3 and by the intensity of the control régime for each category.
Of particular importance in this respect is the threshold, still to be fixed,
for the exclusion of small quantities which do not pose a military threat and
which therefore are irrelevant for CW control purposes; this threshold will
have a considerable influence on the number of producers and users who are
required to provide information. The question of where this line is to be
drawn should be examined separately on the basis of militarily significant
quantities.

The Working Paper we are to present is based on the following
conception: the submission of the data needed to verify the non-production of
chemical weapons is intended to contribute to effective international
verification by the international authority. This presupposes selection of
the appropriate data. More data does not automatically mean greater security
against violations of the convention. The international authority should be
given the data it needs in order to keep track of the production, acquisition,
use, transfer and storage of the substances listed in the Annexes. The
requirements in terms of specific details can and must be greater for the
substances listed in Annex 2 than for those in Annex 3. While with regard to
the handling of the substances listed in Annex 2 both facility-related figures
and aggregate national data will have to be submitted, only the latter data,
in our view, need be submited on the substances listed in Annex 3.

The system of national data collection and transfer as described here, in
connection with the right of the international authority to ask for
clarification, will guarantee the largest necessary transparency of data
handling and the most effective international control. The main work of data
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collection and processing is to be done at a national level; the
international authority obtains an overview, which it can supplement as
necessary by asking for clarification. At the same time, we are aware that
verification is invariably an international task and that the national
authority can therefore only be an instrument with which the individual
contracting parties implement the convention.

Let me on this occasion comment on a few speeches made recently in this
forum. My delegation recognizes the positive and constructive approach the
Soviet delegation has displayed in its latest statements concerning the
crucial questions of declaration and elimination of CW stocks and revision of
lists of chemicals which are under careful consideration.

In other areas, such as on-challenge inspections, the Soviet view of no
refusal of on-site inspections still has to be enlarged in our view to all
facilities and sites where violations could occur in order to guarantee a
degree of effective verification of compliance acceptable to all.

The constructive spirit of Stockholm should be adapted to our
negotiations -- as the delegations of Romania and the Netherlands suggest --
with respect to its support for the obligation to accept on-site inspections
and not to its particular restrictions concerning certain areas and sensitive
points, because -- as the delegation of the Netherlands rightly
acknowledged -- in Stockholm the objective was to build confidence whereas we
are faced with the more encompassing task of abolishing an entire category of
weapons. Consequently, our solution has to be a more far-reaching one to be
effective and generally acceptable.

My delegation welcomes also the constructive approach taken by the
Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, on 17 March 1987, towards the
verification of alleged use of CW by developing prcedures for identification
of the contaminated area, sampling, field analysis, transportation and final
analysis in a laboratory. We are looking forward to the announced working
paper incorporating the new research report.

My delegation shared the detailed assessment given by the Netherlands
delegation on 12 March 1987. This applies, firstly, to the notion of risk to
the convention as a determining factor for the verification of non-production,
building on the division of relevant CW substances into three categories with
the appropriate régimes. Unless a list of commercially produced super-toxic
lethal chemicals of CW relevance is produced, their inclusion in any of these
established categories cannot be justified. Secondly, as was pointed out by
the Netherlands delegation, the threshold, still has to be fixed for the
exclusion of small quantities which do not pose a military threat and which
therefore are irrelevant for CW verification purposes.

My delegation, together with many others, remains convinced that
essential elements of a global ban on development, production, acquisition,
stockpiling, transfer and use of CW as well as in the field of verification
can be achieved during this year. It is in this light that my delegation is
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submitting to the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons the Working Paper on
collection and forwarding of data and other information to verify the
non-production of CW.

CD/PV.399
2

The PRESIDENT (translated from Spanish): I declare open the 399th plenary
meeting of the Conference on Disarmament.

In accordance with its programme of work, the Conference today begins the
consideration of agenda item 4, "chemical weapons". Any member wishing to do
so, however, may raise any other matter related to the work of the Conference,
in conformity with rule 30 of the rules of procedure of the Conference.



CD/PV. 400
2

The PRESIDENT (translated from Spanish): I call to order the

400th plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament.

In accordance with its programme of work, the Conference today is
to continue the consideration of agenda item 4, "Chemical weapons". 1In
accordance with rule 30 of the rules of procedure, however, members who so

desire can make statements on any other question related to the work of the

Conference. The representatives of China, France and Mongolia are on my list

of speakers for today.
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(Mr. Wu Xuegian, China)

ev v
China is a socialist as well as a developing country, pursuing an

independent foreign policy of peace. Having suffered untold hardships from
foreign aggression and the scourge of war in the past, China is engaged in a
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socialist modernization drive today. The Chinese people hope to approach and
catch up with the developed countries in terms of economic development through
the hard work of several generations. Therefore, China needs an international
environment of durable peace -- peace not only in this century but also in the
next century. For this purpose the Chinese Government has been conducting its
foreign affairs with the basic objective of opposing hegemonism and power
politics, maintaining world peace, developing friendly co-operation with other
countries and promoting common economic prosperity. China will not enter into
alliance or a strategic relationship with any super-Power. It will endeavour
to establish and develop friendly relations in co-operation with other
countries on the basis of the five principles of peaceful coexistence.
Upholding the arms race and promoting the realization of disarmament is an
important part of China's independent foreign policy of peace. China
maintains that the arms race, nuclear or conventional, on the ground or in
space, should be brought to an end. China has always stood for the complete
prohibition and the thorough destruction of nuclear, chemical, biological and
Space weapons as well as a substantial reduction of conventional arms. China
is in favour of the peaceful use of outer space and is opposed to the arms
race in outer space no matter who conducts it and in what form. The
development of space weaponry will lead to further intensification and
escalation of the arms race and greater tension and turbulence in
international situations. The United States and the Soviet Union, the only
two countries that possess Space weapons and continue to develop such weapons,
bear a special responsibility for the cessation of the arms race in outer
space. It is our hope that they will heed the voice of the peoples of the
world and take immediate and effective measures to halt the arms race in any
form in outer space by refraining from developing, testing and deploying space
weapons and destroying all existing space weapons.

China, a non-chemical-weapons State, was once the victim of the use
of this weapon. China has all along stood for an early conclusion of a
convention on the complete prohibition and thorough destruction of chemical
weapons, and made positive efforts to this end. We are pleased that marked
progress has been made over recent years in the negotiations on chemical
weapons at the Conference on Disarmament. We are of the view that the future
convention should, as a priority, provide for the thorough destruction of the
existing chemical weapons, as well as their production facilities, should
ensure the non-production of new chemical weapons without harming or affecting
the peaceful development of civilian chemical industry in all countries and
should stipulate necessary and effective verification measures.
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I should also like to thank all those who gave me such a warm welcome
when I arrived at this Conference. I was struck by the spirit of co-operation
and friendship here, quite apart from our substantive differences of view.

You may rest assured, Mr. President, that I shall always take part in the work
of this Conference in the same spirit.

As we know, the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons is at present
working on issues relating to non-production of chemical weapons. The French
delegation wishes to make an active contribution to the discussions on a topic
to which it attaches great importance, and therefore now has the honour to
introduce today document CD/747, entitled "Non-production of chemical
weapons", which spells out the details of the preliminary remarks expressed by
our Minister for Foreign Affairs, Mr. Jean Bernard Raimond, on this subject a
month ago, on 19 February, in this chamber.

The starting-point for our approach is that it has gradually become clear
from discussions on article 6 of the convention that it is not desirable to
build a convention that would be perfect for the present but which would be
threatened with obsolescence in the near future and would therefore become
increasingly inoperative. We do not think that it is useful to establish a
definitive schedule of substances to be prohibited, with their attendant
régimes of verification. The convention must obviously be comprehensive and
binding for everything with which we are familiar, but precisely in order to
ensure the full observance and authority of the convention we must also be
able to make provision for all that at present remains hypothetical,
little-known or indeed unknown. How, for example, can we regulate, without
harming the legitimate interests of each country, the potential inherent in
industries that are producing for permissible requirements substances that
could be diverted for weapons purposes? How can the scientific and
technological progress which will certainly come about, both in the chemical
industry and on the control and verification side, be taken into account?
Such questions cannot but convince us that, while we must be absolutely firm
in everything relating to the goals, principles and ground rules, flexibility
is essential in the application of the convention for everything that is not
yet fully identified.

Thus, our document identifies the areas where, taking this evolutionary
perspective I have outlined, developments may well occur.

With regard to the schedules of substances to be controlled, the
essential and most difficult task is to define the toxicity criterion. Here
we have to set aside the idea of attaining theoretical perfection and rather
seek agreement on a definition and procedures of acquisition that are
acceptable to everybody and could serve as a reference.

With regard to super-toxic lethal chemicals which are not chemical
weapons, we do not think that, given their characteristics, it would be useful
to draw up an exhaustive list at this stage. What is essential is to
establish definitional criteria to assess the possibility of any particular
substance becoming a chemical weapon, and to set a production threshold over
which its manufacture must be declared.



CD/PV. 400
9

(Mr. Morel, France)

Finally, we must give thought to monitoring new products and
technologies, a major sphere on which the survival of the convention hinges,
and which the Committee has not yet discussed.

Quite clearly, some of the tasks I have mentioned could best be carried
out by a special body, and that is what is proposed in our document. We
suggest that a Scientific Council should be set up, consisting of independent
eminent persons, chosen solely for their scientific competence. As stated in
our document, this new body would have responsibilities at the following
stages: First, following the declaration of stocks, to finalize the lists of
chemicals to be prohibited and monitored, for by definition, the exact
composition of the stockpiles will be known only after each country has made
its declaration, which will happen on the entry into force of the convention.

Secondly, during the administration of the convention. The Scientific
Council should inform the Consultative Committee of the appearance of any new
substance or new technology which might pose a risk to the convention, and
propose appropriate measures and verification procedures.

We attach a great deal of importance both to the independence of the
eminent persons selected, and to a precise definition of their powers, so as
to avoid any duplication with other bodies. Thus, the Scientific Council
would have an advisory role but no power of decision whatsoever. One annual
meeting could be-scheduled, together with meetings at the request of the
Consultative Committee where necessary.

My delegation is today submitting document CD/747 with the intention of
breaking new ground while at the same time paying due heed to the need for
realism and flexibility. The document suggests some practical measures, which
I have summarized, but it also seeks to prompt us to think about how the
convention will actually work. Very strict rules are essential, but they will
not be enough in themselves. We have also to provide for instruments, tools,
criteria for action, and therefore for an administration that is suited to the
future circumstances of research and production in the chemical industry.

What we are building must not be a great monument that is threatened by time
but a living, active, credible institution. This is the spirit underlying our
proposals, and of course we are quite open to any comments and suggestions to
which they may give rise on the part of member States.
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I would now like to make a few comments on the question of a
chemical-weapons ban. A definite amount of success has recently been achieved
in the drafting of the chemical-weapons convention. Many positions of
principle and specific technical issues have been reconciled and there is the
necessary basis for further progress. Amongst the unresolved questions of
principle is the question of on-site challenge inspection. At this stage of
the negotiations this is a basic problem of universal significance for the
convention.

what is the actual situation as regards the solution of this problem?
Several positions have been stated in the negotiations. Each of them reflects
the interests of one or another group of delegations or the interests of
specific delegations. These interests have to be taken into account and
brought into line with the common aim: the elaboration of a convention which
can universally and really be implemented.

The socialist countries are in favour of a régime of challenge
inspections which would be as effective as possible and, at the same time,
would not be detrimental to the higher interests of States. This aim, we
feel, is met by the approach set out in the proposal of the United Kingdom
contained in document CD/715, and in particular the central idea of that
proposal -- the possibility of proposing and applying alternative measures.

It seems to us that the proposal that challenge verifications concerning
declared locations and facilities and also in cases of suspicion of the use of
chemical weapons should be mandatory is a promising one from the point of view
of finding a compromise. Perhaps we should think about those other cases
which we could include in the list of those where a refusal to allow full
verification to be carried out would not be allowable.

For many years it was impossible to agree on questions of verifying the
destruction of chemical weapon stocks and the elimination of their production
facilities, as well as the permitted sphere of activities.

The proposals made by the Soviet delegation take account of the position
of the Western and non-aligned States and fully remove any obstacle to the
elaboration of comprehensive and strict control over chemical weapon stocks,
production facilities and permitted activities. On these issues we have
practically all the necessary basis for the formulation of articles 2, 3, 4, 5
and 6. Nevertheless, unfortunately, we cannot but note certain negative
factors which are delaying the consolidation of the success achieved: for
example, the unexpected difficulties which have arisen in resolving questions
such as diversion of chemical weapons (the delegation of the United States
of America has departed from its earlier position just when the USSR
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delegation took its preoccupations into account and tried to accommodate
them), as well as the elaboration of provisions concerning chemicals in the
second category. The singling out of Super-toxic lethal chemicals used for
pharmaceutical, medicinal, scientific and research purposes, which do not have
the set of properties peculiar to chemical warfare agents, is a step towards
accommodating the wishes of the Western delegations. Nevertheless, the
selfsame Western delegations are not devoting the due energy towards the
solution of this issue.

These delegations are also delaying a solution to the question of
irritants. The use of chemical weapons based on harmful chemicals against
developing countries which do not have the necessary level of protection could
be extremely detrimental to their defence capability. 1In the first place,
there would be suffering on the part of the civilian population and damage to
the peaceful spheres of activity in those countries. We also need to see a
solution to the issue of the use of herbicides for military purposes.

There is nothing insoluble about these issues. All we need is a will to
bring about a constructive agreement.

The important problem of the destruction of chemical weapon stocks and
the elimination of production facilities has in principle been resolved. On
the destruction of stocks, we have not yet achieved agreement on the order for
their destruction. However, there does exist a common understanding that the
régime for destruction would have to be simple and fair. The discussion of
the idea of using equivalence in comparing various categories of chemical
weapon stocks has shown that the practical implementation of this idea is
going to be extremely complicated. The most simple and realistic way would
lie in the grouping of chemical weapons in comparable categories which would
have to be destroyed in equal amounts by weight during each period of
destruction of stocks.

In the preparation of the convention there are a significant number of
separate technical issues which, of course, have to be resolved. We cannot
play down the importance of these questions, but I would like to appeal to the
parties to the negotiations first and foremost to work for the completion of
the provisions of Principle. We cannot allow the possibility that progress in
pPreparing and agreeing on the convention should get bogged down in the
technical details.
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The PRESIDENT (translated from Spanish): I declare open the
401st plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament.

In accordance with its programme of work the Conference will continue its
consideration of agenda item 4, "Chemical weapons". However, in accordance
with rule 30 of the rules of procedure any member wishing to do so may raise
any other matter relating to the work of the Conference. Once we have
finished the list of speakers for today I will convene a short informal
meeting of the Conference to consider a request for participation from a
non-member State. We shall then resume the plenary so as to formalize any
agreement we may reach in the informal meeting. I have on the list of
speakers for this plenary meeting the representatives of Argentina and the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. I now give the floor to the first
speaker on my list, the representative of Argentina, Ambassador Céampora.
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The negotiation of a convention that would ban chemical weapons is of
unprecedented importance. This is a real leading case for the international
community, since never yet has it undertaken the drafting of an instrument of
such political and technical complexity in the field of disarmament with a
view to eliminating weapons of real military significance. The task that has
been started implies that national territories will be opened up to
international scrutiny. This in itself will be a very important step in the
strengthening of international confidence.

It is difficult to imagine the Major Powers open to international
inspection to verify the destruction of their arsenals of chemical weapons and
production installations. However, all the negotiations are directed towards
that aim, and there should be no retreat or vacillation in achieving it.

We have heard so many times delegations from the Great Powers state here
that the task of the Conference on Disarmament should be to give priority to
the negotiation of a convention prohibiting chemical weapons that we cannot
accept at this stage of our work any pretext which would hinder the speedy
conclusion of that instrument.
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Mr. NAZARKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from
Russian): On 24 and 25 March this year a regular meeting of the Committee of
Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty was
held in Moscow. The delegation of the USSR, the country which hosted and
chaired the meeting, has requested the secretariat of the Conference on
Disarmament to circulate, as an official document, the decisions which were
adopted by the Foreign Ministers Committee session. I am referring to the
Communiqué of the meeting, the Statement "For Furthering the CSCE Process and
Bringing the Vienna Follow-Up Meeting to a Successful Outcome", and the
"Statement by the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty on the Issue of a
Chemical Weapons Ban".

The distinguished representatives thus have the opportunity of
considering the full texts of the documents adopted in Moscow. Meanwhile, we
would like to highlight some aspects since the decisions of the Committee of
Foreign Ministers have a direct bearing on the important problems we are
discussing here.

The documents adopted at the Committee's meeting in Moscow testify to the
continuing vigorous efforts of the States Parties of the Warsaw Treaty to end
the arms race, reduce and eliminate nuclear weapons, prevent the
militarization of outer space, destroy chemical weapons and the industrial
base for their production, and bring about deep reductions in armed forces and
armaments in Europe. These efforts are a reflection of the unvarying policy
of principle of the allied socialist States aimed at building a comprehensive
system of international security and creating a nuclear-free, non-violent
world.

The allied socialist States believe that a speedy completion of the
elaboration of a convention on the prohibition and elimination of chemical .
weapons and on the destruction of the industrial base for their manufacture is
a crucial objective for the world community. They call on all States to do
their utmost to conclude such a convention in 1987 so that this year already
we could see the beginning of general and complete chemical disarmament. The
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participants in the Moscow meeting of Foreign Ministers consider that no
country should take any steps whatsoever which might compl}cate the b .
elaboration and conclusion of a convention on the prohibition and elimination

of chemical weapons.
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The PRESIDENT (translated from Spanish): The 40lst plenary meeting ol
the Conference on Disarmament is resumed.

In accordance with the exchange of views during the informal meeting wc¢
have just held, I would like to submit to the Conference the request from
switzerland to participate in the work of the plenary meetings of the
Conference and of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons. The draft
decision to this effect has been circulated by the secretariat.in document

CD/WP.28l.

If there is no objection, I will take it that the Conference adopts the
draft decision.

It was so decided.

CD/PV.401
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The two Ad Hoc Committees which have been working practically since the
beginning of this annual session continued their active search for agreements
on questions of substance. The Ad Hoc Committee on the Comprehensive
Programme for Disarmament would have its work considerably facilitated if the
Conference itself were able to make headway in its consideration of those
agenda items dealing with nuclear issues that we have been examining without
results for far too long. The Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons is working
on particularly important topics in the search for a convention that would
finally prohibit these weapons, and it is clear that considerable progress has
been made since the opening of the session.
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The PRESIDENT: I declare open the 402nd plenary meeting of the
Conference on Disarmament.

As I assume the Presidency for the month of April, I should like to read
out a message transmitted to the Conference by the President of the
Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, Secretary-General of the Communist Party of
Czechoslovakia, Dr. Gustav Husak.

CD/PV.402
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(The President)

We deem it especially important to achieve progress on the question
of chemical weapons. If an agreement on general and complete prohibition
of such weapons and on their elimination was formulated already this
year, it would be a practical contribution to the strengthening of mutual
trust and an inspiring example proving that multilateral talks on
disarmament can produce significant concrete results in the form of real
treaties, agreements or conventions.

Guided by our desire to do our utmost to facilitate that process,
Czechoslovakia and the German Democratic Republic have been actively
advocating the establishment of chemical and nuclear-weapon-free zones in
central Europe, which would contribute to the elimination of an entire
category of weapons of mass destruction from that sensitive area.
Together with the German Democratic Republic, we have put forward
concrete proposals to this end.
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Let me start with the positive. Early in this year's session we managed

to re-establish the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, which then
immediately resumed its intensive work aimed at the elaboration of a
convention on the prohibition and destruction of CW. Further progress has
been achieved and there is a practically unanimous view that efforts should
continue persistently so that the convention could be finalized as soon as
possible, preferably already in 1987. I am confident that the Ad hoc
Committee, under the guidance of Ambassador Ekéus of Sweden, will do all in
its power to speed up progress towards the convention.

Let me remind you, distinguished delegates, that just a week ago a
political body of high importance -- the Committee of the Ministers of Foreign
Affairs of the Warsaw Treaty -- launched an appeal to all the participants of
our Conference regarding the prohibition of CW. 1In the separate statement on
this subject the ministers called upon all States to refrain from all steps
that might complicate the achievement of a mutually acceptable agreement on
the prohibition of CW and not to produce any CW, including binary or
multi-component CW, not to deploy them in foreign countries and to withdraw
them from those foreign countries where they are already present. The
ministers expressed the belief that 1987 can and must be the year of the
commencement of complete and general chemical disarmament. The statement B,
referred to reflects interest in the work of this Conference and the
importance of our negotiations on the prohibition and elimination of CW.
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There can be no doubt that the process of drafting a convention on the
prohibition of chemical weapons has entered a Crucial phase. The progress
achieved at the previous session under Ambassador Cromartie is certainly an
encouraging result, as well as a stimulas for the ongoing negotiations.
Agreement has still to be reached on significant aspects of the convention,
but this should not deter us from our objective of concluding this
instrument. A spirit of flexibility and mutual concessions continue to be the
best means of overcoming the obstacles to definitive elaboration of a future
convention. The proposals made over the past few weeks are, in my
delegation's opinion, an example which should be followed if we are to
reconcile the various approaches.

Furthermore, we are sure that the competence and experience of the new
Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee, Ambassador Ekéus, will be a great help for
making full use of the years of effort invested in the consideration of the
various aspects of the draft convention and finding an appropriate solution to
the questions which remained outstanding.

The conclusion of an agreement for the complete elimination of chemical
weapons would be a milestone in multilateral disarmament efforts.u.Clearly,
such an agreement will be even more significant if it could win the support of
all states. To this end, it is essential that the chemical weapons ban should
not lead to discriminatory measures or impediments for the chemical industry
which, as we are all aware, is of particular importance in the development
Processes of our countries.
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Following the same trend of thought, we think that the future convention
would be all the stronger if it promoted international co-operation in the
chemical industry, and here we must focus on the importance, in our view, of
article 11 of the draft convention.
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It is a welcome relief to note that some progress has been made in the

negotiations in the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons with a view to
achieving accord on a chemical weapons convention. I would like to appeal to
all members of the Conference to do their utmost to ensure the early
conclusion of the Convention. I do realize that some details still remain to
be resolved. However, given the prevailing spirit of understanding and
flexibility which is being shown, I am optimistic that a chemical weapons
convention is within reach of the Conference. When it does happen, and I hope
it will be sooner rather than later, it will be a most welcome breakthrough
which should have positive effect on negotiations on other priority areas.
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Mr. SCHUURMAN VOLKER (Netherlands): Mr. President, although my
Ambassador will do this more extensively at a later stage, allow me
nevertheless to congratulate you on the assumption of the Presidency.

I noted that you introduced, in your presidential statement, a quotation
from the statement recently made by the Warsaw Treaty Organization Foreign
Ministers on CW. I am sure that you were moved to do so by the importance of
the subject, and that you did not want to suggest in any way that this subject
does not have priority for others. Allow me to recall in this respect the
communiqué of NATO Foreign Ministers in December of last year, in which they
stated that they seek with determination to reach a convention on CW that will

be effectively verifiable.
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Mr. HANSEN (United States of America): Today I would like to devote my
statement to the negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons.

Under the Chairmanship of Ambassador Rolf Ekéus of Sweden, the
negotiations in the 1987 session are well under way. The organization of work
into clusters, as suggested by Ambassador Ekéus, has given new structure to
the discussions and seems to have helped them move ahead. The cluster
co-ordinators -- Mr. Nieuwenhuys of Belgium, Mr. Macedo of Mexico, and
Dr. Krutzsch of the German Democratic Republic -- are making important
contributions, as well, to advancing the complex and detailed work of
negotiating the provisions of the Convention.

Clearly, the work on a chemical weapons ban has been intensifying over
the last year. 1In part, this can be attributed to the commitment by
President Reagan and General Secretary Gorbachev, made at the
November 1985 Summit in Geneva, to accelerate efforts to conclude an effective
and verifiable international convention on this matter. Both the
United States and Soviet delegations have helped to turn this commitment into
practical progress.

Since the beginning of the 1987 CD session, important changes have
appeared in the position of some delegations, and the United States Government
is carefully assessing the political and substantive significance of these
developments. 1In this context, I would note that we welcome these
developments but emphasize that we will not accept a watered-down, ineffective
convention. The negotiation of an effective convention is a complex
undertaking in which details are of great significance. The CD must therefore
pursue this objective with appropriate care and deliberation.

That said, my statement today contains suggestions and proposals I hope
will advance the further work of the Committee in a number of important areas.

Over the course of the chemical weapons negotiations the United States

has stressed that effective verification provisions are essential for building
confidence in compliance. But, clearly, confidence is not something that

(Cont'd)
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suddenly appears the day the convention enters into force. Unless some degree
of confidence among States already exists, it must be created, or reaching
agreement will be an extremely difficult task. Thus, the building of
confidence must be a step-by-step process that begins well before the
negotiations have been completed.

Confidence-building should start with greater openness on the part of all
members of the CD. The United States is concerned that some other States
participating in the negotiations have been extremely secretive about their
chemical weapons programmes. If countries possessing chemical weapons refuse
to acknowledge such capabilities during the negotiations, confidence is
seriously undermined. Therefore, we must all agree that greater openness is
essential for building the kind of confidence States must have before they
will be willing to give up their own chemical weapons. The United States has
consistently stressed this concern in bilateral negotiations and wishes to
make this point clear in the multilateral context.

The fact that the United States maintains a chemical weapons deterrent
and retaliatory capability has long been a matter of public record. On
10 July 1986, the United States delegation sought to promote the
conf idence-building process by unilaterally providing its negotiating partners
here with further detailed information about its stockpiles of chemical
weapons, including information on stockpile locations and the chemicals in the
stockpile. We urge others to follow our example of openness.

On 5 March of this year the Soviet Union finally made an oblique
reference to its possession of chemical weapons in a plenary statement. The
United States welcomes this small, helpful step by the Soviet Union. We hope
it was only the first step towards increasing openness by the Soviet Union and
its allies about their chemical weapons programmes. Other States could
usefully take similar steps.

In this connection we have also noted the candid statement by the
Foreign Minister of France on 19 February that his country is considering
endowing itself with a limited and purely deterrent capability in the chemical
weapons field.

It should not be forgotten that over the years a number of States,
primarily from the Western Group, have made clear in the CD that they do not
possess chemical weapons. Such statements can only be welcomed.

Many CD member States, however, have said nothing. Most undoubtedly do
not possess chemical weapons; but it would be very useful for them to say
so. Unfortunately, it cannot be ruled out that other States participating in
the negotiations do possess chemical weapon capabilities. For example, we
would welcome clarification by the Iranian delegation of press reports
concerning an Iranian chemical weapons capability.

Because of the magnitude of the chemical weapons capabilities possessed
?y the Soviet Union, the United States has stressed to Soviet authorities the
;tg::;ance_of.greater openness. But the principle applies equally to other
POSses;iQWIthln the CD, we call upon all our negotiating partners to indicate
n or non-possession of chemical weapons and chemical weapons
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production facilities. It would be useful if the secretariat were to compile
all relevant statements, with the assistance of delegations making them. We
also call upon the Soviet Union, and any others who acknowledge possession of

chemical weapons, to provide more detailed information, as the United States
has already done.

Our objective is to rid the world of chemical weapons. This can only
happen if all of the States possessing chemical weapons become parties to a
future convention. Obviously, this will not happen automatically. The
members of the CD need to consider carefully how to promote the widest
possible adherence to the convention. It is not too soon to address the
question of how to obtain participation in the convention by as many as
possible of the 15 or so States that are currently believed to possess a
chemical weapons capability. Similarly, States need to consider the risk
posed by States which possess chemical weapons remaining outside the
convention. What can be done to minimize this risk? These are, of course,
hard questions, but they must be faced.

I would now like to address a number of specific negotiating issues
relating to the CW Convention.

One useful result of the intersessional negotiations was agreement that
article III of the rolling text should include a provision to declare any
"facility or establishment" for the development of chemical weapons. However,
the discussion showed that the scope of the key phrase "facility or
establishment"™ was very unclear. Thus, a footnote in the rolling text states
that more work is necessary. To assist in resolving this matter the
United States proposes that the phrase in question refer to facilities or
establishments that "specialize" in chemical weapons development. This would
provide a practical approach that covers the locations of direct concern. It
would avoid covering facilities that may have only an indirect or one-time
involvement, such as a wind-tunnel that might on occasion have been used for
aerodynamic tests.

Much has already been achieved in Cluster I in developing procedures for
the declaration of chemical weapons and for monitoring the declared stocks
prior to destruction.

One important step was made when the Soviet delegation announced on
17 February that it could agree to destruction of all chemical weapons and
would no longer insist on a right to divert some chemicals to peaceful
purposes. This was a constructive step. It was, however, curious to hear the
Soviet accusation on 5 March that the United States had then blocked agreement
in this area by changing its previous position. At the bottom of this
tempest-in-a-teapot was the United States view that such common and innocuous
commercial chemicals as sulphur and isopropyl alcohol that were stored for
chemical weapons purposes need not be destroyed and might be diverted for
civilian use. Apparently the Soviet delegation had failed to notice that the
United States adopted this view more than a year ago, in early 1986, as a move
toward the Soviet position. To be castigated now for moving to the Soviet
position calls into question the seriousness of the Soviet accusation. None
the less, since our attempted concession has apparently become an obstacle in
the negotiations, we will resolve the problem by returning to our original
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position that all chemical weapons stocks, including harmless precursors
stored for chemical weapons purposes, should be destroyed. There should now

be full agreement in this area.

With respect to chemical weapons production facilities, my delegation has
suggested that work in Cluster II focus initially in areas where there is
broad agreement. We believe it is appropriate for the Committee to examine
how a verification system for eliminating such facilities would function. My
delegation has introduced an informal outline to assist in this examination.
To help these discussions move forward, we are circulating today a paper
containing more detailed suggestions for a step-by-step approach to verifying
the elimination of CW production facilities.

A clear idea of the verification steps necessary for international
assurance that parties are eliminating their chemical weapons production
facilities is essential from the beginning. For an effective verification
system, we must ensure that the measures for declarations, inspections and
on-site monitoring with instruments are carefully integrated with specific
verification objectives. Before one can decide what to declare, the purpose
of declarations must be clear. Before one can write procedures or determine
the frequency of inspection, one must know the objectives of an inspection.
Before one can decide on what types of instruments may be needed, one must
know what objectives instrument monitoring must satisfy. In our outline, we
propose such objectives for each facet of the verification system for chemical
weapons production facilities.

In article V we also note that there are still fundamental issues to be
resolved about how chemical weapons production facilities are to be
eliminated. However, we believe that broad agreement in principle already
exists on the general approach to verification in this regard. In our view
much important work can be done toward converting this agreement in principle
into provisions for a verification without prejudging the remaining issues.

The final issue on which I would like to comment today is challenge
inspection. This subject remains one of the key negotiating problems,
although by no means the only one. There seems to be broad agreement that
quick action is needed to carry out inspections and that in at least two cases
inspection will be mandatory. While we regard the evolution of the Soviet
approach in a positive light, we view the new Soviet position announced on
17 February as being internally inconsistent and falling far short of what is
needed for an effective challenge provision.

Allow me to give two examples of why the Soviet position is internally
inconsistent.

In his statement of 17 February the distinguished representative of the
Soviet Union said that the Soviet Union will be pressing for the most
stringent system of supervision and verification. The USSR has argued for
strict routine inspection provisions for the chemical industry. Yet it
continues to oppose mandatory challenge inspection, the most stringent system
proposed, for the vast majority of plants in the chemical industry that it is
ostensibly so concerned about. For under the Soviet approach, only the
relatively few plants already subject to declaration would be open to
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mandatory challenge inspection. Soviet statements about stringent
verification and the detailed Soviet position are clearly not consistent with
each other.

Furthermore, the Soviet delegation emphasizes the importance and utility
of alternatives to on-site inspection. It has suggested such alternative
measures as viewing a facility from outside and collecting chemical samples
nearby. But it cannot explain, or has not explained, for example, how these
or any other alternative measures would be useful in determining whether or
not a suspect munitions bunker contains chemical weapons. It seems obvious
that only inspection of the bunker itself will permit an inspector to
determine whether or not there are chemical weapons inside. But if the Soviet
delegation knows of an alternative to inspection that would resolve such
questions, such alternative should in our view be thoroughly explained. The
United States is not opposed to discussing effective alternatives, but if an
alternative cannot be agreed the mandatory right to access within the 48-hour
period must remain.

The issue of challenge inspection will be discussed soon in Cluster IV.
We welcome the examination of each facet of challenge inspection, as is
planned. Such an approach can help to focus on the substantive merit of
methods for ensuring effective verification; this, rather than arguments
based on authorship, is what is required. The United States delegation will
participate actively and constructively in the forthcoming discussion. We
will not, however, relax our standards for effective verification.

When a revised version of the "rolling text" is prepared at the end of
April, it should demonstrate that much has been accomplished during the Spring
part of the 1987 session. But it will also show that much more remains to be
done, not only in resolving key issues, but also in working out the detailed
procedures required for effective implementation. Much will remain to be
accomplished in drafting effective provisions and in establishing the level of
conf idence necessary to make a chemical weapons convention a reality. That
should be a challenge to all of us.
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As regards the abolition of chemical weapons, my de}egatio? has §poke: on
this subject on various occasions of lat? and expressed Lts.satléfactlon a
the visible advances being made in individual sectors. 1In its view, the
negotiations have acquired a momentum which not.only reflects.the de?p concern
universally felt about this scourge facing mankind, but a}so 1ncreas;pgl{'
testifies to the political obligation to preYent erther instrumenta }zaflon
of this category of weapons. These negotiations simultaneously benefit from

CD/PV.403
12

(Mr. von Stiilpnagel, Federal Republic of Germany)

new expectations and proposals in other areas of arms control, for example in
respect of verification problems. The growing momentum of the negotiations in
elaborating language must now be fully exploited so as to conclude as early as
possible a chemical weapons convention -- a subject to which my Government
accords the highest priority. i

My delegation's concentration on the main elements of the convention is
meant to be a practical contribution. All delegations know the dilemma
between the necessary political oversight and decision on one side, and the
unavoidable scrutiny of the small print on the other. We must be guided by
the principle that the underlying uniform commitments for all countries must
first be dealt with politically and then be formulated in no vague terms. For
example, only by an adequate verification régime can all countries be
convinced that a convention banning chemical weapons worldwide is the most
reliable guarantee that they will not be used. Such verification must be both
effective and practicable. Striking the necessary balance is a major task for
this Conference. We feel that on the central political issue of a chemical
weapons convention, that of on-challenge inspections, this balance has been
achieved satisfactorily in the British proposal in Working Paper CD/715. We
therefore continue to strongly support this proposal.
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NAZARKIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translated from
tPo e

First of all, I would like to make a few comments on the statements we
have just heard by the representative of the United States,
Ambassador Hansen. I wish to note the positive elements contained in his
statement. The United States has declared that it will remove one of the
obstacles to the agreement on the question of the destruction of CW stocks.
This is undoubtedly a positive development, and I hope that the delegation of
the United States will pursue the chemical weapons negotiations in the same
positive spirit.

The distinguished representative of the United States raised the question
of challenge inspection. That is today one of the most important issues
facing us in the chemical weapons negotiations, and the exchange of views on
it is undoubtedly essential. Evidently, such an exchange is also appropriate
in a less formal situation, and on the whole this is happening. Therefore, it
would hardly be correct for me to embark on a detailed discussion of the
comments made today by Ambassador Hansen. We will have occasion to do this in
other circumstances. I would just today like to point out that,
unfortunately, on the basis of the comments made by Ambassador Hansen on
challenge inspection, we see that there still remains the position which the
United States adopted three years ago, back in 1984, concerning the automatic
nature of challenge inspections.

This will not be conducive to progress in the negotiations, considering
in particular the fact that many other delegations have made very varied
comments on other ways in which the question of challenge inspection could be
resolved. Ambassador Hansen, as far as I could see, showed interest in the
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idea of alternative measures. I would not like to deprive the authors of that
idea -- it was put forward as you know, by the United Kingdom delegation --

of the opportunity of justifying their own proposal. But in any case the
detailed exchange of views on the nature of alternative measures could well
take place during a less formal exchange of views.

I would like to appeal to the United States delegation to give serious
consideration to the British proposal and adopt a more positive and
constructive view of it, as it enjoys broad support in the negotiations. In
fact today we heard support for it confirmed by the delegation of the
Federal Republic of Germany in the statement of Ambassador von Stilpnagel. I
think that on the basis of the British proposal movement towards a solution to
the problem of challenge inspection could be achieved.

Now, the matter of confidence. Of course, it is extremely important, and
obviously it cannot be built in one day. I noted that Ambassador Hansen made
a positive appreciation of the steps recently taken in that direction by the
Soviet side. At the same time, I must point out that confidence-building is a
two-way process. Ambassador Hansen referred to the fact that the
United States has published data on its chemical weapons -- I have the
following to say in that connection: of course the publication of some
weapons data is evidence of a certain level of openness, but from my
standpoint, confidence would be strengthened much more by information, not on
armaments or plans to produce binary weapons, but on arms reductions or on the
renunciation of plans to develop armaments. Such steps would indeed lead to
the building of true confidence. 1In this connection, I would refer to the
appeals made by the meeting of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the States
Parties to the Warsaw Treaty, in March this year, not to undertake any steps
which might complicate the achievement of mutually acceptable accords in the
negotiations or slow them down, and also not to produce chemical weapons,
including binary or multi-component varieties. Such measures would in fact
help to develop confidence and hasten successful progress in the chemical
weapons negotiations.
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The history of the imposed war against the Islamic Republic of Iran shows
in the most vivid manner the fact that the present international instruments
for the prevention and suppression of acts of aggression fall far short of any
effect.

We all know that the most important of all such instruments, namely the
provisions of the United Nations Charter, have not been able to have even some
mitigating effect. Even commercial navigation and civil aviation have not
been spared in our region from systematic military attacks, despite all
existing international legal barriers.

After all the international condemnations of the deployment of chemical
weapons by Iraqg, the use of such weapons has been intensified in the whole
course of the past years. The lack of any international guarantee for
compliance with and international observance of the present rules and
principles has led to the intensification of violations of international law
on a world scale.

Here, and for this very reason, I would like to express our full support
for the idea introduced in the Forty-first Session of the General Assembly in
resolution 41/92 concerning the "establishment of a comprehensive system of
international peace and security".

This is a positive view which merits further elaboration by this
Conference in its coming sessions, but I would like to add that a very
important step towards the achievement of an effective international peace and
security system is to seek and encourage regional arrangements, which proves
to be a more feasible task under the prevailing situations. Naturally and
inevitably, such arrangements will provide the very necessary regional or
global foundations to assure the countries not possessing destructive weapons.

In short, as a result of the experience we have had in our region, we
have reached the conclusion that regional arrangements free from the influence
of the Eastern or Western camps may in the best and shortest way serve the
common task of confidence-building in general and of providing assurances to
non-nuclear-weapon States vis-3 vis any use or threat of use of nuclear
weapons in particular.

The agreement reached last year at the Stockholm Conference reflects the
fact that Europe has already appreciated this notion, whereas unfortunately in
other regions, especially in the disturbed areas and hot beds of tension, it
has yet to be understood as it must be.

I have now to address one of the most important items of the agenda of
the Conference, namely, chemical weapons. As a nation which has suffered most
from the use of such barbaric weapons, I would like to assert that perhaps we
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are the most eligible member of the international community in giving a full
assessment of the inhuman and devastating effects of the use of such weapons.

I need not embark upon any elaboration of technicalities. The numerous
technical and medical reports prepared by United Nations expert missions
dispatched to the Islamic Republic of Iran in order to have direct on-site
inspections, have been made available to all Members of the United Nations. I
would like rather to address some other important aspects of the matter.

First, the intensified, continuous and systematic use of chemical weapons
by Iraq after the Security Council's condemnations of 26 March 1986, which
unfortunately did not result in any effective international preventive
reaction, bears witness, once more, to the fact that repetitious use of these
weapons by Irag has weakened the Geneva Protocol of 1925 to an unprecedented
degree.

This fact substantiates the validity and necessity of the view once
expressed in this very forum by one of the distinguished members of this
Conference, that it is time for all we signatories to that Protocol, through
one international announcement, re-express our commitments to this Protocol,
as well as our determination to prevent any further violation of it by all
international ways and means. I would like to repeat this appeal here to the
Conference to consider seriously this very important suggestion which I am
confident will reinforce the Protocol.

Secondly, some countries, in particular some of the members of this
Conference, have already adopted a measure which in our view have been quite
positive and effective. They have put a ban on the export to Iraqg of any
material which may be susceptible of being used as a chemical agent in
chemical warfare.

While I would like to express my appreciation for such measures, I should
stress that this must be a collective international practice, otherwise Iraq
will find these materials on some other markets. Not only that, but the
number of banned items, because of rather simple manufacturing technology,
should be substantially increased, and cover all suspicious and potentially
dangerous substances. The banning of the exportation of such items should be
established through the United Nations as an international obligatory
practice, and not be left only to the political will of States.

We expect this Conference seriously to consider this task. Needless to
say, such arrangements should not only apply to our case but should also be an
established procedure for any occasions of such a nature.

Thirdly, we have fortunately witnessed in recent months that positive
initiatives for the total ban of the use, production, development and
stockpiling of chemical weapons have been introduced, on the regional as well
as international scale.

I cannot but express here our satisfaction at the initiative of your own
Government, Mr. President, regarding a chemical-weapon-free zone in a part of
Europe. I hope that this initiative will soon be realized and thus encourage
other countries to embark upon similar initiatives. However, I have to stress
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that the lack of political will by some States shown in the United Nations
General Assembly to adopt a more effective resolution in this connection, will
raise doubts regarding the initiatives put forward by both blocs. Here I
would like to say that the unilateral and multilateral position of all
countries vis-a-vis the use of chemical weapons should once and for all remain
independent from bilateral concerns of all countries. I would like to express
our appreciation to those members of the Conference who have addressed and
expressed concerns on the continution and intensification of the use of
chemical warfare by Iraq during the past CD sessions. Meanwhile we cannot
ignore the fact that a few States, despite their international
responsibilities, have failed to present any position in this connection.

This cannot be interpreted as anything other than deliberately
overlooking the main issues of the work of this Conference at the expense of
our common goals. I hope that this regretful practice will not be continued
in this forum, and that all members will bear in mind that the world community
seizes every opportunity to put our seriousness at test. Here I would like to
bring to your attention that the last chemical weapons were used on
19 March 1987 and I would like to repeat, on 19 March 1987, and as a result
great damage was inflicted. I hope that this time all members of this
Conference will take clear positions against the continuation of such crimes.

Fourthly, the unprecedented level of the use of chemical warfare in
recent years has proved beyond doubt that the effective implementation of the
international convention on the production, use, stockpiling, transfer and
development of chemical weapons is an urgent imperative. Any further
postponement of the submission of the draft to the General Assembly under
whatever pretext is not acceptable. However, we share the views expressed by
those States which attach great importance to the issue of compliance. While
an international verification and on-site inspection system is an undeniable
necessity, the ultimate confidence in the convention would not be provided
unless international punitive measures against any serious and deliberate
violations of the convention would also be provided.

The Iraqgi practice must always be kept in mind. The United Nations
expert teams dispatched to our country to verify the use of chemical weapons
have on numerous occasions come out with clear verified cases. At this point
we would like to express our appreciation to those States which have, by
convening educative international gatherings, enhanced public awareness about
the inhuman effects of the use of these weapons.

Such endeavours will undoubtedly have substantial positive effects.
Efforts by some of the Nordic countries are also impressive. Research
programmes on verification of the implications of chemical weapons are still
going on and we are awaiting the results. Similarly, research on the effects
of the deployment of chemical weapons on the environment as well as remedies
for chemically afflicted people and other research efforts are noteworthy.
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Finally, a chronological table and other specifications about the use of
chemical weapons by the Iraqi régime has been provided in the annex */ for the
further knowledge of the distinguished representatives.

I have not addressed the remaining agenda items, not because we do not
appreciate the significance of every subject, but rather because the problem
of the use of chemical weapons which our nation at the very moment is involved
with, has compelled me to devote the main part of my intervention to this very

important issue.
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The Geneva and Reykjavik summits and the various statements which

followed them, the developments in the bilateral disarmament negotiations
between the United States and the Soviet Union and the recent proposals on
that subject are all factors whose impact is in the final analysis decisive
and determines the way our work progresses.

We must fully grasp the possibilities of progress they offer, although
these possibilities vary depending on whether we are talking about nuclear
weapons, chemical weapons or outer space, the three major areas on which our
concerns are focussed at present.

The current process of negotiation on chemical weapons is the best
illustration of the success which the Conference can attain when it is in tune
with the basic concerns of the major Powers.

Here my delegation would like to pay tribute to the former Chairman of
the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, Ambassador Cromartie of the
United Kingdom, and to the present chairman, Ambassador Ekéus of Sweden, for
SO capably catching this favourable tide in order to speed up and intensify
the work of the Committee and its working groups and thus quickly resolve a
number of issues and open up prospects for settling many others.

Thus, the principles of on-site verification of the destruction of
chemical weapons and of the destruction of production facilities for such
weapons have for the first time been set down in the draft treaty.

In the field of challenge inspection, so crucial for the safety of the
future convention, the negotiations have taken what we feel to be a promising
turn, bearing in mind the earlier fundamental conflicts of views. In
particular, the United Kingdom proposal contained in document CD/715
contributed to this favourable development which we hope will continue in the
future. There seems to be a more widespread feeling that an ambitious
solution is both necessary and attainable. Success in such an unprecedented
undertaking as the verified elimination of a whole category of arms justifies
unprecedented remedies. Belgium's preference goes to a set of rules which
will be no less stringent in the constraints imposed upon any party faced with
a request for inspection than the other obligations contained in the
convention. Here we must avoid any discrimination amongst the parties
depending on the importance of their military or economic potential, the size
of their territory or any other reason. An important question facing us all
is whether it can be left to a State party, whichever State party it may be,
to determine in the final analysis whether a facility located on its territory
comes under the convention or not.
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In the field of the verification of non-production of chemical weapons,
article 6, we have managed to lay the foundations of three verification
régimes with lists of products whose production, processing and international
trade would be subject to international verification. These are either
well-known chemical warfare agents, such as choking agents, blister agents,
blood agents, incapacitants or nerve gases, or their key precursors. Some of
these products have peaceful applications and are produced by industry for
that purpose. We have started to recognize the legitimacy of peaceful
industrial activities relating to those chemical products which have a dual
purpose and which in some countries are or have been used for armaments
purposes. We are especially pleased at this shift towards what we feel to be
common sense, which was indeed something whose slow pace was a source of
concern to us.

My delegation has very frequently repeated here that total, permanent and
verifiable elimination of chemical weapons is one of the main priorities for
Belgium in the field of disarmament. His Excellency the Minister of Foreign
Affairs of the Islamic Republic of Iran has again this morning illustrated the
acute, urgent human, moral and political necessity of this by referring to
facts which we cannot but condemn categorically.

Belgium would like to see the convention concluded without delay. My
country will spare no effort to achieve this, and is happy that its
representatives currently have the opportunity of making a specific
contribution to this goal, by chairing the working group dealing with chemical
disarmament proper, i.e. the elimination of chemical weapons and their
production facilities, whose work seems to be promising.

It is our belief that if the Conference manages to maintain the present
transparency of the negotiations, the conclusion of a chemical disarmament
convention is something we can achieve much sooner than might have been
thought.

The realism which is so beneficial in the negotiations on chemical
weapons has not been lacking in the Conference in the second area of its
concerns, outer space.
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To turn now specifically to subjects under consideration in this

Conference, I should like to start with that of chemical weapons on which the
most progress has been made. We welcome the skill and vigour with which
Ambassador Eké&us is pursuing his task as Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on
Chemical Weapons. As he knows, he has the full support of my delegation and
my own personal support in his work as Chairman. The same applies to the
three Co-ordinators, Mr. Niewenhuys, Mr. Macedo and Dr. Krutzsch, in their
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systematic work. We appreciate the practical contribution that has been made
in this field by the workshops held during this session in Finland and in the
German Democratic Republic.

The United Kingdom has tabled as a contribution to the negotiations a
series of papers on different aspects of the convention, several on the
verification of non-production, one on the constitution of the organization
that will need to be set up under the convention, and most recently on
challenge inspection. The proposals tabled last July by the Minister of State
at the Foreign and Commonwealth Office, Mr. Renton, for Article IX of the
Treaty, remain firmly on the table. Mr. Gorbachev confirmed to Mrs. Thatcher
during her visit to Moscow that the Soviet Union accepted broadly the British
approach. We welcome the greater readiness the Soviet Union has shown in this
area as in some others to consider effective verification. It is an important
step down the road to building the confidence between States that must be
fundamental for our convention.

Our work on verification has thrown into relief that further practical
work remains to be done in other areas of the draft convention. In
particular, we must resolve how to provide for effective administration of the
convention. It is becoming clear that the organization to be set up under
Article VIII will need to be effective from the moment the convention comes
into force. It will need to provide inspectors immediately to conduct initial
inspection and evaluation of declarations and to provide effective
international monitoring of destruction of stocks and production facilities.
Verification of certain sectors of the civil chemical industry under
Article VI of the convention will also be required at an early stage. A
trained corps of inspectors will be needed to conduct challenge inspection
under Article IX. In addition the organization will have an important task of
receiving and collating data reported by States Parties. It will be essential
to have an effective organization in which all parties will have confidence.
To achieve this aim we must consider now how it is to be recruited, trained,
equipped and paid for.

Further work is needed on the régimes for the different schedules of
substances under Article VI and their relation to the organization. A
mechanism for revising schedules will also be essential.

Nor must we lose sight that if our convention is to be effective, it must
be global. As the distinguished representative of the United &tates asked
recently, we wonder why more countries have not stated whetl.: »r not they
possess chemical weapons? My delegation has made its positior clear on many
occasions but we willingly do so again. The United Kingdom urnilaterally
abandoned its chemical warfare capability in the 1950s. We believe, as
Mrs. Thatcher and Mr. Gorbachev agreed in Moscow, that the conclusion of an
effective chemical weapons convention is one of the top priorities.
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We do not share this fatalistic outlook because our experience is in
itself a reason for optimism. I am thinking of the fact that bacteriological
weapons have been banned and we hope to succeed in banning chemical weapons
and that most if not all States, and particularly the Soviet Union and the
United States accept the idea that nuclear weapons should be banned. Why then
should we not try and break the vicious circle of the arms race with all its
sequel of extremely harmful consequences for peace, for growth and for
development. Why should we not try to take a short cut by banning this new
class of weapons -- space weapons -- before they are developed, before they
jeopardize the security, indeed the very existence of each of our countries,
before they swallow up vast resources which are so vitally needed today in
order to carry out the transition to a new civilization, a civilization based
on other technological foundations, on other consumption models, on other
forms of behaviour in respect of the enviromment. Countries which have
neither the means nor the ambition to become space Powers cannot remain
indifferent to the absolutely catastrophic consequences of this new arms
race. In our increasingly interdependent world, its effects will be felt by
all peoples, whether large and powerful or small and weak.

The ongoing negotiations show how difficult it is to rid ourselves of
chemical weapons and of nuclear weapons. Why leave our successors the
difficult legacy of trying to rid themselves of these weapons which in a few
decades will have turned the heavens into a real hell. It is infinitely
easier, from the technical and political standpoint, to ban something that
does not yet exist than something that does exist and is perceived as a
threat. This is the very central idea which the Ad Hoc Committee on the
Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space should take as the basis for its
work. This also applies to the entire concept of new weapons of mass
destruction, including radiological weapons.

(continued)
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As far as the prohibition of chemical weapons is concerned, like many
other delegations we have also welcomed the new positions expressed by the
Soviet delegation in the statements of 24 November 1986, 17 February 1987 and
5 March 1987, intended to contribute to finding solutions to certain crucial
problems: the declaration of chemical weapons stocks, and their verification,
the non-production of chemical weapons by civilian industry, and international
on-site inspection including challenge inspection. We also welcome the new
measures recently announced by the Soviet Union, particularly the cessation of
the production of chemical weapons and the beginning of the construction of a
facility for the destruction of stocks. These are important steps which
should help confidence-building and facilitate the conclusion of the
convention.

We consider that, on the basis of results achieved in the intersessional
period, the new proposals which I have mentioned and the willingness of all
delegations, remarkable results have been achieved, particularly in the first
part of the session. Thus thanks to the personal qualities and the dedication
of the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee, His Excellency Ambassador Ekéus of
Sweden, and the Group Co-ordinators, Mr. Nieuwenhys, Mr. Macedo and
Dr. Krutzsch, and through the contributions of delegations, sizeable progress
has been achieved in the drafting of article IV and its annex regarding
chemical weapon stocks, as well as in the clarification of certain elements of
article VI and its annexes on non-production of chemical weapens in civilian
industry, and article VIII on the Consultative Committee and its subsidiary
bodies.

It will be most important to get the green light from our capitals at the
earliest possible time for mutual acceptable solutions to problems which have
not yet been settled. Equally important is the duty to refrain from any
action which at this stage could complicate or slow down the pace of the
negotiations and the reaching of agreement on essential substantive elements
regarding the draft convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons.

It would not be reasonable to ask States to give up their security
interests. But it is legitimate to demand that certain perceptions of these
interests and of how to guarantee them should be given up. If we do not agree
as early as possible on the need to take a new approach to security problems,
we may arrive at other agreements, undoubtedly useful for the international
climate, but we shall not be able to avert the deadly danger weighing upon
mankind.
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The participants in the Conference are aware of our concrete proposals on

verification of compliance with future agreements on the prohibition of
chemical weapons, on the cessation of nuclear tests, on the prevention of an
arms race in outer space, as well as on other matters. Our concept of

verification encompasses the whole spectrum of arms and armed forces.
tention to other States'

Needless to say, the Soviet Union pays due at
proposals on verification, and participates in the joint elaboration of the
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ey , M ;
ans:s::i:i:ivzoizzms :f zeréglcatlon. I repeat that we regard verification as
nent of effective agreements, if it is i
: a question of the
real limitation, reduction and elimination of arms, armed forces or military

activity.
(Cont'd)
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The objectives of strengthening European security would also be enhanced
by a measure such as the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free corridor in
central Europe, and the Soviet Union supports the appeal addressed by the
German Democratic Republic and Czechoslovakia to the Federal Republic of
Germany on the subject, and would be ready to withdraw on a reciprocal basis
all its nuclear systems from such a corridor and guarantee its status. The
implementation of the proposals by Bulgaria, Romania and Greece on a nuclear
and chemical weapon-free zone in the Balkans would be of great importance.

We believe that in the negotiations on the prohibition of chemical
weapons the necessary prerequisites have been created to allow us this very
year to find solutions to outstanding issues and to draw up an international
convention on the subject.

The Soviet Union regards the speedy finalization of negotiations on a
general and complete ban on chemical weapons as one of the main objectives of
its foreign policy. On this basis, the Soviet Union has recently presented a
number of important major initiatives with a view to establishing the
necessary conditions to accelerate and intensify negotiations on the
convention.

In his Prague statement, General Secretary Gorbachev announced new
practical steps on the part of my country in this direction. The Soviet Union
has ceased production of chemical weapons. The Soviet Union does not have any
chemical weapons outside its borders. Construction of a special facility for
the destruction of chemical-weapon stocks has begun in the Soviet Union.

The commissioning of this facility will allow the rapid implementation of the
process of chemical disarmament once the international convention was
concluded. Here I would like to thank the distinguished representative of
Romania, Ambassador Dolgu, for the high appreciation he expressed today of the
steps we have taken.

In making such steps, the Soviet Union proceeds from the firm assumption
that the chemical weapons convention will be ready for signature in 1987.
This, naturally, requires that States must begin now to take practical
measures to prepare for the implementation of the obligation they will take
upon themselves as parties to the future convention.

As with other measures for real disarmament, the Soviet Union is seeking
to establish the most stringent system of verification, including
international verification, regarding the elimination of chemical weapons and
the industrial base for their manufacture. On the basis of such an approach,
we are prepared to look for mutually acceptable solutions to questions related
to compliance with the convention by all parties and to confidence-building
among them. I note with satisfaction the positive attitude of the
United Kingdom towards our steps in the area of effective verification of
compliance with the future convention.

I wish to emphasize once again that the Soviet Union, which is
consistently in favour of the speedy elaboration of the convention this very
year, will continue to do its utmost to achieve decisive progress towards



CD/PV.405
19

(Mr. Nazarkin, USSR)

agreement on the elimination of chemical arsenals. Now it is up to the
United States and the NATO countries to show their political will, realism and

high sense of responsibility. Then this year, 1987, would see the
commencement of general and complete chemical disarmament.

These are the comments our delegation wished to put forward in connection
with the distribution in the Conference on Disarmament of the foreign policy
section of the statement of the General Secretary of the CPSU Central
Committee, which contained important new proposals on the limitation of the

arms race, disarmament and confidence-building.
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Another important statement made by the Soviet leader in Prague was that
the Soviet Union had halted the manufacture of chemical weapons, that it did
not have such weapons deployed outside its borders, and that it had started
the construction of a special Plant for their elimination. In this context I
should like to emphasize once again before this forum that we attach
particular importance to the question of the prohibition of chemical weapons
and their elimination, which is also one of the key priorities in the
negotiations of this Conference. I want to underline that its consideration
during the recent session of the Committee of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of
the Warsaw Treaty Member States in Moscow was marked by the determination to
do everything for the elaboration already this year of a relevant
international convention. There are realistic prospects at hand for precisely
such a solution. To that end, however, we have to seek other necessary steps,
particularly in the sphere of reasonable compromise. We already possess the
experience we acquired from the steps we took just a year ago in the
initiative for the elimination of the industrial base for the manufacture of
chemical weapons. We can furthermore point to the proposals of last autumn
for the reliable verification of the non-manufacture of chemical weapons in
the civilian sector. We may also draw upon the recently submitted proposals
concerning the declaration of chemical weapons stockpiles stating their
location and relating to important aspects of verification.

Another positive fact in our view is that along with the
German Democratic Republic we have been conducting a dialogue with the
Federal Republic of Germany on chemical weapons. Making it more vigorous and
productive would be a promising contribution to the elimination of the
chemical threat both in Central Europe and with a view to the universal
prohibition of these weapons.

However, one has to see that the process of their elimination cannot be
an automatic one. There still exists the risk of the launching of a new
dangerous round of chemical armaments.

One therefore cannot agree to the so-called "dual solution" which in one
breath demands the elimination of chemical weapons and, at the same time, the
deployment of binary weapons. Nor will the security of Europe benefit from
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the individualistic position hiding behind the theory about the allegedly
limited and purely deterrent capacity of chemical weapons. Doubts are reaised
also by the scheme of a dual inspection régime imposing criteria that are
stricter for some countries than for others.

We therefore deemed it necessary to respond to the situation that had
been created in a joint appeal by the Committee of Ministers addressed from
Moscow to all States as well as to this Conference: Not to take steps that
would complicate the conclusion of a Convention. Not to deploy chemical
weapons on foreign territory and to remove them from where they have already
been deployed. This applies to Europe as well as to all other continents. It
would, after all, be neither logical nor acceptable if one hand were working
for the optimum solution of the complex problem of verification and the other
were preparing the modernization of chemical weapons and yet further
complicating such verification.
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The "Statement on the Issue of a Ban on Chemical Weapons" adopted by the
Meeting of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the Warsaw Treaty member States
as a separate document emphasized that the allied States regard a speedy
completion of the talks on a total and global ban on chemical weapons as one
of the principal objectives of their foreign policy. The Statement calls on
all States to help create the necessary conditions for a speedy conclusion of

a convention on the subject.

The initiatives on chemical weapons put forward by Mikhail Gorbachev in
his Statement in Prague on 10 April translated this call into practical
action. We hope that these steps by the Soviet Union will contribute to
building confidence among the States parties to the CW negotiations and expect

other States to join this process.

To ensure decisive progress towards agreement on eliminating the chemical
arsenals, it is now particularly necessary that all participants in the
negotiations exercise political will, realism and a high sense of
responsibility.

The line of action of those countries in America and Western'Europe,
which, while stating their commitment to chemical disarmament and
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participating in the negotiations in the CD, and fully aware of the advanced
stage of the negotiations, develop and adopt plans for CW production, cannot
but give rise to grave concern. It can be justified from neither the
political nor the practical point of view. One cannot help wondering about
the real policy of those States -- are they committed to a convention, or do
they seek a CW build-up?

The Soviet Union attaches primary importance to questions of verification
of compliance with disarmament agreements. At a time when real disarmament
measures are under way, vetificasion becomes one of the major means of
ensuring security, as Comrade Chnoupek rightly pointed out in his statement
today.

We note with satisfaction that our initiatives on verification, along
with other countries' proposals, have made it possible to remove many
obstacles to the elaboration of a mutually acceptable system of verifying
compliance with the convention. These Soviet initiatives took into account
the concerns of our partners in the negotiations, including the United States
and other Western countries. In so doing we, among other things, wanted to
dispel the mistrust on the part of the West, to invite its representatives to
an open and honest dialogue on effective international verification. We note
the positive ideas on a number of aspects of a future verification system
expressed by the United Kingdom, the Federal Republic of Germany, the
Netherlands, Pakistan, Indonesia and other countries.

The problem of challenge inspections is now the central political problem
in the negotiations on a CW ban. It runs through the entire convention and
without a solution to this problem it is difficult to envisage a finalization
of many of the convention's provisions.

We note with satisfaction that discussions of a ban on chemical weapons
with the United Kingdom during the recent visit to Moscow by Prime Minister
Margaret Thatcher revealed that the positions of the two sides are close, and
even coincide on some aspects, including challenge inspections. The British
proposal, contained in document CD/715, is a basis for reaching compromise
solutions and we believe maximum use should be made of it as a basis for an
agreement.

In our view, the central point in the British proposal is the idea of the
possibility of proposing alternative measures. This approach, we believe,
will impart the necessary flexibility to the whole system of challenge
inspections, and at the same time meets the general concern that challenge
inspections should be an effective means of pPreventing and detecting breaches
of the convention's provisions.

We have noted that in the 7 April statement of the United States
delegation it was announced that the United States no longer objects to
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discussing alternative measures. We welcome this change. At the same time,
the United States continues to argue that alternative measures are unworkable
in some cases, for example in cases of suspicion relating to concealed

CW stocks. Ambassador Hansen said on 7 April: "It seems obvious that only
inspection of the bunker will permit an inspector to determine whether or not
there are chemical weapons inside”. He also asked the Soviet delegation to
explain what alternatives could be used in such a case.

I can say the following in this connection. In our view, if concealed
stocks are suspected, alternative measures providing a satisfactory answer can
be found (if, naturally, full access is unfeasible). For one thing, one
cannot exclude that the challenging State could be satisfied if provided by
the challenged party with information allaying its concern. For another
thing, it is well known that one of the characteristics of CW stocks is that
they require systematic maintenance, monitoring of the condition of munitions
and containers with chemical agents, and preventive and protective measures.
CW storage facilities require ventilation systems, special sewerage, air
filtering and waste water treatment installations, monitoring instruments, etc.

In this context, observation of a suspicious site from outside to detect
activities relating to maintenance of CW stocks and the presence of systems
for the protection of the maintenance personnel and the environment can be
regarded as a possible alternative measure. Collection of air and effluent
samples around the facility's perimeter and in the vicinity of treatment
installations can provide definite information about whether or not CW stocks
are present. On the face of it, one also cannot exclude the possibility of
automatic sampling inside storage facilities. Such methods could be
discussed in the negotiations. Possible alternative measures in each
particular case may vary. It appears, therefore, that the challenged party
will be able to find a way of proving compliance (if, of course, it has not
violated the convention) even if it does not agree to let inspectors enter the
bunker.

Of course, in the discussion of the idea of alternative measures the
question arises as to what the procedure should be if the challenging party
and the challenged party cannot come to an agreement on the procedure for
inspection or resolve the disagreement in a way satisfactory to both
parties. This is the so-called "last word" problem: in the final analysis,
who should decide how the inspection should be conducted?

Some delegations believe that it is the challenging party which should
have the "final say". We believe such a solution would be too simplistic
and, in practice, it would not facilitate the joint search for an agreement
and the resolution of a controversial situation. It would be much more
appropriate to resolve this problem as envisaged in the British paper, which
says that in the event that the challenging State considers the alternative
measures proposed by the challenged State to be unsatisfactory, the obligation
of the latter to convince the challenging State that it is in compliance with
its obligations will continue to apply.
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The inclusion of a provision in the convention to the effect that the
"final say" on the inspection procedure should belong to the challenging State
does not create conditions for a mutually acceptable solution, for the
challenging party will thus have no interest in agreeing on alternative
measures. After all, in such a case the challenging party will just have to
wait until the time-frame for proposing and agreeing on alternatives expires,
and then the inspection will go ahead according to its initial demand. of
course, under these circumstances there can be no serious negotiations on
alternatives and the very idea of proposing such measures is called into
question.

If it were accepted that challenge inspections are to be completely
automatic in all cases, then we would achieve clarity in one respect only: a
refusal to accept an inspection would mean violation of the convention. But
such clarity can prove misleading, for the main question -- whether or not the
suspected State has chemical weapons -- will remain unresolved. After all,
this should be our task, and not the purely formal accusation against a State
of violating any provision of the convention. In our view, such purely
formal accusations, particularly if abused, may weaken the convention and
undermine its authority.

In our view, in the event that it proves impossible to agree on
alternative measures, all facts relevant to the matter and all proposals of
the parties should be submitted for consideration to an international
authority to be established under the convention which, having considered all
the circumstances, would evaluate each party's case and would be in a position
to decide that there is a case of non-compliance by a two-thirds majority.

We believe that negotiating alternative measures in good faith should
constitute one of the obligations under the convention.

One of the elements of challenge inspections is the question whether it
would be appropriate to have in this mechanism a body which would decide
whether a particular challenge is justified and whether the inspection should
be carried out -- in other words, would act, as it were, as sort of a filter.

We appreciate the concern of those countries which are afraid that
without a "filter" there would be a possibility for abuse of the right to make
a challenge. Presumably, the Fact-Finding Panel proposed in the
United States paper (CD/500) is meant to act as such a "filter". One should
think that it is hardly to be expected that a body which is so undemocratic in
its composition and method of decision-making could have the support of the
participants in the negotiations in the Conference on Disarmament. We would
prefer to have the Executive Council act as a "filter". At the same time, in
the view of the Soviet delegation, the question as to whether or not there wil
be a "multilateral filter" in the Convention is not an essential issue. If
the participants in the negotiations feel that the convention should not
provide for any "filters" at all and that, as provided in the British paper,
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challenge inspections should be carried out by a technical secretariat without
the Executive Council getting involved, we could consider such an arrangement
as well, provided, of course, that all other issues relating to challenge
inspections are resolved.

I would like to emphasize that, for the Soviet delegation, the
fundamental point in the challenge inspection procedure, as, by the way, in
all other elements of the convention, is the requirement of complete equality
of the contracting parties, the absence of any discrimination against the
socialist countries and the socialist form of property. We proceed from the
belief that the procedure for making a challenge, conducting inspections and
evaluating their results should put the Warsaw Treaty and NATO countries in an
equal position and give them equal rights and opportunities. Any departure
from this provision, we are convinced, would lead to diminished security of
the party treated in a discriminatory way.

Conitions are now favourable for a speedy elaboration of an international
convention on a total and comprehensive CW ban. The necessary preconditions
have been created for finding, this year, solutions to the outstanding issues,
taking into account the totality of the proposals made in the Conference on
Disarmament. We share the assessment of the state of affairs at the
negotiations made by Ambassador K. Hacene of Algeria in his statement of
2 April: "agreement has still to be reached on significant aspects of the
future convention, but this should not deter us from our objective of
concluding this instrument”. Quite a number of countries have come out in
favour of finalizing the convention this year, including Australia, the
United Kingdom, Egypt, India, Kenya, the Netherlands, the Federal Republic of
Germany, Sri Lanka and others. The Soviet Union, together with other
Warsaw Treaty member States, believes that the year 1987 can and must mark the
beginning of general and complete chemical disarmament. The real opportunity
to eliminate chemical weapons and remove the chemical threat to all mankind
once and for all should not be missed.

Here I should like to express full agreement with Comrade Chﬁbupek's
statement to the effect that a "dual" solution, involving the elimination of
chemical weapons together with the build-up of binary weapons, is
unacceptable. This approach of justifying the alleged deterrent nature of
chemical weapons cannot fail to do serious harm to the negotiations.

I wish to refer today to one more question. Yesterday, the Meeting of
Scientific and Technical Experts of States Parties to the Convention on the
Prohibition of Bacteriological Weapons, convened pursuant to the decision of
the Second Review Conference, ended its work. That Convention, prepared in
our forum in 1972, still remains the only real disarmament measure that has
banned a whole class of weapons of mass destruction.

The work of the Meeting was devoted to negotiating practical measures for
building confidence among the States Parties to the Convention and developing
co-operation in the peaceful use of the achievements of biology. Overall, we
are satisfied with its results, although, in our view, the agreements could
have been broader. Nevertheless, the results already achieved -- agreements
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on the exchange of information on the activities of a certain number of
research centres, on mutual notification of unusual outbreaks of infectious
diseases, on broadening contacts among scientists, on encouraging publication
of the results of research —- will all contribute to building confidence among
the Parties to the Convention and enhancing its effectiveness.

We intend to continue to work actively towards raising the authority of
the Convention, in particular through strengthening its verification system
with regard to compliance. Our proposals to this effect, inter alia on the
elaboration of an appropriate additional protocol and a special conference for
this purpose, as well as the pProposals on extensive confidence-building
measures and all-round development of international co-operation in the
biological field, still stand and we invite other Parties to the Convention to
continue the businesslike and productive dialogue.
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Mr. FAN Guoxiang (China) (translated from Chinese): 4 ¢ 4

Today, the Chinese delegation would like to make some observations on
agenda item 4, "Chemical Weapons".

The prohibition of chemical weapons has always been a matter of great
concern to the international community. The countries of the world have made

(Cont'd)
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protracted efforts for a complete prohibition of this heinous weapon. The
United Nations General Assembly has adopted on many occasions resolutions
calling on the Conference on Disarmament to work out a convention on the
prohibition of chemical weapons at an early date. This has reflected the
common desire and aspirations of the world's people. However, what arouses
concern and disquiet is the fact that since the conclusion of the

Geneva Protocol which prohibits the use of chemical weapons more than half a
century ago, incidents involving the use of this weapon have kept on occurring
from time to time; while the threat posed by the existing large stockpiles of
chemical weapons remains undiminished, the rapid development of science and
technology has provided new possibilities for the production and improvement
of chemical weapons, and the security of all countries is subjected to even
greater threat. All this has added to the urgency of concluding a convention
on the complete prohibition and total destruction of chemical weapons.

The Conference on Disarmament has conducted negotiations on chemical
weapons for many years. Thanks to the joint efforts of all countries, many
issues concerning the future convention have been solved and some of the
provisions have been drafted. Now the work of formulating the convention has
entered a crucial stage. If agreement could be reached in principle among
various parties on some major outstanding issues, the remaining technical
details would not be difficult to work out. In their statements, many
delegations have expressed the hope that major progress would be made in this
year's negotiations. They are pleased at the resumption of the chairmanship
of the Ad Hoc Committee by Ambassador Ekéus of Sweden, a distinguished and
experienced diplomat working with a spirit of enterprise. We share those
sentiments and we appreciate the constructive efforts he has made in promoting
the negotiations, and we wish that his efforts will yield positive results.
Here I would also like to extend our thanks to his predecessors,

Ambassador Cromartie of the United Kingdom and Ambassador Turbanski of Poland
for their valuable work. Our appreciation also goes to the competent
Co-ordinators for their arduous efforts.

The fundamental objective of the future convention on the prohibition of
chemical weapons is to eliminate the threat to the people of the world posed
by this type of detestable weapon. Therefore, the priority issue that should
be addressed by the Convention is the elimination of all the existing
stockpiles of chemical weapons and their production facilities. The States
possessing chemical weapons are obliged to declare and destroy their
stockpiles and production facilities under international verification. In
this regard I would like to welcome the compromise and flexibility displayed
by some delegations on certain issues which have long been subjects of
controversy. With respect to the order of destruction, the Chinese
delegation has proposed that the most toxic and harmful chemical warfare
agents be destroyed first so as to ensure the security of all States. It has
further introduced the concept of "stockpile equivalent" and its calculating
formula as a technical contribution to the early solution of the issues
concerning the destruction. In view of its complex nature, this issue
undoubtedly calls for further in-depth study and discussion. We hope that
specific provisions on the destruction of chemical weapons and its
verification acceptable to all parties can be worked out at an early date
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after further consultations and negotiations. Obviously, an appropriate
settlement of the issue of destruction will have a favourable impact on the
solution of other outstanding issues.

In the process of eliminating the existing chemical weapon stockpiles and
their production facilities and after their total destruction, ways should
also be found to prevent the production of new chemical weapons. While the
States Parties enjoy the right to develop, produce, otherwise acquire, retain,
transfer and use toxic chemicals and their precursors for peaceful purposes,
they also have the obligation not to use their chemicals for purposes
prohibited by the convention. Therefore, the non-production of chemical
weapons by the civil chemical industry is yet another important issue to be
addressed by the future convention. This has a direct bearing on the States
Parties' confidence in the convention and on its effectiveness. In recent
years, a series of proposals and working papers on the issue of non-production
put forward by the United Kingdom, the Netherlands and Australia respectively
have been useful to the discussion in the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical
Weapons. After the inter-sessional consultations of last winter and the
resumed meeting of last January, the Ad Hoc Committee has formulated, on a
preliminary basis, lists of chemicals relevant to the convention and their
verification régimes. Not long ago, the Ad Hoc Committee further deliberated
the issues of the modality of revision of the lists, the frequency of
inspections and spot checks. The discussions have resulted in the
clarification of issues and the identification of differences and therefore
are conducive to our future work. Now I would like to state the views of the
Chinese delegation on the issue of non-production.

In our opinion, in order to ensure that civil chemical enterprises do not
produce chemical weapons, the chemical enterprises of all States should accept
international monitoring, including on-site inspections. The monitoring and
verification measures should be effective, reasonable and feasible. By
effective, we mean that measures should be sufficient to prevent enterprises
from diverting chemicals for weapon purposes so as to ensure compliance with
the relevant provisions of the convention; by reasonable, we mean that the
measures should not exceed certain necessary limits so as not to impair the
legitimate interests of the enterprises or obstruct their management and
development; by feasible, we mean that the measures should be acceptable to
all States Parties and that their implementation does not require excessive
human and financial resources. In a word, we should strive for the maximum
verification effect with minimum cost.

Those basic ideas have been shared by many delegations during our
deliberations. It is widely felt that only those facilities whose capacity
is above a certain limit and may pose a risk to the objective of the
convention should be subject to international verification. It has also been
agreed that those facilities producing and using the key precursors contained
in the lists should be subject to international routine on-site inspections;
whereas those facilities producing chemicals that have extensive civilian uses
but that can also be used for chemical-weapon purposes may be subject to a
data-reporting system.
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To us, the following situation and factors should be taken into account
when formulating specific inspection procedures and determining frequency of
inspection of the facilities producing and using key precursors.

Firstly, key targets should be jidentified so as to avoid an overspread of
resources to no avail. Verification should focus on those facilities that
pose a greater threat to the objective of the convention because
non-production verification covers many aspects as well as numerous
facilities. In this way, we could enhance the efficiency of the inspection
and improve its cost-effectiveness. To that end, negotiations should be
conducted to agree on a "threshold value", taking into account the different
chemicals. Data-reporting will be sufficient for the facilities which are
below the "threshold value", as they only pose a negligible threat to the
objective of the convention, and therefore, could be excluded from the scope
of routine on-site inspection.

Secondly, the frequency and intensity of on-site inspection should be
determined according to the relevant chemicals produced by the facilities as
well as the characteristics of the facilities themselves. As for the
chemicals produced by those facilities, their risk to the objective of the
convention increases in direct proportion with the level of toxicity of the
end products evolved and the closeness of being able to produce compounds
prohibited by the convention, i.e. chemical warfare agents. As for the
characterization of a facility, it comprises various factors. In order to
facilitate the determination of frequency and intensity of inspections, the
factors should be classified according to their respective importance, taking
the principal one as the basis and the others as points of reference. Among
the factors relating to the characteristics of those facilities which produce
key precursors, the production capacity is the most crucial element, while for
the facilities using key precursors, the consumption quantity is the key
factor. Thus, we are of the view that in determining the frequency and
intensity of inspections, the level of toxicity of end-products, the
production capacity of the facilities and the quantity of consumption
constitute the main elements.

Thirdly, due regard should be given to the legitimate interests of
enterprises, and steps should be taken to protect commercial and technical
confidentiality. This question involves several factors, including both the
human factor (inspectors) and the technical factor. In carrying out
inspections, efforts should concentrate on setting an appropriate scope, which
would cover primarily those parts which are likely to be diverted for the
purpose of weapon production rather than going into the technical details of
the related enterprises. For enterprises producing key precursors, the scope
of verification should be limited to the process which starts with immediately
direct raw materials and ends with the output of the compounds concerned; as
for enterprises using key precursors, the scope should only cover the sections
involving the use of key precursors up to the formation of compounds unrelated
to the convention, not the whole process of forming end-products.

With regard to facilities producing chemicals which are used extensively
for civilian purposes and which at the same time could be used for weapons
purposes, in view of their great number and the large quantity of chemical
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industrial products produced which do not pose a great threat to the objective
of the convention, the data-reporting system should not be devised in an
over-complicated manner so as to avoid placing an excessive burden on those
enterprises. In certain cases, an enterprise may produce a compound in its
production process relevant to the convention, but instead of being separated,
the compound is immediately subject to the next step of chemical reaction
which would result in a chemical product not prohibited by the convention.

In this case, the enterprise would not be required to report the relevant
data, for such a declaration would be unfeasible owing to the fact that the
intermediate chemical substance thus formed is not separated, measured or
stockpiled.

Opinions still differ among various parties on the issue of a "spot
check" for facilities covered by the data-reporting system. In our view, as
most of the chemicals produced by those facilities are the raw materials of
key precursors, the provisions of an effective verification régime governing
the facilities producing or using key precursors would suffice to a large
extent in forestalling chemical enterprises from producing chemical weapons.
Of course, this issue is still open to discussion before a satisfactory
solution is arrived at.

In spite of the difficulties involved with the issue of verification of
non-production, due to its complexity, we still believe that through our
common endeavours a régime which is both effective and not detrimental to the
legitimate interests of chemical enterprises could be worked out. Compared
with the verification of non-production, challenge inspection stands out as an
even more difficult task, because the former only relates to routine
inspections under normal conditions, while the latter relates to inspections
of a special nature under exceptional circumstances. Up to now, the
divergence over challenge inspection has shown little sign of narrowing. It
is our hope that with consultations and negotiations in various forms and
through different channels, a breakthrough will result on this key issue so as
to remove a major obstacle in the way to the convention.

At the present stage of negotiations, the destruction of chemical
weapons, the verification of non-production and challenge inspection are the
major outstanding issues which call for priority attention. Apart from
these, however, some other important issues remain to be addressed, one of
which being that of definition. In the course of our negotiations, the
Chinese delegation and some other delegations have felt that the definition of
chemical weapons as it stands now is deficient and easily leads to conceptual
confusions. Therefore, it needs to be further examined. For that purpose,
we stand ready to engage in consultations and discussions with other
delegations in order to find an appropriate solution.
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Thus, a task is formulated in the Final Document which is in perfect
harmony with the principle that bilateral and multilateral negotiations must
complement and stimulate each other. 1In order for that task to be tackled in
a very practical manner, it appears desirable to define, in a way acceptable
to all, what we mean by "nuclear weapon". This definition would also have to
cover the relevant means of delivery. What is needed, too, is to solve the
problem posed by dual-capable means of delivery. In addition, the term
melimination" must be clarified. In the light of what the negotiations on a
CW convention have taught us, it seems necessary to determine whether
"elimination" would always be synonymous with physical liquidation or whether
conversion to peaceful purposes would be possible as well.
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Mr. MASHHADI (Islamic Republic of Iran): Mr. President, I am taking the

floor on behalf of my Ambassador, who is on leave of absence, to inform the
distinguished representative present here of sad news we have recently

received from Tehran.

The events in question occurred last week, on the same day that our
Minister of Foreign Affairs, addressing this very Conference, said:

(Cont'd)
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"The intensified, continuous and systematic use of chemical weapons
by Iraq after the Security Council's condemnation on 26 March 1986, which
unfortunately did not result in any effective international preventive
reaction, bears witness, once more, to the fact that repetitious use of
these weapons by Iraq has weakened the Geneva Protocol of 1925 on an
unprecedented scale."

He went on to say:

"Here I would like to bring to your attention that chemical weapons
were last used on 19 March 1987 and as a result great damage was
inflicted. I hope that this time all members of this Conference will
take clear positions against the continuation of such crimes."

Sadly enough, before the departure of our Minister from Geneva, the Iraqi
régime once again used chemical weapons on a large and unprecedented scale.
In the Karbala 8 theatre of operation in southern Iran, the Iraqis used
chemical weapons in the following instances:

On 7 April 1987: (1) Twelve rockets of mustard agents were dropped by
Planes. (2) Thirty-two shells carrying blistering agents were fired by
artillery in the morning. Six persons were killed in Pentagon defense lines
as the result.

On 8 April 1987, the following weapons were used: (1) Two rockets
containing blood agents. (2) Two rockets containing blood agents again at
night. (3) Three artillery shells of blister type, in the afternoon.

(4) Five mortar shells of blister type, in the afternoon. (5) Chemical
bombardment by helicopter which left seven persons injured.

On 9 April 1987: a number of chemical shells of mustard gas were used.

On 10 and 11 April 1987, the following weapons were used: (1) Twenty
mortar shells of mustard gas at night. (2) Forty rockets during the day and
night, leaving 120 persons injured. (3) Fifty chemical bombs and shells were
dropped by planes and fired by artillery during the night.

Also on the night of 10 April 1987, a part of the city of Khoramshahr in
the south of the country was chemically shelled and as a result 21 municipal
workers were killed and a number of other civilians were injured.

In this connection, Dr. Ali Akbar Velayati, Minister of Foreign Affairs
of the Islamic Republic of Iran, in his messages to the United Nations
Secretary-General and the President of the Red Cross, protested against this
inhuman crime.

In the message to the United Nations Secretary-General, it is stated that
"this is the first time that residential areas in the Islamic Republic of Iran
have been subjected to chemical attacks by the Iraqi régime. Furthermore, new
substances are being used in recent attacks. Attacks on municipal
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installations and deployment of new substances are new and dangerous
developments in the course of numerous crimes committed by the Iraqgi régime.
The new situation, therefore, demands a more decisive and different approach
than before. Continuation of the use of chemical weapons by Iraq at a time
when the draft of the new Convention is going through its last stages is
undoubtedly ridiculing and weakening this valuable international endeavour.
The message also calls on the Secretary-General promptly to dispatch an
inspection team to probe into the consequences of new chemical attacks.

We hope that this time the international community and the world's
conscience will act promptly to condemn such barbaric acts in the

twentieth century.
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I have been frank in expressing my disappointment at the stagnation of
the process of negotiation in this unique multilateral negotiating forum in
the field of disarmament. This does not mean that we do not see any positive
features in the work of the Conference on Disarmament. On the contrary, we
value it very much. We do not think that there is any inherent fault in the
Conference on Disarmament -- either in its composition, size or procedures.
The Conference on Disarmament is an institution of our times and is subject to
the policies of the respective Governments that make up its membership. If
the Conference on Disarmament has not lived up to the hopes that accompanied
its birth, in its present incarnation, in 1978, it is largely a reflection of
our individual and collective failings. On the positive side, I would like to
mention the negotiations on the Chemical Weapons Convention, where some
significant progress has been made. I hope that the remaining problems will
soon be resolved and a convention concluded at the earliest.
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The progress made in negotiations on a chemical weapons convention is
encouraging. Let us follow it on other items too. We are about to reach
common language in this area. The proposals submitted by the Soviet Union
during the first part of this year's session paved the way for agreement on
some key issues. Overall, with full realism, commitment and political will,
it seems that we 3re on our way to achieving the ultimate goal of elaborating
a convention, or at least that we are securing a level of agreement that would
thwart possible steps hampering the attainment of this objective in the longer
term. Yet we are aware that there are still many outstanding issues, and that
it would be dangerous to ignore their complexity.
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The organization and the method of work adopted in the preparation of the
CW convention could, however, be a guideline for Conference work on other
agenda items. A decisive point in that respect was the fact that we have not
exhausted ourselves in endless discussions over procedural questions, and that
the Conference and the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons have complemented
each other in their work.

Much credit for such results goes to the Chairman of the Committee, the
distinguished representative of Sweden, Ambassador Ekéus, and to the
three co-ordinators, Mr. Nieuwenhuys, Mr. Macedo and Dr. Krutzsch.

My delegation hopes that this progress will serve to stimulate the
Conference not to diminish its activities, to strengthen the spirit of mutual
understanding and accord, and to foster awareness of the responsibilities of
all delegations at the Conference to reach this goal as early as possible. We
trust, therefore, that even on sensitive issues such as on-site challenge
inspections or the extent of the convention, adequate solutions will not be
hard to find, since they are, in large part, already contained in compromise
proposals.

The chemical weapons convention should be not only a code of obligations,
but also an instrument for strengthening mutual confidence in international
relations, which would, in turn, secure compliance with it. For not even the
most sophisticated technical devices are able to ensure control based on
mutually recognized interests and trust. This fact should certainly be taken
into account when negotiating the extent of the convention.
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But perhaps, above all, we have made some progress in the substance of
the items on our agenda. It is clear that such progress is linear, slow,
incremental progress, because that is apparently the nature of work on
disarmament. Quantum leaps don't come readily in this field. We have made
that progress in chemical weapons, in radiological weapons, in outer space
and -- yes — in nuclear testing, where in spite of our extreme difficulties
in the last three years, there are more than enough working papers on the
table of this Conference to form a fertile basis for further work on nuclear
testing. And there has been the splendid work of the Group of Scientific
Experts in the field of detection of relevant underground events. And there
has been our work towards the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament, which is
I think moving towards a successful conclusion.

So the cynical or dark view of what we have done is not the right view in
the opinion of my delegation. More important is to recognize that we have
worked in difficult times, sometimes apparently dark times, and we have kept
the light burning on the hill.

I would like to look now at four of our agenda items, key areas in which
progress is available to us.

The first is chemical weapons. It is widely recognized in the Conference
that a convention is at hand, that it is within our reach. It should not take
too much longer to bring it to a conclusion. Let no one underestimate the
significance of that event to the world, and indeed to the life of this
Conference.

Informal consultations in the Conference are focusing at present on the
issue of challenge inspection. I think it would be widely agreed that this is
an issue that needs to be resolved urgently and satisfactorily so that we can
move forward towards the goal of a universal convention. I would like to make
a couple of comments on the issue of challenge inspection.

Our approach, the Australian approach, is that such a system is required,
that it should be in the Convention. We believe that it should be a mandatory
system, but we believe that its application should be at the point of last
resort. That should be its main characteristic. The question of the problem
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of so-called frivolous use of a system of challenge inspection seems to be
causing fairly widespread concern. We believe that one should keep this issue
carefully in perspective. Let me try and illustrate what I mean.

Surely these are the facts. The basic obligations of the Convention are
of fundamental r«importance. There will be a clear difference between a State
which decides to join this Convention and one which does not. Surely, as in
other similar treaties, each State will be faced with a choice. Do you want
to ban chemical weapons or not? Are you prepared to participate in this
system or not?

Having made that choice, and such State will immediately assume some
fundamental obligations, and those obligations will be immediately verified.
They will have to declare any stockpile they have. Those stockpiles will
have to be destroyed, and verification of their destruction made effective.
They will have to accept a continuing routine of inspection of the relevant
industry to ensure that new supplies of chemical weapons are not produced.

Those are the fundamental obligations, and surely it will be a matter of
great importance to see the difference between States that enter into those
obligations and those that do not. My point here is that there is some room
for good faith in this area, because it is significant to undertake these
obligations as against declining to do so. And an element of good faith
should be extended to those who have done so as against those who have not.

Further, the Convention itself will surely nurture that good faith and
the confidence that is basic to any universal arms control régime. As parties
to the Convention increase in number, and our experience grows in applying the
daily and routine systems of inspection to ensure that the obligations of the
Convention are being fulfilled, so should confidence in the Convention
increase.

Now I said that from my delegation's point of view we accept the need for
mandatory challenge inspection. Why, in the light of what I have just said
about the fundamental obligations of that continuing régime, should this be
necessary? Because we must entertain the possibility that, at some stage,
there may be a person, a State from within the Convention which would try to
avoid its obligations -- what someone else has referred to as the possibility
of either an evil person or a mad person seeking to avoid obligations that
have been entered into.

Under such circumstances the system of challenge inspection, under which
such an eventuality could be brought to notice, would be required. But the
development of that system has been questioned on the grounds that it may be
open to frivolous use. While this is always possible, that is, the so—-called
mad person or evil person acting against the system, I think that our concern
about that possibility should be kept in its correct perspective. T~ should
not be allowed to come to dominate the other major issues of the Co .vention.

We should not allow ourselves to enter into a situation in which, when
one person calls for a law that says "Thou shalt not kill", someone else
points out that it may be broken from time to time, and someone may get
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killed. If the answer to that situation is to decide not to have a law that
says "Thou shalt not kill", the exceptions would be allowed to dominate the
fundamental principle. This should not occur.

The way of solving this problem in challenge inspection -- and this is
the proposal that we would be grateful if others would consider —- is to
consider what rules of evidence need to be developed, what body of practice
needs to be agreed, so as to ensure that it would not be sufficient for a
State to say "I challenge you", but would have to say "I have evidence that
this happened, at this place, on that day. I want to look at n g P

Such rules of evidence are common in other fields of law, and could be
developed with benefit here. All that that would require is the existence of
a body which could ensure quickly that the rules of evidence had been properly
applied. I would now like to address the vital issue of the prevention of an
arms race in outer space. No one should doubt the importance of this issue as
such and as it relates to the life of this Conference. No one should doubt
the right of all of us to be involved in the common goal of preventing an arms
race in outer space. No one should doubt either that this is an area in which
the Conference will be most closely or harshly judged.
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Yesterday was the 72nd anniversary of the first time poison gas was used
in warfare. The United States of America deplores the use of chemical weapons
in the prolonged war between Iran and Irag. This tragic state of affairs
appears to be duplicated in Kampuchea, where chemical weapons used by the
Vietnamese are said to have killed nearly 1,000 civilians. The continued use
of chemical weapons demonstrates that an arms control agreement, such as the
1925 Geneva Protocol, cannot rest on solemn VOWS. In any future chemical
weapons ban, there must be legally binding agreements which serve as enforcing
mechanisms, which deter States from acquiring such weapons by making the
political price of their acquisition too high, and which provide assurance to
all States that all other States are in total compliance with the commitments
and obligations undertaken. The key to compliance lies in verification.

Secretary Shultz, Foreign Minister Shevardnadze and their advisers also
discussed the negotiations on a comprehensive global ban on chemical weapons
being conducted in this Conference. They noted that the United States has
facilities for destroying chemical weapons and that the Soviet Union is
constructing such a facility. Secretary Shultz and Foreign
Minister Shevardnadze agreed to have experts visit each other's sites to
observe destruction procedures as one step in improving confidence between the
States with the largest chemical weapons capabilities. We welcome this move
as well as the statement of the distinguished head of the Soviet delegation,
Ambassador Nazarkin, in which he stated a desire to dispel mistrust on the

part of the West.

In this context, I am pleased, on behalf of the Government of the
United States, to invite Ambassador Nazarkin and appropriate Soviet experts to
visit the United States chemical weapons destruction facility in Tooele,
Utah. This visit would include a visit to a chemical weapons bunker. We
suggest this visit be conducted during the week of 19 October this year.

My delegation has also noted the announcement by General
Secretary Gorbachev that the Soviet Union has ceased the production of
chemical weapons. We make the assumption that in ceasing production, open-air
testing of agent stocks and the filling of agents into munitions has also been

halted.



CD/PV.408
26

(Mr. Hansen, United States)

These actions now being taken by the Soviet Union were taken in 1969 by
the United States on a unilateral basis. One need not be well schooled in
mathematics to figure out how much agent the Soviet Union could have produced
in the 18 or so years which have elapsed since the United States last produced
chemical agents. It is also clear that recently manufactured chemical weapons
would be technologically more advanced than those produced approximately
20 years ago.

These are some of the considerations which have led the United States
Government to reach the decision to modernize its own chemical weapons
capability.

Nevertheless, the United States remains committed to reaching an
agreement which would lead to the destruction of all the world's chemical
warfare capability, ridding humanity of the scourge of these horrible weapons
for all time. Such a convention would require agreement on the type of
effective verification régime which would both deter violations and provide
confidence that commitments freely undertaken were being complied with.

There now appears to be wider recognition in the Conference that
effective verification means that doubts about a State's compliance with an
agreement must be dealt with through on-site inspection. No one questions
that, in the case of allegations of use and doubts about declared locations
and facilities, challenge inspections would result in an on-site inspection.
There is also movement toward acceptance of similar provisions for making
on-site inspection of undeclared production facilities mandatory when a
challenge inspection request is made. These are, in the view of my
delegation, positive developments which we will study carefully.

In recent days, some discussion has taken place about the utility of
alternative measures in dealing with challenge inspections related to
undeclared stocks. My delegation has asked how any measure short of entering
a bunker could provide assurance that the bunker did not contain chemical
munitions. On 16 April, Ambassador Nazarkin attempted to provide an answer.
My delegation will of course study the ideas he presented. Nevertheless, air
sampling would show that the devices being used did not detect chemicals in
the air -- nothing more. Moreover, I would note that the external
configuration of a facility may help to define the possible uses of that
facility, but it does not define the internal contents. 1In addition, I would
like to observe that storage facilities for chemical weapons stocks in the
United States do not always have "ventilation systems, special sewerage and
air filtering and waste water treatment installations", of which
Ambassador Nazarkin spoke. When he visits our facility in Utah we will be
able to demonstrate this fact. All of this leads back to the basic fact that
observation of a facility from outside provides no assurance that it does not
contain chemical weapons. In a political sense, it seems clear that denying
entry completely to the bunker would result in an assumption that it actually
contains forbidden materials.

My delegation is not opposed to consideration of alternative measures
within the time period allowed before an actual inspection is to commence.
Our study and analysis, however, has not led us to discover any suitable
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alternative to access. And any alternative measure which may warrant
consideration must not be used to delay the conduct of an inspection.

In this connection, I would note that general opinion now favours the
immediate dispatch of an inspection team to the site to be inspected at the
time the challenge inspection request is made. My delegation will also give
this recent development its close attention. Similarly, we note a growing
trend not to insert any institutional involvement between the inspection
request and the conduct of an inspection. The United States position is that
a fact-finding panel to deal with the possibility of frivolous inspection
requests is necessary, but if the Conference moves toward having no filter at
all between the request and the inspection, we shall also give this issue
careful study.

No difficulty exists in agreeing with the basic premise voiced by the
Soviet delegation on 16 April to the effect that there is a requirement for
complete equality of obligation among the States parties to an agreement. I
assume that all participants here share that view. The 3 April 1986 amendment
to document CD/500 introduced by the United States delegation was intended to
reaffirm this principle.

Finally, the negotiations on a convention banning chemical weapons on a
global scale cannot be reduced to a single issue nor to the concerns of just a
few States. If it were so, we might have reached agreement long ago. But
each Government represented here must carefully analyse each new idea and
determine the manner in which it harmonizes with the policies, principles and
national security interests of that Government. We must never forget that the
overriding objective is an effective and comprehensive convention which
promises greater security for all. The objective can never be just reaching
an agreement.

With that thought, I wish to return to where I began. Important events
are occurring both within and outside the Conference on Disarmament. The
United States will work hard both within and without this forum to promote
equitable, verifiable and stabilizing arms reduction agreements. This was the
intent of Secretary Shultz's visit to Moscow, which the United States
considers to have shown that an agreement on intermediate nuclear force
reductions may be possible in the not-too-distant future. This will, of
course, still require much consultation and a lot of hard work.

The same holds true for our work in this Conference on Disarmament. The
United States delegation sees substantial progress in defining and resolving
issues, especially as they relate to the convention on banning chemical
weapons, but a lot of hard work remains.
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The Soviet Foreign Minister, E. Shevardnadze, and United States Secretary
of State Shultz, as you know, signed an agreement between the USSR and the
United States on co-operation in the exploration and use of outer space for
peaceful purposes, providing for joint activities between Soviet and
United States scientists in exploration of the solar system, space astronomy
and astrophysics$, Earth science, the physics of solar-terrestrial
communications, and space biology and medicine. There was a productive and
substantive comparison of views on other issues of bilateral co-operation
which singled out new possibilities for its development and expansion. The
visit included a discussion on issues connected with the state of affairs at
the negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons, and in particular the
question of challenge inspection. The Soviet side pointed out that only a few
issues are outstanding at the negotiations, and if we focus our efforts the
prospects which are opening up are both real and promising.

Many generations have dreamed of a convention banning chemical weapons,
and it would be a serious error to let the existing real opportunity to
prohibit such weapons slip by. The Politburo of the Central Committee of the
Communist Party of the Soviet Union has discussed the outcome of the talks
with United States Secretary of State Shultz. It was stressed that the
conclusions the United States Administration is going to draw from the
information given to Mr. Schultz, and the proposals made by the Soviet
leadership in the course of the talks, will determine whether it will be
possible to find an early solution to major disarmament issues, primarily on
medium-range and shorter-range missiles, and to improve Soviet-United States
relations and the situation in international affairs. The Soviet leadership
is prepared to solve these issues jointly in the same spirit of active
dialogue and with the same desire for mutual understanding that marked the
negotiations in Moscow with Secretary of State Shultz.

Comrade President, may I dwell on a number of issues in connection with
the statement we heard today from Ambassador Hansen on the question of the
prohibition of chemical weapons.

I listened with interest to his views on alternative measures that could
be applied to identify secret stockpiles. These views will undoubtedly be
studied by our experts. As I see it, a dialogue regarding alternative
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measures is very promising from the viewpoint of finding a solution to the
problem of challenge inspection. I also noted the flexibility of the

United States delegation regarding the fact-finding panel. We welcome the
United States delegation's reaffirmation of the principle of equality of
obligations for all States parties to the convention. This is important, as
previous Unitéd States proposals created considerable difficulties in this
connection. As regards the United States representative's invitation to
Soviet experts to visit the United States chemical weapon destruction facility
in Tooele, Utah, in October this year, we are grateful for the invitation; we
shall carefully consider it and shall be replying in due course.

I agree that, as Ambassador Hansen said, new chemical weapons are
technologically more advanced than those produced 20 years ago. It is because
of this that plans for the production of binary weapons prompt concern through
the world. It is because of this that we call for chemical weapons not to be
produced, including the binary or multicomponent variety. In making this
call, we are guided by a desire for the earliest possible completion of work
on a convention for the prohibition and elimination of chemical weapons, and
the creation of necessary conditions to this end.
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Comrade President, the Bulgarian delegation also wishes to take up
briefly item 4, "Chemical weapons".

The negotiations on a total and comprehensive chemical-weapons ban, which
have been going on for several years now, have entered a decisive stage. On
the basis of a+multitude of proposals, our common efforts have led to the
drafting of provisions or the outlining of possible solutions on practically
all issues within the scope of the draft convention. In this respect my
delegation is pleased to note the purpose-oriented and, on the whole,
efficient work of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons throughout this
spring session.

This is to be credited, in particular, to those delegations which tabled
new constructive proposals and contributed to arriving at mutually acceptable
compromises in key sectors of our common endeavour. My delegation wishes to
join those delegations which have already noted the significant contribution
of the Soviet delegation, namely its proposals of 17 February and 5 March 1987.

We welcome the patience and skill with which Ambassador Ekéus is pursuing
his task as Chairman of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons. We also
appreciate the contributions of the three cluster co-ordinators.

The Government of the People's Republic of Bulgaria attaches major
importance to negotiating a chemical-weapons ban. May I recall that my
country is not developing chemical weapons, does not manufacture such weapons
and has none stationed on its territory. As is well known, the Government of
the People's Republic of Bulgaria is doing its best to transform the Balkans
into a zone free of chemical weapons. This is an initiative promoted jointly
with the Government of the Socialist Republic of Romania. It is perceived as
a partial measure aimed at furthering efforts towards a global solution to the
chemical-weapons ban issue.

I would like to inform this body that on 30 December 1986, the Council of
Ministers of the People's Republic of Bulgaria adopted a decree setting out
restrictions on the export of chemicals which are produced in large commercial
quantities and which could be used for chemical weapons purposes. This
measure is in keeping with the need to secure the functioning of the régime of
non-production of chemical weapons in the future convention.

We welcome the statement of General Secretary Mikhail Gorbachev that the
USSR has ceased production of chemical weapons. Now that the two militarily
most powerful States are not producing chemical weapons, conditions are most
favourable for the speedy elaboration of an international convention on a
total and comprehensive chemical-weapons ban. My delegation neither
underestimates nor overestimates the problems that remain to be resolved. It
seems to us, however, that all necessary prerequisites are at hand for
achieving compromise solutions to the outstanding issues. Thus, the
elaboration of the convention is within our reach. If political realism and a
sense of responsibility prevail, the year 1987 may enter into history as the
beginning of general and complete chemical disarmament.
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Negotiations to arrive at an effective and verifiable convention banning

chemical weapons are well under way. These weapons of mass destruction are
spreading into several countries, and are currently sowing devastation in the
Iran/Iraq war and in Kampuchea. It is therefore of the greatest urgency for
the members of the Conference to work actively to overcome the few outstanding
difficulties so that a draft convention is submitted to the forty-second
regular session of the United Nations General Assembly pursuant to the letter
and spirit of its resolution 41/58 B. The convention, while safeguarding the
civilian chemical industry and international co-operation in this field should
contain provisions designed to achieve the destruction of existing arsenals
and ban all super—toxic lethal chemicals and other chemicals used for military

purposes.

The violation by some States of the provisions of the Geneva Protocol
of 1925 for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or
Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, is an additional
reason to conclude as early as possible a convention on chemical weapons which
would be complementary to the Convention on biological weapons that entered
into force on 26 March 1975, which has been called the first world disarmament
treaty and is in fact the sole international legally binding instrument in
which the parties have committed themselves to prohibiting and preventing the
development, manufacture and stockpiling of a whole class of weapons of mass
destruction, and have also assumed a commitment to destroy them or to divert

them to peaceful purposes.
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Glancing around the various continents, it is easy to see that Africa is
the least well-protected, least secure continent. We are fully appreciative
of efforts made to remove the nuclear threat. The 1967 Treaty of Tlatelolco
created a nuclear-free zone in Latin America. The Treaty of Rarotonga of
6 August 1985 gave rise to a denuclearized zone in the South Pacific In the
Balkans a Declaration has been made concerning a zone which is not oély
n:clear—free but élso chemical-weapons free. These are specific, tangible
steps which constltgte effective measures to guarantee lasting security and
E:aze for these reglgns. The Nuclear Powers should logically sign all these
ba:krzzeggza I; gfrlca.the Declarétio? on the Denuclearization of Africa goes
o i eé Goo ay this Declarat%on is defied by the odious policy of the
s pihr tvernment of Pretor}a. South Africa, bolstered by its nuclear
Ambassagér Afeadens the whole continent with nuclear war. As His Excellency
e aex :n e of K?nya.so properly stressed in his statement on
ol lary, outh.Afr1ca 1§ allegedly preparing Marion Island in the

ntarctic for the installation of nuclear weapons.
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If all these conditions were met, the signature of a treaty on the
denuclearization of Africa would enjoy better chances of success. Zaire for
its part has spared no effort to work towards this objective. Zaire's
relations with its neighbours are peaceful, and its policy has always been to
maintain good relations with other States in the region, whatever their
political colour.

As far as the results of the Conference are concerned, my delegation
would like to welcome the re-establishment of the following ad hoc committees
in the course of the spring session: the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical
Weapons, the Ad hoc Committee on Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space,
the Ad hoc Committee on Effective International Arrangements to Assure
Non-nuclear-weapon States against the Use or Threat of Use of Nuclear Weapons,
the Ad hoc Committee on Radiological Weapons and the Ad hoc Committee on the
Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament.

The United Nations General Assembly expects a full draft comprehensive
disarmament programme, as well as a draft convention on the complete banning
of chemical weapons, to be submitted this year.

In this connection, my delegation would like to express its sincere
gratitude for the tremendous efforts made by Ambassador Garcia Robles, the
Nobel Peace Prize winner, who tirelessly continues to chair the Ad hoc
Committee on the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament, the eloquent
Ambassador Cromartie, who last year took over the chairmanship of the Ad hoc
Committee on Chemical Weapons, and the talented and indefatigable
Ambassador Ekéus, who has now taken over the chairmanship of that Committee.
If the Conference succeeds in submitting these two drafts within the
deadlines, it will have shown the world that increasing progress towards
general and complete disarmament can be expected in future.

CD/PV.409
13

Mr. ASIF EZDI (Pakistan): Mr. President, my delegation has taken the
floor today to introduce a proposal on the draft Convention on Che@ical
Weapons. This proposal relates specifically to the subject of ass%stan9e
falling under article X of the Convention. We understand that it is being
issued today as a document of the Conference under the number CD/752, and as a
working paper of the Ad hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons as CD/CW/WP.165.
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Pakistan has always supported a comprehensive, effective, verifiable and
equitable ban on chemical weapons, and is therefore gratified at the progress
which is being made in the negotiations taking place under item 4 of our
agenda. At the same time, we also realize that the conclusion of such a
convention would not by itself rid the world of the chemical weapons threat.
If universal adherence is too ambitious a target to aspire to in the short
term, the importance at least of all countries possessing chemical weapons
stocks or chemical weapons capabilities becoming parties to the Convention at
an early date can hardly be over-emphasized. As long as such countries remain
outside the Convention, those which neither possess chemical weapons nor have
the intention of acquiring them would continue to feel threatened, and might
justifiably be reluctant to assume the obligations of a State party. Unless
something is done about this dilemma, a considerable number of the latter
category of States may thus not be in a position to adhere to the Convention.

There is another scenario that presents a similar problem. This would
arise if a State party acted in violation of its obligations. In such an
event, any other State party which felt threatened as a result could feel
compelled to withdraw from the Convention in order to acquire a deterrent
capability of its own. Such an act could in turn lead to the withdrawal of
other States, thus subjecting the chemical weapons prohibition régime to a
degree of strain which it might not be able to withstand.

The problems I have just referred to do not admit of any easy solution.
Yet we feel that if appropriate provisions are included in the Convention, a
lot could be done to enhance incentives for States to adhere to it and to
reduce pressures on a State to withdraw from it because it feels threatened by
the chemical weapons capability of another State. This could be achieved in
two ways: firstly, by assurances that a State party which feels exposed to a
chemical weapons threat will be able to count on assistance from other
States parties in resisting that threat; and secondly, by effective sanctions
against a State which is the source of a chemical weapons threat to other
States.

While we recognize that both these ways of approaching the problem --
assistance to the threatened State and sanctions against the State which is
the source of the threat -- are in a certain sense interrelated, it is the
former, perhaps the less difficult of the two, which is the subject of the
proposal made by Pakistan in document CD/752. Article X of the draft
Convention already provides us with the necessary framework.

Our proposal is based on the premise that the existence of a chemical
weapons threat anywhere in the world would jeopardize the viability of the
CW Convention. It should therefore be a matter of concern for all States
which have a stake in the preservation of the Convention, and calls for an
appropriate response from them in the form of assistance to the threatened
State.

If States are assured that by becoming parties to the Convention they
would be able to rely on effective assistance from other States parties in the
event of a chemical weapons threat, the incentives for adhering to the
Convention would be substantially increased. Similarly, if States which have
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become parties to the Convention can depend on the support of other

States parties in meeting a chemical weapons threat, the pressures to withdraw
from the Convention in order to match the chemical weapons capability of an
adversary would be considerably reduced.

Besides promoting the universality and viability of the Convention,
effective provisions on assistance would by themselves have a deterrent effect
upon States which might be considering the production or acquisition of
chemical weapons or contemplating their use. If a State still undertakes the
production or acquisition of chemical weapons or resorts to their use, an
authoritative finding by the Executive Council to this effect would be of
great political value. In addition, the assistance which the
Executive Council or individual States might extend to the threatened State
would hopefully enable it to cope with the situation which it faces.

The language proposed by Pakistan for article X is contained in the annex
to document CD/752. It builds on the assistance provisions contained in
two earlier multilaterally negotiated conventions, namely the Biological
Weapons Convention of 1972 and the ENMOD Convention of 1977. Our proposal
seeks to expand and strengthen these provisions, keeping in view the
differences in the subject-matter of these three agreements. Relatively few
States, it is believed, had biological weapons programmes at the time of the
conclusion of the BW Convention, and instances of use of these weapons in the
past have been infrequent. Similarly, environmental modification techniques
have apparently not been employed on the scale that that Convention
prohibits. As against this, the chemical weapons threat is much more
serious. These weapons have often been used in this century, and exist today
in the arsenals of an increasing number of States. 1In view of these
considerations, we feel that assistance provisions of the kind contained in
the BW and ENMOD conventions would not be adequate for a chemical weapons
convention, unless they are considerably improved upon.

Under our proposal, the threatened State would be able to call for
assistance not only against another State party but also any other State whose
activities present a threat to the objectives of the Convention. Such a
request would be addressed to the Executive Council, which would in the first
instance undertake a factual determination as to whether the requesting State
faced a chemical weapons threat. 1In carrying out this task, the
Executive Council would have the power to initiate an investigation or
inquiry, including on-site inspection. 1In the event of a finding that the
requesting State did face a chemical weapons threat, the Executive Council
would also be obliged to decide on concrete measures of assistance to the
threatened State including, in particular, assistance in protective measures.
The precise nature and modalities of the assistance to be given would be for
the Executive Council to decide in each individual case, depending on the
circumstances. In addition to any collective action which the
Executive Council might undertake, individual States would also be in a
position to assist the requesting State once the Executive Council had
determined that it faced a chemical weapons threat.
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Besides the assistance which a State party might request and obtain in
the face of an actual threat, the Consultative Committee would be entrusted
with the task of initiating assistance programmes to enable interested States
to develo<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>