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Compendium of Verbatim Statements on Verification

Preface

This volume is compiled from the Provisional Verbata of the United
Nations Commit'tee on Disarmament (CD). In 1984 the Committe on Disarmament
was reorganized and is now called the Conference on Disarmament (CD). This
volume covers the sessions held in Geneva from 1979-198%4. It contains the major
statements made on the issue of verification of arms control and disarmament
proposals. It is intended to be used as a resource volume to provide easy access
to statements on national positions on verification and to aid those who wish to
investigate the development of those positions over a period of time.

The statements are presented in chronological order. Two additonal lists
of statements are included to aid in .the use of this volume. The List of
Verbatim Statements by Issue organizes the statements according to the arms
control issue being discussed. The major issues discussed in the CD include: a
chemical weapons convention, a comprehensive test ban, the cutoff of |
production of fissionable material for weapons use, nuclear disarmament, a
nuclear freeze, arms control in outer space, and a radiological weapons
convention. The List of Verbatim Statements by Nation organizes the statements
by nation. A coded reference is included in this list to indicate the issue being
discussed in each statement. |

The statements were originally compiled during a study on national
positions on verification conducted in 1983 at the Centre for International
Relations for the Department of External Affairs. The collection was expanded

in 1984 during a period of research at the United Nations Institute for Disarma-



ment Research, Geneva, which was made possible by the Department of External
Affairs. The assistance of Mrs. Mary Kerr, who diligently transcribed the state-
ments and assisted in the proof-reading, has been invaluable in preparing these

volumes.
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Reference

CD/PV.2

CD/PV.2

CD/PV.3

CD/PV.4

CD/PV.5

CD/PV.9
CD/PV.16
CD/PV.16
CD/PV.17
CD/PV.17
CD/PV.18
CD/PV.19
CD/PV.23
CD/PV.25
CD/PV.28
CD/PV.28
CD/PV.29
CD/PV.29
CD/PV.29
CD/PV.29
CD/PV.30
CD/PV.31
CD/PV.33
CD/PV.38
CD/PV.39
CD/PV.39
CD/PV.39
CD/PV.40
CD/PV.40
CD/PV.41
CD/PV.42

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

pp.35-36, 38

p.45
p.20
p.16
pp.34-35
p.l7
pp.l4-15
pp.16-18
p.l4
pp.21-22
pp.10-11
p.8
pp.15-16

Nation/Speaker
Australia/Peacock
Sweden/Blix
Italy/Radi
Canada/Pearson
FRG/Van Well
Hungary/Domokos

Japan/Ogiso
Netherlands/Fein
Hungary/Domokos
Nigeria/Adeniji
Italy/di Bernardo
Belgium/Noterdaeme
USA/Fisher
USSR/Issraelyan
Australia/Thomson
Netherlands/Fein
Venezuela/Taylhardat
FRG/Pfeiffer
Italy/di Bernardo
Sweden/Lidgard
Netherlands/Fein
Egypt/El-Shafei
USA/Seignious
USSR/Issraelyan
UK /Summerhayes
Canada/Harry Jay
Japan/Ogiso
USSR/Issraelyan
USA/Fisher
FRG/Pfeiffer

Italy/Cordero di Montezemolo

iii

Date
24.1.79
24.1.79
25.1.79
25.1.79
26.1.79
8.2.79
6.3.79
6.3.79
8.3.79
8.3.79
13.3.79
15.3.79
29.3.79
5.4.79
19.4.79
19.4.79
24.4.79
24.4.79
24.4.79
24.4.79
25.4.79
26.4.79
18.6.79
3.7.79
5.7.79
5.7.79
5.7.79
10.7.79
10.7.79
12.7.79
17.7.79
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Reference

CD/PV.42
CD/PV.42
CD/PV.43
CD/PV.43
CD/PV.43
CD/PV.44
CD/PV.44
CD/PV.44
CD/PV.45
CD/PV.46
CD/PV.46
CD/PV.46
CD/PV.46
CD/PV.47
CD/PV.47
CD/PV.47
CD/PV.47
CD/PV.47
CD/PV.63
CD/PV.65
CD/PV.65
CD/PV.66
CD/PV.66
CD/PV.66
CD/PV.74
CD/PV.76
CD/PV.76
CD/PV.77
CD/PV.77
CD/PV.80
CD/PV.80

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

pp.9-10
p.13
pp.8-9
pp.12-14
pp.17-18
p.7

p.9

p.17
pp.16-17
pp.8-9
p.10
pp.22-25
pp.26-29
p.7
pp.12-13
pp.16-17

- pp.22-23

p.26
pp.13-14
p.9

p.10

p.2
pp.24-25
pp.33-34
p.10

p.9

p.20

p.8
pp.15-16
pp.8-10
pp.19-20

Nation/Speaker

FRG/Pfeiffer
Spain/De Laiglesia
Poland/Sujka |
Finland/Rajakoski
France/de la Gorce
Denmark/Kastoft
Mongolia/Erdembileg
Czechoslovakia/Tylner
Canada/Simard
Netherlands/Fein

UK /Summerhayes
Sweden/Lidgard

USA, USSR/Issraelyan (CD/48)
Canada/Simard
Australia/Plimsoll
Italy/Cordero di Montezemolo
France/De la Gorce
India/Gharekhan
Sweden/Lidgard .
Canada/McPhail
Australia/Behm
Venezuela/Taylhardat
Italy/Cordero di Montezemolo
Sri Lanka/Fonseka
Canada/McPhail
Netherlands/Fein
Belgium/Onkelinx
Egypt/El-Shafei
Pakistan/Akrain
Australia/Behm

Sri Lanka/Naganathan

iv

Date
17.7.79
17.7.79
19.7.79
19.7.79
19.7.79
14.7.79
24.7.79
24.7.79
26.7.79
31.7.79
31.7.79
31.7.79
31.7.79
2.8.79
2.8.79
2.8.79
2.8.79
2.8.79
26.2.80
4.3.80
4.3.80
6.3.80
6.3.80
6.3.80
1.4.80
8.4.80
8.4.80
10.4.80
10.4.80
22.4.80
22.4.80

Page
23

24
24
25
26
27
27
28
28
29
30
31
34
36
36
37
38
39
40
40
41
42
42
43
43
44
u4
45
45
46
43
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Reference
CD/PV.91
CD/PV.91
CD/PV.93
CD/PV.9%
CD/PV.97
CD/PV.97
CD/PV.97
CD/PV.97
CD/PV.97
CD/PV.97
CD/PV.97
CD/PV.98
CD/PV.98
CD/PV.98
CD/PV.107
CD/PV.1038
CD/Pv.108
CD/Pv.108
CD/PV.109
CD/PV.110
CD/PV.112
CD/PV.113
CD/PV.113
CD/PV.117
CD/PV.117
CD/PV.117
CD/Pv.117
CD/PV.118
CD/PV.118
CD/PV.118
CD/PV.118

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

p.9
Pp.22-24
pp.16-17
pp-14-15
pp.12-13
pp.22-23
pp.29-30
pp.34-35
pp.37-38
pp.43-44
pp.45-47
p.24
p.36
p.38
pp.-8-9
p-6
pp.10-11
p.22

n.7

p.40

p.16

p.21
pp.30-31
pp.10-11
p.21

p.25
PpP.26-28
pp.8-9
p.22

p.25

p.28

Nation/Speaker

India/Venkateswaran
Sweden/Thorsson
Bulgaria/Voutov
Netherlands/Fein
Netherlands/Fein
Pakistan/Marker
Australia/Walker
USA/Flowerree

UK /Summerhayes
India/Venkateswaran
Sweden/Norberg
Japan/Okawa
Belgium/Onkelinx
India/Venkateswaran
Sri Lanka/Palihakkara
Yugoslavia/Vrhunec
India/Venkateswaran
GDR/Herder
Japan/Okawa
USSR/Issraelyan
Kenya/Shitemi
Pakistan/Ahmad
Norway/Holst
Sweden/Lidgard
Indonesia/Darusman
Denmark/Michaelson
Finland/Miettineu
FRG/Pfeiffer
Canada/McPhail
China/YU Peiwen
Brazil/De Souza E Silva

Date
10.7.80
10.7.80
17.7.80
24.7.80
5.8.80
5.8.80
5.8.80
5.8.80
5.8.80
5.8.80
5.8.80
7.8.80
7.8.80
7.8.80
17.2.81
19.2.81
19.2.31
19.2.81
24.2.81
26.2.81
5.3.81
10.3.81
10.3.81
24.3.81
24.3.81
24.3.81
24.3.81
26.3.81
26.3.81
26.3.81
26.3.81

Page
48

49
50
50
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
60
61
62
62
63
64
65
65
66
66
63
69
69
69
71
73
73
74



Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

Reference Nation/Speaker Date Page
CD/PV.119 pp.13-17 USSR /Issraelyan 31.3.81 . 75
CD/PV.119 pp.19-20 Pakistan/Ahmad 31.3.81 78
CD/PV.120 pp.10-11 Australia/Walker 2.4.81 79
CD/PV.120 pp.19-20 Netherlands/Fein 2.4.81 81
CDh/PV.120 pp.26-27 France/de la Gorce 2.4.81 82
CD/Pv.120 p.32 Belgium/Onkelinx 2.4.81 83
CD/pv.121 p.8 Hungary/Komives 3.4.81 84
CD/PV.121 pp.11-12 Venezuela/Taylhardat 3.4.81 85
CD/PV.121 pp.13-16 UK/Summerhayes 3.4.81 86
CD/PV.121 p.13 Nigeria/Adeniji 3.4.81 90
CD/PV.122 p.7 Romania/Malita 7.4.81 90
CD/PV.123 pp.11-13 Japan/Okawa 9.4.81 91
CD/PV.124 p.9-10 Cuba/Sola Vila 14.4.81 93
CD/PV.128 pp.18-20 Canada/McPhail 11.6.81 93
CD/Pv.132 pp.25-26 India/Venkateswaran 24.6.81 96
CD/PV.134 p.l5 GDR/Herder 2.7.81 . 96
CD/PV.137 p.21 Morocco/Arrassen 14.7.81 97
CD/PV.137 p.23 Indonesia/Darusman 14.7.81 98
CD/PV.137 p.26 Switzerland/Pictet 14.7.81 98
CD/PV.138 p.9 Canada/McPhail 16.7.81 29
CD/PV.138 pp.l4-15 UK/Summerhayes 16.7.81 100
CD/PV.138 pp.17-18 FRG/Pfeiffer 16.7.81 100
CD/PV.138 p.20 USA/Flowerree 16.7.81 102
CD/PV.138 pp.26-27 Finland/Keisalo 16.7.81 103
CD/PV.139 p.19 Canada/McPhail 21.7.81 104
CD/PV.139 pp.22-23 Argentina/Carasales 21.7.81 104
CD/PV.139 p.33 Burma/U Saw Hlaing 21.7.81 106
CD/PV.140 pp.27-30 Morocco/Arrassen 23.7.81 106
CD/PV.140 p.35 GDR/Herder 23.7.81 109
CD/Pv.lul pp.15-17 Australia/Steele 28.7.81 109

CD/PV.142 pp.30-31 India/Saran 30.7.81 111
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Reference
CD/PV.150
CD/PV.150
CD/PV.150
CD/PV.150
CD/PV.151
CD/PV.152
CD/PV.152
CD/PV.153
CD/PV.156
CD/PV.156
CD/PV.157
CD/PV.157
CD/PV.157
CD/PV.158
CD/PV.160
CD/PV.l161
CD/pv.l161
CD/pv.162
CD/Pv.162
CD/pv.l162
CD/PV.163
CD/PV.163
CD/pv.163
CDh/pv.163
CD/pV.164
CDh/pv.164
CD/PV.164
CD/PV.164

CD/PV.164
CD/PV.165

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

p.14
pp.21-22
pp.31-32
p.o4
p.13
pp.13-14, 16
p.5l
p.10
pp.10-11
p.34
pp.16-17
pp.18-19
pp.19-20
pp-13-14
pp.35-36
p.7
pp.15-16
p.9
pp.12-13
p.20
pp.13-14
p.21
p.26
p.27
pp.12-14
p.16
p.30
pp.32-33

p.33
pp.8-12

Nation/Speaker

Mexica/Garcia Robles
Netherlands/Fein
Sweden/Thorsson
Czechoslovakia/Strucka
FRG/Wegener
USA/Rostow
China/Tian Jin

UK /Summerhayes
Canada/McPhail
USSR /Issraelyan
Japan/Okawa

UK /Summerhayes
Australia/Sadleir
USA/Fields
Norway/Berg
Bulgaria/Tellalov
Sweden/Lidgard
USA/Fields

UK /Summerhayes
USA/Fields
Japan/Okawa
Cuba/Sola Vila
USA/Busby
Sweden/Lidgard
Australia/Sadleir

Sri Lanka/Jayakoddy
GDR/Herder

Ad Hoc Group of Scientific
Experts/Ericsson

USA/Fields
GDR/Herder

vii

Date
2.2.82
2.2.82
2.2.82
2.2.82
4.2.82
9.2.82
9.2.82
11.2.82
18.2.82
18.2.82
23.2.82
23.2.82
23.2.82
25.2.82
4.3.82
9.3.82
9.3.82
11.3.82
11.3.82
11.3.82
16.3.82
16.3.82
16.3.82
16.3.82
18.3.82
18.3.82
18.3.82
18.3.82

18.3.82
23.3.82




Reference
CD/PV.165
CD/PV.165
CD/pV.165
CD/PV.166
CD/PV.166
CD/PV.166
CD/PV.166
CD/Pv.167
CD/PV.167
CD/PV.167
CD/PV.167
CD/PV.167
CD/PV.167
CD/PV.167
CD/PV.168
CD/PV.168
CD/PV.169
CD/PV.169
CD/PV.170
CD/PV.170
CD/PV.170
CD/PV.171
CD/PV.172
CD/PV.173
CD/PV.175
CD/PV.175
CD/PV.176
CD/PV.176
CD/PV.176
CD/PV.177
CD/PV.177

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

pp.14-15
pp.19-20
pp.36-38
pp.9-11
pp.19-21
pp.31-32
pp.36-39
pp.15-18
p.20
p.23
pp.27, 28-29
p.35
pp.37-38
pp-42-43
p.16
pp.21-22
p.l4

p.19

p.10

p.12

p.21
pp.8-11
p.18

p.13

p.l4
pp.l6-17
p.10

p.13

p.23

p.8
pp.22-23

Nation/Speaker

UK /Summerhayes
Poland/Sujka
Switzerland/Pictet
FRG/Ruth

USA/Fields
Bulgaria/Grinberg

USSR /Issraelyan
Argentina/Carasales
China/Tian Jin
Venezuela/Navarro
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
Italy/Cabras
Sweden/Lidgard
Belgium/Onkelinx
Cuba/Sola Vila
Australia/Sadleir
Indonesia/Sutresna
Netherlands/van Dongen
USA/Busby
Netherlands/van Dongen
Nigeria/ljewere
FRG/Wegener
France/de la Gorce
Canada/McPhail
Mexico/Garcia Robles
Canada/McPhail
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
Japan/Okawa
France/de la Gorce
Pakistan/Ahmad
Belgium/Onkelinx

viii

Date
23.3.82
23.3.82
23.3.82
25.3.82
25.3.82
25.3.82
25.3.82
30.3.82
30.3.82
30.3.82
30.3.82
30.3.82
30.3.82
30.3.82
1.4.82
1.4.82
6.4.82
6.4.82
8.4.82
8.4.82
8.4.82
15.4.82
20.4.82
21.4.82
3.8.82
21.4.32
5.8.82

5.8.82

5.8.82
10.8.82
10.8.82

Page
140

142
143
145
147
150
152
155
158
159
159
161
161
163
163
164
165
166
166
167
168
168
171
171
172
173
173
174
174
174
175
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Reference
CD/PV.178
CD/PV.178
CD/PV.178
CD/PV.178
CD/PV.178
CD/PV.178
CD/PV.179
CD/PV.179
CD/PV.179
CD/PV.179
CD/PV.179
CD/PV.179
CD/pPV.180
CD/PV.180
CD/PV.180
CD/Pv.180
CDh/PV.181
CD/Pv.181
CDh/Pv.181
CD/pv.181

CD/pv.181
CD/PV.181
Cb/pv.181

CD/PV.181
CD/PV.181
CD/PV.182
CD/PV.182
CD/PV.182
CD/PV.182
CD/PV.183

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

pp.8-11
pp.l4-15
pp.17-19
p.21
pp.26-29
pp.35-37
p.10
pp-12-13
pp.15-18
p.22
pp.27-28
pp.31-32
pp.-18-19
pp.21, 22
pp.32,33
p.42

p.9

p.17
p.23
p-24

p.26
pp.27-28
pp.28-29

p.36
p.42
pp.7-8
pp.11-13
pp.15-18
pp.21-22
pp.10-11

Nation/Speaker
USA/Fields
Bulgaria/Tellalov

Netherlands/van Dongen
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
USSR/Issraelyan

UK /Middleton
Nigeria/ljewere
Italy/Alessi
Netherlands/van Dongen
GDR/Herder
China/Tian Jin
Norway/Vaerno
Romania/Datcu
Venezuela/Rodrigues Navarro
Cuba/Sola Vila
Indonesia/Sutresna
Yugoslavia/Vrhunec
USSR/Issraelyan
Mexico/Garcia Robles

Ad Hoc Group of Scientific
Experts/Hyltenius

Japan/Okawa
Australia/Steele

Ad Hoc Group of Scientific
Experts/Ericsson

India/Saran
Senegal/Sene
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
Sweden/Hyltenius
Belgium/Onkelinx
FRG/Wegener
Bulgaria/Tellalov

ix

Date

12.8.82
12.8.82
12.8.82
12.8.82
12.8.82
12.8.82
17.8.82
17.8.82
17.8.82
17.8.82
17.8.82
17.8.82
19.8.82
19.8.82
19.8.82
19.8.82
24.8.82
24.8.82
24.8.82
24.8.82

24.8.82
24.8.82
24.8.82

24.8.82
24.8.82
26.8.82
26.8.82
26.8.82
26.8.82
31.8.82

199
199
200

201
202
202
204
206
208
209




Reference
CD/PV.183
CD/PV.183
CD/PV.183
CD/PV.183
CD/PV.184
CD/PV.184
CD/PV.185
CD/PV.186
CD/PV.186
CD/PV.187
CD/PV.188
CD/PV.189
CD/PV.190
CD/PV.191
CD/PV.192
CD/PV.192
CD/PV.192
CD/PV.193
CD/PV.19%
CD/PV.194
CD/PV.194
CD/PV.194
CD/PV.194
CD/PV.195
CD/PV.195
CD/PV.195
CD/PV.195
CD/PV.195
CD/PV.196
CD/PV.196

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

p.2l
p.28
pp.30-35
pp.40-42
pp.17-18
p.35
pp.14-16
pp.7-8
pp.11-13
p.10
p.12
p.21
pp-11, 13-14
p.13
p.10
p.22
pp-26-28
pp.34-35
p.12
pp-14-15
pp.19-21
p.25
p.35
p.19
pp.30-33
p.44
pp.46-47
p.438
pp.12-13
pp.15-16

Nation/Speaker
Italy/Alessi
Ethiopia/Terrefe
GDR/Herder
USSR/Timerbaev
USSR/Issraelyan
USA/Fields
FRG/Wegener
India/Saran

UK/Summerhayes
Burma/U Maung Maung Gyi
USSR/Issraelyan
Canada/MacEachen
FRG/Genscher

USA/Bush
Belgium/Onkelinx
GDR/Herder
Australia/Sadleir
USA/Fields

UN/SecGen Perez de Cuellar
Norway/Berg
Pakistan/Ahmad
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
France/de la Gorce
Burma/Maung Maung Gyi
USSR/Issraelyan
Egypt/El Reedy
Finland/Rajakowski
Canada/McPhail
GDR/Herder

Ad Hoc Group of Scientific
Experts/Lidgard

Date
31.8.82
31.8.82
31.8.82
31.8.82
2.9.82
2.9.82
7.9.82
14.9.82
14.9.82
16.9.82
17.9.82
1.2.83
3.2.83
4.2.83
8.2.83
3.2.83
3.2.83
10.2.83
15.2.83
15.2.83
15.2.83
15.2.83
15.2.83
17.2.83
17.2.83
17.2.83
17.2.83
17.2.83
22.2.83
22.2.33




Reference
CD/PV.196
CD/PV.197
CD/PV.197
CD/PV.197
CD/PV.199
CD/PV.199
CD/PV.199
CD/PV.200
CD/PV.200
CD/PV.201
CD/PV.201
CD/PV.202
CD/PV.202
CD/PV.202
CD/PV.203
CD/PV.204
CD/PV.204
CD/PV.205
CD/PV.206
CD/PV.207
CD/PV.207
CD/PV.209
CD/PV.209
CD/PV.209
CD/PV.209
CD/PV.209
CD/PV.209
CD/PV.211
CDh/PV.211
CD/PV.213
CD/PV.213

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

pp.18-19, 21
p.ll
pp.12-15
pp.19-21
p.10
p.14
p.16
pp.13-14
pp.26-27
pp.10-11
pp.l4-15
pp.15-18
pp.20-21
pp.27-28
pp.23-24
pp.8-10
pp.13-14
pp.23-24
pp.10-12
pp.12-13
pp.16-19
pp.8-9
p.22
pp.26-27
p.34
p.37
pp.43-44
pp.12-14
pp.16-20
p.10
p.l4

Nation/Speaker

USSR/Issraelyan
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
FRG/Wegener
USSR/Timerbaev
Argentina/Carasales
Bulgaria/Tellalov
China/Li
Spain/Laiglesia
GDR/Herder
Argentina/Carasales
Sweden/Lidgard

UK /Hurd

Brazil/de Sousa e Silva
USSR/Issraelyan
Poland/Zawalonka
USA/Fields
Bulgaria/Tellalov
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
Belgium/Onkelinx
Netherlands/van den Broek
Yugoslavia/Vidas
USA/Busby
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
Australia/Sadleir
Pakistan/Altaf
India/Saran
UX/Cromartie
USA/Fields

USSR /Issraelyan
Vietnam/Nguyen Thong
Sweden/Hyltenius

xi

Date
22.2.33
24.2.33
24,2.33
24.2.83
1.3.83
1.3.83
1.3.83
3.3.83
3.3.83
3.3.83
8.3.83
10.3.83
10.3.83
10.3.83
15.3.83
17.3.83
17.3.83
22.3.83
24.3.83
29.3.83
29.3.83
5.4.83
5.4.33
5.4.83
5.4.83
5.4.33
5.4.33
12.4.83
12.4.83
19.4.83
19.4.33

Page
241

243
244
246
2438
249
249
250
251
253
253
254
256
257
258
260
262
262
263
266
267
269
271
271
272
273
274
274
276
280
280




Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

Reference Nation/Speaker Date Page
CD/PV.214 p.l4 India/Dubey 21.4.83 281
CD/PV.214 p.18 Australia/Sadleir 21.4.83 281
CDh/PV.215 pp.19-23 Japan/Imai 26.4.83 282
CD/PV.216 p.10 Canada/McPhail 28.4.83 285
CD/PV.216 p.26 Mor'lgolia/Erdembileg 28.4.83 286
CD/PV.216 pp.32-34 France/de la Gorce 28.4.83 287
CD/PV.217 pp.19-22 Sweden/Theorin 14.6.83 289
CD/PV.219 pp.3-9 UK /Cromartie 21.6.83 291
CD/PVv.221 pp.7-8 Australia/Sadleir 30.6.83 292
CD/PVv.221 p.l4 Cuba/Nunez Mosquera 30.6.83 294
CD/PV.222 pp.l6-17 USA/Fields 5.7.83 295
CD/PV.222 pp.20-24 USSR /Issraelyan 5.7.83 296
CD/PV.223 p.8 Mongolia/Erdembileg 7.7.83 298
CD/PV.224 pp.24-25 Japan/Imai 12.7.83 298
CD/PV.225 pp.30-32 Australia/Sadleir 14,7.83 300
CD/PV.226 pp.21-23 Yugoslavia/Mihailovic 19.7.83 302
CD/PV.227 pp.9-10 Italy/Alessi 21.7.83 305
CD/PV.227 pp.12-13 Spain/de Laiglesia 21.7.83 306
CD/PV.227 p.19 China/Li 21.7.83 308
CD/PV.227 pp.24-25 Argentina/Carasales 21.7.83 308
CD/PV.227 pp.26-27 Sweden/Ekeus 21.7.83 309
CD/PV.227 p.32 Poland/Turbanski 21.7.33 310
CD/Pv.228 pp.8-9 Ad Hoc Group of Scientific 26.7.83 311
Experts/Dahlman
CD/PV.228 pp.9-10 Australia/Sadleir 26.7.83 312
CD/PV.229 pp.6-9 Norway/Vaerno 28.7.83 312
CD/PV.229 pp.13-14 Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda 28.7.83 315
CD/PV.230 pp.11-13 UK/Cromartie 2.8.83 316
CD/PV.231 pp.7-8 GDR/Thielicke 4.8.83 318
CD/PV.231 pp.10-11 ~ Sweden/Hyltenius 4.8.33 319

CD/pv.231 pp.13-15 USSR/Issraelyan 4.8.83 321

xii




Reference
CD/pPV.232
CD/pPV.232
CD/PV.233
CD/PV.233
CD/pPV.234
CD/PV.235
CD/PV.235
CD/PV.236

CD/PV.236
CD/PV.236
CD/PV.242
CD/PV.243
CD/PV.243
CD/PV.244
CD/PV.244
CD/PV.245
CD/PV.245
CD/PV.247
CD/PV.248
CD/PV.248
CD/PV.249
CD/PV.250
CD/PV.250
CD/PV.250
CD/PV.250
CD/PV.250
CD/PV.250

CD/PV.250
CD/PV.252
CD/PV.252

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

pp.13-14
pp.19-21
p.9
pp.28-30
p.17
pp.20-23
pp.28-30
p.7

pp.19-22
pp.27-29
pp.l5-16
pp.25-27
p.33

pp.l5-16
pp.21-24
pp.15-17
p.24

p.18

p.10

p.19

pp.15-16
pp.15-16
pp.18-19
pp.25-26
pp.27-28
pp.30-31
pp.39-41

pp.42-43
p.10
p.l9

Nation/Speaker

India/Dubey

Egypt/El Reedy
Mongolia/Erdembileg
FRG/Wegener
Mexico/Garcia Robles
USSR/Issraelyan
Netherlands/Ramaker

Ad Hoc Working Group
NTB/Rose

UK /Cromartie
USA/Busby
Finland/Tornudd
USSR /Issraelyan
Canada/Beesley
Belgium/Depasse
USA/Fields
FRG/Wegener
GDR/Rose
Mexico/Garcia Robles
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
China/Qian Jiadong
Netherlands/Ramaker
Hungary/Meiszter
Sweden/Ekeus
Poland/Turbanski
USSR/Issraelyan
Japan/Imai

Ad Hoc Group of Scientific

Experts/Dahlman
Australia/Butler
USSR/Issraelyan

Sweden/Ekeus

xiii

Date
9.8.83
9.8.83
11.8.83
11.8.83
16.8.83
18.8.83
18.8.83
23.8.83

23.8.83
23.8.83
16.2.84
21.2.84
21.2.84
23.2.84
23.2.84
28.2.34
23.2.84
6.3.84

8.3.84

8.3.84

13.3.84
15.3.84
15.3.834
15.3.84
15.3.84
15.3.34
15.3.84

15.3.84
22.3.84
22.3.84

Page
323

323
325
325
327
328
330
333

333
336
338
339
340
341
342
343
346
346
346
347
348
349
350
351
352
353
354

357
357
358




Reference
CD/PV.255
CD/PV.256
CD/PV.256
CD/PV.256
CD/PV.256
CD/PV.257
CD/PV.257
CD/PV.257
CD/PV.257
CD/PV.259
CD/PV.260
CD/PV.260
CD/PV.260
CD/PV.260
CD/PV.261
" CcD/PV.261
CD/PV.262
CD/PV.262
CD/PV.262
CD/PV.262
CD/PV.262
CD/PV.262
CD/PV.262
CD/PV.262
CD/PV.262
CD/PV.263
CD/PV.263
CD/PV.265
CD/PV.267
CD/PV.268
CD/PV.270

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

pp.21-22
pp.12-13
p.13
p.21
pp.23-24
pp.12-14
p.l7
pp.20-22
pp.23-24
pp.16-18
pp.11-13
pp.16-18
pp.21-23
p.26

p.7

p.12
pp.9-10
pp.14-15
pp.15-18
pp.22-23
pp.25, 27
pp.36-37
pp.39-40
pp.45-46
pp.49-50
p.ll
pp.21-22
pp.7-8

_pp.2-10

pp.8-9
pp.19-20

Nation/Speaker

Yugoslavia/Mihajlovic
USSR /Issraelyan
FRG/Wegener
Romania/Datcu
France/de la Gorce
GDR/Thielicke

New Zealand/Peren
Sweden/Ekeus
Argentina/Carasales
Japan/Imai

USA/Bush

USSR /Issraelyan
Mongolia/Erdembileg
Australia/Butler
Cuba/Lechuga Hevia
Sweden/Theorin
Iran/Sheikholeslam
Mongolia/Erdembileg
USA/Fields
USSR/Issraelyan

UK /Middleton
FRG/Wegener
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
India/Dubey
Canada/Beesley
Japan/Abe

France/de la Gorce
Finland/valtasaari
Norway/Huslid
USA/Fields
USA/Fields

xiv

Date
3.6.84

5.4.84

5.4.84

5.4.84

5.4.84

10.4.84
10.4.84
10.4.84
10.4.84
17.4.84
18.4.84
18.4.84
18.4.84
18.4.84
24.4.84
24.4.84
26.4.84
26.4.84
26.4.84
26.4.84
26.4.84
26.4.84
26.4.84
26.4.84
26.4.84
12.6.84
12.6.84
19.6.84
26.6.84
28.6.84
5.7.84

Page
359

360
361
361
361
362
365
366
368
369
371
373
375
377
378
378
378
379
379
382
383
384
386
387
388
388
389
390
391
393
395




Reference
CD/PV.270
CD/PV.271
CDh/PV.271
Cbh/pv.271
CDh/pPv.272
CD/PV.272
CD/PV.272
CD/PV.274
CD/PV.274
CD/PV.274
CD/PV.275
CD/PV.275
CD/PV.275
CD/PV.276
CD/PV.276
CD/PV.279
CD/PV.279
CD/PV.279
CD/PV.280
CD/PV.280
CD/PV.230
CD/PV.280
CDh/PV.282
CD/PV.282
CD/pPV.283
CD/pPV.283
CD/PV.283
CD/PV.284
CDh/pPv.287

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

pp.24-25
p.19

pp.21-23
pp.26-27
pp.12-15
pp.16-19
p.22

pp.9-11
pp.13-15
pp.10-13
pp.15-16
pp.25-26
pp.16-17
pp.24-27
pp.9-13
pp.15-16
pp.18-19
pp.7-11
pp.13-16
pp.l6-17
pp.18-20
p.8
pp.15-19
pp.17-18
pp.37-38
p.39
pp.13-16
p.19

Nation/Speaker

Argentina/Carasales
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
Australia/Rowe
Belgium/Depasse
USA/Fields

UK /Cromartie
Algeria/Ould-Rouis
Italy/Alessi
FRG/Wegener
USA/Fields
Netherlands/van Schaik
Poland/Turbanski
USSR/Issraelyan
Brazil/de Sousa e Silva
Japan/Imai
Australia/Hayden

Sri Lanka/Dhanapala
Romania/Datcu

USSR /Issraelyan
Sweden/Ekeus
Poland/Turbanski
France/Montassier
Pakistan/Ahmad
Netherlands/van Schaik
USSR /Issraelyan
GDR/Rose
Belgium/Depasse
USA/Fields

GDR/Rose

Xv

Date
5.7.84

10.7.84
10.7.84
10.7.84
12.7.84
12.7.84
12.7.84
19.7.84
19.7.84
19.7.84
24.7.84
24.7.84
24.7.84
26.7.84
26.7.84
7.8.84

7.8.84

7.8.84

9.8.84

9.8.84

9.8.84

9.8.84

16.8.84
16.8.84
21.8.84
21.8.84
21.8.84
23.8.84
31.8.84




Chemical Weapons

Reference

CD/PV.2

CD/PV.5

CD/PV.29
CD/PV.29
CD/PV.29
CD/PV.29
CD/PV.30
CD/pPV.31
CD/Pv.4l
CD/PV.42
CD/PV.42
CD/PV .42
CD/PV.43
CD/PV.43
CD/PV.43
CD/PV.44
CD/PV.44
CD/PV.44
CD/PV.45
CD/PV.46
CD/PV .47
CD/PV.47

CD/PV.74

CD/PV.91
CD/PV.93
CD/PV.9%
CD/PV.97
CD/PV.98
CD/PV.117

pp.35-36, 38

pp.34-35
pp.9-10
pp.16-19
pp.25-26
pp.34-36
p.8
pp.l4-16
p.18
pp.8-9
pp.9-10
p.13
pp.8-9

" pp.l2-14

pp.17-18
p.7

p.9

p.l7
pp.16-17
pp.26-29
pp.16-17
pp.22-23
p.10
pD.22-24
pp.16-17
pp.14-15
pp.37-38
p.36
pp.10-11

List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Nation/Speaker
Australia/Peacock
FRG/Van Well
Venezuela/Taylhardat
FRG/Pfeiffer

Italy/di Bernardo
Sweden/Lidgard
Netherlands/Fein
Egypt/El-Shafei
FRG/Pfeiffer
Italy/Cordero di Montezemolo
FRG/Pfeiffer
Spain/De Laiglesia
Poland/Sujka
Finland/Rajakoski
France/de la Gorce
Denmark/Kastoft

Mongolia/Erdembileg
Czechoslovakia/Tylner
Canada/Simard

USA, USSR/Issraelyan (CD/48)
Italy/Cordero di Montezemolo
France/De la Gorce
Canada/McPhail
Sweden/Thorsson
Bulgaria/Voutov
Netherlands/Fein

UK /Summerhayes
Belgium/Onkelinx
Sweden/Lidgard

xvi

Date
24.1.79
26.1.79
24.4.79
24.4.79
244,79
24.4.79
25.4.79
26.4.79
12.7.79
17.7.79
17.7.79
17.7.79
19.7.79
19.7.79
19.7.79
14.7.79
24.7.79
24.7.79
26.7.79
31.7.79
2.8.79

2.8.79

1.4.80

10.7.80
17.7.80
24.7.80
5.8.80

7.8.80

24.3.81

Page
1

3
12
13
15
16
18
18
22
23
23
24
24
25
26
27
27
28
28
34
37
38
43
49
50
50
56
60
68




List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Chemical Weapons

Reference Nation/Speaker

CD/pPV.117 p.2l Indonesia/Darusman
CDh/pV.117 p.25 Denmark/Michaelson
CDh/pv.117 pp.26-28 Finland/Miettineu
CD/pPV.118 pp.8-9 FRG/Pfeiffer
CD/pPV.118 p.22 Canada/McPhail
CDh/pPV.118 p.25 China/YU Peiwen
CDh/pV.118 p.28 Brazil/De Souza E Silva
CD/PV.119 pp.13-17 . USSR/Issraelyan
CD/PV.119 pp.19-20 Pakistan/Ahmad
CD/PV.120 pp.10-11 Australia/Walker
CD/pPV.120 pp.19-20 Netherlands/Fein
CDh/PV.120 pp.26-27 France/de la Gorce
CD/pV.120 p.32 Belgium/Onkelinx
CDh/pv.121 p.8 Hungary/Komives
CD/pv.121 pp-11-12 Venezuela/Taylhardat
CDh/pv.121 pp.13-16 UK /Summerhayes
Cbh/pv.121 p.18 Nigeria/Adeniji
CD/PV.122 p.7 Romania/Malita
CD/pV.123 pp.11-13 Japan/Okawa
CDh/PV.124 p.9-10 Cuba/Sola Vila
CD/PV.128 pp.18-20 Canada/McPhail
CD/pv.137 p.26 Switzerland/Pictet
CD/pV.138 pp.l4-15 UK /Summerhayes
CD/PV.138 pp.17-18 FRG/Pfeiffer
CD/Pv.138 p.20 USA/Flowerree
CD/pV.138 pp.26-27 Finland /Keisalo
CD/PV.139 p.19 Canada/McPhail
CD/PV.139 pp.22-23 Argentina/Carasales
CD/PV.139 p.33 Burma/U Saw Hlaing

xvil

Date
24.3.81
24.3.81
24.3.81
26.3.81
26.3.81
26.3.81
26.3.81
31.3.81
31.3.81
2.4.81
2.4.81
2.4.81
2.4.81
3.4.81
3.4.81
3.4.81
3.4.81
7.4.81
9.4.81
14.4.81
11.6.81
14.7.81

16.7.81.

16.7.81
16.7.81
16.7.81
21.7.81
21.7.81
21.7.81

Page
69

69
69
71
73
73
74
75
78
79
81
82
83
84
85
86
90
90
91
93
93
98
100
100
102
103
104
104
106




List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Chemical Weapons

Reference
CD/PV.140
CD/PV.140
CD/PV.141
CD/PV.142
CD/PV.150
CD/pPV.151
CD/pPV.152
CD/PV.152
CD/PV.153
CD/PV.157
CD/PV.160
CD/PV.162
CD/PV.163
CD/pPV.163
CD/PV.165
CD/PV.165
CD/PV.165
CD/PV.165
CD/PV.166
CD/PV.166
CD/PV.166
CD/PV.166
CD/PV.167
CD/pPv.l167
CD/PV.167
CD/PV.167
CD/pPV.167
CD/PV.168
CD/PV.168

pp.27-30
p.35
pp.15-17
pp.30-31
pp-21-22
p.13
pp.13-14, 16
p.5l1

p.10
Pp.18-19
pp.35-36
p.20

p.26

p.27
pp.8-12
pp.l4-15
pp.19-20
pp.36-38
pp.9-11
pp.19-21
pp.31-32
pp.36-39
pp.15-138
p.20

p.23
pp.27, 28-29
pp.37-38
p.l6
pp.21-22

Nation/Speaker

Morocco/Arrassen
GDR/Herder
Australia/Steele
India/Saran
Netherlands/Fein
FRG/Wegener
USA/Rostow
China/Tian Jin

UK /Summerhayes
UK /Summerhayes
Norway/Berg
USA/Fields
USA/Busby
Sweden/Lidgard
GDR/Herder

UK /Summerhayes
Poland/Sujka
Switzerland/Pictet
FRG/Ruth
USA/Fields
Bulgaria/Grinberg
USSR/Issraelyan
Argentina/Carasales
China/Tian Jin
Venezuela/Navarro
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
Sweden/Lidgard
Cuba/Sola Vila
Australia/Sadleir

xviii

Date
23.7.81
23.7.81
28.7.81
30.7.81
2.2.82

4.2.82

9.2.82

9.2.82

11.2.82
23.2.82
4.3.82

11.3.82
16.3.82
16.3.82
23.3.82
23.3.82
23.3.82
23.3.82
25.3.82
25.3.82
25.3.82
25.3.82
30.3.82
30.3.82
30.3.82
30.3.82
30.3.82
1.4.82

1.4.82

Page
106

109
109
111
113
116
116
118
118
122
125
129
130
131
136
140
142
143
145
147
150
152
155
158
159
159
161
163
164




List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Chemical Weapons

Réference
CD/PV.169
CD/PV.169
CDh/Pv.170
CD/PV.170
CD/PV.171
CD/PV.172
CD/PV.175
CD/PV.176
CD/PV.176
CD/PV.177
CD/PV.178
CD/PV.178
CD/pPV.178
CD/PV.178
CD/PV.178
CD/PV.179
CD/PV.179
CD/PV.179
CD/PV.179
CD/Pv.180
CD/PV.180
CD/PV.180
CD/PV.183
CD/PV.184
CD/Pv.185
CD/PV.190
CD/PV.191
CD/PV.192
CD/PV.192

p.14

' p.19

p.10
p.21
pp.&-11
p.18
pp.16-17
p.13
p.23
pp.22-23
pp.8-11
pp.17-19
p.21
pp.26-29
pp.35-37
p.10
pp.12-13
pp.27-28
pp.31-32
pp.21, 22
pp.32,33
p.42
p.28
pp.17-18
pp.14-16
pp.l1, 13-14
p.13

p.10

p.22

Nation/Speaker

Indonesia/Sutresna
Netherlands/van Dongen
USA/Busby
Nigeria/ljewere
FRG/Wegener
France/de la Gorce
Canada/McPhail
Japan/Okawa

France/de la Gorce
Belgium/Onkelinx
USA/Fields
Netherlands/van Dongen
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
USSR/Issraelyan

UK /Middleton
Nigeria/ljewere
Italy/Alessi

China/Tian Jin
Norway/Vaerno
Venezuela/Rodrigues Navarro
Cuba/Sola Vila
Indonesia/Sutresna
Ethiopia/Terrefe

USSR /Issraelyan
FRG/Wegener
FRG/Genscher
USA/Bush
Belgium/Onkelinx
GDR/Herder

Xix

Date
6.4.82
6.4.82
8.4.82
8.4.82
15.4.82
20.4.82
21.4.82
5.8.82
5.8.82
10.8.82
12.8.82
12.8.82
12.8.82
12.8.82
12.8.82
17.8.82
17.8.82
17.8.82
17.8.82
19.8.82
19.8.82
19.8.82
31.8.82
2.9.82
7.9.82
3.2.83
4.2.83
8.2.83
8.2.83

Page
165

166
166
168
168
171
173
174
174
175
176
179
131
182
184
187
137
191
192
194
195
196
210
217
218
225
226
226
227




List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Chemical Weapons

Reference
CD/PV.192
CD/PV.193
CD/PV.194%
CD/PV.194
CD/PV.194

CD/PV.195

CD/PV.195
CD/PV.195
CD/PV.196
CD/PV.196
CD/PV.197
CD/PV.199
CD/PV.199
CD/PV.200
CD/PV.201
CD/PV.202
CD/PV.202
CD/PV.202
CD/PV.203
CD/PV.204
CD/PV.204
CD/PV.206
CD/PV.207
CD/PV.207
cb/ev.2ll
Cb/pv.211
CD/PV.213
CD/PV.214
CD/PV.216

pp.26-28
pp.34-35
pp.14-15
pp.19-21
p.25
p.44
pp.46-47
p-48
pp.12-13

pp.18-19, 21

pp.12-15
p.lo
p.16
pp.13-14
pp.14-15
pp.15-138
pp.20-21
pp.27-28
pp.23-24
pp.8-10
pp.13-14
pp.10-12
pp.12-13
pp.16-19
pp.12-14
pp.16-20
p.10
p.18
pp.32-34

Nation/Speaker

Australia/Sadleir
USA/Fields
Norway/Berg
Pakistan/Ahmad
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
Egypt/El Reedy
Finland/Rajakowski
Canada/McPhail
GDR/Herder

USSR /Issraelyan
FRG/Wegener
Argentina/Carasales
China/Li

Spain/ Laigiesia
Sweden/Lidgard

UK /Hurd

Brazil/de Sousa e Silva
USSR /Issraelyan
Poland/Zawalonka
USA/Fields
Bulgaria/Tellalov
Belgium/Onkelinx
Netherlands/van den Broek
Yugoslavia/Vidas
USA/Fields

USSR /Issraelyan
Vietnam/Nguyen Thong
Australia/Sadleir

France/de la Gorce

XX

Date
8.2.33
10.2.83
15.2.83
15.2.83
15.2.33
17.2.83
17.2.83
17.2.83
22.2.83
22.2.83
24.2.83
1.3.83
1.3.83
3.3.83
8.3.83
10.3.83
10.3.83
10.3.83
15.3.83
17.3.83
17.3.83
24.3.83
29.3.83
29.3.83
12.4.83
12.4.83
19.4.83
21.4.83
28.4.83

Page
227

229
230
231
231
236
237
238
239
241
244
248
249
250
253
254
256
257
258
260
262
263
266
267
274
276
280
281
287




Chemical Weapons

Réference
CD/pv.222
CD/pV.224
CD/PV.225
CD/PV.226
CD/pv.227
CD/PV.227
Cbh/pv.227
CD/PV.227
CD/pv.227
Ccb/pv.227
CD/PV.229
CD/pPV.229
CD/PV.232
CD/pPv.232
CD/PV.233
CD/PV.235
CD/PV.235
CD/PV.236
CD/PV.236
CD/PV.242
CD/PV.243
CD/PV.243
CD/PV.244
CD/PV.244
CD/PV.245
CD/PV.248
CD/PV.249
CD/PV.250
CD/PV.250

pp.16-17
pp.24-25
pp.30-32
pp.21-23
pp.9-10
pp.12-13
p.19
pp.24-25
pp.26-27
p.32
pp.6-9
pp.13-14
pp.13-14
pp.19-21
pp.28-30
pp.20-23
pp.28-30
pp.19-22
pp.27-29
pp.15-16
pp.25-27
p.33
pp.15-16
pp.21-24
pp.15-17
p.19
pp.15-16
pp.18-19
pp.25-26

List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Nation/Speaker
USA/Fields
Japan/Imai
Australia/Sadleir
Yugoslavia/Mihailovic
Italy/Alessi

Spain/de Laiglesia
China/Li
Argentina/Carasales
Sweden/Ekeus
Poland/Turbanski

Norway/Vaerno

Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
India/Dubey

Egypt/El Reedy
FRG/Wegener
USSR/Issraelyan
Netherlands/Ramaker
UK /Cromartie
USA/Busby
Finland/Tornudd
USSR/Issraelyan
Canada/Beesley
Belgium/Depasse
USA/Fields
FRG/Wegener
China/Qian Jiadong
Netherlands/Ramaker
Sweden/Ekeus
Poland/Turbanski

xxi

Date
5.7.83
12.7.83
14.7.83
19.7.83
21.7.83
21.7.83
21.7.83
21.7.83
21.7.83
21.7.83
28.7.83
28.7.83
9.8.83
9.8.83
11.8.83
18.8.83
18.8.83
23.8.83
23.8.83
16.2.84
21.2.84
21.2.84
23.2.84
23.2.84
28.2.84
8.3.84
13.3.84
15.3.84
15.3.84

Page
295

298
300
302
305
306
308
308
309
310
312
315
323
323
325
328
330
333
336
338
339
340
341
342
343
347
348
350
351




Chemical Weapons

Reference
CD/PV.255
CD/PV.256
CD/PV.256
CD/PV.256
CD/PV.260
CD/PV.260
CD/PV.260
CD/PV.262
CD/PV.262
CD/PV.262
CD/PV.262
CD/PV.262
CD/PV.262
CD/PV.262
CD/PV.262
CD/PV.265
CD/PV.267
CD/PV.268
CD/PV.270
CD/PV.271
CD/PV.271
CD/PV.272
CD/PV.272
CD/PV.274
CD/PV.275
CD/PV.275
CD/PV.279
CD/PV.279
CD/PV.279

pp.21-22
p.13
p.21
pp.23-24
pp.11-13
pp.21-23
p.26
pp.9-10
pp.l4-15

pp.15-18

pp.22-23
pp.25, 27
pp.36-37
pp.39-40
pp.49-50
pp.7-8
pp-8-10
pp.8-9
pp.19-20
pp.21-23
pp.26-27
pp.12-15
pp.16-19

- pp.9-11

pp.15-16
pp.25-26
pp.9-13

pp.15-16
pp.18-19

List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Nation/Speaker

Yugoslavia/Mihajlovic
FRG/Wegener
Romania/Datcu
France/de la Gorce
USA/Bush
Mongolia/Erdembileg
Australia/Butler
Iran/Sheikholeslam
Mongolia/Erdembileg
USA/Fields

USSR /Issraelyan

UK /Middleton
FRG/Wegener
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
Canada/Beesley
Finland/Valtasaari
Norway/Huslid
USA/Fields
USA/Fields
Australia/Rowe
Belgium/Depasse
USA/Fields
UK/Cromartie
FRG/Wegener
Poland/Turbanski
USSR /Issraelyan
Australia/Hayden

Sri Lanka/Dhanapala

Romania/Datcu

xxii

Date

3.4.84

5.4.84

5.4.84

5.4.84

18.4.834
18.4.84
18.4.84
26.4.84
26.4.834
26.4.84
26.4.834
26.4.84
26.4.84
26.4.834
26.4.84
19.6.84
26.6.84
28.6.834
5.7.84

10.7.84
10.7.84
12.7.34
12.7.84
19.7.84
24.7.84
24.7.84
7.8.84

7.8.84

7.8.84

Page
359

361
361
361
371
375
377
378
379
379
382
383
334
386
338
390
391
393
395
397
399
400
403
407
413
415
420
423
424




List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Chemical Weapons

Réference
CD/PV.280
CD/PV.280
CD/PV.280
CD/PV.282
CD/PV.284
CD/pPV.287

pp.7-11
pp.16-17
pp.18-20
pp.15-19
pp.13-16
p.19

Comprehensive Test Ban

CD/PV.2

CD/pV.2

CD/PV.4

CD/PV.5

CD/PV.16
CD/PV.16
CD/PV.17
CD/PV.17
CD/PV.18
CD/PV.19
CD/PV.46
CD/PV.46
CD/PV.46
CD/PV.47
CD/PV.47
CD/PV.47
CD/PV.65
CD/PV.65
CD/PV.66

pp.35-36, 38
p.4>
p.16
pp.34-35
pp.14-15
pp.16-18
p.l4
pp.21-22
pp.10-11
p.8
pp.8-9
p.10
pp.22-25
p.7
pp.12-13
p.26

p.9

p.10

p.9

Nation/Speaker

USSR /Issraelyan
Poland/Turbanski
France/Montassier
Netherlands/van Schaik
USA/Fields

GDR/Rose

Australia/Peacock
Sweden/Blix
Canada/Pearson
FRG/Van Well
Japan/Ogiso
Netherlands/Fein
Hungary/Domokos
Nigeria/Adeniji
Italy/di Bernardo
Belgium/Noterdaeme
Netherlands/Fein

UK /Summerhayes
Sweden/Lidgard
Canada/Simard
Australia/Plimsoll
India/Gharekhan
Canada/McPhail
Australia/Behm
Venezuela/Taylhardat

xxiii

Date
9.8.84
9.8.84
9.8.84
16.8.84
23.8.84
31.8.84

24.1.79
24.1.79
25.1.79
26.1.79
6.3.79
6.3.79
8.3.79
8.3.79
13.3.79
15.3.79
31.7.79
31.7.79
31.7.79
2.8.79
2.8.79
2.8.79
4.3.80
4.3.80
6.3.80
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31
36
36
39
40
41
42




List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Comprehensive Test Ban

Reference

CD/PV.66
CD/PV.66
CD/PV.80
cD/Pv.91
CD/PV.97
CD/PV.97
CD/PV.97
CD/PV.97
CD/PV.97
CD/PV.97
CD/PV.98
CD/PV.107
CD/PV.108
CD/PV.108

CD/PV.108

CD/PV.109
CD/PV.110
CD/PV.112
CD/PV.113
CD/PV.128
CD/PV.132
CD/PV.134
CD/PV.150
CD/PV.150
CD/PV.150
CD/PV.152
CD/PV.156
CD/PV.156
CD/PV.157

pp.24-25
pp.33-34
pp.8-10

pp.22-24
pp.12-13
pp.22-23
pp.29-30
pp.34-35
pp.43-44

pp.45-47

p.24
pp.8-9
p.6
pp.10-11
p.22

p.7

p.40
p.l6
pp.30-31
pp.18-20
pp.25-26
p.15
p.l4
pp.21-22
pp.31-32
pp.13-14, 16
pp.10-11
p.34
pp.16-17

Nation/Speaker

Italy/Cordero di Montezemolo
Sri Lanka/Fonseka.
Australia/Behm
Sweden/Thorsson
Netherlands/Fein
Pakistan/Marker
Australia/Walker
USA/Flowerree

India/ Venkateswaran

Sweden/Norberg
Japan/Okawa

Sri Lanka/Palihakkara
Yugoslavia/Vrhunec
India/Venkateswaran
GDR/Herder
Japan/Okawa

USSR /Issraelyan
Kenya/Shitemi
Norway/Holst
Canada/McPhail
India/Venkateswaran
GDR/Herder
Mexica/Garcia Robles
Netherlands/Fein
Sweden/Thorsson
USA/Rostow
Canada/McPhail
USSR /Issraelyan
Japan/Okawa

xxiv

Date
6.3.80
6.3.80
22.4.80
10.7.80
5.8.80
5.8.80
5.8.80
5.8.80
5.8.80
5.8.80
7.8.80
17.2.81
19.2.81
19.2.81
19.2.81
24.2.81
26.2.81
5.3.81
10.3.81
11.6.81
24.6.81
2.7.81
2.2.82
2.2.82
2.2.82
9.2.82
18.2.82
18.2.82
23.2.82

Page

42
43
46
49
52
53
54
55
57
58
59
61
62

62

63
64
65
65
66
93
96
96
113
113
115
116
119
120
121




List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Comprehensive Test Ban

Reference
CD/PV.157
CD/pPV.158
CD/PV.160
CD/PV.161
CD/pV.161
CD/PV.162
CD/PV.162
CD/pV.162
CD/PV.163
CD/pV.163
CD/PV.164
CD/PV.164
CD/pPV.164
CD/PV.164

CD/PV.164
CD/PV.165
CD/PV.167
CD/PV.167
CD/PV.175
CD/PV.175
CD/PV.176
CD/PV.176
CD/PV.177
CD/PV.179
CD/PV.179
CD/PV.179
CD/PV.180
CD/PV.180

pp.19-20
pp.13-14
pp.35-36
p.7
pp.15-16
p.9
pp.12-13
p.20
pp.13-14
p.21
pp.12-14
p.l6
p.30
pp.32-33

p.33
pp.19-20

pp.27, 28-29 °

pp.42-43
p.l4
pp.16-17
p.10

p.13

p.8
pp.15-18
p.22
pp.31-32
pp.18-19
pp.21, 22

Nation/Speaker

Australia/Sadleir
USA/Fields
Norway/Berg
Bulgaria/Tellalov
Sweden/Lidgard
USA/Fields

UK /Summerhayes
USA/Fields
Japan/Okawa
Cuba/Sola Vila
Australia/Sadleir
Sri Lanka/Jayakoddy
GDR/Herder

Ad Hoc Group of Scientific
Experts/Ericsson

USA/Fields

Poland/Sujka
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
Belgium/Onkelinx
Mexico/Garcia Robles
Canada/McPhail
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
Japan/Okawa
Pakistan/Ahmad
Netherlands/van Dongen
GDR/Herder
Norway/Vaerno
Romania/Datcu
Venezuela/Rodrigues Navarro

Date
23.2.82
25.2.82
4.3.82
9.3.82
9.3.82
11.3.82
11.3.82
11.3.82
16.3.82
16.3.82
18.3.82
18.3.82
18.3.82
18.3.82

18.3.82
23.3.82
30.3.82
30.3.82
3.8.82

21.4.82
5.8.82

5.8.82

10.8.32
17.8.832
17.8.82
17.8.82
19.8.82
19.8.82

Page
123

124
125
126
126
127
128
129
129
130
131
133
134
135

136
142
159
163
172
173
173
174
174
188
190
192
194
194




List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Comprehensive Test Ban

Reference
CD/PV.180
CD/PV.181
CD/PV.181
CD/pv.181
CD/PV.181

CD/PV.181
CD/PV.181
CD/pPV.181

CD/PV.181
CD/PV.181
CD/PV.182
CD/PV.182
CD/PV.182
CD/PV.182
CD/PV.183
CD/PV.183
CD/PV.183
CD/PV.186
CD/PV.186
CD/PV.187
CD/PV.189
CD/PV.190
CD/PV.192
CD/PV.194
CD/PV.194
CD/PV.195
CD/PV.195

pp.32,33
p.9

p.17
p.23
p-24

p.26
pp.27-28
pp.28-29

p.36
p.42
pp.7-8
pp.l1-13
pp.15-18
pp.21-22
pp.10-11
pp.30-35
pp.40-42
pp.7-8
pp.l11-13
p.10

p.21
pp.ll, 13-14
pp.26-28
pp.14-15
pp.19-21
p.19
pp.30-33

Nation/Speaker
Cuba/Sola Vila
Yugoslavia/Vrhunec
USSR /Issraelyan

Mexico/Garcia Robles

Ad Hoc Group of Scientific
Experts/Hyltenius

Japan/Okawa
Australia/Steele

Ad Hoc Group of Scientific
Experts/Ericsson

India/Saran

Senegal/Sene
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
Sweden/Hyltenius
Belgium/Onkelinx
FRG/Wegener
Bulgaria/Tellalov
GDR/Herder
USSR/Timerbaev
India/Saran

UK /Summerhayes
Burma/U Maung Maung Gyi
Canada/MacEachen
FRG/Genscher
Australia/Sadleir
Norway/Berg
Pakistan/Ahmad
Burma/Maung Maung Gyi
USSR /Issraelyan

xxvi

Date
19.8.82
24.8.82
24.8.82
24.8.82
24.8.82

24.8.82
24.8.82
24.8.82

24.8.82
24.8.82
26.8.82
26.8.82
26.8.82
26.3.82
31.8.82
31.8.82
31.8.82
14.9.82
14.9.82
16.9.82
1.2.83

3.2.83

3.2.83

15.2.33
15.2.83
17.2.83
17.2.833

Page
195

196
197
197
198

199
199
200

201
202
202
204
206
208
209
211
215
220
221
223
224
225
227
230
231
233
233




Comprehensive Test Ban

Reference
CD/PV.196

CD/PV.197
CD/PV.197
CD/PV.197
CD/PV.199
CD/PV.200
CD/PV.202
CD/PV.205
CD/PV.209
CD/PV.209
CD/PV.209
CD/PV.209
CD/PV.209
CD/PV.209
CD/PV.216
Cbh/pv.216
Cb/Pv.217
CDh/PV.219
CD/PV.221
CDh/Pv.221
CD/PV.224
CD/Pv.228

CD/Pv.228
CD/PV.229
CD/PV.230
Cb/pv.231
Cbp/pv.231
CD/Pv.231

pp.15-16

p.ll
pp.12-15
pp.19-21
p.l4
pp.26-27
pp.15-18
pp.23-24
pp.8-9
p.22
pp.26-27
p.34
p.37
pp.43-44
p.10
p.26
pp.19-22
pp.8-9
pp.7-8
p.l4
pp.24-25
pp.8-9

pp.9-10
pp.6-9
pp.11-13
pp.7-8
pp.10-11
pp.13-15

List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Nation/Speaker

Ad Hoc Group of Scientific
Experts/Lidgard

Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
FRG/Wegener
USSR/Timerbaev
Bulgaria/Tellalov
GDR/Herder

UK /Hurd
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
USA/Busby
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
Australia/Sadleir
Pakistan/Altaf
India/Saran

UK /Cromartie
Canada/McPhail
Mongolia/Erdembileg
Sweden/Theorin

UK /Cromartie
Australia/Sadleir
Cuba/Nunez Mosquera
Japan/Imai

Ad Hoc Group of Scientific
Experts/Dahlman

Australia/Sadleir
Norway/Vaerno
UK /Cromartie
GDR/Thielicke
Sweden/Hyltenius
USSR /Issraelyan

xXxvii

Date
22.2.83

24.2.83
24.2.83
24.2.83
1.3.83
3.3.83
10.3.83
22.3.33
5.4.83
5.4.83
5.4.83
5.4.33
5.4.33
5.4.33
28.4.83
28.4.83
14.6.83
21.6.83
30.6.83
30.6.83
12.7.83
26.7.83

26.7.83

28.7.83
2.8.83
4.8.83
4.8.83
4.8.83

Page
240

243
244
246
249
251
254
262
269
271
271
272
273
274
285
286
289
291
292
294
298
311

312
312
316
318
319
321




Comprehensive Test Ban

Reference
CD/PV.242
CD/PV.2u4
CD/PV.245
CD/PV.248
CD/PV.250
CD/PV.250
CD/PV.250

CD/PV.250
CD/PV.252
CD/PV.257
CD/PV.257
CD/PV.257
CD/PV.257
CD/PV.259
CD/PV.260
CD/PV.260
CD/PV.261
CD/PV.262
CD/PV.263
CD/PV.267
CD/pv.271
CD/PV.275
CD/PV.276
CD/PV.279
CD/PV.280
CD/PV.282
CD/PV.283
CD/PV.283

pp.15-16
pp.21-24
p.24

n.10

pp.27-28
pp.30-31
pp.39-41

pp.42-43

p.l0

pp.12-14
p.17
pp.20-22
pp.23-24
pp.16-138
pp.16-18
pp.21-23
p.7
pp.25, 27
p.ll
pp.8-10
pp.26-27
pp.10-13
pp.24-27
pp.9-13
pp.13-16
p.8
pp.17-18
pp.37-38

List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Nation/Speaker

Finland/Tornudd
USA/Fields

GDR/Rose
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
USSR /Issraelyan
Japan/Imai

Ad Hoc Group of Scientific
Experts/Dahlman

Australia/Butler
USSR /Issraelyan
GDR/Thielicke

New Zealand/Peren
Sweden/Ekeus
Argentina/Carasales
Japan/Imai

USSR /Issraelyan
Mongolia/Erdembileg
Cuba/Lechuga Hevia
UK /Middleton
Japan/Abe
Norway/Huslid
Belgium/Depasse
Netherlands/van Schaik
Japan/Imai
Australia/Hayden
Sweden/Ekeus
Pakistan/Ahmad
USSR /Issraelyan
GDR/Rose

xxviii

Date
16.2.84
23.2.84
28.2.84
8.3.84

15.3.84
15.3.84
15.3.84

15.3.84
22.3.84
10.4.84
10.4.34
10.4.84
10.4.84
17.4.84
18.4.84
18.4.84
24.4.84
26.4.84
12.6.84
26.6.84
10.7.84
24.7.84
26.7.84
7.83.84

9.8.84

16.8.84
21.8.84
21.8.84

Page
338

342
346
346
352
353
354

357
357
362
365
366
368
369
373
375
378
383
388
391
399
412
417
420
429
435
438
440



= 3

List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Comprehensive Test Ban

Reference
CD/pPV.283

Cut-off of Production of Fissionable

Cb/pv.2
CD/Pv.28
CD/PV.28
CD/PV.39
CD/PV.39
CD/PV.150
CD/PV.207

p.39

pp.35-36, 38
p.17
pp.38-39
p.21

p.37
pp.21-22
pp.12-13

Non-Proliferation Treaty

CD/PV.276

pp.16-17

Nuclear Disarmament

CD/pv.23
CD/PV.25
CDh/Pv.28
CD/PV.33
CD/PV.38
CD/PV.39
CD/PV.113
CD/pPv.214

pp.15-16
p.13
pp.38-39
p.8
pp.14-15
pp.16-17
p.21

p.l4

Nation/Speaker

Belgium/Depasse

Material

Australia/Peacock
Australia/Thomson
Netherlands/Fein
Canada/Harry Jay
Japan/Ogiso
Netherlands/Fein
Netherlands/van den Broek

Brazil/de Sousa e Silva

USA/Fisher
USSR /Issraelyan
Netherlands/Fein
USA/Seignious
USSR /Issraelyan
UK /Summerhayes
Pakistan/Ahmad
India/Dubey

xXXix

Date
21.8.84

24.1.79
19.4.79
19.4.79
5.7.79
5.7.79
2.2.82
29.3.83

26.7.84

29.3.79
5.4.79
19.4.79
18.6.79
3.7.79
5.7.79
10.3.81
21.4.83

Page
440

10
11
21
21
113
266

416

10
10
I1
20
20
21
66
281




List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Nuclear Disarmament

Reference Nation/Speaker Date Page
CD/PV.250 pp.15-16 Hungary/Meiszter 15.3.84 349

Nuclear Freeze

CD/PV.222 pp.20-24 USSR /Issraelyan 5.7.83 296
CD/PV.223 p.8 Mongolia/Erdembileg 7.7.83 298
CD/PV.234 p.17 Mexico/Garcia Robles 16.83.83 327
CD/PV.247 p.18 ' Mexico/Garcia Robles 6.3.84 346
CD/PV.256 . pp.12-13 USSR /Issraelyan 5.4.84 360

Nuclear Free Zones

CD/Pv.201 pp.10-11 Argentina/Carasales 8.3.83 253

Outer Space, Anti-Satellite Weapons

CD/PV.167 p.35 Italy/Cabras 30.3.82 161
CD/PV.171 pp.8-11 FRG/Wegener 15.4.82 168
CD/PV.183 p.2l [taly/Alessi 31.8.82 210
CD/PV.184 p.35 USA/Fields 2.9.82 218
CDh/pv.213 p.14 Sweden/Hyltenius 19.4.83 230
CDh/pv.216 p.10 Canada/McPhail 28.4.83 285
CD/PV.233 p.9 Mongolia/Erdembileg 11.8.83 325
CD/PV.252 p.l0 USSR /Issraelyan 22.3.84 357
CD/PV.252 p.l19 Sweden/Ekeus 22.3.84 358
CD/PV.262 pp.U5-46 India/Dubey 26.4.84 387

XXX



Outer Space, Anti-Satellite Weapons

Reference
CD/PV.263
CD/PV.274
CD/PV.275

pp.21-22
p.8
pp.10-13

Radiological Weapons

CD/PV.40
CD/PV.40
CD/PV.41
CD/PV.42
CD/PV.63
CD/PV.76
CD/PV.76
CD/PV.77
CD/PV.77
CD/pPV.91
CD/PV.98
CD/PV.137
CD/PV.137
CD/PV.22]
CD/PV.261
CD/PV.271

p.9

p.13
p.18
pp.8-9
pp.13-14
p.9

p.20

p.8
pp.15-16
pp.22-24
p.38
p.2!1

p.23
pp.7-8
p.12
p.19

Verification in General

CD/pv.3
CD/pv.9

p.20
p.17

List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Nation/Speaker

France/de la Gorce
Italy/Alessi
Netherlands/van Schaik

USSR/Issraelyan
USA/Fisher
FRG/Pfeiffer

Italy/Cordero di Montezemolo

Sweden/Lidgard
Netherlands/Fein
Belgium/Onkelinx
Egypt/El-Shafei
Pakistan/Akrain
India/Venkateswaran
India/Venkateswaran
Morocco/Arrassen
Indonesia/Darusman
Australia/Sadleir
Sweden/Theorin

Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda

Italy/Radi
Hungary/Domokos

xxxi

Date
12.6.84
19.7.84
24.7.84

10.7.79
10.7.79
12.7.79
17.7.79
26.2.830
8.4.80

3.4.80

10.4.80
10.4.80
10.7.80
7.8.80

14.7.81
14.7.81
30.6.83
24.4.84
10.7.84

25.1.79
3.2.79

Page
339

407
412

22
22
22
23
40
44
4l
45
45
43
60
97
98

292

378

397




List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Verification in General

Reference
CD/PV.19

Cb/Pv.29

CD/PV.80

CD/PV.97

CD/PV.119
CD/PV.128
CD/PV.138
CD/PV.150
CD/PV.165
CD/PV.173
CD/PV.178
CD/PV.183
CD/PV.188
CD/PV.190
CD/PV.192
CD/PV.194
CD/PV.194
CD/PV.215
CD/PV.259
CD/PV.260
CD/PV.270
Cb/Pv.272

p.8
pp.25-26
pp.19-20 -
pp.37-38
pp.13-17
pp.18-20
p.9

p.o4
pp.8-12

- p.13

pp.14-15
p.28
p.12
pp.l1, 13-14
pp.26-28
p.12
p.35
pp.19-23
pp.16-18
pp.16-18
pp.24-25
p.22

Nation/Speaker

Belgium/Noterdaeme
Italy/di Bernardo

Sri Lanka/Naganathan
UK /Summerhayes
USSR /Issraelyan
Canada/McPhail
Canada/McPhail
Czechoslovakia/Strucka
GDR/Herder
Canada/McPhail
Bulgaria/Tellalov
Ethiopia/Terrefe
USSR/Issraelyan
FRG/Genscher
Australia/Sadleir

UN/SecGen Perez de Cuellar

France/de la Gorce
Japan/Imai
Japan/Imai

USSR /Issraelyan
Argentina/Carasales
Algeria/Ould-Rouis

xxxii

Date
15.3.79
24.4.79
22.4.80
5.8.80

31.3.81
11.6.81
16.7.81
2.2.82

23.3.82
21.4.82
12.8.82
31.8.82
17.9.82
3.2.83

8.2.83

15.2.83
15.2.83
26.4.83
17.4.84
18.4.84
5.7.84

12.7.84

Page
9

15
48
56
75
93
99

115
136
171
179
210
224
225
227
230
232
282
369
373
396
406



List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

Explanation of Issue Codes

ASAT: Anti-Satellite Weapons

C-0: Cutoff of Production of Fissionable Material

CTB: Comprehensive Test Ban

CW: Chemical Weapons

FRZ: Nuclear Freeze

ND: Nuclear Disarmament

NFU: No-first-use of Nuclear Weapons
NFZ: Nuclear Free Zones

NPT: Non-Proliferation Treaty

OS: Outer Space

RW: Radiological Weapons

VER: Verification in General

Algeria

Reference Speaker
CD/PV.272 p.22 Ould-Rouis
Argentina

CD/PV.139 pp.22-23 Carasales
CD/PV.167 pp.15-18 Carasales
CD/Pv.199 p.10 Carasales
CD/PV.201 pp.10-11 Carasales
CD/PvV.227 pp.24-25 Carasales
CD/PV.257 pp.23-24 Carasales
CD/PV.270 pp.24-25 Carasales

xxxiii

Date
12.7.84

21.7.81
30.3.82
1.3.83
3.3.83
21.7.83
10.4.84
5.7.84

Issue

VER

CwW
Cw
CwW
NFZ
Cw
CTB
VER

Page
406

104
155
248
253
308
368
396




Australia

Reference
CD/PV.2
CD/Pv.28
CD/pV.47
CD/PV.65
CD/PV.80
CD/PVv.97
CD/Pv.120
CD/PV.141
CD/PV.157
CD/PV.164
CD/PV.168
CD/PV.181
CD/PV.192
CD/PV.209
CD/pPv.214
CDh/pv.221
CD/pv.225
CD/PV.228
CD/PV.250
CD/PV.260
CDh/PV.271
CD/Pv.279

Belgium

CD/PV.19
CD/PV.76
CD/PV.98

List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

pp.35-36, 38
p.17
pp.12-13
p.10

pp.3-10
pp.29-30
pp.10-11
pp.15-17
pp.19-20

 pPp.12-1%

pp.21-22
pp.27-28
pp.26-28
pp.26-27
p.18
pp.7-8
pp.30-32
pp.9-10
pp.42-43
p.26
pp.21-23
pp.9-13

p.8
p.20
p.36

Speaker

Peacock
Thomson
Plimsoll
Behm
Behm
Walker
Walker
Steele
Sadleir
Sadleir
Sadleir
Steele
Sadleir
Sadleir
Sadleir
Sadleir
Sadleir
Sadleir
Butler
Butler
Rowe

Hayden

Noterdaeme
Onkelinx
Onkelinx

XXXiv

Date
24.1.79
19.4.79
2.8.79
4.3.80
22.4.80
5.8.80
2.4.81
28.7.81
23.2.82
18.3.82
1.4.82
24.8.82
8.2.83
5.4.83
21.4.83
30.6.83
14.7.83
26.7.83
15.3.84
18.4.84
10.7.84
7.8.84

15.3.79
3.4.30
7.8.80

Issue
CT1B,C-0O,CW

C-0
CTB
CTB
CTB
CTB
Ccw

Cw

CTB
CTB
Cw

CTB

VER,CTB,CW

CTB
CwW
CTB,RW
cw

CTB
CTB

cw

cw
CTB,CW

CTB,VER
RW
Cw

Page

1
10
36
41
46
54
79

109
123
131
le4
199
227
271
281
292
300
312
357
377
397
420

9
44
60



Belgium

Reference
CD/Pv.120
CD/PV.167
CD/Pv.177
CD/PV.182
CD/PV.192
CD/PV.206
CD/PV.244
CDh/Pv.271
CD/PV.283

Brazil

CD/PV.118
CD/PV.202
CD/PV.276

Bulgaria

CD/PV.93

CD/PV.161
CD/PV.166
CD/PV.178
CD/PV.183
CD/PV.199
CD/PV.204

p.32

pp.42-
pp.22-

pp.15-

p.l0

pp.10-

pp.l5-
pp.26-

p.39

p.28

pp.20-
pp.l16-

pp.l6-

p.7

pp.31-
pp.l4-
pp.10-

p.14

pp.13-

List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

Speaker Date
Onkelinx 2.4.81
43 Onkelinx 30.3.82
23 Onkelinx 10.8.82
18 Onkelinx 26.8.82
Onkelinx $.2.83
12 Onkelinx 24.3.83
16 Depasse 23.2.84
27 Depasse 10.7.84
Depasse 21.8.84
de Souza e Silva  26.3.81
21 de Sousa e Silva 10.3.83
17 de Sousa e Silva  26.7.84
17 Voutov 17.7.80
Tellalov 9.3.82
32 Grinberg 25.3.82
15 Tellalov 12.8.82
11 Tellalov 31.8.82
Tellalov 1.3.83
14 Tellalov 17.3.83

XXXV

Issue

cw

CTB

CW

CTB

cw

cw

CwW
CW,CTB
CTB

CW
CW,CTB
NPT

Cw
CTB
Cw
VER
CTB
CTB
Cw

163
175
206
226
263
341
399
440

74
256
416

50
126
150
179
209
249
262




List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

Burma

Reference Speaker Date Issue Page
CD/PV.139 p.33 U Saw Hlaing 21.7.81 CWwW 106
CD/PV.187 p.10 U Maung Maung Gyi 16.9.82 CTB 223
CD/PV.195 p.19 U Maung Maung Gyi  17.2.83 CTB 233
Canada

Reference Speaker Date Issue Page
CD/eV.4 p.lé6 Pearson 25.1.79 CTB 2
CD/PV.39 - p.21 Harry Jay 5.7.79 C-0 21
CD/PV.45 pp.16-17 Simard 26.7.79 cw 28
CD/PV.47 p.7 Simard 2.8.79 CTB 36
CD/PV.65 p.9 McPhail 4.3.80 CTB 40
CD/PV.74 p.10 McPhait 1.4.80 cw 43
CD/pv.118 p.22 McPhail 26.3.81 Cw 73
CD/Pv.128 pp.18-20 McPhail 11.6.81 VER,CW,CTB 93
CDh/PV.138 p.9 McPhail 16.7.81 VER 99
CD/Pv.139 p.19 McPhail 21.7.81 Cw 104
CD/pv.156 pp.10-11 McPhail 18.2.82 CTB 119
CD/Pv.173 p.13 McPhail 21.4.82 VER 171
CD/PV.175 pp.16-17 McPhail 21.4.82 Cw,CTB 173
CDh/Pv.189 p.21 MacEachen 1.2.83 CTB 224
CD/PV.195 p.48 McPhail 17.2.83 Cw 238
CDh/pv.216 p.10 McPhail 28.4.83 CTB,0S 285
CD/Pv.243 p.33 Beesley 21.2.84 Cw 340
CD/PV.262 pp.49-50 Beesley 26.4.84 Cw 388

XXXvi




China

Reference
CD/pv.118
CD/PV.152
CD/Pv.167
CD/PV.179
CD/PV.199
CD/pv.227
CD/pv.248

Cuba

CD/PV.124
CD/PV.163
CD/PV.168
CD/PV.180
CD/Pv.221
CD/PV.261

Czechoslovakia

CD/PV.u44

CD/PV.150
CD/Pv.167
CD/PV.176
CD/PV.178
CD/PV.182
CD/PV.194
CD/PV.197

List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

p.25
p.5l
p.20
pp.27-28
p.16
p.19
p.19

p.9-10
p.21
p.l6
pp.32,33
p.l4

p.7

p.17

p.o4

pp.27, 28-29
p.10

p.2l

pp.7-8

p.25

p.ll

Speaker

Yu Peiwen
Tian Jin
Tian Jin
Tian Jin

Li

Li

Qian Jiadong

Sola Vila
Sola Vila
Sola Vila
Sola Vila
Nunez Mosquera

Lechuga Hevia

Tylner

Strucka
Vejvoda
Vejvoda
Vejvoda
Vejvoda
Vejvoda

Vejvoda

xxxvii

Date
26.3.81
9.2.82
30.3.82
17.8.82
1.3.83
21.7.83
8.3.84

14.4.81
16.3.82
1.4.82

19.8.82
30.6.83
24.4.84

24.7.79
2.2.82

30.3.82
5.8.82

12.8.82
26.8.82
15.2.83
24.2.83

Issue Page
cw 73
cw 118
CwW 158
cw 191
cw 249
cw 308
cw 347
cw 93
CTB 130
cw 163
CW,CTB 195
CTB 294
CTB 378
cw 28
VER 115
CTB,CW 159
CTB 173
cw 181
CTB 202
cw 231
CTB 243




List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

Czechoslovakia

Reference Speaker Date
CD/Pv.205 pp.23-24 Vejvoda 22.3.83
CD/PV.209 p.22 Vejvoda 5.4.83
CD/PV.229 pp.13-14 Vejvoda 28.7.83
CD/PV.248 p.10 : Vejvoda 8.3.84
CD/PV.262 pp.39-40 Vejvoda 26.4.84
CD/PV.271 p.19 Vejvoda 10.7.84
Denmark

CD/PV.117 p.25 Michaelson 24.3.81
Egypt

CD/PV.31 pp.l4-16 El-Shafei 26.4.79
"'CD/PV.77 p.8 El-Shafei 10.4.80
CD/PV.195 p.44 El Reedy 17.2.83
CD/PV.232 pp-19-21 El Reedy 9.8.83
Ethiopia

CD/PV.183 p.28 Terrefe 31.8.82

Xxxviii

Issue

CTB
CTB
Cw
CTB
Cw
RW

Cw

Cw
RW
Cw
Cw

VER,CW

69

18
45
236
323

210



List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

Federal Republic of Germany

Reference
CD/PV.5
CD/PV.29
CD/PV.4l
CD/PV.42
CD/PV.118
CD/PV.138
CD/PV.151
CD/PV.166
CD/PV.171
CD/PV.182
CD/PV.185
CD/PV.190
CD/PV.197
CD/PV.233
CD/PV.245
CD/PV.256
CD/PV.262
CD/PV.274

Finland

CD/PV.43

CD/PV.117
CD/PV.138
CD/PV.195
CD/PvV.242
CD/PV.265

pp.34-35 '
pp.16-19
p.138
pp.9-10
pp.8-9
pp.17-18
p.13
pp.9-11
pp.8-11
pp-21-22
pp.l4-16
pp.ll, 13-14
pp.12-15
pp.23-30
pp.15-17
p.18
pp.36-37
pp.9-11

pp.12-14
pp.26-28
pp.26-27
pp.46-47
pp.15-16
pp.7-8

Speaker
Van Well

Pfeiffer
Pieiffer
Pfeiffer
Pfeiffer
Pfeiffer
Wegener
Ruth
Wegener
Wegener
Wegener
Genscher
Wegener
Wegener
Wegener
Wegener
Wegener

Wegener

Rajakoski
Miettineu
Keisalo
Rajakowski
Tornudd

Valtasaari

XXXix

Date
26.1.79
24.4.79
12.7.79
17.7.79
26.3.81
16.7.81
4.2.82
25.3.82
15.4.82
26.83.82
7.9.82
3.2.83
24.2.83
11.8.83
28.2.84
5.4.84
26.4.84
19.7.84

19.7.79
24.3.81
16.7.81
17.2.83
16.2.84
19.6.84

Issue
CW,CTB
CW
RW
cw
cw
cw
cw
cw
CW,0S
CTB
cw
VER,CW,CTB
CTB,CW
cw
Ccw
cw
cw
cw

cw
cw
cw
cw
CW,CTB
cw

100
116
145
168
208

218

225
244
325
343
361
384
407

25
69
103
237
338
390



France

Reference
CD/PV.43

CD/PV.47

CD/PV.120
CD/PV.172
CD/PV.176
CD/PV.194
CD/PV.216
CD/PV.256
CD/PV.263
CD/PV.280

pp.17-18
pp.22-23
pp.26-27
p.18
p.23
p.35
pp.32-34
pp.23-24
pp.21-22

- pp.18-20

List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

Speaker

de la Gorce
de la Gorce
de la Gorce
de la Gorce
de la Gorce
de la Gorce
de la Gorce
de la Gorce
de la Gorce

Montassier

German Democratic Republic

CD/Pv.108
CD/PV.134
CD/PV.140
CD/Pv.164
CD/PV.165
CD/PV.179
CD/PV.183
CD/PV.192
CD/PV.196
CD/PV.200
CD/Pv.231
CD/PV.245
CD/PV.257
CD/Pv.283
CD/Pv.287

p.22
p.15
p.35
p.30
pp.8-12
p.22
pp.30-35
p.22
pp.12-13
pp.26-27
pp.7-8
D.24
pp.12-14
pp.37-38
p.19

Herder
Herder
Herder
Herder
Herder
Herder
Herder
Herder
Herder
Herder
Thielicke
Rose
Thielicke
Rose

Rose

Date
19.7.79
2.8.79
2.4.81
20.4.82
5.8.82
15.2.83
28.4.83
5.4.84

12.6.84

9.3.84

19.2.81
2.7.81

23.7.81
18.3.82
23.3.82
17.8.82
31.8.82
8.2.83

22.2.83
3.3.83

4.8.83

28.2.84
10.4.84
21.8.84
31.8.84

Issue
Cw
Cw
Ccw
Cw
Cw
VER
Ccw
Cw
0S
Cw

CTB
CTB
cw
CTB
CW,VER
CTB
CTB
cw
cw
CTB
CTB
CTB
CTB
CTB
cw

171
174
232
287
361
389
433

63

96
109
134
136
190
211
227
239
251
318
346
362
440
444



Hungary

Reference
CD/PV.9
CDh/PV.17
Cbh/pv.121
CD/PV.250

India

CD/PV .47
CD/PV.91
CD/PV.97
CD/PV.98
CD/PV.108
CD/PV.132
CD/pv.142
CD/PV.181
CD/PV.186
CD/PV.209
CD/PV.214
CD/PV.232
CD/PV.262

Indonesia

co/pv.l117
CD/PV.137
CD/PV.169
CD/PV.180

p.17
p.l4

p.8
pp.15-16

p.26

p.9
pPp.43-44
p.38
pp.10-11
pp.25-26
pp.30-31
p.36
pp.7-8
p.37
p.l4
pp.13-14
pp.45-46

p.21
p.23
p.l4
p.42

List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

Speaker
Domokos

Domokos
Komives

Meiszter

Gharekhan
Venkateswaran
Venkateswaran
Venkateswaran
Venkateswaran
Venkateswaran
Saran

Saran

Saran

Saran

Dubey

Dubey

Dubey

Darusman
Darusman
Sutresna

Sutresna

xli

Date
8.2.79
8.3.79
3.4.81
15.3.84

2.8.79
10.7.80
5.8.80
7.8.80
19.2.81
24.6.81
30.7.81
24.8.82
14.9.82
5.4.83
21.4.83
9.8.83
26.4.34

24.3.81
14.7.81
6.4.82

19.8.82

Issue
VER
CTB
Cw
NFU

CTB
RW
CTB
RW
CTB
CTB
Cw
CTB
CTB
CTB
ND
Cw
OS,ASAT

Cw
RW
Cw
CwW

39
43
57
60
62
96
111
201
220
273
281
323
387

69
98
165
196




Islamic Republic of Iran

Reference
CD/PV.262

Italy

CD/pv.3
CD/pv.18
CD/PV.29
CD/PV.42
CD/pV.47
CD/PV.66
CD/PV.167
CD/PV.179
CD/PV.183
CD/Pv.227
CD/PV.274

Japan

CD/PV.16
CD/PV.39
CD/PV.98
CD/PV.109
CD/PV.123
CD/PV.157
CD/PV.163
CD/PV.176
CD/PV.181

pp.9-10

p.20
pp.10-11
pp.25-26
pp.8-9

. pp.16-17

pp.24-25
p.35
pp.12-13
p.21
pp.9-10
p.8

pp.14-15
p.37
p.24

pp.11-13
pp.16-17
pp.13-14
p.13
p.26

Speaker
Sheikholeslam

Radi

di Bernardo

di Bernardo

di Montezemolo
di Montezemolo
di Montezemolo
Cabras

Alessi

Alessi

Alessi

Alessi

Ogiso

Ogiso

QOkawa
Okawa
Okawa
QOkawa
Okawa
Okawa

QOkawa

xlii

List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

Date
26.4.84

25.1.79
13.3.79
24.4.79
17.7.79
2.8.79

6.3.80

30.3.82
17.8.82
31.8.82
21.7.833
19.7.84

6.3.79
5.7.79
7.8.30
24.2.81
9.4.81
23.2.82
16.3.82
5.8.82
24.3.82

Issue

Cw

VER
CTB
VER,CW
RW
Cw
CTB
ASAT
Cw
ASAT
Cw
(O

CTB
C-0
CTB
CTB

Cw

CTB
CTB
Cw,CTB
CTB

15
23
37
42
161
187
210
305
407

21
59
64
91
121
129
174
199



Japan

Reference
CcD/pv.215
CD/PV.224
CD/PV.250
CD/PV.259
CD/PV.263
CD/PV.276

Kenya

CD/PV.112

Mexico

CD/PV.150
CD/PV.175
Cb/pv.181
CD/PV.234
CD/PV.247

Mongolia

CD/PV.44-
CD/PV.216
CD/PV.223
CD/PV.233
CD/PV.260
CD/PV.262

List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

Speaker Date
pp.19-23 Imai 26.4.33
pp.24-25 Imai 12.7.83
pp.30-31 Imai 15.3.84
pp.16-18 Imai 17.4.84
p.ll Abe 12.6.84
pp.24-27 Imai 26.7.84
p.16 Shitemi 5.3.81
p.l4 Garcia Robles 2.2.82
p.l4 Garcia Robles 3.8.82
p.23 Garcia Robles 24.8.82
p.17 Garcia Robles 16.8.83
p.18 Garcia Robles 6.3.84
p.9 Erdembileg 24.7.79
p.26 Erdembileg 28.4.83
p.3 Erdembileg 7.7.83
p.9 Erdembileg 11.8.83
pp.21-23 Erdembileg 18.4.84
pp.l4-15 Erdembileg 26.4.84

xliii

Issue

VER
CTB,CW
CTB
VER,CTB
CTB

CTB

CTB

CTB
CTB
CTB
FRZ
FRZ

cw
CTB
FRZ

(OX)
CcT18B,CW
Cw

65

113
172
197
327
346

27
286
298
325
375
379



Morocco

Reference
CDh/PV.137
CD/pv.140

Netherlands

CD/PV.16
CD/PV.28
CD/PV.30
CD/PV.46
CD/PV.76
CD/PV.94
CD/PV.97
CD/PV.120
CD/PV.150
CD/PV.169
CD/PV.170
CD/PV.178
CD/PV.179
CD/PV.207
CD/PV.235
CD/PV.249
CD/PV.275
CD/PV.282

New Zealand

CD/Pv.257

p.21
pp.27-30

pp.16-18
pp.38-39
p.8

- pp.8-9

p.9
pp.l4-15
pp.12-13
pp.19-20
pp.21-22
p.19
p.12
pp.17-19
pp.15-18
pp.12-13
pp.28-30
pp.15-16
pp.10-13
pp.15-19

p.17

List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

- Speaker Date
Arrassen 14.7.81
Arrassen 23.7.81
Fein 6.3.79
Fein 19.4.79
Fein 25.4.79
Fein 31.7.79
Fein 8.4.80
Fein 24.7.80
Fein 5.8.80
Fein 2.4.81
Fein 2.2.82
van Dongen 6.4.82
van Dongen 8.4.82
van Dongen 12.8.82
van Dongen 17.8.82
van den Broek 29.3.83
Ramaker 18.8.33
Ramaker 13.3.84
van Schaik 24.7.84
van Schaik 16.8.84
Peren 10.4.84

xliv

Issue Page
RW 97
cw 106
CTB 5
C-O,ND 11
cw 18
CTB 29
RW 4y
cw 50
CTB 52
cw 81
CTB,C-O,CW 113
cw 166
os 167
cw 179
CTB 188
C-O,CW 266
CTB,CW 330
cw 343
CTB,ASAT 412
cw 435
CTB 365



e

Nigeria

Reference
CD/PV.17

Cb/pv.l121
CD/P‘_/.170
CDh/PV.179

Norway

CD/PV.113
CD/PV.160
CD/PV.179
CD/PV.194
CD/PV.229
CD/PV.267

Pakistan

CD/PV.77

CD/PV.97

CD/PV.113
CD/PV.119
CD/PV.177
CD/PV.194
CD/PV.209
CD/PV.282

Poland

CD/PV.43
CD/PV.165

pp.21-22
p.18
p.21
p.10

pp.30-31
pp.35-36
pp.31-32
pp.l4-15
pp.6-9
pp.3-10

pp.15-16
pp.22-23
p.21
pp.19-20
p.8
pp.19-21
p.34

p.8

pp.8-9
pp.19-20

Speaker
Adeniji
Adeniji
Ijewere

Ijewere

Holst
Berg
Vaerno
Berg
Vaerno
Huslid

Akrain
Marker
Ahmad
Ahmad
Ahmad
Ahmad
Altaf

Ahmad

Sujka
Sujka

xlv

List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

Date
8.3.79
3.4.81
8.4.82
17.8.82

10.3.81
4.3.82

17.8.82
15.2.83
28.7.83
26.6.84

10.4.830
5.3.80

10.3.81
31.3.81
10.8.82
15.2.33
5.4.83

16.8.84

19.7.79
23.3.82

Issue

CTB
Cw
Cw
Cw

CTB

CTB,CW
CTB,CW
CTB,CW
CTB,CW
Cw,CTB

RW
CTB

ND

cw

CTB
CTB,CW
CTB
CTB

Cw
Ccw,CTB

168
187

66
125
192
230
312
391

45
53
66
78
175
23]
272
435

24
142



Poland

Reference
CDh/PV.203
Ccb/pv.227
CD/PV.250
CD/PV.275
CDh/PV.280

Romania
CDh/PV.122
CD/PV.180

CD/PV.256
CD/PV.279

Senegal

Ch/pV.181

Spain

CD/PV.42
CDh/PV.200
CD/pV.227

pp.23-24
p.32

pp.25-26
pp.15-16
pp.16-17

p.7

pp.18-19

p.21
pp.18-19

p.13
pp.13-14
pp.12-13

Speaker
Zawalonka

Turbanski
Turbanski
Turbanski

Turbanski

Malita
Datcu
Datcu

Datcu

Sene

de Laiglesia
de Laiglesia

de Laiglesia
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19
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202

24
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Sri Lanka

Reference
CD/PV.66
CDh/pV.80
CD/PV.107
CD/PV.164
CD/PV.279

Sweden

CD/PV.2
CD/PV.29
CD/PV.46
CD/PV.63
CD/PV.91
CD/PV.97
CD/PV.117
CD/PV.150
CD/PV.161
CD/PV.163
CD/PV.167
CD/PV.182
CD/PV.201
CD/PV.213
CD/Pv.217
CD/PV.227
CD/PV.231
CD/PV.250

CD/PV.252

CD/PV.257

pp.33-34
pp.19-20
pp.3-9
p.l6
pp.15-16

p.45

pp.34-36
pp.22-25
pp.13-14
pp.22-24
pp.45-47
pp.10-11
pp.31-32
pp.15-16
p.27

pp.37-38
pp.11-13
pp.l4-15
p.l4

pp.19-22
pp.26-27
pp.10-11
pp.13-19
p.19

pp.20-22

Speaker
Fonseka

Naganathan
Palihakkara
Jayakoddy
Dhanapala

Blix
Lidgard
Lidgard
Lidgard
Thorsson
Norberg
Lidgard
Thorsson
Lidgard
Lidgard
Lidgard
Hyltenius
Lidgard
Hyltenius
Theorin
Ekeus
Hyltenius
Ekeus
Ekeus
Ekeus
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6.3.80
22.4.80
17.2.81
18.3.82
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24.1.79
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26.2.30
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16.3.82
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21.7.33
4.3.33

15.3.84
22.3.84
10.4.84

Issue

CTB
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CTB
CTB
Cw

CTB
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CTB
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CTB
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CTB
CTB
cw
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CTB
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CTB
cw
CTB
cw
05
CTB

133
423

16
31
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58
68
115
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230
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Sweden

Reference
CDh/pPV.261
CD/ PV.280

Switzerland

CD/PV.137
CD/PV.165

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

CD/PV.25

CD/PV.38

CD/PV.40

CD/PV.110
CD/PV.119
CD/PV.156
CD/PV.166
CD/PV.178
CD/PV.181
CD/PV.183
CD/PV.184
CD/PV.188
CD/PV.195
CD/PV.196
CD/PV.197
CD/PV.202
cp/pv.2ll
CD/PV.222
CD/PV.231

p.12

pp.13-16

p.26
pp.36-38

p.13
pp.14-15
p.9

p.40
pp.13-17
p.34
pp.36-39
pp.26-29
p.17
pp.40-42

pp.17-18

p.12
pp.30-33

pp.18-19, 21

pp.19-21
pp.27-28
pp.16-20
pp.20-24
pp.13-15

Theorin
Ekeus

Pictet -
Pictet

Issraelyan
Issraelyan
Issraelyan
Issraelyan
Issraelyan

Issraelyan

Issraelyan
Issraelyan
Issraelyan
Timerbaev
Issraelyan
Issraelyan

Issraelyan

Issraelyan -

Timerbaev
Issraelyan
Issraelyan
Issraelyan

Issraelyan
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24.4.84
9.8.84

14.7.81
23.3.82

5.4.79
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26.2.81

31.3.81
18.2.82
25.3.82
12.8.82
24.8.82
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2.9.82

17.9.82
17.2.83
22.2.83
24.2.83
10.3.83
12.4.83
5.7.83

4.8.83

Issue

RW
CTB

Ccw
CwW

ND
ND
RW
CTB
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CTB
Cw
Ccw
CTB
CTB
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Cw
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Cw
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65

75
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197
215
217
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Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

Reference Speaker Date
CD/PV.235 pp.20-23 Issraelyan 18.8.83
CD/PV.243 pp.25-27 Issraelyan 21.2.84
CD/PV.250 pp.27-28 Issraelyan 15.3.84
CD/PV.252 p.10 Issraelyan 22.3.84
CD/PV.256 pp.12-13 Issraelyan 5.4.84
CD/PV.260 pp.16-18 Issraelyan 18.4.84
CD/PV.262 pp.22-23 Issraelyan 26.4.84
CD/PV.275 pp.25-26 Issraelyan 24.7.84
CD/PV.280 pp.7-11 Issraelyan 9.8.84
CD/PV.283 pp.17-18 Issraelyan 21.8.84

United Kingdom

CD/PV.39 pp.16-17 Summerhayes 5.7.79
CDh/pv.46 p.10 Summerhayes '31.7.79
CD/PV.97 pp.37-38 Summerhayes 5.8.80
CDh/pv.121 pp.13-16 Summerhayes 3.4.81
CD/PV.138 pp.l4-15 Summerhayes 16.7.81
CD/PV.153 p.10 Summerhayes 11.2.82
CD/PV.157 pp.18-19 Summerhayes 23.2.82
CD/PV.162 pp.12-13 Summerhayes 11.3.82
CD/PV.165 pp.14-15 Summerhayes 23.3.82
CD/PV.178 pp.35-37 Middleton 12.8.82
CD/PV.186 pp.11-13 Summerhayes 14.9.82
CD/PV.202 pp.15-18 Hurd 10.3.83
CD/PV.209 pp.43-44 Cromartie 5.4.83
CD/PV.219 pp.8-9 Cromartie 21.6.83
CD/PV.230 pp.l1-13 Cromartie 2.8.83
CD/PV.236 pp.19-22 Cromartie 23.8.83
xlix
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Ccw
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CTB
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FRZ
VER,CTB
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Ccw
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ND
CTB
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CTB’
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CTB
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56
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221
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United Kingdom

Reference

CD/PV.262
- CD/PV.272

pp.25, 27
pp.16-19

United States of America

CD/PV.23

CD/PV.33

CD/PV.40

CD/PV.97

CD/PV.138
CD/PV.152
CD/PV.158
CD/PV.162
CD/PV.162
CD/PV.163
CD/PV.164
CD/PV.166
CD/PV.170
CD/PV.178
CD/PV.184
CD/PV.191
CD/PV.193
CD/PV.204
CD/PV.209
CD/PV.211
CD/PV.222
CD/PV.236
CD/PV.244
CD/PV.260

pp.15-16
p-8

p.13
pp-34-35

.p.20
pp.13-14, 16

pp.13-14
p.9

p.20
p.26
p.33
pp-19-21
p.10
pp.8-11
p.35
p.13
pp.34-35
pp.8-10
pp.8-9
pp.12-14
pp.16-17
pp.27-29
pp.21-24
pp.11-13

Speaker
Middleton

Cromartie

Fisher
Seignious
Fisher
Flowerree

Flowerree

-Rostow

Fields
Fields
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Busby
Fields
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Busby
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Bush

Fields
Fields
Busby
Fields
Fields
Busby
Fields
Bush
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26.4.84
12.7.84

29.3.79
18.6.79
10.7.79
5.8.80

16.7.81
9.2.82

25.2.82
11.3.82
11.3.82
16.3.82
18.3.82
25.3.82
3.4.82

12.8.82
2.9.832

4.2.33

10.2.833
17.3.83
5.4.833

12.4.83
5.7.33

23.8.83
23.2.34
18.5.84

Issue
Cw,CTB
Cw

ND
SALT II
RW

CTB

CwW
CTB,CW
CTB
CTB

cw

CcwW

CTB

Ccw

cw

cw

os

cw

cw

cw

CTB

cw

Ccw

cw
CW,CTB
cw

10

20

22

55
102
116
124
127
129
130
136
147
166
176
218
226
229
260
269
274
295
336
342
371



United States of America

Reference
CD/PV.262
CD/PV.263

CD/PV.270 -

CD/PV.272
CD/PV.274
CD/PV.284

Venezuela

CD/PV.29
CD/PV.66
CD/Pv.121
CD/PV.167
CD/Pv.180

Vietnam

CD/PV.213

Yugoslavia

CD/PV.108
CD/PV.181
CD/PV.207
CD/PV.226
CD/PV.255

pp.15-18
pp.8-9

pp.19-20
pp.12-15
pp.13-15
pp.13-16

pp.9-10

pp.11-12
p.23
pp.2l, 22

p.10

p.6
p.9
pp.16-19
pp.21-23
pp.21-22

Speaker
Fields

Fields
Fields
Fields
Fields
Fields

Taylhardat
Taylhardat
Taylhardat
Navarro

Navarro

Nguyen Thong

Vrhunec
Vrhunec
Vidas
Mihailovic

Mihajlovic
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5.7.84
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19.7.84
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24.4.79
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30.3.32
19.8.82

19.4.83

19.2.81
24.8.82
29.3.83
19.7.83
3.4.84

Issue

Cw
Cw
Cw
Cw
Cw
Cw

cw

CTB

cw

cw
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Cw
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CTB
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379
393
395
400
409
441

12
42
85
159
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280

62
196
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359
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Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts

Reference Speaker
CD/PV.l64 pp.32-33 Ericsson
CD/PV.181 p.24 Hylentius
CD/PV.181 pp.28-29 Ericsson
CD/pV.196 pp.15-16 Lidgard
CDh/pPvV.228 pp.8-9 Dahlman
CD/PV.250 pp.39-41 Dahlman

Ad Hoc Working Group on Nuclear Test Ban

CD/PV.236 - p.7 Rose

United Nations

CD/PV.194 p.12 Perez de Cuellar

lii

Date
18.3.82
24.8.82
24.8.82
22.2.83
26.7.83
15.3.84

23.8.83

15.2.833

Issue

CTB
CTB
CTB
CTB
CTB
CTB

CTB

VER

333

230
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CD/PV.2 pp.35-36, 38 Australia/Peacock 24.1.79 CT18,C-0,CW

Of the matters facing this Committee, the elaboration of a treaty prohibiting
nuclear-weapon testing in all environments is of primary importance and deserves the
earliest attention. The United Nations General Assembly expressed in December its
sincere hope that the negotiating Powers would present a CTB agreement to the
Committee by the time it began its deliberations. It is to be regretted that this has not
been possible. The negotiating Powers should be urged to do their utmost to ensure that
a CTB text is presented to the Committee during this first session.

Even before the agreement is presented here, Australia believes the Committee
could begin addressing the technical and operational aspects of an international seismic
detection network, the study of which was initiated by the Committee's predecessor. A
full experimental exercise of the proposed network should proceed without delay. This is
essential if there is to be any possibility that an international verification system is to
be operational by the time the Committee has completed its work in the drafting of a
multilateral CTB treaty.

A widely accepted CTB treaty will be a significant milestone in arms control and
disarmament efforts. It will be a barrier to both the spread of nuclear weapons and the
expansion of existing nuclear arsenals. It will contribute to a greater level of confi-
dence among States in all regions of the world. It will also provide the opportunity for
building further upon international verification procedures of the kind incorporated in
the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty.

Looking beyond the CTB, as part of the effort to enhance further the restraints on
both the vertical and horizontal proliferation of nuclear weapons, the committee could
profitably turn its attention to the proposal for an agreement halting the production of
fissionable material for nuclear weapons purposes. Such an agreement would be a
further barrier to the spread of nuclear weapons to additional countries by preventing
the development of untested nuclear weapons. It would also place a limit on the quan-
tity of fissionable material available to the nuclear-weapon States for weapons produc-
tion and thus be an effective measure towards sealing down the nuclear arms race.

Australia does not underestimate the difficulties of implementing and verifying an
international agreement of this kind. We acknowledge that it would involve the develop-
ment of an adequate system of full-scope safeguards accepted by both nuclear-weapon
States and non-nuclear-weapon States. Australia's own activities in the safeguards field
are well known. They need no elaboration here except to say that a rigorous, compre-
hensive and universally applicable system of safeguards would make the non-proliferation
régime even more effective. We believe that an agreement halting the production of
fissionable material for nuclear weapons purposes would be a substantial achievement.

363 KX

....We believe there would be merit in spelling out the time-frame in the convention.
Nevertheless, such a convention will only be as good as the verification procedures
written into it. It is essential, I believe, that these should involve an exchange of infor-
mation about chemical weapons stocks and manufacture of substances, consultations and,
above all, on-site inspection to certify not only the destruction of stocks, but also that
proscribed chemicals are not being manufactured by units producing similar chemical
substances.

CD/PV.2 p.45 Sweden/Blix 24.1.79 CcTB

The matter of verification of arms control agreements has been a stumbling block in
disarmament negotiations for many years. This is true also of the ongoing negotiations.
[t is now widely recognized and accepted, however, that a 100 per cent assurance
against covert violation of disarmament agreements is neither possible nor necessary.
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What is necessary and possible is adequate verification — that is, a control system
which makes the risks of discovery high enough to make it politically too risky to
attempt any violations. We are convinced that, for instance, the seismic verification of
a test ban can be made efficient enough to deter from clandestine violations of a CTB
agreement. The CCD, and from now on the CD, Ad Hoc Group of Seismic Experts, has
already made considerable progress. Its goal is the designing of a suitable network of
seismic monitoring stations for the surveillance of a CTBT. A key role in such a net-
work would be played by seismic data centres. I would like to take this opportunity to
reiterate the offer made by the Swedish Government a year ago to establish, finance
and operate a seismic data centre in Sweden. I would like to add in this context that in
the course of this year Sweden intends to demonstrate the main functions to be
performed by such a centre.

Cb/pPv.3 p.20 Italy/Radi 25.1.79 VER

‘However, the problem of disarmament cannot be isolated from that of verification.
Indeed it would be neither correct nor realistic to promulgate disarmament measures
without adequate, precise and formal guarantees that these measures will be universally
implemented.

Italy is well aware of the difficulties — technical, economic and political —
inherent in the verification of the disarmament agreements. Though the methods of
control may vary according to the kind of measures to be controlled, it is evident by
now that in most cases the national verification techniques need to be accompanied by
forms of international co-operation, designed to ensure rapid, technically reliable and
politically effective verification procedures.

It is in this spirit that, on various previous occasions, Italy has favoured the initia-

tion of a study on the seeting up of an international verification organ, designed to
offer coherent and adequate solutions to this crucial problem from a technical as well
as from a legal angle. In the same spirit, Italy has supported the French Government's
initiative for the establishment of an International Satellite Agency, and is ready to
co-operate in studies to be undertaken to this end.

Furthermore, it would be desirable for international verification to be accompanied
by national controls exercised by public opinion in the different countries over the
respective Governments so that, in practice, the latter will act in accordance with the
engagements entered into.

CD/PV.4 p.16 Canada/Pearson 25.1.79 CTB

In this perspective, Canada believes that negotiations in this Committee on nuclear
questions must be directed primarily towards the goal of achieving a comprehensive test
ban treaty. We welcomed the start of the discussions in 1977, as it marked the first
concerted attempt by nuclear-weapon States to reach such an agreement since the
signing of the Partial Test Ban Treaty in 1963. We realized that the achievement of a
comprehensive test ban would not be rapid, since we agreed that measures of verifica-
tion must be such that all States could be reasonably certain that others were living up
to the terms of the agreement. Yet we are disappointed by the rate of progress of the
negotiations. The establishment of a fully-tested world data exchange system to which
all of us can contribute could be one of the most effective methods available to the
international community for setting up a comprehensive test ban regime. Let us be
clear, however, that problems of verification are a matter of judgement, not of tech-
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nical perfection.

Seen another way, a test ban could be achieved by unilateral declarations to that
effect by the nuclear-weapon States themselves. We do not prefer that approach for
two reasons. First, we believe that, to have any lasting effect, a test ban should be of
such duration that it begins and continues to have a negative impact on development of
new weapons. Such an achievement, however, could be called into question if a ban does
not go beyond simply moving nuclear testing into an intermittent time frame. Secondly,
if future steps, such as the comprehensive test ban, are to be more even-handed in both
the vertical and horizontal dimensions of non-proliferation, the non-nuclear-weapon
States should have a substantive input into the final treaty, so that it has a good

chance of becoming universal, and all contracting parties understand their obligations
under it.

CD/PV.5 pp.34-35 FRG/Van Well 26.1.79 CW,CTB

The Federal Republic of Germany has played an active part in the work of the CCD
ever since it joined in 1975. It intends to intensify its participation in the Committee on
Disarmament. We plan to make specific contributions in the following fields:

- verification of a worldwide prohibition of the development, production and

stockpiling of chemical weapons;

- seismological verification of a comprehensive test-ban treaty;

- the development of confidence-building measures.

My Government is of the opinion that priority should be given to the conclusion of a
convention on the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical
weapons and their destruction. It considers such a convention as a logical supplement to
the Geneva Protocol of 1925 banning the use of chemical weapons.

In our view, a convention prohibiting chemical weapons calls for an adequate verifi-
cation system commensurate with the military significance of these weapons of mass
destruction. The willingness to agree to inspections is both proof and the basis of
confidence in compliance with such a convention.

The Government of the Federal Republic of Germany is therefore convinced of the
need for an international verification system including on-site inspections. It considers
such a system to be both desirable and feasible without prejudice to the interests of
industry and research. Our experience as a country which undertook as early as 1954
not to manufacture chemical weapons, and which agreed to international controls of
production plants, demonstrates that such controls can be effective and at the same
time economically acceptable.

It was for this reason that Chancellor Schmidt, at the special session on Disarma-
ment, in agreement with our chemical industry, invited all interested countries to send
experts to the Federal Republic of Germany to see for themselves that adequate verifi-
cation of a ban on the production of chemical weapons is possible. On behalf of my
Government, I wish to extend here our invitation to visit three chemical companies
between 12 March and 14 March this year. The plants to be visited, which manufacture
phosphorous compounds, are BASF in Ludwigshafen, Bayer in Dormagen, and Hoechst in
Knapsack.

We welcome the announcement made by Lord Goronwy-Roberts two days ago that
experts in this field will, following our demonstration, be invited to visit the United
Kingdom to see a plant producing phosphorus compounds as well as a pilot plant for the
manufacture of nerve gas which is being dismantled. We are convinced that these
demonstrations by both countries will help to clarify questions concerning the verifica-
tion of a chemical weapons ban. .



The Federal Republic of Germany is following with great interest the negotiations
on a comprehensive test ban and has long been advocating a treaty to this effect. It
would like to see the results of these negotiations put before the Committee soon so
that it can draft a convention.

In this connexion, too, the Federal Republic of Germany deems satisfactory verifica-
tion to be essential. It will, therefore, continue to attach great significance to the work
of the Ad Hoc Group of Seismological Experts for the detection, localization and identi-
fication of underground nuclear explosions and will participate in it as well. It has
declared its willingness to make its seismic facilities available for the international
monitoring of a comprehensive nuclear test ban.

CD/PV.9 pp.17-18 Hungary/Domokos 8.2.79 VER

In connexion with the negotiations in progress and the obstacles standing stubbornly
in their way, I would like to dwell shortly on the issue of verification. It is generally
known and recognized that verification forms an organic and essential part of a disarm-
ament convention or treaty, and all existing international instruments in this field
contain adequate provisions for verification measures. This practice of verification has
proved its efficiency beyond doubt, no instance of violation of disarmament agreement
has been discovered or reported. Nevertheless, there has been recently a growing trend
pressing for excessive on-site inspection, or to establish international machinery for
verification, which may easily start a life independent from the actual disarmament
agreements. This excessive pressure for an absolute verification is good only to block
the way of important negotiations. Pressing for excessive verification hails from suspi-
cion and may raise suspicion on the other side. Methods of verification based on
national means and supplemented by international arrangements in mutually acceptable
form and attached to concrete disarmament instruments can become an efficient method

~ of verification.

CD/PV.16 pp.14-15 Japan/Ogiso 6.3.79 CTB

With respect to the question of verification, there are two issues: (1) on-site inspec-
tions, and (2) seismic data exchange. As regards on-site inspection, the Japanese delega-
tion considers that in addition to verification by seismological methods, which I will
touch on shortly, and other national means, it will require on-site inspection as a
supplementary means to ascertain verification when there is any doubt. Nevertheless, if
detailed agreements are reached facilitating seismological means of detection and verifi-
cation by other national means, the need for on-site inspection may be somewhat less
than if there is no such agreement. In this respect, there may remain the possibility of
considering the method of "verification by challenge" as proposed by Sweden.

As my delegation proposed at the CCD on 3 March 1977, the establishment of an
international system of seismic data exchange through which all seismic data can be
collected without delay will be necessary in order to detect and identify underground
nuclear tests. In this connexion, I should like to pay tribute to the work of the Ad Hoc
Group of Experts on seismic events which has been making positive contributions under
the auspices of the CCD and the CD since August 1976. In particular, my delegation
welcomes the close co-operation between the Group of Experts and the World Metero-
logical Organization which has been worked out by the participation of the representa-
tives of WMO at the seventh session of the Ad Hoc Group this year.

The distinguished delegate of the United Kingdom in his progress report on 16 March
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last year stated that "The USSR, the United Kingdom and the United States share the
widely-held view that an international exchange of seismic data will play a major role in
verification of compliance with the Treaty", and added that "They agree that the guide-
lines for setting up and running the international seismic exchange should be laid down
in an annex to the treaty, and that the detailed organizational and procedural arrange-
ments for implementing the international exchange should be worked out after the entry
into force of the treaty, drawing on the recommendations contained in the report of the
Ad Hoc Group". The experimental exercises of the seismic data exchange system, as was
proposed by the- Group, will contribute to the drawing up of the "guidelines" to be
provided in an annex to the CTB treaty. It will also make the prompt implementation of
the provisions of the CTB treaty possible after its entry into force, since the experi-
mental exercises will facilitate the formulation of what the United Kingdom progress
report called the '"detailed organization and procedural arrangements" as soon as
possible after the treaty enters into force or, as the case may be, they will make such
arrangements come into effect concurrently with the entry into force of the treaty.
From this point of view, it would be a significant contribution for progress towards the
conclusion of the CTB treaty if the Committee, at an appropriate stage following the
proposal of the Ad Hoc Group, decides to hold experimental exercises of the seismic
data exchange system before the entry into force of the treaty.

It may also be necessary to consider the establishment of a standing committee of
experts from which advice may be made available regarding the scientific and technical
problems of verification, including the international data exchange system.

The verification system of the CTB treaty will be more effective and strengthened
if, in addition to the international system of seismic data exchange, concrete agree-
ments could be reached on facilitating verification by national means such as the setting
up, on a reciprocal basis, of appropriate numbers of "black boxes" or tamper-proof
automatic stations, and observation by satellites, as I stated on 17 August last year in
the CCD.

CD/PV.16 pp.16-18 Netherlands/Fein 6.3.79 CTB

Today I wish to make some remarks on the following issues. [ wish to introduce a
technical working paper in the field of seismology. I intend to make some observations
on the last meeting of the Ad Hoc Group of seismological experts, and I shall touch
upon our work during the spring session.

Scientists in the field of seismology have developed several methods of identifying
seismic events, that is to say, of distinguishing between earthquakes and underground
explosions. Most of these methods have been described in one or more of the numerous
working papers of the CCD as well as in the first report of the Ad Hoc Group of Scien-
tific Experts to Consider International Co-operative Measures to Detect and to Identify
Seismic Events. Although several acceptable seismic identification methods exist
nowadays, the search for other methods and the testing of existing methods continues. It
is desirable to have a wider choice of independent and verified seismic identification
methods to reinforce confidence in the identification of a particular event.

One of the methods discussed in the past is to make use of the fact that an explo-
sion and an earthquake behave differently at the source. An explosion can be character-

‘ized by a sudden outward motion in which energy is radiated equally in all directions.

With an earthquake this is not the case, the energy radiation depending upon the posi-
tion of the plane along which shear motion occurs in the earthquake source. Theoreti-
cally, it would therefore be possible to distinguish between an earthquake and an explo-
sion by measuring the motions, and especially the initial motions of the direct waves
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around the source of the seismic event.

The practical possibilities of using this particular identification method has now
been studied by Netherlands experts, who came to the conclusion that the method can
only be used under certain restricted circumstances. The study is described in working
document CD/7 now being tabled. It is clear from the study that one cannot use the
method altogether on its own with confidence for the identification of seismic events,
but it can provide valuable additional support for the conclusions of other seismic
identification methods. It is also shown that the effectiveness of the method depends
very much on the location of the event with respect to the seismic stations of the
monitoring network.

We in the Netherlands considered it worthwhile to present to you this study on an
additional identification method which could be useful in a future international seismic
network in the context of a comprehensive nuclear test ban.

During the last two weeks the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider
International Co-operative Measures to Detect and to Identify Seismic Events held its
seventh session. Quite some progress was made in the Group and in its sub-groups on a
number of technical details of the international seismic system which will be needed in
the context of a comprehensive test ban treaty. In its work, the Group based itself, of
course, on the first report of the Group, CCD/558. As we can see in the latest progress
report of the Group, a rather substantial delay is requested for the submission of its
second report. Although there may be some valid technical reasons for this delay - in
particular to develop a number of technical annexes to the report — my delegation
wishes to express concern at the pace at which progress is being made. We are under
the impression that other than technical reasons were also involved in requesting the
delay. .

My delegation would have hoped that the work of the Group could have been
finished somewhat earlier, thus making it easier for countries to start the requested
preparations and technical tests of element of the future system. Such small-scale tests
could be very helpful in obtaining a better idea of which resources a country needs to
- participate in the final system. The second report of the seismic Group, which should
describe quite a number of regulations and instructions, would have been very helpful in
assessing these aspects, Considering the fact that a draft CTB treaty could be pre-
sented to the CD within a few months — I hope -- it must be clear that my delegation
can only reluctantly agree to a postponement of the presentation of a second report to
the summer. 1 also hope that the report will contain clear-cut recommendations.

Several members of this Committee have proposed the holding of a so-called
"experimental exercise", that is, a test of the whole future seismic system to be used in
the context of a CTB. In fact, the first report of the seismic Group recommends such an
experimental exercise. This would be a complete test-run of a duration of about one
year of the necessary seismic network — data gathering, communications, analysis in
data centres and at the national level, etc. -- to see whether the system works well, to
ascertain what the problems are and what capabilities the system has to deter under-
ground nuclear explosions under test ban conditions.

Now, the practical problems of having such a complete exercise are rather substan-
tial. The seismic network exists only partly at the moment. Moreover, experts from one
nuclear-weapon State have maintained that such an experimental exercise can only be
held after the CTB treaty has entered into force, otherwise one would not know which
countries would participate in the final system and one could not make a final assass-
ment of the system.

At first sight, there is some logic to that last argument; but only some, if one waits
with an experimental exercise until the CTB treaty has entered into force, there will be
no time for such an exercise. As soon as there is a treaty, one must possess the means
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to verify compliance with it. Therefore, the seismic system must be established
immediately after the entry into force of the treaty. There is then no time left for
experiments.

It is therefore clear that such an exercise is only useful before the entry into force
of a CTB treaty. My Government still hopes that a multilateral CTB will be concluded
and signed this year. This leaves very little time for preparations. It is more difficult to
predict when the treaty will enter into force.

We have now three options: (a) We start the exercise now; (b) A full scale experi-
mental exercise will never be held; (c) The decision to hold an exercise is taken as soon
as the multilateral CTB treaty shapes up.

In principle my delegation prefers option (a). However, apart from the technical
problems inherent in starting such a project very soon, there does not seem to be agree-
ment at present on such a line of action. Since, on the other hand, all seem to agree
that an experimental exercise would be useful, to follow option (b) would be a pity. We
should therefore consider the possibilities of option (c). I could imagine that, after the
submission of a trilateral draft CTB treaty to the Committee, it will soon become clear
which countries do seriously plan to join the multilateral test ban treaty. Between that
time and the entry into force of the treaty, quite some time will be left. It would really
be regrettable if that period were not used for an experimental exercise or, perhaps,
smaller-scale experiments. Such experiments would clearly help in establishing the final
seismic network at the time of the treaty's entry into force. My delegation would
certainly be interested in hearing the views of other delegations on this matter.

CD/PV.17 p.l4 Hungary/Domokos 8.3.79 CTB

I would like to take this opportunity to explain the position of my delegation
concerning some ideas expressed in the Group and in the Committee by certain delega-
tions to the effect that the experimental exercise of the seismic data exchange system
might be held concurrently with or before the entry into force of the CTB treaty.

My delegation, like many others, is of the opinion that the seismic data exchange
system as a means of verification is subordinated to the future CTB treaty, that it is to
contribute to verification of the implementation of the treaty, and can by no means be
considered a precondition to the conclusion of the treaty.

We all are aware of the fact that the seismic data exchange system consists of
highly complicated machinery which will comprise not only particular seismic stations
but specially-equipped international data centres and a sophisticated communication
network. Therefore it can be used for an experimental exercise in its final, global form,
when all its elements are functioning simultaneously in a complex way, otherwise it may
easily show a false picture. This global network can be set up and tested only after the
entry into force of the treaty.

Testing a system not properly constituted and consisting of differently equipped
national seismic stations may produce deficient and disputable data. A possible defective
final product of the experimental exercise may discourage certain States or give a
pretext to others to keep away from the treaty, and that would by no means serve the
cause of the nuclear disarmament.

It is well-founded reasoning also, that until the conclusion and entry into force of
the CTBT we would not know which countries parties to the treaty would participate in
the final system and how the network has to be completed.
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CD/PV.17 pp.21-22 Nigeria/Adeniji 8.3.79 CTB

The progress report of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to consider Interna-
tional Co-operative Measures to Detect and to Identify Seismic Events which is now
before the Committee calls for no more than a procedural decision on the timing of the
next session of the Group. I shall express the view of my delegation on that question

shortly.
In the meantime, however, please permit me to put in its proper context the work of

. the Ad Hoc Group of Experts. When the Group was set up almost three years ago, it

was in realization of the vital importance which the technical aspects of the issue of
verification would have in stimulating agreement on and in the operation of a CTBT.
The Ad Hoc Group has in its previous reports and, in particular, the report contained in .
document CCD/558, clarified many aspects of the technicalities of an international data
exchange network involving several stations located around the world. My delegation is
grateful for and is appreciative of the valuable contribution which the Group of Experts
has thereby made to the solution of one of the problems which ostensibly are quoted as
holding up the conclusion of a CTBT. Such a network of seismological stations which
will permit a truly international participation in the verification procedure of a CTBT
will, we hope, be appropriately located in all hemispheres. We can already foresee the
necessity for the experts to give attention in their recommendations to ways and means
of diffusing technical knowledge for effective participation by areas where, by their
own earlier observation in document CCD/558, there exists a gap which has to be filled
for an efficient network.

The relationship between the work of the scientific experts and negotiations on a
CTBT was aptly summarized by the spokesman for the three negotiating Powers when he
informed the CCD last year that there was agreement among them that the guidelines
for setting up and running the international seismic exchange should be laid down in an
annex to the treaty and that the detailed organizational and procedural arrangements
for implementing the international exchange should be worked out after the entry into
force of the treaty, drawing of course on the recommendation of the Ad Hoc Group.
Thus, the practical application of the data exchange network, through experimental
exercises, was not immediately seen and cannot be seen now as providing a reason for
holding up the conclusion of a CTBT, very useful though these exercises will be. Indeed,
the whole issue of verification of which the work of the Ad Hoc Group of Experts is
only a part, albeit an important part, has been — in the view of my delegation --
considered to the point where we think it should no longer provide an excuse for further
delay in the submission of the draft of the tripartite negotiators. A combination of the
various means available — national, international and on-site, when determined to be
necessary for double assurance - should have provided an adequately verifiable guaran-
tee of compliance. What is lacking, we believe, is a will to conclude these negotations.
Technical solutions can be devised only for technical problems; a political decision is
necessary for a political issue.

CD/Pv.18  pp.10-11 Italy/di Bernardo 13.3.79 CTB

We are all keenly aware that one of the principal obstacles to the achievement of a
CTBT is verification. In this respect it has already been demonstrated, during the exten-
sive discussions which have taken place in the CCD, that effective monitoring of a
CTBT could not be confined to so-called national means but should be based on a combi-
nation of national verification methods and international machinery and procedures.

It is the view of many delegations — including my own — that adequate verification
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of a CTBT must embrace provisions for on-site inspection, to be carried out when a
detected seismic event cannot satisfactorily be identified by other means.

At the same time, the Ad Hoc Group of seismic experts established in 1976 has
clearly outlined the contribution that seismological methods and capabilities of detec-
tion, location and identification of earthquakes and explosions can make to the global
monitoring of a CTBT. The Group has done good work in elucidating the possibilities of
seismology and has made concrete proposals, advocating the establishment of a global
network of seismological stations and of an international data collection and evaluation
centre.

The Italian delegation has noted with appreciation the offer by Sweden to establish
and to finance a temporary data centre, which could make it possible to plan an experi-
mental exercise of a system of international co-operation in the exchange of data
collected on seismic events, for the purpose of verifying a CTBT.

We feel that a decision on the carrying out of such exercise should not be delayed.
The operative performance of the seismic identification capabilities should in fact be
tested in practice before the entry into force of the treaty, thus permitting such a
system of international verification to become immediately operative and to respond
fully to its purposes as soon as the treaty takes effect.

Everybody realizes that there are problems of technical, legal, military and political
requirements which cannot be easily solved and which need timely and accurate prepara-
tion, not only from the theoretical standpoint.

Bearing this in mind, my delegation would like to urge the Group of Experts to
expedite its work under its present terms of reference, in order to submit to the
Committee as soon as possible a final report which would enable us to adopt appropriate
decisions on further steps leading to the establishment of an effective verification
system for a CTBT. :

CD/PV.19 p.8-9. Belgium/Noterdaeme 15.3.79 VER,CTB

The importance of organizing seminars in the field of chemical weapons and,
moreover, of the work of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to consider Interna-
tional Co-operative Measures to Detect and to Identify Seismic Events goes beyond their
immediate objective. They should also enable us to envisage a more subtle and practical
approach to the difficult question of verification. We know that this question is a parti-
cularly difficult hurdle to cross on the way to finalizing the treaties at present being
negotiated. However, there is no way of dispensing with a valid system of verification
and control under which the parties can be assured that the commitments entered into
are being fulfilled. To deny this obvious fact is to run the risk of seeing the disarma-
ment agreements turning into instruments of distrust rather than confidence and giving
rise to the danger of destabilization diametrically opposed to the desired results.

This having been said, my delegation believes that the problem of the paramount
need for a credible system of verification could be resolved more easily if the technical
and political aspects of verification were considered in terms of complementarity.
Different delegations have proposed various approaches to this thorny question. It seems
to us that these approaches should be regarded no longer as mutually exclusive but as
complementary. It might before be possible, at different stages and in a sequence to be
defined, for verification to be based both on objective methods, that is to say, for
example, scientific and seismic verification mechanisms, and other methods which would
include in particular the possibility of on-the-spot verification, still vital to confidence,
and possible verification by challenge, as recommended by the Swedish delegation.

With regard to the complete prohibition of nuclear tests, my delegation thinks it
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extremely important that the experimental exercise envisaged by the Ad Hoc Group of
Scientific Experts to consider International Co-operative Measures to Detect and to
Identify Seismic Events should begin reasonably soon, without waiting for the completion
of the tripartite negotiations between the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the
United States. Belgium, for its part, is prepared, even now, to contribute fully to the
organization of such an exercise.

-CD/PV.23 pp.15-16 USA/Fisher 29.3.79 ND

Finally, there is little evidence that the sponsors of CD/#4 have given much thought
to the verifiability of their proposal. The cessation of production and the elimination of
even the smallest nuclear weapons implies a pervasive verification mechanism which
would far surpass anything contemplated so far in arms control agreements. Experience
thus far does not lead us to believe that the world community would be ready to accept
the kind of verification régime that full nuclear disarmament would entail unless the
ground had been carefully prepared by the implementation of a series of agreements for
staged reductions with appropriate verification régimes applied at each stage.

CD/PV.25  p.13 USSR/Issraelyan 5.4.79 ND

The United States delegation's third point concerning questions of verification is
also, in our view, unfounded. Ambassador Fisher stated that "there is little evidence
that the sponsors of CD/4 have given much thought to the verifiability of their
proposal". The sponsors of the document had no intention of proposing any specific
verification systems at the present stage, but simply indicated that "agreement should
also be reached on the necessary verification measures". I should like to state once
again that ending the production of nuclear weapons and completely destroying them
- will unquestionably call for an effective verification system. Questions of verification
are an extremely important element of any agreement in the sphere of disarmament.
Experience of negotiations on disarmament in recent years shows that obstacles
connected with the verification of the fulfilment of obligations which previously
appeared to be insurmountable can be overcome, given the goodwill of the participants
in negotiations. Sufficient experience has been accumulated in this respect — and here 1
cannot refrain from mentioning the Soviet-United States negotiations on various disarma-
ment questions — and there can be no doubt that it will be developed further.

CD/PV.28 p.17 Australia/Thomson 19.4.79 C-0

The Australian delegation does not believe that the Committee on Disarmament can
undertake any serious consideration of item 2 of the 1979 agenda -- "cessation of the
nuclear arms race and nuclear disarmament” — without examining the possibility of an
international convention halting the production of fissionable material for nuclear
weapons purposes. The Australian delegation considers that "the cessation of the
nuclear-arms race and nuclear disarmament" can only take place as the result of a
step-by-step process of negotiation. It is quite unrealistic to consider the final goal of
the Committee's work — cessation of the nuclear-arms race and disarmament -- without
first considering the means by which this goal is to be achieved. Such a step-by-step
process would include a number of very important elements:

a continuing pattern of bilateral limitation and reduction of nuclear arsenals by the
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super Powers under the umbrella of SALT;

a Comprehensive Test-Ban Treaty;

the strengthening of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty; and

as an intrinsic aspect of controls on both horizontal and veritical proliferation, an
international treaty on the prohibition of the production of fissionable materials
for nuclear weapons purposes.

The Australian delegation is under no illusions concerning the sensitivity and
complexity of an international convention to halt the production of fissionable material
for nuclear-weapons purposes. Such a convention would clearly involve the development
of a comprehensive system of full-scope safeguards to be administered by the IAEA, and
the application of such a safeguards regime to all peaceful nuclear facilities in both
non-nuclear weapon States and nuclear-weapon States. It would also entail the conver-
sion to peaceful purposes or closing down of all military enrichment and reprocessing
plants in nuclear-weapon States, together with adequate verification measures.

Verification procedures would be an integral part of such an international conven-
tion. The leader of the United Kingdom delegation at the opening meeting of this
Committee, Lord Goronwy-Roberts, drew the Committee's attention to this aspect when
he pointed out that an agreement prohibiting the production of fissionable materials for
weapons purposes would require stringent inspection to ensure that States were not
producing or diverting such materials for nuclear weapons. In this context, the
Australian delegation particularly welcomes the intention of Canada, announced by Mr.
G.A.H. Pearson during the inaugural meetings of the Committee on Disarmament, to
explore various aspects and methods of verification, and we look forward to seeing the

papers relating to these issues which Canada hopes to table here at an appropriate
stage.

CD/PV.28 pp.38-39 Netherlands/Fein 19479  C-O,ND

In particular with respect to the important verification question it is perhaps worth-
while, even at this early stage, to consider the implications of verifying a halt in the
production of nuclear warheads and the destruction of stockpiles of nuclear weapons. A
full-scope safeguards system is in any case necessary to ensure that no nuclear mater-
ials are diverted from peaceful uses. But that would not be enough. The matter is, of
course, of such importance that one would have to make absolutely certain that no
nuclear weapons are produced any more and that existing nuclear weapons are
destroyed. This would mean, inter alia, that one would need to know where all nuclear-
weapons production facilities are and that these are dismantled or in any case have
stopped production. It would also mean that possibilities have to be created to trace all
stockpiles of nuclear weapons, and this would require a rather intrusive kind of verifica-
tion. Considering our discussions until now on the verification question, I do not enter-
tain great hopes that all countries involved would accept such kind of verification.

A more indirect, but in the end probably effective, way of halting the production of
nuclear weapons would be the cessation of the production of fissionable materials for
weapons purposes. This proposal was made a long time ago and has always been
supported by my Government. Canada has recently pursued this idea again. The great
advantage of the proposal is that an internationally accepted system to verify the
measure is already in existence: the nuclear safeguards system of the International
Atomic Energy Agency. Indeed, application of this system to the whole peaceful nuclear
fuel cycle of the nuclear-weapon States and transfer of all military enrichment and
reprocessing plants to the peaceful cycle would make it possible to verify the halting of
the production of fissionable materials for weapons purposes, at least in theory.
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There are a number of practical problems, such as the question of military propul-
sion reactors, but these problems are, if the political will exists, probably solvable. An
important advantage of the proposal is that all countries, nuclear-weapons States and
non-nuclear-weapons States, would accept the same type of verification, removing a
discriminatory feature of present safeguards application.

Unfortunately, document CD/4 does not give any hint of how to tackle the basic
verification problem. The main sponsor has not given any practical indication that it is
willing to accept nuclear safeguards on its peaceful nuclear facilities, safeguards which
are applied all over the world. Perhaps I may mention that in the first NPT Review
Conference some hope was raised that the Soviet Union was changing its mind: it
accepted in the final document of that Conference the following sentence: "The
Conference emphasises the necessity for the States party to the Treaty that have not
yet done so to conclude as soon as possible safeguards agreements with the IAEA." You
may note that no distinction is made between nuclear-weapon States and non-nuclear-
weapon States in this sentence. Since that time, however, our expectations in this field
have not been fulfilled, although in the meantime three other nuclear-weapon States
have accepted IAEA safeguards.

Now, if one is not even willing to consider the application of well defined verifica-
tion measures on peaceful nuclear activities, how can we undertake negotiations on
disarmament measures which require even more intrusive verification? I would very much
hope we can find a solution, but we would need some more information from the
sponsors of CD/4 to create the necessary confidence that success in the end can be
achieved.

CD/PV.29 pp.9-10 Venezuela/Taylhardat 24,479 Ccw

The question of verification is undoubtedly the most complex and delicate one which
arises in connexion with the prohibition of chemical weapons. In this respect, my delega-
tion considers that the convention should make use of a combination of the various
possible alternatives. National control methods alone are not sufficient, since they do
not offer adequate guarantees of compliance with the prohibitions or against the breach
of these prohibitions. As indicated in document CD/400 which I have cited, the purpose
of the verification system is to give every party the assurance that the prohibition is
being complied with, and this could be achieved only through a combination of national
and international measures, which would complement and supplement each other. My
delegation agrees with the statement in that document that at least the following
elements should be included in the verification system: the self-control of States,
national methods of verification, and international measures to supervise and monitor
compliance with the contractual obligations.

Within the problem of verification, the most difficult question has been that relating
to on-site inspections. Venezuela is not unaware of the importance of this kind of
inspection and would like a system of on-site inspection to be devised at the earliest
opportunity which, in addition to being adequately effective, does not impair the
sovereign rights of the parties or lead to undue or unnecessary interference in the
internal affairs of the countries. My delegation considers nevertheless that the work on
the designing of an on-site control system should not delay or impede the multilateral
negotiations on the other aspects of a convention on the prohibition of chemical
weapons. Perhaps the same convention might refer to the desirability, advisability,
necessity or obligation of establishing such a system and entrust to the international
control body to be established the task of designing an on-site verification system whose
purpose would be to ensure observance of the prohibitions laid down and avert violations
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of the convention, subject always to due respect for the legitimate economic interests
of States and adequate safeguards for progress in scientific research. This machinery
might form the subject of an additional protocol to the convention.

CD/PV.29 pp.16-19 FRG/Pfeiffer 24.4.79 cw

A convention prohibiting the development, manufacture and stockpiling of chemical
weapons and providing for the destruction of existing stocks requires above all a verifi-
cation arrangement commensurate with the military significance of chemical weapons.
Verification is the basis for confidence in complying with such a prohibition.

The Federal Republic of Germany has committed itself under the Brussels Treaty as
revised on 23 October 1954, not to manufacture certain types of weapons, including
chemical weapons, and to allow a special treaty agency to verify that this commitment
is being complied with. Checks at chemical plants in our country are being carried out
every year in the form of on-site inspections to verify that these plants are not manu-
facturing substances which are classified as chemical weapons.

The companies concerned are selected and advised in writing at six weeks notice by
the Western European Union's Armaments Control Agency. The experience of over
twenty years shows that it is in fact possible to verify adequately the observance of a
chemical weapons production ban, and that this verification procedure is technically
practicable without certain production techniques or other company-specific technolo-
gies having to be disclosed.

In past years several countries have submitted working papers in which they have
stated their position on aspects of verification. The need for verification is generally
accepted in principle, but views differ above all as to whether it should be implemented
by national or international institutions. Moreover, different technical means have been
proposed in the efforts to find suitable methods of verification. Valuable scientific
contributions have been made on the basis, in particular, of efficient modern instru-
mental analysis.

These efforts continue to be hampered by the fact that no agreement has yet been
reached on the question of defining the agents which would be subject to prohibition.
Certainly, the character and scope of suitable verification measures also depend on the
nature and the number of the prohibited agents. Obviously, the technical implications of
verification measures become simpler if the number of agents, the non-manufacture of
which has to be controlled, is reduced.

In its Working Paper of 22 July 1975 (CCD/458) the Federal Republic of Germany,
therefore, drafted a definition of chemical warfare agents to the effect that a prohibi-
tion would cover only agents which, according to their character, are to be deemed
militarily relevant warfare agents. The Federal Republic of Germany, together with a
number of other countries, considers that such an objective definition would greatly
facilitate on-site inspections.

On-site inspections as a means of verification have been objected to on the ground
that they imply the danger of intellectual property rights being infringed which concern
know-how regarding chemical processes to be kept secret. The Federal Republic of
Germany attaches great importance to the protection of intellectual property as a
fundamental principle of law and has therefore studied in depth the question whether’
verification of the non-production of chemical weapon agents is possible without
violating such rights. ‘

Since this involves matters which principally concern the owners of intellectual
property rights, it launched an opinion survey among representative companies in the
chemical industry, the detailed results of which will be made known in due course. But
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even in the early stage of the survey it became apparent that, provided they are
properly implemented, control measures can certainly be carried out in production estab-
lishments so as to verify to a degree of certainty not attainable by other means the
non-production of warfare agents without the disclosure of production secrets.

In our opinion, effective verification of the compliance with a chemical weapons ban
can only be accomplished by the application of international control measures. The
representatives of the Federal Republic of Germany at the United Nations and the
Geneva Committee on Disarmament have repeatedly emphasized this conviction. Interna-
tional measures can, of course, be supplemented by national ones.

As a result of our discussions with national and international experts, we are
convinced that regular on-site inspections arranged by an international control agency
should form an indispensable component of international control measures designed to
ensure the contractually agreed non-production of chemical weapons.

Other international control measures, such as near-site inspections (emission
analyses), satellite monitoring, statistical checks of production figures and of the
consumption of raw materials and basic chemicals do not suffice by themselves to
replace on-site inspections. Off-site inspections (remote environmental monitoring) and
opto-electronic seals for shut-down factories are also inadequate by themselves to
replace on-site inspections.

While fully acknowledging the need to protect production secrets, the Federal
Republic of Germany feels that verification of the non-production of chemical warfare
agents can be accomplished by way of on-site inspections without the disclosure of
production procedures and data which need to be protected.

This type of verification procedure is based on technological features geared to
specific properties of the warfare agents: chemical agents differ, on account of their
toxicity, which is several orders of magnitude higher, from compounds used for peaceful
purposes.

Consequently, safety measures are required for the manufacture of warfare agents,
which are reflected in the design of the production plants. The absence of such safety
measures can easily be detected during a tour of the plant and thus provide proof that
highly toxic compounds are not being manufactured. Production secrets which require
protection do not have to be disclosed by this type of verification procedure.

There is, however, a small number of chemical compounds which, though only of low
acute toxicity, require extensive safety devices. This applies to substances where
permanent exposure to only a very small concentration may cause chronic harm to the
operating personnel.

In order to be able to operate efficiently, plants producing these substances require
structural measures which adapt them to both the toxicological and chemical character-
istics of the manufactured product as well as the production method used. Highly
specialized plants of this type cannot, or can only with considerable efforts in terms of
time and expense, be converted so as to manufacture other substances or substance
ranges, Here, too, it will generally be possible for the manufacturer to provide convin-
cing proof that the plant is unsuitable for the production of warfare agents.

In view of the large number of agents manufactured and processes used, not all
aspects of the question of non-intrusive on-site inspections can be resolved by theoreti-
cal discussion. The examination of concrete examples by groups of experts is a more
convincing means. The Federal Republic of Germany, therefore, invited all United
Nations Member States to send experts to visit factories producing organic phosphorus
compounds in order to demonstrate the non-intrusive control of such super toxic agents.
The main objective of these tours of production plants was to show that it is possible to
verify, even during a walk-about, whether such an establishment has the facilities for
manufacturing super-toxic agents or not.
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In response to this invitation to send experts to visit chemical factories, representa-
tives of 25 nations took part in a Workshop in my country from 12 to 14 March 1979. In
each case the experts toured a plant of three large chemical enterprises. The production
facilities belonged to the three German companies BAYER AG, HOECHST AG, and BASF
AG. During their visits the experts also had an opportunity to discuss verification possi-
bilities with leading representatives of the industry.

We realize that it was not possible during the first Workshop of this kind to discuss
all aspects of verification of the non-production of chemical weapons in civilian produc-
tion plants. Nor would we suggest that these visits to factories could be regarded as a
model for future on-site inspections. Nevertheless, we believe that this exercise justifies
the hope that a system of on-site inspections can be found which will meet the security
requirements of those implementing the controls without violating the legitimate
interests of a plant subject to control.

We think it particularly useful that the Workshop in the Federal Republic of
Germany was immediately followed by a meeting of experts in the United Kingdom with
similar demonstrations. The Government of the Federal Republic of Germany hopes that
these and other demonstrations which may be held in the future will have a positive
effect which will make it easier for other countries to reappraise their position on the
question of an adequate verification of a production ban.

CD/PV.29 pp.25-26 Italy/di Bernardo 24.4,79 - VER,CW

Another key issue — which is common to all disarmament agreements, because of its
close relevance to vital national security interests — is verification.

The problem of verification is not simply a technical one. It is a problem presenting
an evident political dimension and demanding a thorough understanding.

In this connexion, I would like to emphasize that, if in our "decalogue" verification
methods are listed under the same heading with confidence-building measures and colla-
teral measures, the concept of verification goes far beyond the notions of confidence,
or confidence-building. They are in fact different concepts and it is important to keep
them separate.

Admittedly, verification can also have a confidence-building effect, insofar as it
gives States Parties to a treaty confidence in the general intentions and in the good
faith of other Parties in the fulfilment of mutual obligations. This is not, however, the
more important and fundamental function of verification in the arms limitation and
disarmament field. The essential purpose of a verification system is to deter and to
detect violations, by establishing an adequate framework of technical, juridical and poli-
tical safeguards within which a treaty can operate, giving to the Parties reliable
assurances that the treaty is fully and correctly implemented by all the Parties.

Under these circumstances, it is self-evident that there is a close interrelationship
between the scope of each agreement and the type of verification.

In envisaging a verification system for a convention banning all chemical weapons
and prescribing their removal from the military arsenals, the following requirements
should be met:

(a) To ensure that prohibited agents are not being manufactured neither in previous

production facilities, nor in new factories;

(b) To provide proof that prohibited agents are not being obtained from outside

sources;

(c) To ascertain that existing stocks of prohibited agents are eliminated;

(d) To detect and observe suspicious activities.

Bearing in mind such requirements, it is the view of the Italian delegation that a



le

certain degree of internationalization is indispensable to any effective verification
pattern of a chemical weapons ban. We should, in other words, adopt a mixed solution
based on the combination of national verification means with international control
procedures, including some forms of physical access to the territory of the State being
verified, when the circumstances require it.

The Italian delegation is well aware of the objections of a group of members of our
Committee to systems of verification of an "intrusive" nature. The argument has been
often advanced that such forms of control would entail an encroachment on a State's
affairs and would be prejudicial to the protection of national industrial and commercial
secrets.

We are, however, persuaded that such concerns might be overcome through a careful
assessment and a better knowledge of the implications of different types of verifica-
tions, in a spirit of mutual co-operation and goodwill.

In this light, my Government has highly appreciated the initiative taken by the
Federal Republic of Germany and the United Kingdom in organizing two workshops with
a view to providing evidence that "on-site" inspections for the purpose of verifying the
non-production of chemical weapons can be carried out without the disclosure of
production data and technologies which need to be protected. Italian experts have been
happy to participate in this significant exercise, the results of which deserve to be
considered with the greatest attention by all the members of the Committee, including
those who, for various reasons, were not able to respond affirmatively to the invitation.

This morning we have listened with sincere interest to the statements of the distin-
guished representatives of the United Kingdom and of the Federal Republic of
Germany. :

It is our hope that the valuable work begun in their two countries can be further
expanded and that experts from other countries would be prepared in the near future to
take part in similar technical investigations, with a view to developing a common under-
standing of the various aspects of the problem of verification of a chemical weapons
ban. :

CD/PV.29 pp.33-36 Sweden/Lidgard 24.4.79 Cw

‘New elements of possible importance for the scope of a treaty have also been
discussed. Sweden, like some other countries, has in the past few years presented ideas
in this field. One of the many problems is that chemical warfare agents can be acquired
fairly quickly. However, adequate organization, planning and training, which are equally
indispensable for a militarily important offensive chemical warfare capability, take much
longer. Were these activities to be prohibited, the time lag from violating the conven-
tion to an actual attack with chemical weapons would increase considerably. Also in the
long-term perspective this will diminish the risks connected with possibly hidden stock-
piles and thus diminish the need for intrusive verification measures. These facts must
also be taken into account if a convention is to be made credible. We have so far had
very little discussion on the implications of these facts. Such discussion should start

now.

Further, it is important to be aware of the fact that the destruction of stockpiles
of chemical weapons is a time-consuming procedure, probably taking many years.
Consequently, a chemical warfare capability can be retained by a country having large
stockpiles for a considerable period after destruction has started. Circumstances like
this must as well be considered when negotiating a convention.

Another important matter is the possible development of new chemical agents, which
may also lead to new forms of chemical warfare. This means that the scientific and
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technical developments in the chemical field must be kept under review in order to
identify possible new applications for military purposes based upon new scientific
discoveries. We have already been studying the problem of methods for such surveillance
(CCD/569). Work in this field should be continued on a broader basis, which incidentally
seems to have been recognized also in the Italian working paper CD/5.

The problem of verification is still far from solved, even if some steps appear to
have been taken towards a common understanding in the bilateral talks between the
United States and the Soviet Union. Thus agreement seems to have been reached
between them that verification activities should be performed by both national and
international means. However, as was explicitly stated in the joint USA-USSR
communiqué a year ago (CCD/PV.788), the specific methods of verification, especially of
the destruction of production facilities and stockpiles, have not been agreed upon.

Past work in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament has provided a sound
technical basis for negotiations on verification measures. It should also be noted that
not only have ingenious measures for different types of on-site verification been worked
out, e.g. chemical analytical methods, toxicity tests, satellite monitored seals, etc., but
serious attempts have also been made to find complementary non-intrusive methods, like
the phosphorus-accounting system and remote-sensing systems, including the use of
satellites. Particular attention has also been paid to the problem of applying verification
methods without revealing legitimate production secrets of the chemical industry.

The readiness of chemical industries in the Federal Republic of Germany and the
United Kingdom to permit visits of the kind recently arranged seems to indicate that
industrial secrets need not be revealed by such inspections. As the necessary political
steps have not been taken, it is difficult to evaluate or advocate any particular method.
Furthermore, it may not be possible to verify, for instance, hidden production facilities
or stockpiles. ,

With respect to mechanisms for complaint procedures a consultative committee
should be established. In the opinion of the Swedish Government this is particularly
important. From our side we have deplored the lack in the Convention on Biological
Weapons of practically useful mechanisms for such complaint procedures. This problem
must be solved in connexion with a chemical weapons convention.

I just referred to the tremendous problems related to the verification of hidden
production facilities and stockpiles and to the fact that chemical warfare agents can be
produced relatively quickly, whereas it often takes many years to destroy the stockpiles.
Also in view of these facts it is necessary that a convention should allow for protective
measures against chemical weapons.

It has long been agreed that mutual trust is of fundamental importance for reaching
disarmament agreements. However, confidence-building measures were first considered
explicitly with regard to chemical weapons in the summer of 1976 when the United
Kingdom presented its draft on a chemical weapons convention. It was then suggested
that States, as soon as they signed the convention, should give information regarding
their possession of chemical weapons as a confidence-building measure, thus before the
convention was actually ratified and had come into force. This suggestion provoked some
criticism at the time, mainly because it was considered improper to request States to
give information with respect to their chemical warfare capacity before the convention
was in force. Confidence-building measures should, however, be discussed in a broad
context. It is essential, given the specific characteristics of the chemical weapons field,
that confidence between States should be further strengthened already in the negotia-
tion phase of a chemical weapons convention. This might be achieved by exchanging
information on different subjects to be covered by the convention. Such an exchange
must be voluntary, and need not necessarily be directly linked to the provisions of the
convention. However, it must have a practical bearing on its substance and intent.
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It is also conceivable, of course, that a convention will prescribe that such informa-
tion should be provided, although such a provision would not be binding until the
convention was in force.

Other examples of confidence-building measures that would facilitate verification
could be information on stockpiles of chemical weapons and facilities for their destruc-
tion and the time required for this, technical visits to such destruction facilities, possi-
bilities of attending military manoeuvres in order to permit the observation of elements
of interest with regard to chemical warfare potential, demonstration of chemical protec-
tion, and offers of co-operation in this area. I am sure that also other confidence-
building measures could be discussed, and I would therefore suggest that sufficient time
be devoted to identifying such measures.

CD/PV.30 p.8 Netherlands/Fein 25.4.79 Cw

Finally, a few words on the very interesting workshops in the Federal Republic of
Germany and the United Kingdom, a subject to which we shall revert in more detail in
informal meetings. We are very grateful for the great hospitality tendered by these two
countries and we were even more impressed by the excellent programme which they
organized. Verification of a chemical weapons ban is a most thorny question. We have
discussed this issue, in the abstract, for a long time. The practical workshops have
demonstrated in a much more convincing way what possibilities there are for on-site
inspection and which problems it raises. It has convinced us again that practical and not
unacceptably intrusive verification of important elements of a chemical weapons ban is
possible, although we realize that much more work still needs to be done. It was a pity
that some members of this Committee did not see their way clear to sending their
experts, countries which have at times stated that on-site inspection is not possible.
They could have seen for themselves that it is indeed possible, even in countries with a
free, competitive market economy. Hopefully, there will be more workshops in the future
to demonstrate to experts and negotiators how to find practical solutions for our future
chemical weapons ban.

CD/PV.31 pp.14-16 Egypt/El-Shafei ' 26.4.79 Cw

Turning now to the question of substance, I would like to recall that my country
made its position clear when it subscribed to the paper presented in 1973 to the CCD by
a group of non-aligned and neutral countries. I am referring to working paper tabled as
document CCD/400, which set down, in no ambiguous terms, the basic broad principles
for a chemical weapons ban. In our view the propositions included in that paper remain
valid. The paper states that negotiations should aim at reaching a comprehensive ban
covering the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons, their
equipment and means of delivery as well as the destruction of existing stocks. It further
states that the degree of danger represented by the use of chemical agents for military
purposes depends, besides their toxicity, to a high degree on the protection available, as
well as on the means of delivery. It goes on to state that it is essential that the prohi-
bition of chemical weapons should be coupled with adequate verification, and on this
issue it affirms that the question of verification has both technical and political aspects
which should be reconciled and therefore it is connected with the scope of the prohibi-
tion, and that solutions to the problem of scope and verification should not be discrimi-
natory and should maintain an acceptable balance of obligations and responsibilities for
all States.
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The compliance with any convention on the prohibition of the development, produc-
tion and stockpiling of chemical weapons and their destruction, whether comprehensive
or gradual in approach, is largely dependent on the verification methods it encompasses.
The convention must provide, if it is to be of value, at the very least, a limited degree
of satisfaction and assurance to all parties concerned, that their compliance with it will
not lead to diminished security, and that the other parties to the convention are
complying with it with an equal degree of righteousness and exactitude.

Some countries have apprehensions about the exclusive reliance on national tech-
nical measures for verification. Others believe that compliance with the convention
should be based on such national measures. We fully comprehend, and appreciate, these
divergent opinions.

However, while not attempting to belittle the significant added value of national
verification measures, we sincerely believe that such measures would be inadequate to
provide the necessary assurances for all concerned parties, and should be complemented
by international measures.

We encourage national verification measures, such as unilateral declarations related
to the prohibition of production and development of chemical weapons and agents, parti-
cularly those concerning the destruction of existing stockpiles. National legislation and
regulations aimed at implementing the prohibition could be beneficial and necessary. The
establishment of a national verification system, to co-ordinate its activities with an
equivalent international body, is another valuable and foreseeable measure.

The absolute necessity for tangible assurances for States on issues of national
security makes it imperative that verification means be universally non-discriminatory in
nature, and international in application. With these requirements in mind, and giving
high and justly warranted emphasis to the security requirements of sovereign States, we
believe that only a qualified international verification organ can co-ordinate national
and international verification measures. Only such an.organ, with the necessary degree
of independence, can be universal and non-discriminate in nature; by definition its axis
of operation will span the continents of our globe, and its findings should be made avail-
able to all.

The pace of technological advancement in the world has had multifaceted effects,
occasionally with conflicting vices and virtues. Technological advancement has allowed
us to foresee the use of extra-territorial monitoring techniques, including satellites, as
means for objective and tangible assurances for compliance with disarmament measures.
On the other hand, the same technological progress has rendered these measures less
effective and allowed clandestine concealment of arms potential capability. A very
simple illustration of the dilemma is that while the effectiveness of extra-territorial
monitoring in verifying the destruction of known stockpiles of chemical weapons and the
dismantling of known chemical warfare plants is not challenged, these techniques alone
cannot guarantee that a prohibition of the development of chemical weapons and agents
is being complied with, or that concealed chemical weapons plants have not been, and
are not being, established. In other words the effectiveness of such techniques is
restricted to verifying declared intentions related to known chemical plants or unclassi-
fied stockpiles or capabilities.

Without prejudice to the other verification measures, we believe that on-site inspec-
tion remains the most effective and applicable verification measure capable of
adequately providing the assurances required by the concerned parties. The recent
workshops, which the Governments of the Federal Republic of Germany and the United
Kingdom so graciously hosted, have shed light on the feasibility of applying on-site
verification measures without sacrificing industrial secrets. Future workshops should
encourage the development of techniques that allow inspectors the liberty of taking
samples and photographs, when necessary.
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Verification measures should not be restricted to organophosphorous agents but
should encompass non-organophosphorus agents which are also used in chemical warfare.
Scientific advancement has widened the range of chemical agents with arms potential.
For verification measures to be effective they would also have to cover binary chemical
weapons. These binary agents provide the more military and technologically advanced
countries with an enormous military capability in chemical weapons, without having to
face the often obtuse and complex problems of their storage or stockpiling. There is no
need to mention all, for that would be a long list of sophisticated weapons which could
not be verified except through on-site inspection.

CD/PV.33 p.8 USA/Seignious 18.6.79 SALT II

No description of SALT II would be complete without giving some indication of the
complexity and pervasiveness of its verification provisions. These are an essential part
of the obligations established by the Treaty and the Protocol. Let me mention a few of
them, :
As in SALT I, interference with national technical means of verification is prohi-
bited, as is deliberate concealment that impedes verification of compliance. Precise
definitions and counting rules have been incorporated to solve such problems as deter-
mining which missiles are to be counted as MIRV and which are not. For the first time
in the history of negotiations on strategic offensive arms, the United States and the
Soviet Union have exchanged information setting forth the numbers, by category, of
their respective strategic offensive nuclear forces limited by SALT. This basic data, to
be exchanged twice a year, will ensure that each nation has confidence that the other
is applying the provisions of the agreement in the same manner. It will also provide a
clear agreed baseline from which further reductions can be made. The United States-
Soviet Standing Consultative Commission, established in SALT I, has been maintained as
a mechanism for working out procedures for implementation of the agreements and for
resolving questions of compliance.

CD/PV.38 pp.14-15 USSR/Issraelyan 3.7.79 ND

During the discussion of the proposals submitted by the socialist countries, certain
delegations noted that the solution of problems connected with verification of the
implementation of a nuclear disarmament arrangement will raise considerable difficul-
ties. Attempts were even made, on the basis of this argument, to cast doubt on the
expediency of conducting negotiations aimed at the elimination of nuclear weapons. In
submitting their proposal, the socialist countries proceeded on the assumption that
nuclear disarmament negotiations will inevitably be difficult because they cover poli-
tical, military and technical questions which, by their very nature, are complex. As we
see it, problems of verification will not be the only ones calling for serious efforts on
the part of the participants in the negotiations if they are to be solved. Furthermore,
we have already acquired a certain amount of experience in the solution of verification
problems. Indeed, there is a whole series of agreements in force concerning disarmament
and the limitation of the arms race, and each of them contains a provision on verifica-
tion. Naturally, observance of commitments to cease the production of and elminate
nuclear weapons calls for extremely effective verification. It can be based on the use of
national means of verification supplemented by well-thought-out international pro-
cedures. Since measures aimed at halting the production of nuclear weapons and elimi-
nating them will be complex and consist of a number of stages, the form and conditions
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of such verification must correspond to the objective, extent and nature of the measures
implemented in each stage.

CD/PV.39 pp.16-17 UK/Summerhayes 5.7.79 ND

I wish to turn finally to the question of verification. It is no secret that the ability
of one party to have the necessary confidence that another party is complying with an
agreement has been the question which has often slowed progress towards disarmament
agreement. We have welcomed the assertion that agreement in any nuclear disarmament
negotiations should be based on agreement on the necessary verification measures. This
is common ground. I am sure it is also recognized that proposals for nuclear disarmament
would need to be accompanied by more far-reaching measures of verification than the
world community "has ever experienced. But could such measures be acceptable to all the
nuclear-weapon States concerned? As the distinguished representative of the Nether-
lands pointed out in his statement on 19 April, the main sponsor of one of the proposals
before us has not yet accepted the elementary degree of inspection devised in the
nuclear fields so far. I am referring to IAEA inspection of civil nuclear facilities now
accepted by more than 100 States, including a majority of nuclear-weapon States.

CD/PV.39 p.21 Canada/Jay 5.7.79 C-0

We envisage that a number of preparatory steps would have to be taken before a
ban on production came into effect. These steps would include the collection of
accurate information on the total production of fissionable material and related produc-
tion facilities; the declaration by nuclear-weapon States of ceilings on stocks of fission-
able material for weapons purposes; and the expansion of existing verification pro-
cedures, specifically the administrtion of full-scope safeguards. These procedures would
have to provide adequate assurance that the total production of fissionable material is
accounted for, or at least that any production of such material outside the régime would
run a high risk of early discovery. Only after this stage was achieved could the régime
be expected to enter into force with any reasonable assurances of success. There would
have to be constant adjustments to the régime to take into account changes in fission-
able material production requirements and improvements in verification technology. The
key to the operation of the régime is of course confidence — confidence in full dis-
closure and confidence in accurate verification. Once these and related conditions
pertain however, it may be possible to envisage actual disarmament measures, including
the reduction of ceilings on inventories of fissionable materials held for weapons
purposes. ’

CD/PV.39 p.37 Japan/Ogiso 5.7.79 C-0

Japan has urged since 1969 that a cut-off is an important nuclear disarmament
measure as a first step towards the cessation of the production of nuclear weapons, and
that it will also play an important role in strengthening the nuclear non-proliferation
régime. My delegation believes that realization of the cut-off, together with effective
safeguards and means of verification, is a substantial measure crucial for freezing the
quantitative expansion of nuclear weapons. In this connexion, I would like to take note
of the statement of the distinguished representative of the Soviet Union at the previous
plenary meeting on 3 July, in which he referred to verification based on national means
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"supplemented by well-thought-out international procedures". My delegation considers
that, as one of the international means to facilitate the verification of the cut-off, all
the nuclear-weapon States should give serious consideration to the possibility of
accepting the IAEA safeguards which are applied to non-nuclear-weapon States under
the nuclear non-proliferation régime.

CD/PV.40 p.9 USSR/Issraelyan 10.7.79 RW

Paragraph VIII deals with verification questions. It reflects the principle that verifi-
cation measures provided for in any agreement on arms limitation should correspond to
the subject and scope of the prohibition. The experience acquired with the agreements
in force in the field of the limitation of the arms race and of disarmament was made
use of in the preparation of this provision. Members of the Committee who took part in
the elaboration of those agreements will, of course, immediately notice this. The provi-
sion provides for the establishment of a consultative committee of experts to resolve
questions regarding compliance with obligations under the treaty, and states the condi-
tions for making findings of fact should any doubt arise on questions of compliance with
the provisions of the treaty and on similar matters.

CD/PV.40 p.13 USA/Fisher 10.7.79 RW

An essential and long-recognized requirement of any effective arms control or
disarmament measure is that it must contain measures of verification adequate to the
special nature of the weapons to be controlled in order to create the necessary confi-
dence that it is being observed by all parties. The United States is satisfied that the
verification provisions incorporated in this joint initiative meet the requirements of this
particular treaty. -

Paragraph VIII contains procedures proposed for dealing with problems that might
arise in insuring compliance with the treaty. It sets forth the basic undertaking to
consult and co-operate in solving any such problem. It provides for a Consultative
Committee of Experts. It also specifies procedures for submitting complaints to the
United Nations Security Council.

CD/PV.41 p.18 FRG/Pfeiffer 12.7.79 RW

The second point I would like to touch upon is the verification system as envisaged
in the joint proposal. It is identical with the system included in the Convention of the
Prohibition of Military or Any Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Tech-
niques (ENMOD). We may go along with it, but it is our understanding that the verifica-
tion system provided for in the treaty prohibiting radiological weapons is completely
without prejudice to and not binding for any other real disarmament agreement which
will be negotiated in the future. Agreements which require, inter alia, actual weapons
destruction need a very different verification system.

Returning briefly to the item under discussion, namely, "New weapons of mass
destruction and new systems of such weapons", I should like to reiterate my delegation's
well-known position that these weapons have to be dealt with not in a general agree-
ment, but on a case-by-case basis. We believe that a meaningful prohibition of weapons
of mass destruction can be achieved only by defining these weapons in separate agree-
ments and at the same time by defining an adequate verification system which guaran-
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tees the observance of all parties of their commitments.

CD/PV.42 pp.8-9 Italy/di Montezemolo : 17.7.79 RW

The second problem is verification. My delegation has taken due note of the treat-
ment given to this key issue in the draft proposal. The approach envisaged is closely
modelled on a pattern already adopted for the ENMOD convention and my delegation has
no major difficulties with it. It is our interpretation, however, that such an approach
does not constitute a precedent for other disarmament agreements, each disarmament
agreement demanding, in our view, specific verification provisions corresponding to the
nature and scope of the prohibition.

CD/PV.42 pp.9-10 FRG/Pfeiffer 17.7.79 Ccw

My country feels that high priority should be given to the elaboration of a conven-
tion providing for an effective prohibition of the development, production and stock-
piling of chemical weapons and for their destruction. The reasons are manifold: first,
and generally speaking, because chemical weapons are an already existing and parti-
cularly insidious means of mass destruction; secondly, because as early as 1954 my
country unilaterally renounced the manufacture of nuclear, biological and chemical
weapons — the only State having done so to date; and thirdly, the Federal Republic of
Germany has every interest in a CW convention in view of its geostrategic position.

Such a convention requires above all, however, a verification arrangement commen-
surate with the military significance of chemical weapons. Verification is the basis of
confidence in compliance with the prohibition. It is the most important and, at the same
time, the most difficult of the problems to be resolved. This is one of the reasons why
so little progress has been made so far. My Government, therefore, has emphasized time
and again the priority which should be given to finding a satisfactory solution of the
verification problem. We are convinced that an international verification system,
including on-site inspections, can be designed so as to rule out the disclosure of
commercial and industrial secrets. This has been proven by the experience gained from
IAEA safeguards in the nuclear field and by our own particular experience with specific
international controls in the chemical field. This was also confirmed by the outcome of
the Pugwash workshop, which was held at a major chemical production plant in the
Federal Republic of Germany in August 1977, and which was attended by representa-
tives from East and West.

The urgency of a solution, on the one hand, and the lack of any decisive progress
despite considerable efforts, on the other, led to my Government's invitation to attend a
verification workshop in the Federal Republic of Germany in March 1979. Based on our
own experience gained from the international verification of our pledge not to manufac-
ture chemical weapons, we are in a position to contribute to the discussion on how to
verify the non-production of chemical weapons.

In the working paper (CD/37) I am introducing today, reference is made, therefore,
in greater detail not only to the results of the workshop in the Federal Republic of
Germany, but also to the verification role of the Western European Union's Armaments
Control Agency. The experience of more than 20 years shows clearly that it is possible
to verify adequately, by means of on-site inspections compliance with a chemical
weapons production ban, and that this verification procedure is technically practicable
without disclosing and jeopardizing certain production techniques or other company-
specific technologies. Using this as our point of departure, we have, in the last part of
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our paper, submitted for discussion and further consideration possible principles which
can be used as a basis for the verification of a chemical weapons production ban.

No reference is made in our working paper to verification problems concerning the
destruction of existing stocks or the destruction of CW facilities.

We do not expect our paper to be the model for future on-site inspections in the
verification of a production ban. We hope, however, that it will be a useful contribution
to the discussion of the verification problems.

CD/PV.42 p.13 Spain/De Laiglesia 17.7.79 Cw

My Government feels that verification, in the case of chemical weapons, requires
the establishment of machinery to monitor compliance with the provisions contained in
the treaties in such a way that neither the security of States nor their legitimate right
to economic development would be jeopardized. We therefore think that the proposals
made by various delegations for the establishment of international verification bodies
are extremely positive. Similarly, we believe that, independently of the bodies of a
political nature which it may be considered useful to establish, extensive technical
advice should be available which could be provided by groups of highly qualified experts.
In this way, any report addressed to the international body by countries which felt that
others were not complying with the provisions of the treaty in question could be
examined with the maximum assurance of objectivity. Similarly all States should have
access to that body without any discrimination, and there should be no special régime
enabling some States to block measures designed to ensure prompt verification.

It should be borne in mind that, of all the weapons of mass destruction at present in
existence, the most easily available in any armed conflict would be weapons of this
nature. Therefore any efforts aimed at their total elimination will contribute to the
consolidation of peace. If, unfortunately, this does not prove possible, the overkill
capacity on our planet will be increased by a vast amount of lethal substances which,
unlike nuclear weapons, are cheap, easy to produce and difficult to detect. Thus a point
which will have to be watched and carefully taken into account in any draft on the
prohibition of chemical weapons is that of technological development. Indeed, substances
which are at present used only for peaceful purposes can, in the future, by means of
relatively simply operations, be converted into dangerous chemical weapons. Obviously

- this further complicates the problem of verification, because a large proportion of the

world's production of chemicals could be used for military purposes. In this connexion it
may be noted that preparations- which are considered harmless are frequently found to
have unsuspected harmful properties.

CD/PV.43 pp.3-2 Poland/Sujka 19.7.79 Cw

Thirdly, we must seek to prohibit the development, production, acquisition, stock-
piling or other retention of CW agents, as well as to destroy existing stocks of agents
having no justification for peaceful purposes.

One of the more difficult and complex problems will be that of declaring stocks of
CW agents as well as their production facilities. In our view, such a process of declar-
ing stocks and production facilities will be conceivable only after the entry into force
of the convention. This should in no way hinder or prevent us from stipulating specific
and practicable time-limits for the elimination or conversion of CW agents to peaceful
uses. The same goes for the dismantling of production facilities.

Now, a few remarks about the broad and important issue of verification. We have
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listened to and studied with considerable interest the suggestions and observations in
that regard made in the Committee and included in several documents. The observations
contained in working paper CD/37, tabled by the delegation of the Federal Republic of
Germany, are among the more interesting ones if only because they are based on practi-
cal experience of a working control system. We need to gather information on such
experience and to study carefully suggestions formulated on the basis of it. At the same
time, we feel that to go into this problem in some detail at this specific time may be
somewhat premature. Before we reach agreement on at least the scope of the prohibi-
tion and other key issues, detailed examination of verification mechanisms could result
in an unwarranted waste of time. In other words, we would rather follow the logical
sequence in dealing with a CW agreement.

We might also be well advised not to ignore the experience acquired with verifica-
tion systems operating under some multilateral agreements concluded earlier. Actually,
we do recommend that they should be considered very seriously, and this is reflected in
points 13 to 17 of our informal working paper.

The Polish delegation believes that one of the major pre-conditions for the success
of our endeavours to elaborate an effective and durable ban on CW is to retain, adapt
and where possible to build upon the provisions contained in such milestone international
agreements as, for instance, the Geneva Protocol of 1925, the Convention on the Prohi-
bition of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons or the Convention on the Prohi-
bition of Military or any Other Hostile Use of Environmental Modification Techniques.

Ratified or acceded to by many States, these international juridical instruments may
be regarded as an important protective barrier before a future CW convention enters
into force. By seeking to provide that a future CW convention in no way limits or
detracts from obligations contracted under the above-mentioned agreements, we want to
contribute to expanding and reinforcing a comprehensive system safeguarding man
against the effects of the use of these weapons of mass destruction.

CD/PV.43 pp.12-14 Finland/Rajakoski 19.7.79 cw

On 26 April this year I had the opportunity of informing this Committee about a
research project which had been initiated in Finland more than six years previously on
the role of the instrumental analysis of chemical weapons agents in their verification.
The goal of this project is the creation of a national chemical weapons verification
capacity which could eventually be put to international use. We are, of course, fully
aware of the complexity of the problems encountered in the negotiations on the treaty
banning chemical weapons. We understand that such a treaty is not yet within immediate
reach. Nevertheless, the Finnish project on verification has been pursued with undimin-
ished vigour and interest because the creation of a national chemical weapons verifica-
tion capacity needs a continuing effort to keep verification techniques abreast of the
galloping development of chemical warfare technology. We also fully understand that
verification is not the only problem to be solved and agreed upon before a chemical
weapons ban can be concluded. Important as it is, it is still just one of the issues.

You will recall that the Finnish delegation last April distributed to the members of
this Committee a working document (CD/14) which explains various research studies
carried out in Finland in the field of CW verification. At that time I stated that the
Finnish Government was to continue the project and to make available subsequent
results to the Committee on Disarmament in a form of a further progress report. [ am
happy to inform you now that this report has recently been completed and distributed to
members of the CD in working document CD/39.

The present Finnish working paper, entitled "Identification of potential organo-
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phosphorus warfare agents - An approach for the standardization of techniques and
reference data", is a continuation of our previous reports. In 1977 a variety of tech-
niques suitable for the verification of the presence or absence of organophosphorus
warfare agents were generally reviewed, based on chemical literature and experimental
work. In 1978 a special technique — high resolution glass capillary gas chromatography
combined with selective detectors and mass spectrometry — was developed. This tech-
nique was considered to be the most sensitive and generally useful method for the trace
analysis of chemicals revealing different types of CW agents.

The present report describes the progress made by the experimental study towards
the more systematic use of more effective but relatively simple techniques.

The present Finnish working paper is mainly intended to give a general picture of
the possibilities and difficulties involved in a systematic verification analysis and has
been submitted for criticism and comments by the specialized laboratories of other
nations working in this field. Experiments of several laboratories have to be compared
when adopting internationally standardized procedures.

This is, very briefly, the purpose of the present study. I hope that there will be
another occasion in the next few days when our chemical expert will be able to explain
further details of the study. He will also be happy to answer any questions related to
the study.

In this context I would once again like to stress that the Finnish project has been
conceived as a multipurpose one, both substantively and functionally. Substantively, the
planned control capacity could be used in three different verification activities: 1.
verification of the destruction of stocks, 2. verification of non-production of chemical
weapons, and 3. verification of alleged use. Functionally, the capacity could be of
service in the modalities of verification to be agreed upon: 1. it could be used for
national verification or any combination of national and international inspection, 2. it
could be used in connexion with an investigation ordered by an international authority,
and 3. it could meet some of the concern expressed by certain developing countries
about possible difficulties in carrying out verification by their national means alone.

Before concluding my statement this morning I should like to pay a tribute to the
delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany for its efforts in preparing a most useful
working paper (CD/37) on some aspects of international verification of non-production of
chemical weapons. The general outline of that working paper coincides with certain
basic ideas according to which the Finnish, more specific, project is being developed.
Equally useful, in our view, is the Netherlands delegation's rather systematic approach
of presenting some crucial questions which has been summarized in an unofficial working
paper placed at the disposal of other delegations participating in the discussions on
chemical weapons. I am confident that all these efforts will be most useful in achieving
the concrete and positive results in the field of chemical disarmament which are
awaited by the international community.

CD/PV.43 pp.17-18 France/de la Gorce 19.7.79 Cw

The effective verification of chemical disarmament is, in our opinion, a crucial
aspect of the convention. It also raises the most difficult problems. Various proposals
made and experiments carried out so far give us reason to believe that effective on-site
verification of chemical disarmament measures is technically feasible.

It is indispensable, in our opinion, for any verification to be of an international
character.

On-site verification should, in -particular, ensure:

Observance of the clause prohibiting the manufacture of toxic substances with
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specifically military uses and their means of delivery;

Observance of time-tables for the destruction and conversion of stocks and manu-

facturing plant;

Control of the products of laboratories still authorized to carry out pure research

and research required for maintaining a protection capability.

Verification of the basic chemicals used for the manufacture of toxic substances
with military uses and verification of the non-diversion of dual-purpose substances to
military ends are problems which raise immense difficulties, and are substantially
different from the problem of verification of substances with specifically military uses.
An answer to that problem has been found within the Western European Union. This
precedent might perhaps be studied if a regional type of solution seems appropriate.

CD/PV.44 p.7 Denmark/Kastoft 24,7.79 CW

It is generally accepted that implementation of measures of disarmament should be
subject to adequate international control. This, of course, should also apply to a
chemical weapons convention. Denmark is fully aware of the extremely complicated
nature of the issues raised by verification of a CW-convention, and feels that considera-
tion should be given to the development of verification procedures as little intrusive as
possible. This could include monitoring of air and waste water samples collected even at
great distance from manufacturing sites. Valuable contributions in this respect have
already been made by the Netherlands (CCD/533) and Finland (CD/14 and 39). In
addition, the possibility of making use of modern technology, including observation satel-
lites, should be explored.

For the time being it would appear, however, that on-site inspections constitute the
only fully effective means of verification. Until non-intrusive techniques have been
sufficiently developed and an international consensus has subsequently been achieved on
their application, visits performed by a highly qualified international agency seem to be
indispensable. It would appear that such visits, properly arranged, could be carried out
without unjustifiable intrusion and without the disclosure of State or commercial
secrets. My delegation therefore feels that the establishment of an adequately con-
trolled CW ban need not await the development of more sophisticated extraterritorial
verification procedures.

CD/PV.44 p.9 Mongolia/Erdembileg 24,7.79 Ccw

As it seems to us, there is in the Committee, in the first place, a broad degree of
agreement regarding determination of the scope of the prohibition, based on the
criterion of a common objective. This key point is also dealt with in the draft conven-
tion submitted by the socialist countries in 1972. In the second place, the prevailing
opinion is that only a comprehensive approach can lead to the elaboration of a stable
international instrument, although there is also some support for the idea of reaching
agreement on partial measures in this field, i.e. on the prohibition, as a first step, of
the most dangerous and lethal chemical means of warfare. In the third place, we are
united in the view that the future agreement must not only answer the purpose of the
complete and effective prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical weapons; it must also be verifiable — in other words, it must provide for
appropriate methods of checking the destruction of stockpiles of chemical weapons.

On this complicated issue of control, we, as before, take the view that it is
perfectly possible to secure effective control on the basis of national means of verifica-
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tion, in combination with a few admissible international measures. But the latter must
not be used to the detriment of the national interests of States.

I should like to emphasize that our progress would have a positive effect on streng-
thening the universality of such important international instruments as the Convention
on the Prohibition of the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological
(Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction, and also the Geneva Protocol

of 1925.

CD/PV.44 p.17 Czechoslovakia/Tylner 24,7.79 CwW

Another major element of the treaty is the destruction of existing CWA stockpiles.
We consider it therefore useful to provide for the obligation to declare — after the
treaty has been signed — the stocked CWA, the time-table for their destruction and the
time-limits for supplying information thereon.

The elimination of production facilities and the destruction of stocked CWA should
be carried out under the supervision of national control organs.

The verification of the observance of the treaty is another problem. The States
participating in the treaty will evidently have the obligation to take internal measures
ensuring the observance of the treaty.

National organs of control should concentrate on: verification of the destruction of
stocks, verification of the observance of the prohibition of production, and verification
of complaints concerning violation of the treaty.

International procedures should be applied mainly in case of complaints of violations
of the treaty. ' ‘

The treaty should equally provide for the establishment of an International consulta-
tive body of experts, which would collect data for the carrying out of national controls
and organize an exchange of experience. It might be recommended — as is the case with
other treaties — to assess its implementation at regular intervals. Especially in the first
period following the conclusion of the treaty, when a number of technical problems are
expected to arise in connexion with the destruction of CWA stocks and with the elimi-
nation of production facilities, review conferences should promote a useful exchange of
experience.

CD/PV.45 pp.16-17 Canada/Simard 26.7.79 cwW

Although we are in favour of a comprehensive ban, it is probably necessary to give
consideration to a certain number of exemptions from the ban on production, for medical
and protection purposes, for example. The verification system should be so devised that
production for industrial or peaceful purposes may continue. Certain branches of produc-
tion which it may be necessary to verify could be subject to special verification
methods to ensure that the treaty obligations are observed and that there is no
diversion.

Like many, we agree that the main element for the definition of banned agents
should be the general criterion of purpose or use. The toxicity criterion is pertinent but
inadequate. It is for this reason that we have above all insisted on the prohibition of
activities rather than of agents, although some agents must of course be banned. We are
not therefore in favour of the compilation of an exhaustive list of chemical agents to be
prohibited; in any case, it would be very difficult to establish such a list and keep it up
to date. '

In negotiating a treaty on chemical weapons, verification questions will be among
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the most difficult to settle. We agree with those who have suggested that, in the
context of a treaty, a national system of control for parties to the treaty possessing a
chemical industry would be useful for implementation of any necessary internal laws and
regulations and to serve as a link with the international verification procedures for
which provision will have to be made. We dealt at length with the problem of verifica-
tion in our earlier speeches; I shall therefore confine myself here to the main point. We
assume that systems of verification in stages will be approved, with different
approaches for the monitoring of different activities. Verification by challenge may be
useful, particularly to monitor initial statements, but it will have to be backed up by
other systems. Provision will have to be made for both national technical means and
on-the-spot inspections. It will obviously be necessary, in particular, to ensure that
existing stockpiles of chemical weapons are destroyed, that existing production plants
are dismantled or converted and that highly toxic single-purpose agents, such as nerve
agents, including precursor agents, are not produced.

It is probably premature, when negotiations at the multilateral level are still in
their early stages, to determine the kind of structure which will be needed for the
successful accomplishment of international verification tasks. A structure similar to that
of the International Atomic Energy Agency might, however, be suitable. That is a
possible model for a chemical weapons control agency, but all the facets of the question
will of course have to be studied in much greater detail when we know the exact scope
of the treaty.

We also spoke in favour of the concept of regional agreements in the field of
chemical weapons, and we gave the reason for this in our statement of 29 March 1979:
"At the same time, we should not overlook that regional agreements might well prove to
be useful supplements to the main convention. By taking into account regional differ-
ences and specific sectional concerns not easily catered for in a global treaty, these
supplementary instruments could increase the prospect that the international community
can be brought, in one way or another, to accepting the obligations of a ban on
chemical weapons. Presumably any such regional agreement that might emerge would
derive its impetus from within the region concerned and should include the major
military Powers of the area. Other States would be asked to undertake to respect the
regional arrangement. Finally, under the regional arrangement, as under the global
treaty itself, it will be necessary to ensure that no military advantage could accrue to
any State as a result of the agreement".

Such regional agreements, with strict verification measures, could of course only be
implemented if the principal military Powers were able to agree on a global verification
system, -

CD/PV.46 pp.8-9 Netherlands/Fein 31.7.79 CTB

Now, we have the impression that one of the main reasons for such a delay might be
a number of complicated technical problems related to verification. If that were the
case, one may wonder whether it would not be useful to submit the basic outlines of the
treaty to the CD without having resolved all those technical problems.

The treaty could not be finalized by the CD in any case, until the trilateral parties
have solved their differences on the outstanding details. If they fail to reach agreement
on the technical details, concerning verification and such, the CD would of course not
come to a final conclusion. However, if they do resolve their problems while the CD is
negotiating the basic outlines, much valuable time with a view to the NPT Conference
would have been gained.

In our opinion, the CD must necessarily assume a significant role in the negotiations
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on a CTB. Not because of more or less theological considerations concerning what the
CD is supposed to be, but for the very practical reason that what in the end is required
is a multilateral CTB. Only as a truly multilateral treaty can the CTB have a function
in the non-proliferation regime. It would be a shame if an opportunity were lost to
achieve a widely acceptable important arms control agreement.

To arrive at such a multilateral treaty, the negotiations in the CD must be taken
seriously. I am convinced that, as always, the members of the Committee will act in a
responsible way and they will take into account the particular position of the nuclear
“weapon Powers involved. But a widely accepted, effective multilateral treaty implies,
ipso facto, that also the views of the non-nuclear-weapon States are respected. I
imagine that those countries would wish to concentrate on the comprehensive character
of the treaty, its duration, its termination clauses and its complaint and verification
provisions, and in particular the international seismic system to be established.
Therefore, only after a real dialogue could one expect non-nuclear-weapon States to
join the treaty.

An essential part of a CTB, if it is to be a world-wide multilateral agreement,
would be a properly working international seismic system. Such a seismic network would
provide opportunities for all parties to the CTB to become involved in the verification
process. Now it is, of course, quite understandable and acceptable that the nuclear-
weapon States, amongst themselves, should wish to make some additional arrangements,
additional to the international seismic system. Such additional arrangements could
strengthen the confidence that the obligations under the treaty are faithfully fulfilled.
But a different matter is that there have been tendencies in the Ad Hoc Group of
seismic experts to weaken the proposed international system — apparently because those
trilateral arrangements are in the make. We have noticed that some nuclear-weapon
States attempted to diminish the role that international data centres must play in the
dissemination of identification data, while other nuclear-weapon States accepted this in
silence. This is serious, because that identification task of the planned data centres was
the main one going beyond present seismological practices. The Netherlands hope that
this incident is not a foreboding of the attitude the trilateral partners will take with
respect to the international seismic system.

In general, however, my delegation is of the opinion that the seismic experts
accomplished their task satisfactorily. We are grateful for the new report, which will
provide a more detailed basis for the proposed system. In the meantime, much detailed
work remains to be done, both on the national level and between countries wishing to do
so. The seismic group made certain recommendations about their future work in this
respect. Those ideas are sound, and we would therefore support a renewed mandate of
the group in that direction. It must be clear, of course, that the submission of a
trilateral draft CTB to the CD would change the situation and we would have to review
at that time what the seismic group is supposed to do.

Finally, I would like to thank the World Meterological Organization for its co-opera-
tion with the seismic experts. The last WMO Congress, this summer, took a decision
which will make it possible, in the future, to use the Global Telecommunications System
of the WMO for the seismic data exchange. This will be most helpful for our future
work.

CD/PV.46 pp.9-10 UK/Summerhayes 31.7.79 CTB

The tripartite negotiations between the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the
United States on a treaty prohibiting nuclear weapon tests in all environments and its
protocol covering nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, have continued intensively
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over the past year.

A large measure of agreement has already been reached between the three negotia-
ting parties. As was explained in their statement of 8 August 1978, the parties are fully
agreed that the treaty should establish a ban on any nuclear weapon test explosion in
any environment and that the provisions of a protocol, which would be an integral part
of the treaty, would apply to nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes. They envisage
that, after a certain period, the parties to the treaty will wish to hold a conference to
review its operation.

Negotiations over the past year have concentrated on the question of verifying
compliance with the treaty. There is agreement that the treaty should provide for
verification by national technical means and for the possibility of on-site verification by
national technical means and for the possibility of on-site inspection. Another important
aspect of verification will be the exchange of seismic data. In this connexion, the three
negotiating partners wish to express their warm appreciation of the work of the Ad Hoc
Group of seismic experts of the Committee on Disarmament. That Group's recommenda-
tions will, in large measure, influence the way in which the exchange of seismic data is
implemented in practice. The negotiating parties consider that a Committee of Experts
drawn from the Parties to the treaty should be established to assist in the implementa-
tion of the exchange.

Though there is agreement on the main elements of verification, negotiations are
still proceeding on the detailed arrangements. As members of the Committee on
Disarmament know, verification is a complex subject, involving many technical issues
that require time to negotiate.

The three negotiating partners recognize the close, legitimate and valued interest of
this Committee in the earliest completion of the negotiations — and the calls to that
effect in successive United Nations General Assembly resolutions, as well as in the Final
Document of the special session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to
disarmament. They are determined to achieve an agreement which will meet interna-
tional expectations and attract the widest possible adherence.

CD/PV.46 pp.22-25 Sweden/Lidgard 31,779  CTB

The second report of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider Interna-
tional Co-operative Measures to Detect and to Identify Seismic Events has now been put
before you in document CD/43, and I will therefore start my intervention by giving my
delegation's comments on that document. I then intend to turn to the subjects of the
continued work of the Ad Hoc Group, the decision by WMO on the use of its Global
Telecommunication System (WMO/GTS) for an exchange of seismic data and, finally, the
recent demonstration of temporary data centre facilities in Stockholm to invited
representatives and scientific experts from a number of countries.

The Swedish delegation considers the second report of the Ad Hoc Group, which
presents a consensus view among the experts in the Group, to be a valuable contribution
to the efforts to establish a monitoring system acceptable to all. The report is the
result of considerable work carried out by scientific experts from more than 20
countries. The Swedish delegation appreciates the co-operative and constructive way in
which the work has been conducted. We feel that the open and penetrating technical
discussions have increased the understanding of the verification problems among the
countries engaged in this work. Important contributions have been made by scientific
experts from invited States not members of the CD and by representatives from WMO.
We see world-wide participation in this work as particularly important and are therefore
happy to note that experts also from Mexico and Spain have now joined the Group.
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In its second report, the Ad Hoc Group has elaborated on scientific and technical
aspects of international co-operative measures to detect and identify seismic events as
outlined in its first report. These measures are foreseen to contain three basic elements:
a global network of seismological stations, a fast international exchange of data over
the global telecommunication system of WMO and, thirdly, special international data
centres for the use of participant States.

The second report specifies in detail the seismological data that should be
exchanged on a routine basis and recommends that all network stations should be
‘equipped with modern seismograph systems capable of continuous recording of data in
digital form.

The Ad Hoc Group also points out that the requirements for reliability of equipment
and consistency of reporting should be considerably more stringent than according to
present practice.

The report calls for the transmission of seismic data over the WMO/GTS network
and contains an investigation of the capabilities of that network to transmit seismic
data in various parts of the world. This investigation was made in close co-operation
with WMO. The conclusion was that in most places only few problems are expected to
arise in transmitting such data. :

The report also gives detailed technical descriptions of the scientific functions of
the proposed data centres. They should be regarded as service facilities for the States
participating in the international data exchange, by providing them with easily access-
ible data for national assessments of seismic events.

It is important that the CD should now take further steps in this matter. My delega-
tion therefore proposes that the CD should decide that the Ad Hoc Group should be
maintained and continue its work under a new mandate. In working paper CD/46 we have
formulated a proposal for such a mandate. In its report, the Ad Hoc Group has pointed
out several matters which remain to be specified or to be given further study. Our
proposal follows the recommendations of the Ad Hoc Group in its second report. They
include further elaboration of detailed instructions for an experimental test of the
- envisaged global system as well as further development of the scientific and technical

aspects of the envisaged international co-operative measures. In addition, the Ad Hoc

Group should contribute to the review and analysis of national investigations, such as
investigations concerning the conditions for using the procedures for obtaining desired
data at individual stations and procedures for analysis at data centres. As under its
previous mandate, the work should be purely scientific, and the Ad Hoc Group should
not attempt to assess the adequacy of the system for verifying a comprehensive test
ban. The composition of the Ad Hoc Group in its continued work would remain
unchanged. We hope, however, that experts from additional CD member States will
participate. _

As I stated at the outset, it was also my intention to deal with the WMO/GTS. The
co-operation between the Ad Hoc Group and the Secretariat of WMO is well established
so far as concerns the question how the WMO/GTS can be used for a global data
exchange for test-ban verification purposes. My delegation introduced the idea of such a
use as far back as in 1965, and the response from the Secretary-General of WMO, Mr.
D.A. Davies, was immediate and positive. This year, as a consequence of the first report
of the Ad Hoc Group, the Eighth Congress of WMO has decided, in principle, that WMO
should, if formally requested, assist the United Nations in the matter of routine trans-
mission of seismic-event data. The Executive Committee of WMO was therefore author-
ized to study and take appropriate action on such a request if it is received prior to the
Ninth Congress. 1 have mentioned this decision of WMO because of its fundamental
importance for the implementation of the recommendations of the Ad Hoc Group on
international co-operative measures. The Chairman of the Ad Hoc Group has asked me
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also to mention the particular efforts of the Secretary-General of WMO in this context.

I will now give you a brief account of the demonstration of temporary data centre
facilities in Stockholm and, maybe particularly, the ideas behind it.

As we have stressed repeatedly from the Swedish side, a CTBT must be a truly
international treaty and not one concluded only between nuclear-weapon States. In order
to make a CTBT effective and internationally accepted, it is necessary that the
Committee on Disarmament should be fully enabled to play a substantive role in the
negotiation of the treaty.

The question of how to achieve adequate verification has been one of the key
questions throughout the many years of CTB negotiations. Seismic means have been
generally accepted as the main verification methods. Different views have been
expressed on the adequacy of seismic verification methods.

Our view is that seismic verification by means of a global monitoring system would
provide adequate verification, by giving necessary deterrence against clandestine tests.
We also consider that active participation in the verification of an international treaty,
such as the CTBT, is the right and duty of all countries parties to the treaty. Every
such country has the right to know that other parties to the treaty fulfil their treaty
obligations, every country also has the duty to make its contribution to the over-all
monitoring of such an international treaty.

The CTBT would be a good example of treaties where verification can and should be
carried out in co-operation between all the countries involved. For test-ban verification,
seismic data are needed from a number of observatories around the world. The Ad Hoc
Group of seismic experts has suggested a seismic verification system with some 50
high-quality seismological observatories, with fast communication through the WMO/GTS
and with international data centres for the compilation and routine analysis of the data.

These international data centres are essential elements in the verification system.
They could act as service facilities by providing compiled and pre-processed data from a
global network of seismic stations to all States parties to the treaty. This will make it
possible for all States to base the national assessment of individual seismic events on
data from the entire globe and not only from their own national observatories. In this
way small States also will be enabled to verify the CTBT in a meaningful way. Such
equal possibilities for all States parties to the treaty would in our view be fundamental
to the true international character of a CTBT.

My Government has on several occasions expressed its readiness to establish,
operate and finance an international seismological data centre in Sweden, as part of a
global monitoring system. This offer, and the work that for more than 10 years has been
carried out at the Hagfors Observatory, have the single purpose of contributing towards
the achievement of a CTBT.

Following invitations by my Government to the member States of the CD and of the
Ad Hoc Group, representatives and experts from 26 countries and WMO attended a
demonstration from 12 to 14 July of temporary data centre facilities in Stockholm.
These facilities and the tentative results obtained from them are presented in working
paper CD/45. As elaborated in that paper, we wanted to demonstrate one possible way
of carrying out some of the main functions of the envisaged international data centres. I
am not going to dwell on technical details of the demonstration. I want, however, to
make it known that we intend to maintain the data centre facilities thus set up in
Stockholm and make them available for the scientific and technical work that remains to
be done in the development of international data centres, as foreseen for the global
system of international co-operative measures to detect and identify seismic events.
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CD/PV.46 pp.25-29 USA, USSR/Issraelyan (CD/48)  31.7.79 Ccw

The delegations of the USSR and the United States recently carried out intensive
work in the framework of the Soviet-United States negotiations on the question of the
prohibition of chemical weapons with a view to elaborating a joint USSR-United States
report on progress in the negotiations. This work has been successfully completed and
today I am submitting this joint report to the Committee on Disarmament. The text of
the joint USSR-United States report on progress in the bilateral negotiations on the
- prohibition of chemical weapons reads:

"During the course of the Vienna meeting of the leaders of the United States and
the USSR in June 1979, both sides affirmed the importance of a general, complete, and
verifiable prohibition of chemical weapons and agreed to intensify their efforts to
prepare an agreed joint proposal for submission to the Committee on Disarmament. The
USSR and United States delegations are guided by this principle at the tenth series of
the bilateral negotiations, which began on 16 July, 1979.

"In the negotiations, the United States and USSR delegations take into account the
fact that prohibition of chemical weapons is, as was stressed in the Final Document of
the special session of the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament, one
of the most urgent and vital problems in the area of disarmament. They are also guided
by the requirement that a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons, like any
other international agreement in the field of arms control and disarmament, should
strengthen rather than detract from the security of the parties.

"The USSR and United States delegations, taking into consideration the interest
expressed by many delegations in the Committee on Disarmament concerning the status
of the bilateral negotiations on a prohibition of chemical weapons, submit the following
joint report:

"l. The two sides believe that the scope of the prohibition should be determined on the
basis of a general-purpose criterion. Parties to the convention should assume the obliga-
tion never in any circumstances to develop, produce, stockpile, otherwise acquire or
possess, or retain supertoxic lethal chemicals, other lethal or highly toxic chemicals or
their precursors, with the exception of chemicals intended for permitted purposes of
such types and in such quantities as are appropriate to such purposes, as well as
chemical munitions or other means of chemical warfare. Negotiations are continuing on
several issues relating to the scope of prohibition.
"2. By permitted purposes is meant non-hostile purposes (industrial, research, medical, or
other peaceful purposes, law-enforcement purposes, and purposes of development and
testing of means of protection against chemical weapons) as well as military purposes
not related to chemical warfare.
"3. In order to facilitate verification, it would be appropriate to use, in addition to the
general-purpose criterion, toxicity criteria and certain other provisions.
"4. Agreement has been reached on the following approximate values for the additional
criteria of toxicity mentioned abovg:
(@) LCtgy = 2,000. mg.min/m~ for inhalation and/or LD, = 0.5 mg/kg for
subcutaheous injections; 3
(b) LCty, = 20,000 mg.min/m” for inhalation and/or LDs, = 10 mg/kg for
subcutaneous injections. '

On the basis of these criteria, it will be possible to separate chemicals into appro-
priate categories, to each of which the general-purpose criterion would be applied.

"5. Different degrees of prohibition and limitation, as well as differentiated methods of
verification, would be applied on the basis of these toxicity criteria and certain other
provisions. These issues continue to be subjects of negotiations.

"6. Negotiations are also continuing on the definition of terms and several other issues.
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"7, The two sides have agreed that parties to the convention should assume an obliga-
tion not to transfer to anyone, whether directly or indirectly, the means of chemical
warfare, and not in any way to assist, encourage, or induce any State, group of States,
or any organization to carry out activities which parties would undertake not to engage
in pursuant to the convention.

"8, The two sides have come to an understanding regarding the necessity for States to
declare, immediately after they become parties to the convention, both the volumes of
acquired stocks of means of chemical warfare and the means of production of chemical
munitions and chemicals covered by the convention. Plans for the destruction of
declared stocks of chemical weapons should also be declared. These declarations should
contain information on the volume and time-tables for destruction of such stocks. Plans
for the destruction or dismantling of relevant means of production should also be
declared. In the course of the bilateral negotiations, the two sides are continuing to
make efforts to agree on the specific content of the declarations concerning stocks of
means of chemical warfare and concerning means of production. In this connexion, the
basic concept of means of production is also a subject that remains to be resolved.

"9, Agreement has been reached that stocks of means for chemical warfare should be
destroyed or diverted for permitted purposes within 10 years after a State becomes a
party. Means of production should be shut down and eventually destroyed or dismantled.
The destruction or dismantling of means of production should begin not later than eight
years, and should be completed not later than 10 years, after a State becomes a party.
"10. In this connexion, the United States and the USSR believe that a future convention
should contain provisions in accordance with which parties would periodically exchange
statements and notifications concerning: the progress of the destruction of stocks of
means of chemical warfare or their diversion for permitted purposes, the progress of the
destruction or dismantling of means of production of chemical munitions and chemicals
covered by the convention, and of the completion of these processes.

"11. The USSR and the United States believe that the fulfilment of the obligations
assumed under the future convention should be subject to the important requirement of
adequate verification. They also believe that measures with respect to such verification
should be based on a combination of national and international measures.

"]12. International verification measures should include the creation of a consultative
committee. This committee could be convened as appropriate by the depositary of the
convention, as well as upon the request of any party.

"13. The activities of the consultative committee in the interval between meetings
should be carried out by a secretariat. The mandate of the secretariat is a subject of
negotiations.

"14, The participants should exchange, through the consultative committee or bilaterally,
certain data on super-toxic lethal chemicals produced, acquired, accumulated, and used
for permitted purposes, as well as on important lethal chemicals and the most important
precursors used for permitted purposes. To this end, it is envisaged to compile lists of
the relevant chemicals and precursors. The two sides have reached a significant degree
of mutual understanding in developing agreed approaches to the compilation of such
lists. The scope of the data to be presented remains to be agreed.

"15. Additional functions for the consultative committee remain under discussion.

"16. In order to ensure the possibility of beginning the work of the consultative commit-
tee immediately after entry into force of the convention, the United States and the
USSR believe it appropriate to embark upon the creation of a preparatory committee
upon signature of the convention.

"17. A convention should include provisions in accordance with which any party should
have the right on a bilateral basis, or through the consultative committee, to request
from another party with respect to which suspicions have arisen that it is acting in
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violation of obligations under the convention, relevant information on the actual state
of affairs, as well as to request investigation of the actual state of affairs on site,
providing appropriate reasons in support of the necessity of such an investigation.

"18. A party may agree to such an on-site investigation or decide otherwise, providing
appropriate explanations.

"19. It should also be provided that any party could turn to the Security Council with a
complaint which would include appropriate arguments. In case of suspicion regarding
compliance with the convention, the consultative committee, upon request of any party,
- or of the Security Council of the United Nations, could also take steps to clarify the
actual state of affairs.

"20.The question of other international verification measures remains unresolved.

"21. National measures would include the use of national technical means of verification
in a manner consistent with generally accepted principles of international law. In this
connexion, parties should not impede, including through the use of deliberate conceal-
ment measures, the national technical means of other parties used to carry out the
aforementioned verification functions.

"22. The USSR and the United States believe that a future convention should reflect the
obligation of each party to take appropriate internal measures in accordance with its
constitutional procedures to prohibit and prevent any activity contrary to the provisions
of the convention anywhere under its jurisdiction or control.

"23. Possibilities of confidence-building measures are being explored.

"24. A future chemical weapons convention should include a withdrawal provision of the
type included in other arms control and disarmament agreements.

"25. The question of the conditions for entry into force of the convention remains
unresolved. : o
"26. The two sides believe that an effective prohibition of chemical weapons will
require working out a large number of technical questions which would be dealt with in
annexes to the convention and which are now being studied. ‘

CD/PV.47 p.7 Canada/Simard 2,8.79 CTB

We were also happy to note in this report that the three negotiating Powers are
proposing that an international system for the exchange of seismological data should
play an important role in verification. We think that the negotiating Powers can agree
among themselves whatever verification procedures for such a treaty they deem neces-
sary. But we also think that if it is wished to make the treaty truly multilateral, all the
States parties should have the possibility of participating in a meaningful way in the
verification process. The international proposed seismic network seems to us to provide
the international community with the best means of assuring itself that the obligations
of such a treaty are being respected. This undertaking must therefore be given adequate
resources to enable it to play its part to the full. In that connexion, we hope that the
fears voiced by the representative of the Netherlands in his speech of 31 July will prove
groundless. We also take this occasion to thank the Group of Experts for the excellent
work they have accomplished so far. We support the recommendations contained in the
report submitted to us, and we hope that the Group's mandate will be extended. We will
continue to participate actively in its work.

CD/PV.47 pp.12-13 Australia/Plimsoll 2.3.79 CTB

We support the proposal as it is, but I will make a few comments on it. Let me
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begin my remarks on the Swedish proposal by paying some tribute to Sweden, not just
for this but for its constructive activity in this field and its promotion of international
co-operation over many years. The Swedish proposal refers to the analysis and data-
handling procedures of the envisaged data centre, as one of the things that should be
studied under the renewed mandate. The Swedish delegation has described the demon-
stration of its national data facility in some detail in document CD/45. This exercise
held in Stockholm last month was a valuable one. It demonstrated one solution to the
handling of seismic data, which is one element — only one element, but a key element —
in an international seismic network. The exercise was highly instructive as an example
of how seismic data could be processed. It is a pity that more countries did not avail
themselves of the opportunity which the demonstration afforded.

But the most important element proposed for the renewed mandate, which is
contained in CD/46, is the first subparagraph of paragraph 2, which says that the work
of the Group should include the further elaboration of detailed instructions for an
experimental test of the global system for international co-operative measures to detect
and identify seismic events. A verification system is basic to any arms control measure
like the comprehensive test ban, and we want an international system, with data inter-
nationally available. I think there are three elements that we want out of this. We want
to concern ourselves with the reliability of the system; with the international breadth of
participation; and with free flow of information. Apart from the substantive benefits, it
will build confidence. We also need to be looking at the institutional aspects of an
international seismic network. I will not go into detail on that. It is something that we
should all now be turning over in our minds in preparing ourselves, if not in discussion in
this Committee, at least in getting ready for further discussions in this Committee. We
should be thinking about the institutional aspects of an international seismic network.

I have been emphasizing the role of verification in a comprehensive test ban. But
my remarks have been predicated on the fact that the treaty will be truly international.
That means there must be a genuinely multilateral, effective seismic network. And I
might say it will have great benefits not only in regard to the comprehensive test ban
or in the regard to arms control, but also in the non-military field by increasing our
international co-operation, understanding, and detection of seismic phenomena generally.
As I have said, there has to be a genuinely multilateral, effective seismic network. That
in turn leads me to urge the three negotiating Powers to do their utmost to facilitate
now and actively the accomplishment of the test set out in the first subparagraph of

paragraph 2 of the Swedish draft resolution, namely, the setting up of this global
system.

CD/PV.47 pp.16-17 Italy/di Montezemolo 2.83.79 Ccw

The prior declaration of existing stocks and of facilities for the production of
chemical weapons would represent, in my delegation’s view, a step of some significance
in the process of encouraging and building up confidence.

The legal, economic and technical problems posed by the destruction of all
chemical-weapons facilities, and by the dismantling or conversion of factories producing
those weapons, must not be underestimated. An adequate period of time should be
allowed for completing the elimination of stocks under effective international control
and in a manner calculated to safeguard the requirements both of security and of the
protection of health and the environment.

The dismantling of factories would in certain circumstances, in the opinion of the
experts, provide more effective safeguards than conversion.

I should now like to take up the question of the verification of respect for written
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undertakings, which, in my Government's view, is one of the essential aspects of the
future convention.

In that context, I would remind you of the views expressed by the Italian delegation
at the meeting of 24 April 1979 (CD/PV.29) and, in particular, to draw attention to the
correlation which must exist between the scope of the convention and the accompanying
system of verification.

The Italian delegation said at that time, among other things, the following:

"In envisaging a verification system for a convention banning all
chemical weapons and prescribing their removal from the military
arsenals, the following requirements should be met:

(a) To ensure that prohibited agents are not being manufactured

neither in previous production facilities, nor in new factories;

(b) To provide proof that prohibited agents are not being obtained

from outside sources;

(c) To ascertain that existing stocks of prohibited agents are

eliminated;

(d) To detect and observe suspicious activities.

Bearing in mind such requirements, it is the view of the Italian
delegation that a certain degree of internationalization is indispensable to
any effective verification pattern of a chemical-weapons ban. We should,
in other words, adopt a mixed solution based on the combination of
national verification means with international control procedures, includ-
ing some forms of physical access to the territory of the State being
verified, when the circumstances require it."

In confirming what I have just quoted, I should like to express my delegation's
appreciation of the working documents recently submitted on the subject of verification
by the delegations of the Federal Republic of Germany and the United Kingdom. In our
opinion, the study sessions organized by those two countries a few months ago were a
useful means of bringing out the fact that "on-site" inspections are not always neces-
sarily incompatible with the requirements of the protection of industrial production and
of commercial information.

I would not wish to go again now into the details of the international control
machinery whose establishment could prove necessary for the effective verification of
the various aspects of a convention on the banning of chemical ‘weapons. The idea of a
consultative committee has been raised. It deserves careful consideration, so that the
duties, powers and responsibilities which might be given to such a body can be more
clearly discerned. The experience of other agencies, such as IAEA, could also be taken
into account.

Some delegations have rightly stressed the importance of confidence-building
measures. Such measures can clearly be no substitute for national and international
verification machinery. They may, however, play a very useful complementary role. We
are thinking, in particular, of the exchange of information, of visits and of any other
initiatives which may help to throw more light on the problem and establish a climate of
mutual confidence. The possibility of encouraging the adoption of such measures at the
regional level should be given special consideration.

CD/PV.47 pp.22-23 France/de la Gorce 2.8.79 Cw

Lastly, there is the basic problem of verification. It has been the subject of several

contributions since the beginning of the Committee's work, and the statements made in
the course of the discussions have revealed how much importance delegations attach to
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this problem. We now have before us a broad array of proposals. The joint report we
heard yesterday has made an important contribution to the debate. It epitomized an
agreement of principle between the two negotiating countries on the need for adequate
verification and the principle of combining national and international means of verifica-
tion.

This twofold aspect of verification presents one of the most difficult problems:
National means of verification are highly developed in certain countries; in others they
are much less so. There is thus a fundamental inequality in the possibilities offered
to various States in the matter of verification by national means, and what the great
Powers can do to ensure that the provisions of a future convention are observed is
undoubtedly beyond the reach of the majority of States. This situation gives added
importance to the problem of international verification. This problem is the subject of
some interesting suggestions in the joint report submitted to us yesterday; methods and
bodies are proposed, such as a consultative committee and a procedure for appealing to
the Security Council. Some delegations have proposed other solutions, such as on-site
investigation and verification by challenge; the latter method is referred to in the joint
report presented to us yesterday. In any case, the question will be a particularly
important and difficult one to be tackled by our Committee when it resumes its
consideration of chemical disarmament at its next session.

CD/PV.47 p.26 India/Gharekhan 2.8.79 CTB

My delegation has received the report of the seismic experts contained in document
CD/43. 1 would like to express our thanks and appreciation to the experts for their
fairly comprehensive report and for their consensus report -- because it is important
that this report should reflect a consensus among all the participants. India has been
taking part in this Ad Hoc Group of Experts from its beginning and, indeed, we were,
for a long time, the only developing country to be associated with this work. My delega-
tion is happy that more and more countries from the so-called third world are also
taking an active interest in the work of the Ad Hoc Group. We shall refer this report to
our Government for study, but there are one or two things that I could at this stage
comment on in the report of the experts. It seems that the implementation of the
recommendations of the experts would have certain financial implications for countries
participating in the international co-operative effort. From this point of view, my dele-
gation would have to -- my Government would have to —- consider the recommendation
about the standardized equipment which is contained in the report. Furthermore, the
report is silent about the cost of the international data centres. It is not quite clear
who is to bear the expense of the proposed international data centres. Everybody under-
stands that there are going to be three of them, and I would presume that the cost of
setting up these data centres would be borne by the countries which offer to host them.
My delegation has seen the draft decision which has been put forward by the delegation
of Sweden on the extension or the renewal of the mandate of the Ad Hoc Group, and my
delegation is in a position in principle to support the continuation of the mandate of the
Ad Hoc Group of seismic experts. [ would also like to take this opportunity to express

our thanks to WMO for co-operating with this Committee. I suppose that the interna-

tional co-operative effort in this field is more necessary for countries like mine and
others which are not nuclear-weapon States than for the negotiating Powers. [ would
imagine that the States which are negotiating the treaty would have the necessary
ability or capability to verify compliance through their own national means. [ am not
sure how significant or how vital the international co-operative measures are for the
negotiating States themselves from the point of view of verification, but in any case for
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the rest of us the international effort would be of very considerable importance. It is
from that point of view that we have been participating in the work of the Ad Hoc

Group.

CD/PV.63 pp.13-14 Sweden/Lidgard 26.2.80 RW

In article III of the draft convention, the deliberate dissemination of radioactive

“material which is not produced by a nuclear explosive device is prohibited, if the inten-

tion is to cause destruction, damage or injury by means of the radiation produced by the
decay of such material. We should, however, be aware that military attacks or deli-
berate damaging in war of nuclear reactors or other nuclear-fuel-cycle facilities may
cause the release of dangerous radioactive substances, which may imply considerably
larger risk of damage and injury than that from direct spread of such substances. We
therefore consider that this problem should be taken into account when we consider
article III or generally the scope of the convention.

Prohibition of such miltary action has been prescribed in the Protocols additional to
the Geneva Conventions of 1949 (Protocol I, art.56, and Protocol II, art.l5), but the
prohibition is limited to the purpose of the protection of civilians and refers only to
"nuclear electrical generating stations". For the purpose of a treaty prohibiting radio-
logical warfare, we should consider such a ban to be without operational exceptions and
to cover all facilities containing large amounts of radioactive substances.

The provisions of article VI of the draft convention seem to bear some relationship
to the recently concluded Convention on the physical protectlon of nuclear material.
Some explicit reference therefore seems worth cons1der1ng, either in article VI or in the
preamble.

In that context it might be explored whether IAEA safeguards should be applied, as
modified for this purpose, to all radioactive waste in the States parties to the future
convention. Because of the risks of hostile use of radioactive substances by terrorists, it
may also be considered whether the Convention on the physical protection of nuclear
material should be extended to radioactive waste.

As regards the complaints procedure in the draft treaty, we have some serious
concern. The only instance which may decide upon the complaint of a State party
against another State party because of an alleged breach of obligations deriving from
the provisions of the treaty is the Security Council of the United Nations. As long as
the permanent members may exercise their right of veto in such matters, we consider
this procedure insufficient,

Finally, we also consider the proposed period of ten years from the entry into force
of the convention till the first review conference too long, taking into account the
rapid development in the field of nuclear technology, and also in view of the fact that
the definition of the concept of '"nuclear explosive device" in a nuclear-test-ban treaty
might affect the scope of the convention on radiological weapons. We consider five
years a more appropriate time length.

CD/PV.65 p.9 Canada/McPhail 4.3.30 CTB

Accordingly, we join those who continue to press for the tabling, just as soon as is
possible, of the long-promised joint initiative on the subject. In the meantime, however,
we believe that the CD has a positive and significant role to play. A nuclear test ban
will require, for its functioning, the elaboration of a number of implementing measures.
For example, the setting up of an international verification system will be of major
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importance and in this context we think the CD could, and should, start elaborating the
necessary institutional framework for such a system without delay. This was already
suggested by Sir James Plimsoll on 5 February, and we recommend that the Committee
pursue and refine his suggestion. We see this as a useful way in which to arrive at
arrangements which such a treaty will require for its implementation, and we see no
reason why the CD should not start working on issues of this kind now.

A CTBT will have many aspects. Some are under negotiation now among three
nuclear-weapon Powers, and can only be tackled later by this Committee. However,
other aspects, which may also be under consideration in the trilateral negotiations,
could perhaps be considered simultaneously by our Committee. For example, we could
look at mechanisms to promote implementation of and compliance with the terms of the
treaty. These are only a few of the aspects in which our Committee could involve itself
without impeding ongoing negotiations elsewhere. In fact, we consider that this work by
the Committee would contribute to accelerating the elaboration of a treaty, once a
joint initiative is tabled. We therefore hope that these suggestions will be looked on
positively by members of our Committee and that it will be possible to define, by
consensus, in this session, a practical and utilitarian negotiating role for the Committee
in the complex over-all elaboration of a CTBT.

CD/PV.65 pp.9-10 Australia/Behm 4.3.80 CTB

The early conclusion of a multilateral CTB agreement is a cornerstone of Australia's
arms control and disarmament policy. Our attitude to the early conclusion of a trilateral
CTB, and its early translation into a multilateral treaty, is well known. It has been set
out in a forthright and clear way in a number of international bodies during the last few
years, and there is no need for us to rehearse yet again the principal features of our
position. I would simply recall that the question of a CTB was given special emphasis in
the statement delivered by Mr. Andrew Peacock, the Australian Minister for Foreign
Affairs, when the Committee on Disarmament began its work last year. Mr. Peacock
said:

"Of the matters facing this Committee, the elaboration of a treaty prohi-
biting nuclear-weapon testing in all environments is of primary importance
and deserves the earliest attention... Even before the agreement is
presented here, Australia believes the Committee could begin addressing
the technical and operational aspects of an international seismic detection
network... This is essential if there is to be any possibility that an inter-
national verification system is to be operational by the time the Commit-
tee has completed its work in the drafting of a multilateral CTB treaty.

A widely accepted CTB treaty will be a significant milestone in arms
control and disarmament efforts. It will be a barrier to both the spread of
nuclear weapons and the expansion of existing nuclear arsenals. It will
contribute to a greater level of confidence among States in all regions of
the world. It will also provide the opportunity for building further upon
international verification procedures of the kind incorporated in the
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty."

In addition to these remarks, the Australian delegation made two major statements
on CTB last year in which we reiterated our concern that progress should be made
quickly. In seeking to realize our hopes for a CTB and to bring a multilateral CT3
closer to conclusion, Australia has given great prominence to the item both here and
elsewhere. We played a leading part in the development of the CTB resolution at the
last session of the United Nations General Assembly.




42
CD/PV.66 p.9 Venezuela/Taylhardat 6.3.80 CTB

2. Venezuela considers that the comprehensive test-ban treaty will be one of the most
important steps along the road to nuclear disarmament, inasmuch as it will help to slow
nuclear proliferation both horizontally and vertically. As to horizontal proliferation, the
comprehensive test-ban treaty is very closely linked with the non-proliferation Treaty,
particularly as regards performance of the obligation contained in article VI.

3. The ban established by the treaty should cover all explosions, in any environment, of
‘any size and for ever. In our opinion, a partial ban will run counter to the objective of
general acceptance which the treaty should necessarily try to attain.

4. As regards verification, while we recognize that this is the most delicate and diffi-
cult of the problems involved, we believe that the nuclear Powers should agree as
rapidly as possible on a system which both safeguards the security of each of them and
ensures fulfilment of the obligations they enter into under the treaty. The system should
consist of a balanced combination of national and international methods of verification,
including on-site inspections when justified, and the remote detection and identification
of seismic phenomena.

5. On the question of participation, we believe that the parties to the treaty should
include not only the nuclear-weapon States but also all States possessing the nuclear
technology for testing nuclear devices by means involving their detonation. In the first
stage, while preparation of the treaty is being completed, the nuclear Powers should
impose a moratorium on themselves by voluntarily renouncing all nuclear tests without
any kind of limitation (duration of the moratorium, environment in which the tests are
conducted, power of the explosion, quantity).

CD/PV.66 pp.24-25 Italy/di Montezemolo 6.3.80 CTB

Within the framework of efforts to achieve a comprehensive nuclear-test ban, my
delegation has followed with attention and interest the work of the Ad Hoc Group of
Scientific Experts, which presented its last interim report to us on 18 February last.

The Group has done some very useful work and has undoubtedly made a valuable
contribution to the elucidation of the technical and scientific aspects of the organiza-
tion of an international seismic-data exchange on which verification of the observance
of a comprehensive test-ban treaty could be based. The contribution made to this study
by the World Meteorological Organization experts was especially appreciated.

Verification is an essential element of the future treaty. We well know that without
adequate verification — by international as well as national means — there would be no
treaty.

My delegation therefore considers that it would be highly desirable if we could
proceed as soon as possible - without necessarily waiting for the results of the tripar-
tite negotiations -- to an experimental exercise for putting the operation of the verifi-
cation system envisaged by the Ad Hoc Group of Experts to a practical test.

In this connexion we welcome the initiative of the Federal Republic of Germany in
organizing at the Grafenberg Observatory in July a demonstration which will usefully
supplement the data obtained at the previous seminars organized in Japan and Sweden.
My country will be pleased to participate in this exercise, which, though it will not be a
substitute for practical testing of the verification system as a whole, may represent a
positive step towards its realization in the near future. It is important that all members
of the Committee should take part in these exercises, which also have the advantage of
providing psychological training, such as may strengthen confidence among the partici-
pants.
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At the same time we share the opinion expressed by some Western delegations, in
particular those of Australia, Canada and Japan, that it could be particularly opportune
at the present stage to undertake consultations within the Committee on the nature, the
constitution and the characteristics of the institutional framework within which the
control arrangements recommended by the Groups of Experts may exist and function.
The putting into effect of this system would indeed have to be thought out and prepared
with special care, so as to avoid any delay in the application of the treaty once agree-
ment has been reached.

CD/PV.66 pp.33-34 Sri Lanka/Fonseka 6.3.80 CTB

But it is the two alternatives that have been proposed by the delegation of Canada
and the delegation of Australia that I would like to deal with now. One of the alterna-
tives proposed was that perhaps the Committee could elaborate an institutional frame-
work for an international verification system. That was one role which this Committee
might perform. The second: he has asked us to look at mechanisms to promote the imple-
mentation of and compliance with the terms of the treaty.

With regard to the first suggestion, an institutional framework, my delegation would
like to think that verification is largely a technical issue. We have the very useful work
-- two reports, I believe — submitted to the Committee by the seismic expert Group
who have been working on it. But the question I ask is, can this Committee be asked to
contemplate or to discuss an institutional framework on the technical aspects of a
treaty on which the tripartite negotiators have told us very little? I will not say
nothing, but so far very little. Can the members of the Committee be asked to address
their minds seriously to an area which for us is still, shall I say, grey? How can we even
outline something like the elements or titles for such an institutional framework when
we are not privy to the conclusions, the agreements reached or the disagreements that
prevail among the tripartite negotiators? I ask, where do we begin and on what?

And we have the second suggestion, proposed by Canada and Australiaz we might
consider mechanisms to promote implementation and compliance. Again I ask, in relation
to what are we to consider this? Implementation of and compliance with a treaty on
which we have very little information? Are we to consider all this in a vacuum? These
are just questions I pose, I do not have the answers, but I think that in the light of this
very positive approach that these two delegations, Canada and Australia, and others,
have taken today, one is obliged to ask, are these feasible, are these possible for a
Committee which is still very much in the dark?

CD/PV.74 p.l0 Canada/McPhail 1.4.80 Cw

Finally, in concluding my speech, I would like to say a few words about rumours
regarding the illegal use of chemical weapons in Laos, Kampuchea and Afghanistan. I
want to say only that the existence of such allegations, in our opinion, underlines the
requirement for adequate verification measures in regard to chemical and biological
weapons régimes in particular, and with respect to arms control and disarmament agree-
ments in general. One can draw the conclusion that on-site inspection and mechanisms
for consultation and co-operation would have the effect of eliminating uncertainty
caused by such rumours, one way or the other, and thus would strengthen respect for
such agreements.
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CD/PV.76 p9 Netherlands/Fein 8.4.80 RW

These recommendations are implemented by many countries. Moreover, a Convention
was recently concluded in Vienna on the Physical Protection of Nuclear Materials, parti-
cularly during transport. Both these recommendations and the Convention cover fission-
able materials, whether irradiated or not, but do not cover radioactive materials in
which no fissionable material is present. If we accept the idea, as reflected in article VI
of the RW draft, that this category of materials must also be protected, parties must
try to achieve common standards with respect to the level of protection. This could be
done by amending the said Convention; but this does seem to be a somewhat cumbersome
approach. Although my delegation certainly would not like to exclude the possibility of
amending the Convention in the future, the most practical approach seems to be to ask
IAEA to reconvene the expert group with a view to expanding the already existing
recommendations so as to cover radioactive materials as well. Consequently, I propose
to invite the Director-General of IAEA to present his views on this matter as soon as

possible.
As far as article VIII is concerned, we think, upon reflection, that the envisaged
complaints procedure — which, by the way, is completely identical to that of the

ENMOD Convention -- is sufficient in the context. of the limited military significance of
radiological weapons. This does not mean that, in our view, the present complaints
procedure should necessarily be regarded as a model for any other future arms control
and disarmament convention. In our opinion, verification and complaints procedures
should be geared to the scope of a specific treaty, to the military relevance of prohi-
bited activities and/or weapons, as well as to the proportions and distribution of
possible stockpiles of the weapons under consideration.. On the other hand it is correct,
in our opinion, that article X provides for an unlimited duration. We fail to see,
however, why subparagraph 2 of article X contains a right to withdraw from the treaty.
The ENMOD Convention does not provide for a right to withdraw. ‘

_ As for review of the operation of the treaty, referred to in article XI of the
present draft convention, we feel that the first review conference should take place not
later than five years after the entry into force of the treaty. Further review con-
ferences could be held at longer intervals, depending on the need felt and expressed by
a majority of States or a number of States not constituting a majority, as may be agreed
upon. '

CD/PV.76 p.20 Belgium/Onkelinx 3.4.80 RW

The wording of article III of the joint proposal leads us to ask its co-sponsors a
question for the purpose of clarification. The radioactive material referred to here is
material not specifically designed for use "by dissemination". Does this mean any radio-
active material present in any nuclear power station? And if this is the case, does the
prohibition apply only to acts of active use of such material by dissemination? Or are
deliberate attacks against storage depots or nuclear power stations, with the risk of
dissemination they involve, to be included in the prohibition as well?

In article VIII, paragraph 2, the procedure for convening the Consultative Committee
of Experts seems particularly slow. The procedure envisaged could be improved by
drafting the beginning of the paragraph as follows: "For the purposes set forth in
Subparagraph 1 of this Paragraph, the Depositary shall, if possible immediately and in

any case within one month of the receipt of a request...".
The wording of this article VIII, paragraph 2, gives the impression that the Consul-
tative Committee is convened automatically once the depositary receives a request.
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Would the depositary under the terms of this article, have no powers of consultation or
rapid investigation before convening the Committee?

Our last comment relates to article 1 of the annex to the treaty, concerning the
Consultative Committee of Experts. The Belgian delegation wonders whether the words
"by the State party requesting the convening of the Committee" are essential, and
whether they do not in fact excessively restrict the Consultative Committee's powers of
deliberation by specifying that the Committee may express its views only on problems
raised by the State requesting the convening of the Committee.

CD/PV.77 p.8 Egypt/El-Shafei 10.4.80 " RW

Secondly, the definition contained in the joint proposal needs to be more specific.
Here my delegation shares the view held by other delegations that a reference should be
made to the importance of discussing the desirability of including weapons using radio-
active particle beams among the prohibited radiological weapons. In the light of the
identical statements made by the United States and Soviet representatives when submit-
ting their joint proposal, to the effect that: "No obligations undertaken by States in the
projected treaty will be interpreted as covering the use of radioactive materials or any
sources of radiation except such uses as the parties to the treaty have undertaken not
to engage in in pursuance of the provisions of the treaty", my delegation would like to
join the Swedish delegation in inquiring about the kind and nature of the activities
referred to.

Thirdly, the procedures of consultation and co-operation between the States Parties
to the convention relating to the settlement of the disputes arising over the purposes of
the treaty or the implementation of its provisions, in accordance with article 8 of the
joint proposal, need to be more specific and effective. In particular, we would like to
refer to the powers of the Consultative Committee, as defined in the annex to the joint
proposal. We understand the powers of that Committee as consisting of carrying out
fact-finding activities, and of providing technical expertise when problems arise over
the application of the Convention as a first step before the filing of a specific
complaint with the Security Council. Accordingly, the role and powers of the Consulta-
tive Committee as a monitoring device with regard to the implementation of the provi-
sions of the Convention assume an important and concrete dimension, especially because
only a small number of States possess the technical potentials to enable them to carry
out monitoring operations using their national institutions.

In keeping with the monitoring and complaint procedures, the filing with the
Security Council by the Parties to the convention of complaints regarding violations of
the provisions of the treaty, coupled with the possibility of the permanent members
vetoing those complaints constitutes, in our view, a violation of the principle of equal
obligations and also brings into question the effectiveness of such a procedure. Further-
more, to grant Security Council members who are not parties to the treaty the right to
interfere in the implementation of the treaty may be inconsistent with the principle of
regarding treaties as a contract between the parties to it.

CD/PV.77 pp.15-16 Pakistan/Akram 10.4.80 RW

First, we would prefer the scope of the prohibition of radiological weapons to be as
broad as possible. Therefore, we would like to consider carefully whether this prohibi-
tion should be limited only to radiation effects produced by non-explosive means. We
also feel that the question posed by Sweden regarding the application of the convention
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to the so-called particle beam weapons would need careful scrutiny.

Secondly, my delegation could not contemplate any provision in the convention
which would have the effect of discriminating against any State, particularly between
nuclear and non-nuclear States. Such a question of discrimination seems to arise with
regard to the verification and safeguards provisions of the convention. The distinguished
representative of Egypt has already replied to the inherent and innate qualities in the
Security Council procedures which are contemplated in the draft convention as regards
complaints and verification. But there are some other aspects also which need con-
'sideration.

The diversion of radio-active material for the purposes of the development of radio-
logical weapons could be detected and perhaps prevented, in the case of those non-
nuclear-weapon States which have accepted international safeguards over their nuclear
and other facilities. In this connexion, the Netherlands delegation has proposed that the
application of the recently developed Convention on the Physical Protection of Fission-
able Materials should be extended to radio-active material also. We shall examine this
idea very carefully. But the main question is how will the convention provide guarantees
against the diversion of radio-active material from unsafeguarded facilities — that is,
from facilities in non-nuclear-weapon States which are not under safeguards or from
dedicated facilities which are located in the nuclear-weapon States. This, to us, seems
to constitute a serious loophole in the whole idea of a verifiable convention on the
prohibition of radiological weapons.

CD/PV.80 pp.3-10 Australia/Behm 22.4.80 CTB

In his statement of 5 February, Sir James Plimsoll gave some examples of things
which have to be settled before an institutional structure could be finalized. A number
of delegations have discussed these examples with us. In the light of their comments and
our own further examination of the question, we would like to expand our earlier
suggestions to give them greater precision and clarity. In making our view more precise,
we are not attempting to prescribe the Committee's work or to exclude any additional
considerations. Our comments are intended to be purely illustrative. The Ad Hoc Group
of Scientific Experts has already made substantial progress on the technical aspects of
an international seismic monitoring system and its valuable work should be taken into
account.

In order to create an institutional framework, the CD would need to look at the
basic means of gathering, transmitting and processing information. To be fully effective,
a verification system would require a communications network which was properly
co-ordinated, efficiently managed and capable of handling data in real time, that is,
within one or two days of the detection of any seismic event. The links in such a
communications network would need to be carefully planned, and various channels which
lie outside the normal international telecommunications network would require special
arrangements. A formal arrangement would have to be negotiated with WMO, for
example. While these elements are perhaps not central to the theoretical basis of a
CTB, they are essential if an effective agreement is to come into operation.

Before the international seismic detection network can be brought into operation, a
number of important questions concerning the legal basis of an international seismic
monitoring system would need to be solved. For instance, the Committee might examine
whether there is a need for a separate international legal instrument or "umbrella" for
the acceptance by the parties of agreed administrative and financial arrangements. This
would further entail consideration of the mutual obligations and responsibilities of
signatories to such an instrument, its review and amendment procedures, how States
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would become eligible for adherence, etc. Then, there would be the further question of
the relationship between the CTB network and other international organizations such as
the United Nations, the Committee on Disarmament, the World Meterological Organiza-
tion, to name but a few.

In addition, to these legal considerations, further problems would have to be
addressed. For instance, how would parties to such an instrument arrange access to
communications links requiring the consent of States not parties to the multilateral
CTB? There is also the question of the need for specific agreements with the host
Governments of States where international data exchange centres are to be located.

In elaborating the supporting legal basis for an international seismic detection
system, the Committee would also need to address the administrative and financial
aspects of the system. Would the system require an administrative secretariat and, if so,
what would its precise function be, where would it be situated, how would it be staffed
and how would it be financed? The Committee would need to resolve these questions
with respect to both the data exchange centres and the seismic detection stations.
Furthermore, it would be necessary for the Committee to consider the division of
staffing and financing responsibilities between the various parties to the treaty. This
would entail working out the basis for a multilateral financing formula, including how
such a formula might be varied in the future to take into account both increases in the
number of adherents to the treaty and changes in the national criteria determining the
size of the contribution by individual parties. We would also have to consider how
establishment, installation and incorporation costs would be met, whether an annual
report on the administrative and financial aspects of the system would be necessary and,
if so, who would prepare the report, who would approve it and to whom it would be
presented. This, in turn, would raise the question of whether an international manage-
ment panel would be required and, if so, how its functions and composition might be
determined.

Once these administrative and financial aspects had been considered, the Committee
would certainly wish to examine the general question of access to data and the distribu-
tion of information. For example, how would information be made available and distri-
buted within the network itself? How would it be made available to States parties to
the agreement covering the operation of the seismic monitoring system but which did
not have detection stations located on their territory? Could information be made avail-
able to non-member States and international organizations? If so, on what basis? It
should also be borne in mind that the data gained by an international seismic data
network would be relevant not only to the monitoring of a ban on nuclear explosions,
but also to the detection of all types of seismic events. Such data would therefore be of
general scientific interest to geologists, geophysicists and seismologists, especially to
those involved in earthquake prediction. Hence, could the information gathered by the
network be made available to scientific institutions and, if so, on what basis?

There is also the related question of what role the United Nations ought to play in
the institutional arrangements underpinning a CTB. Australia would favour a positive
role for the United Nations in the terms of United Nations General Assembly resolution
31/90. In the third preambular paragraph of that resolution, attention is drawn to the
need to improve existing United Nations facilities for the collection, compilation and
dissemination of information on disarmament issues in order to keep all Governments, as
well as world public opinion, properly informed on progress achieved in the field of
disarmament. Given the crucial role which a multilateral CTB treaty would play in
boosting international confidence, the United Nations would have an essential part to
play. Furthermore, resolution 31/90, which was adopted without a vote, calls upon the
United Nations Secretariat to assist, on request, States parties to multilateral disarma-
ment arrangements in their duty to ensure the effective functioning of such agreements,
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including appropriate review. The precise role of the United Nations in a CTB verifica-
tion system would need very careful and detailed consideration.

CD/PV.80 pp.19-20 Sri Lanka/Naganathan 22.4.80 IDO

Mr. Chairman, may I return to the purpose of my intervention which is sub-title IV
of the Disarmament Commission's recommendation on the elements of the comprehensive
‘programme of disarmament, entitled "Machinery and Procedures". This section com-
mences with a reference to the central role of the United Nations, and includes provi-
sion for review and verification of agreed measures. Under this sub-title, the Disarma-
ment Commission has asked this Committee to undertake "an examination of the require-
ments of an institutional and procedural nature, to facilitate the disarmament process
and to ensure implementation of disarmament agreements including the relevant pro-
posals referred to in paragraph 125 of the Final Document, or made elsewhere". Any
programme of disarmament would have to be a subject of frequent if not constant
review. No less important are arrangements for adequate verification or effective
control of the agreements that have been reached. It is within the scope of institutional
arrangements and the need for review and verification that Sri Lanka, during the first
special session on Disarmament, introduced the proposal of my President, His Excellency
J.R. Jayewardene, for the establishment of a world disarmament authority. In doing so,
we described that authority as in no way intended to detract from, or diminish, the
functions and powers of any existing organ or machinery within the United Nations
system. We then pointed out that the establishment of such an authority would also be
within the ambit of the functions and powers of the General Assembly and the Security
Council, both of which are also empowered under the Charter to establish such organs
as they deem necessary for the performance of their functions.

May I say that the need for such an authority or institution was seen by other dele-
gations, which advanced certain comparable and complementary proposals which were
- also placed before the special session. Those ideas, and some of that thinking, have
taken more tangible form in subsequent resolutions that received the approval of the
General Assembly of 1979. The delegation of Pakistan, during its intervention on 20
March, referred to the need for the establishment of such an authority as the third and
final phase of the measures to be included in the comprehensive programme of disarma-
ment. The Sri Lanka delegation will provide further elaboration of this proposal in the
Ad Hoc Working Group on the Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament when it
commences its work.

CD/PV.91 p.9 India/Venkateswaran 10.7.80 RW

The draft treaty text, in article VII, has referred to the obligations assumed by any
State under any specific treaties, including the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons. My country is not a party to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons. If a specific reference is made to commitments under any other treaty
it may be necessary to state that nothing in the present treaty shall be interpreted as
creating obligations for States which they have declined to assume under any other
existing treaty.

In the course of discussions on the verification provisions in the proposed treaty,
some delegations have referred to the possibility of extending IAEA-type safeguards to
all radioactive wastes in the States which are parties to a future convention. Such a
recommendation appears to us as an attempt to introduce the concept of full-scope
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safeguards, in a modified form, on nuclear facilities of States which have refused to
accept similar safeguards, because of their discriminatory and unequal nature, under the
Non-Proliferation Treaty. My delegation reserves its position on this point, and would
like to have more complete and precise details of what is entailed in the extension of
IAEA-type safeguards to radioactive wastes.

CD/PV.91 pp.22-24 Sweden/Thorsson 10.7.80 CTB,CW

One main obstacle for a CTBT has been the question of a satisfactory verification
process. Through the work of the Group of Seismic Experts it is obvious that an
adequately verifiable CTBT can be made operable at short notice. All the relevant tech-
nical prerequisites are already present. Indeed, what is glaringly lacking now is the
political will. ‘

WX XK XX¥*

The Swedish delegation has already presented its general views on the scope of a
forthcoming convention, and I shall of course not at this moment go into details. Suffice
it to say that the ban must be comprehensive, and thus cover not only production, but
the acquisition and retention of a chemical-warfare capability, i.e. every activity, facil-
ity and material intended to enable the utilization of the toxic properties of chemical
substances for hostile purposes or in armed conflict should be prohibited. The Swedish
Government welcomes the recently submitted joint US-USSR report on progress in the
bilateral American-Soviet negotiations on these and other relevant matters. [ take this
opportunity to state that experience in the last few months seems to illustrate
eloquently the need for adequate multilateral verification and complaints procedures.

Since the- conclusion of the BW Review Conference, views on the complaints
procedures prescribed in international treaties have advanced. At that conference the
_Swedish delegation was quite encouraged to receive support from the overwhelming
majority of the participants for its request that these procedures should be improved.
The considerable international debate around the possibility of existing stocks of biolog-
ical weapons in a major country underlines the need for more effective and democratic
verification arrangements and procedures.

Rumours, accusations and counter-accusations based on various reports have lately
been circulating regarding the alleged use of chemical-warfare agents in Laos,
Kampuchea and Afghanistan. All this is cause for grave concern to the Swedish Govern-
ment. It must be in the interest of the international community that the actual situation
be clarified through the presentation of all relevant facts.

The 1925 Geneva Protocol is, in the opinion of the Swedish Government, comprehen-
sive. It thus covers all chemical-warfare agents. Moreover, the ban on the use of
chemical weapons in international armed conflict must be considered part of interna-
tional customary law. It would, therefore, be highly desirable that all States reconfirm
their support of the Protocol and of its comprehensiveness and customary-law character.

One immediate practical conclusion to be drawn with regard to the current negotia-
tions on chemical weapons in the CD is the necessity to establish adequate multilateral
arrangements for verification and complaints procedures. It may be easier for the
super-Powers to come to a mutually acceptable solution on certain issues. When,
however, it comes to questions of compliance with international obligations in a climate
of general distrust -- that is to say in a situation when verification is most crucial --
the problems can no longer be solved bilaterally. A reliable verification of multilateral
conventions is a legitimate international concern. A multilateral machinery which starts
working almost automatically will be needed. Political decisions to start investigations
and carry out ad hoc inspections will always prove difficult and sometimes even
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impossible. It should be in the best interest of every State party to a convention, acting
in good faith, to co-operate in working out such arrangements. ,

CD/PV.93 pp.16-17 Bulgaria/Voutov 17.7.80 Ccw

Second, the agreement in principle that the convention should stipulate that States
participating in it are to declare both their stocks of chemical weapons and the means
-of production of such weapons within 30 days after they become parties to the conven-
tion, as well as plans for destruction or conversion to peaceful purposes, within appro-
priate time limits, are new, concrete points in the bilateral talks.

Third, the agreement reached as to the aggregate quantity of super-toxic lethal
chemicals for non-hostile military purposes possessed at any given time and produced at
a single specialized facility is another positive step. The announced limit, which in any
event is not to exceed one metric ton for any party, may seem at first glance not small
enough. We should not, however, fail to take note of the fact that this is the upper
limit: therefore, it does not mean that exactly this quantity is to be actually produced.

Fourth, as to the question of verification of the future agreement, in spite of their
complicated nature and conceptual differences, a certain progress could be discerned in
the eight paragraphs dealing with these matters.

Without underestimating in any way the importance of verification, our delegation is
convinced that only a judicious combination of national and international measures could
lead us to success in this complex and priority field of disarmament negotiations.
Turning the question of on-site inspections into a kind of fetish is far from being the
best way to proceed in dealing with this problem; and in a way it serves as a smoke
screen to hide a certain lack of will to come to an agreement on the prohibition of
chemical weapons.

The series of unofficial meetings with the participation of experts on chemical
weapons, held between 24 and 26 June, confirmed the conviction of our delegation that
100 per cent verification is neither possible nor feasible. I would like to underline the
opinion of some of the experts, who pointed out quite explicitly that, as to binary
chemical weapons, on-site inspections are practically irrelevant.

That is why we state once again that, in the combination of national and interna-
tional measures, national means of verification and control play an extremely important
role, based on the determination of each State party to the convention to abide strictly
by its provisions, so that we could eliminate this dangerous type of weapons of mass
destruction, thus removing this particular threat to humanity.

CD/PV.94 pp.14-15 Netherlands/Fein 24.7.80 Ccw

Let me approach the subject in a roundabout way. We have tackled our task in the
CW Working Group by dealing separately with the various different elements of a CW
convention. Thus we have dealt with scope and later with verification. And we have
also discussed protection again as an identifiable, separate element. But it is obvious
that all these elements are interrelated, and the measure in which we can achieve the
fullness of what is desirable regarding one element might influence — or should
influence, as I hope to demonstrate — the measure of fullness of another element.

Let me give you an example. It would indeed be desirable that the scope of the
agreement to be achieved would be fully comprehensive, so as to include all potentially
harmful chemical warfare agents. Yet there are some practical limits to the implementa-
tion of that ambition. It has become generally accepted that the treaty will have to
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provide for a scope containing a general purpose criterion. Such a criterion would be
coupled with certain toxicity limits and probably supplemented by an illustrative list of
agents and formulae. Though such a list would not be exhaustive it would, together with
the toxicity limits, provide important points of reference for verification. These para-
meters have, however, their inherent limitations insofar as they should not be allowed to
hamper the peaceful and legitimate civil chemical industry. Verification measures would
therefore be commensurate to the scope as just perceived. They would be less demand-
ing than if all conceivable potentially harmful agents were to be included in the scope.
There is therefore an interrelationship between the requirements of scope and verifica-
tion as elements of a convention, that has to be taken into account when negotiating.

In the same manner there is an interrelationship between verification and protec-
tion. Let me again give you an example. In the (only theoretically conceivable) event
that some nation should manage to devise a foolproof complex of protection measures
against a chemical attack, this would mean that this nation could be satisfied with
rather inadequate verification provisions in the convention: being fully protected against
a CW attack, it would be able to carry on its mission in war in any case. On the other
hand, a nation that has no protection at all, would of course insist on the maximum
verification possible. Here again we see that there is an interrelationship between the
elements of a treaty -- in this case between verification and protection -- which makes
possible a "trade-off" during the negotiating process on a treaty text.

This observation can be carried further. Within one and the same element, it is not
always necessary to strive for perfection, provided that the imperfections of certain
provisions are compensated elsewhere. (And now I return to the proposition I made at
the beginning of my statement, concerning the feasibility and desirability of foolproof
verification).

Let us take as example verification itself. Verification will also be, in itself, a
system consisting of a number of elements such as:

verification of the destruction of stockpiles of chemical weapons;

verification of the closing-down or dismantling of CW production plants;

verification of the non-production of CW agents in the chemical industry;

verification that no offensive CW are used for training in manoeuvres;

verification that no transfer of potential CW agents is taking place.

Some of these elements can be subdivided even further. All of these elements have
national as well as international components, and all of them can be applied with
varying degrees of intrusiveness. Here again we may have to compromise and seek
"trade-offs" between different components. The main objective should be that the whole
set, or complex, of verification provisions together should provide an adequate measure
of certainty that there is compliance with the treaty. To illustrate this proposition let
us look at the control of the non-production of chemical agents in the industry. The
military threat of the highly toxic single-purpose agents is considerably higher than the
threat of other chemical weapons, including most dual-purpose agents. It could therefore
be argued that international verification measures with regard to the non-production of
chemical warfare agents would be concentrated on the non-production of single-purpose
supertoxic agents, such as nerve agents and comparable chemicals, including precursors
for binary systems. Verification procedures with respect to other CW agents could then
be somewhat less stringent. In sum, verification thus perceived should function with a
view to deter, i.e. by making a breach or circumvention of the treaty too cumbersome
and too costly to be acceptable.

To conclude this part of my statement, I should like to make the following proposi-
tion for your consideration. As the end result of our work —- not this year of course,
but at some time in the not too distant future, we hope -- we should achieve the
following three results:
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(a) a good definition of scope;

(b) a reasonable system of verification methods;

(c) an adequate system of protection measures.
If this can be achieved then we have the foundation for a CW convention that should be
attractive to all nations.

CD/PV.97 pp-12-13 Netherlands/Fein 5.3.80 CTB

My remarks on CTB today should therefore be taken together with the statements
on this subject that I made on behalf of my Government on earlier occasions, notably on
the opening day of this year's session of the Committee on Disarmament and, more
extensively, on 24 April 1980.

We are pleased that at least some of the measures which we recommended in our
earlier statements seem to have found a place in the trilateral draft that is being
negotiated; concerning some other measures which we also find desirable, the situation
seems less clear.

But let me say in the first place that we note with satisfaction that the draft
appears to be that of a multilateral treaty, and that there seems to be a substantial
role for an international verification system. This is what we had hoped for. What is
less clear is the question of the duration of the treaty. Paragraph 12 is somewhat less
than explicit. We have stated on a number of occasions that a CTBT of only a few
years' duration would not carry much weight. Then again, we are pleased to read in
paragraph 11 that the Partial Test Ban Treaty will not be affected by the coming into
force of the CTBT. We consider this of importance also in view of the uncertainty of
the duration of the CTB to which I referred just now.

We agree with the envisaged establishment of a committee of experts for the inter-
national seismic system. We are somewhat concerned, however, about the procedure
envisaged in getting this committee under way. At the end of paragraph 17 it is stated
that the committee will hold its first meeting only after, i.e. not before, the entry into
force of the treaty. In paragraph 11 it is stated that the treaty should enter into force
only after ratification by twenty signatory Governments, including the three presently
negotiating Powers.

In our view this procedure would entail unnecessary loss of time in developing the
details of the seismic arrangements. We would therefore request the three negotiating
Powers to set up a provisional committee that could start work on the required seismic
arrangements, pending the entry into force of the treaty. In that way we can avoid
what could be a considerable loss of time between the moment that the negotiations
have been concluded, i.e. the moment the draft has left the Committee on Disarmament
and started a life of its own, and the moment of entry into force. The question is in
what form the consultations between the seismic experts can be pursued in that interim
period which, as I said, could be a lengthy period of time while the expert consultations
at the moment become more relevant than ever.

As I said, this waste of time could be avoided by an arrangement to the effect that
the signatory governments set up an ad hoc (sub) committee to continue the work of
organizing the international seismic network. As soon as the required number of ratifi-
cations have been obtained, the permanent committee of experts, as envisaged in the
treaty, would take over.

As to the information contained in paragraph 15 of the report concerning the
working of the seismic system, it would seem to us that the envisaged arrangements are
oriented too much towards the CTB parties. In view of the open character of the WMO
communication system, the level 1 data will be available world-wide in any case. It
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would also be desirable to include all seismic information available world-wide, i.e.
including information from countries that are not members of the CTB. Therefore, a
rather "liberal" policy with regard to level 1 data would seem recommended.

One last remark about the CTB. Although the report we are discussing does
envisage a committee of experts for the seismic verification system, there is no mention
of a more general, political "consultative committee" of any kind.

From paragarph 18 we gain the impression that the three negotiating parties intend
to settle any questions that may arise amongst themselves. This would not be in the
interest of strengthening the multilateral character of the treaty and we consider that
of importance.

We would therefore favour a political organ that would deal with problems that may
arise, while the committee of experts would be subsidiary to that political body.

CD/PV.97 pp.22-23 Pakistan/Marker 5.8.80 CTB

I would like to thank the delegations of the USSR, the United Kingdom and the
United States of America for the submission of the progress report on the tripartite
negotiations on the nuclear test ban. The report submitted this year is much more
substantive than last year's, although it is not as detailed as we would have wished. It
is also unfortunate that the report has been submitted once again at the very end of the
annual session of the Committee. Nevertheless, we have examined the document with
interest and would like to offer some comments on the basis of information conveyed in
the progress report.

First, the distinction drawn between the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests and a
moratorium on-PNEs is of notable importance for the scope of the treaty. This conclu-
sion is reinforced by the fact that the moratorium on PNEs will last only "until arrange-
.ments for conducting them are worked out...". This is a significant evolution in the
positions of at least two of the three negotiating parties. We would have liked to know
more about the "arrangements" for conducting PNEs that are to be worked out. Is it
envisaged that PNEs can be conducted by any State, only by nuclear-weapon States, or
under the aegis of some international agency?

Second, we note that the duration of the test ban has yet to be agreed upon. The
special relevance of this issue is self-evident, since it will determine whether the treaty
is designed as a genuine prohibition of nuclear-weapon testing or merely as a
moratorium, however extended, of such tests.

Third, it seems that national technical means are to be used for the verification of
the treaty while other "co-operative measures", including an international exchange of
seismic data, will be elaborated after the treaty comes into operation. Since national
technical means of verification are available only to a limited number of States, it is
obvious that the access of parties to information regarding compliance will be unequal,
at least until the international exchange is agreed upon.

Fourth, it would appear that the three negotiating parties have agreed on the
principle that on-site inspection should be made only upon the agreement of the party
under suspicion. This is obviously insufficient to give adequate assurance regarding
compliance especially since PNEs are not to be prohibited under the Treaty.

Next, my delegation is somewhat perplexed by the information that the three negoti-
ating parties have decided to develop additional measures to facilitate verification of
compliance with the treaty. It can hardly be justified that their "special concerns or
circumstances" are in any way greater or more acute than that of any other party, and
we are left with the unfortunate belief that in the opinion of the negotiating parties’
the general provisions regarding verification are considered as inadequate to provide
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assurance to each other. If this is so, the "additional" measures should be made part of
the general treaty; to develop two levels of verification procedures would hardly be
consonant with the desirability of obtaining universal adherence to the treaty.

We are similarly concerned that in several other respects, e.g. with regard to
amendments, decisions at a review conference, etc., the treaty being negotiated would
include provisions extending the right of veto to the five permanent members of the
Security Council. Such stipulations are bound to inhibit the prospects for general accep-
tance of the treaty. .

Finally, my delegation has noted that the progress report contains no assurance that
the treaty being negotiated by the three parties will be submitted to the Committee on
Disarmament for the purposes of elaborating a multilateral agreement which takes into
account the views, and responds to the "vital national security concerns", of all States.
On the contrary, the progress report makes the assertion that the three negotiating
parties '"continue to believe that their trilateral negotiations offer the best way
forward". I should like to express the sincere view that at the present stage in interna-
tional relations it will be self-defeating even for a powerful condominium of States to
seek to impose an unequal and discriminatory treaty on the rest of the world. A nuclear
test ban treaty must be seen not as a modality for regulating the arms race between the
major nuclear Powers, or as another instrument of nuclear non-proliferation, but as a
significant step in halting and reversing the nuclear arms race.

CD/PV.97 pp.29-30 Australia/Walker 5.8.80 CTB

We have been pleased to note the prominent role given to an international seismic
data exchange in the verification procedures for the projected treaty as envisaged by
the three negotiating parties. The three parties appear to have paid considerable atten-
tion to the work done under the auspices of the Committee on Disarmament and its
predecessor, in developing the general characteristics of an international seismic data
exchange. That is as it should be. This reinforces us in our view that the work of the
Seismic Experts Group continues to be very important in the context of the treaty. We
continue to believe that this area of the work of the Committee on Disarmament is of
immediate practical importance and that it should continue to be accorded high priority
by all delegations. The trilateral statement says nothing explicitly as to the continuing
role for the CD, in this area. Delegations will recall the initiative taken by the
Australian delegation earlier this year which is set out in document CD/95. At that time
we proposed that the Committee could usefully address the question of institutional and
administrative arrangements for an international seismic network to support a CTB
treaty. Australia attaches importance to the full participation by all States, and especi-
ally by all members of the CD, in the consideration of a CTB treaty. It remains the
established Australian position that work on the international seismic detection network
could usefully commence before the comprehensive test ban treaty is finalized. Once
more we commend our proposal to the consideration of the Committee in the context of
organizing its future work on CTB.

More generally on the question of verification procedures, my delegation concurs
with the view expressed in paragraph 19 of the trilateral report that the verification
measures being negotiated -- particularly the provisions regarding the international
exchange of seismic data, the committee of experts and arrangements for on-site
inspection —- break significant new ground in international arms limitation efforts and
will give treaty parties the opportunity to participate in a substantial and constructive
way in the process of verifying compliance with the treaty.
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CD/PV.97 pp.34-35 USA/Flowerree 5.8.80 CTB

Two delegations have suggested that there could be a moratorium on nuclear testing
pending the completion of the comprehensive test ban treaty. The United States delega-
tion would like, however, to explain the reason why a moratorium on nuclear testing,
which we recognize is strongly desired by many nations, does not seem to us to be a
good idea.

The United States has strongly and consistently held the view that a comprehensive
test ban, in order to promote stability and mutual confidence among its participants,
must be based on adequate measures of verification. A moratorium by definition would
not be based on such measures.

As the tripartite report shows, we are engaged in a detailed and technically
complex process of elaborating adequate verification provisions. Although we are confi-
dent that effective and mutually agreeable solutions can be achieved, a moratorium on
nuclear testing could seriously complicate efforts to develop satisfactory verification
arrangements. It could even have the effect of lengthening the negotiating process.

Therefore, while we understand the motivations of those who have called for a
moratorium, we believe the most direct route for arriving at our common goal -- that is,
earliest possible achievement of a comprehensive test ban that can truly promote mutual
confidence among its parties — is through the trilateral negotiations.

Some in this chamber have questioned whether verification problems are as complex
as the tripartite report and previous statements about the progress of the trilateral
negotiations would indicate. In the report on CTB prepared at the behest of the General
Assembly and circulated in the Committee as document CD/86, one of the conclusions
reached was that verification problems should no longer be an obstacle to reaching
agreement on'a CTBT. With due respect to the authors, however, I would like to point
out that their own discussion does not fully bear out this conclusion.

I would cite in particular paragraph 117 of the report. This paragraph points out
that the problems of verification of a comprehensive test ban necessarily differ in
important respects from those of the partial test ban treaty. The following paragraphs
of CD/86 go on in a dispassionate way to describe the complexities of the international
co-operative measures to detect and identify seismic events, national seismic stations
and on-site inspection. In this connexion, the three CTB negotiating parties stated, in
paragraph 13 of their report to the CD, that:

"Such [verification] measures in the treaty itself, and the additional
measures under negotiation to facilitate verification of compliance with
the treaty, must first be agreed in principle, and then drafted in detail,
which is of course a laborious process. It must be done with care because
the implementation of these measures will have important impact not only
on ensuring compliance with the treaty, but also on political relations
among its parties." ’

If further expert opinion on this subject is desired, I would cite a statement of the
Chairman of the Group of Seismic Experts, Dr. Ericsson, at the informal meeting the
Committee held with experts on 18 July. In reply to a question Dr. Ericsson stated that
there was a considerable difference between the current detection and identification
capabilities and those envisaged by the Group.

In any event, we must bear in mind that even after a common understanding is
reached on principles, achieving agreement on the vital details of such a highly complex
and unprecedented undertaking is far from easy. Without agreement on the specifics,
agreement in principle would be meaningless.
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CD/PV.97 pp.37-38 UK/Summerhayes 5.8.80 CW,VER

The first of the situations to which I would draw attention concerns the BW
Convention. At the time of the negotiation of the Convention in 1972, biological
weapons were regarded not only as offending humanitarian instincts but also as unreli-
able and indeed probably uncontrollable. In consequence the BW Convention was founded
largely on trust. Although some welcome amendments were proposed by Sweden and
supported by a number of countries, including my own, at the recent Review Con-
- ference, the effectiveness of the Treaty still depends in large measure on confidence
that parties to the Treaty will comply with its provisions. As a depositary of the BW
Convention, the United Kingdom is anxious that its provisions should not be undermined.
Our concern was therefore aroused by reports of an outbreak of anthrax at Sverdlovsk
in April 1979. The official explanations offered by the Soviet authorities for the event
have been unconvincing and self-contradictory. They have in our view fallen short of
the co-operative attitude that seems necessary if the consultative provisions of article
V are to have practical meaning. The United States authorities have let it be known
that they will continue to seek clarification of the incident. My Government shares this
concern and hopes that the Soviet Government will yet provide an explanation which
will satisfy world opinion.

The second situation to which I think it necessary to refer concerns the many
reports apparently pointing to the use of lethal or incapacitating weapons last year and
this year in south-east Asia and Aifghanistan, and even more lately in a country of
Africa. Unfortunately the Geneva Protocol contains no mechanism providing adequately
for its implementation or for the verification of any reports of use of CW. In the view
of my Government, the very least that the international community should now do is to
arrange ad hoc for an impartial investigation of the reports to which I have referred. A
situation in which reports of this nature remain unverified one way or the other, for
months on end, demonstrates the importance of relating verification provisions to the
scope of a CW ban. It will be evident that the unresolved doubts about the Sverdlovsk
incident must have implications for our attitude to a CW convention. So have the
reports of use of CW in south-east Asia and Afghanistan. They strengthen our view that
trust has to be supplemented by verification of compliance in important arms control
agreements,

My third example demonstrates a different point. It concerns allegations made about
my own country, in connexion with chemical weapons. Much to our surprise, it has been
variously alleged in statements broadcast from Moscow Radio or published by the TASS
news agency in the course of this year that stores of nerve gas are held in the United
Kingdom, and that the United Kingdom is engaged in the production of lethal chemical
agents and is testing bacteriological weapons. These allegations are completely untrue
and one wonders what purpose they were designed to serve, particularly coming from a
country which is known to possess a large stockpile of chemical warfare agents as well
as the means of delivery of these agents. My authorities were among those who, like the
Federal German authorities, gave an invitation to CW experts to visit their country last
year. We did not do this in order to hide anything. On the contrary, experts from
member countries of the CD were able to visit the only nerve agent plant we had
previously operated in the United Kingdom and to see how a plant of this kind could be
and had been dismantled. I would merely wish to point out in this way that my Govern-
ment showed openness in the matter, and that is what we wish others also would do.

I hope that in my remarks I have conveyed the sense of active importance which my
Government attaches to the problem of the verification of international agreements. We
do not believe that wide-ranging but vague and unverifiable proposals offer a realistic
route to progress in arms control. There are proposals before the Committee which
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purport to offer ways towards progress on a number of difficult arms control issues
without fully addressing the important and still fundamental problem of verification. We
believe that under no circumstances can States have confidence in an agreement on
issues central to their security without having adequate means of verification. It is our
belief that the work of the Canadian, French and Netherlands delegations and others
should form the basis for further study in this field next year. Perhaps our negotiations
then could include an attempt to define the type of verification provisions necessary in
specific types of arms control agreements to ensure that all States can have confidence
in them, thus tackling one of the central problems in the disarmament process.

World-wide confidence in the arms control process is today at a rather low ebb. It
will be through the formulation and adoption of adequate and appropriate measures of
verification that States will acquire the necessary confidence to allow them to see arms
control as the best route to genuine security.

CD/PV.97 pp.43-44 India/Venkateswaran 5.8.80 CTB

As already pointed out in my last statement, we are convinced that a sound basis
for formulating a treaty on the prohibition of nuclear weapon testing already exists.
This applies not merely to the three negotiating partners but is valid in the larger
context as well. Verification methods that already exist provide a reasonable basis for
ensuring compliance with the treaty. What is required now is the necessary political will
to negotiate such a treaty in good faith. As a measure of this political will we see no
reason why as a first step a complete moratorium on further nuclear-weapon testing by
all nuclear-weapon States cannot be declared forthwith.

I may point out that a moratorium was in fact in existence for a short period in the
late 1950s; so the idea is not a new one. The necessity for verification does not imply
that nuclear-weapon testing must go on. Lack of adequate verification, if that is indeed
the present state of affairs, may delay a treaty being worked out. However, it seems to
my delegation to be quite another thing to say that, pending adequate verification
measures, nuclear-weapon testing must go on. My delegation therefore reiterates its
position, notwithstanding the argument advanced against it by the distinguished repre-
sentative of the United States of America, which we feel is far outweighed by the bene-
ficial impact such a moratorium would have both psychologically and in practical terms
in the conclusion of a CTBT.

While the three negotiators have agreed that there will be national technical means
of verification, with the possibility of on-site inspections by mutual agreement, they
have also underlined the important role that a global seismic monitoring network could
play in the verification of compliance with the treaty. However, we are a little puzzled
by the assertion that the three negotiating parties have agreed that "the treaty will
also contain a provision permitting any two or more treaty parties, because of special
concerns or circumstances, to agree by mutual consent upon additional measures to
facilitate verification of compliance with the treaty". To our mind, any treaty which is
negotiated must have verification measures that are applicable to all State parties to
the treaty. The same rules must apply to all. We would be grateful therefore for further
clarification on this point from the trilateral negotiators. What, for example, could be
the special concerns or circumstances in which additional venflcatlon measures may be
required to ensure compliance among themselves?
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CD/PV.97 Pp.45-47 Sweden/Norberg 5.8.80 CTB

The trilateral report states that the negotiating parties have agreed that the treaty
should prohibit any nuclear-weapon test explosion in any environment and contain a
protocol establishing a moratorium for PNEs. Sweden welcomes this approach. The
Swedish delegation also shares the view expressed in the trilateral report that a
comprehensive treaty should not affect obligations assumed by parties under other
relevant international agreements.

Obviously, the scope of the treaty has a bearing on the question of treaty verifica-
tion. - The discussion so far on CTBT verification has been entirely focused on the
monitoring of underground nuclear explosions. In view of the fact that the 1963 Partial
Test Ban Treaty contains no verification procedures it might in this context be appro-
priate to consider international verification arrangements also for atmospheric explo-
sions.

An international treaty where all amendments and decisions adopted at review
conferences must be subject to the agreement of all permanent members of the United
Nations Security Council parties to the treaty could hardly gain widespread international
support. Those countries which are continuing their testing and development of nuclear
weapons have a special responsibility to achieve nuclear disarmament. Sweden, however,
fails to see why these countries should be entitled to a special veto right under a CTB
treaty. The international community is unlikely to accept such discrimination.

Sweden has often maintained that CTBT must include an international verification
system and we have in various ways actively promoted the establishment of an interna-
tional seismic monitoring system. The Seismic Ad hoc Group has outlined the structure
of such a system. _

We note with satisfction that the negotiating parties have agreed on provisions for
the establishment of such an international monitoring system. It is of great importance
that this system will be efficient. This can be achieved by the active participation of a
large number of countries. :

The international system will need the service of international data centres to give
all parties to the treaty equal possibilities to benefit from high-quality, globally-
collected data in their verification of the treaty. The Swedish Government has in this
connexion repeatedly stated its readiness to establish, operate and finance such an
international centre in Sweden.

The trilateral report states that a committee of experts should be established for
reviewing the operation of the international monitoring system and to consider improve-
ments and technical developments that have a bearing on the treaty. The committee will
also serve as a forum for exchange of technical information and for promoting the
effectiveness of the verification system. Sweden shares the view that such an organiza-
tion should be set up to oversee the ongoing operation of the international verification
system and to provide a forum for discussion of any technical item that might arise from
the operation of this system.

The trilateral report also suggests that this committee of experts be responsible for
developing detailed arrangements for the establishment of the system. In the Swedish
view, this work cannot wait until the treaty is in force. It should start immediately so
that the verification system can be in operation at the time when the treaty enters into
force. The Ad hoc Seismic Expert Group should be entrusted with this task and should,
therefore, have its mandate expanded accordingly.

The negotiating parties have furthermore agreed on other co-operative measures.
These include direct consultations, exchange of inquiries and responses and also on-site
inspections on challenge. Sweden welcomes the progress made on these matters.
However, the elaboration of provisions and procedures for such international consulta-
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tions and exchange of inquiries as well as modalities and technical arrangements for
on-site inspections will no doubt be time-consuming and tedious. Therefore this work
should start in the CD without further delay. This requires, however, that the trilater-
ally agreed text on this item be made available.

The so-called national seismic stations to be set up in the countries participating in
the trilateral negotiations are supposed to be established under separate agreement
restricting the availability of the data from these stations. The Swedish delegation fails
to see why such data, which technically are comparable to other seismic data collected
within the international verification system should not be made generally available. In
our opinion it would be beneficial to all parties if these data were to be included in the
international data exchange.

It is important to bear in mind that the treaty that the CD has been requested to
negotiate should be a truly international CTBT. There is, therefore, an urgent need to
start multilateral negotiations on those parts of the forthcoming treaty where such
negotiations could well prove meaningful already today. One such area is, for instance,
the above-mentioned procedures and provisions for international consultations and
inquiries and the modalities and technical arrangements for international on-site inspec-
tion on challenge. Here we feel that the CD could start negotiations immediately.
Another area is the detailed specifications of the international seismic monitoring
system and the tasks and procedures for the committee of experts. The Seismic Ad hoc
Group would, in the Swedish view, provide an appropriate forum for this work. To this
end we urge the negotiating parties to make available the agreed text on these areas
and other relevant information. These are but some preliminary comments on the
trilateral report. Sweden may revert to the matter as soon as it has been possible to
study the report in greater detail.

. CD/PV.98 ° p.2% Japan/Okawa 7.8.80 CTB

In the very important field of verification, the Japanese delegation can support in
principle an international verification system centering on an international exchange of
seismic data, a committee of experts, and provisions for on-site inspections when agreed
upon. We are pleased to note that the recommendations of the Ad hoc Group of Scien-
tific Experts established under the CCD and continuing its work under the Committee on
Disarmament will be drawn upon in connexion with the establishment and operation of
the international exchange of seismic data.

We also note that it will be the committee of experts that will be responsible for
developing detailed arrangements for establishing and operating the international
exchange. However, if the committee of experts is to hold its first meeting "not later
than ninety days after the entry into force of the treaty", as is stated in paragraph 17
of the report, one is given the feeling that the international exchange of seismic data
will not be put into operation for quite some time even after the entry into force of the
treaty. This prospect causes concern to my delegation. In this connexion I wish to recall
that the Japanese delegation has referred in the past to the need to elaborate the
detailed arrangements for the international exchange well in time for the entry into
force of the treaty. I also recall the Australian proposal that the administrative aspects
of the international exchange could be examined by the Committee on Disarmament to
prepare the ground for the international exchange when the treaty enters into force.

In view of the fact that the Soviet Union and the United States are by far the
largest of the nuclear-weapon States, the additional measures to facilitate verification
that the three negotiating parties have agreed to develop for themselves, as mentioned
in paragraph 20 of the report, as well as the envisaged exchange of supplemental
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seismic data among the three parties, as mentioned in paragraph 22, can be regarded as
a realistic approach to the comprehensive test ban. My delegation strongly hopes,
however, that the negotiation of such additional measures will not delay even further
the conclusion of the trilateral negotiations as a whole.

CD/PV.98 p.36 Belgium/Onkelinx 7.8.30 Cw

, Belgium is prepared to associate itself with any effort undertaken to improve the
possibilities of investigation.

The prohibition of the use of bacteriological and chemical weapons, as set forth in
the 1925 Geneva Protocol, is unfortunately not accompanied by an investigation and
verification procedure. The following two paths are open to us in seeking to make good
this omission:

Either to begin consultations among the States Parties to the Protocol with a view
to supplementing it by the adoption of new provisions on investigation and verification
concerning the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons, since the 1972 Convention
on Bacteriological Weapons does not refer to the use of these weapons;

Or else, in the case of chemical weapons, to consider extending the proposed scope
of the future convention on the prohibition of the development, production and stock-
piling of chemical weapons. If the prohibition were to extend to the use of these
weapons, the international community would then have at its disposal, in the event of
allegations of use being made, the general provisions of the treaty concerning investiga-
tion and verification. : ~

In this connexion, I should like to stress how sympathetic the Belgian authorities
have been to the proposal of Canada for the creation of an international verification
control agency for an agreement on the prohibition of chemical weapons.

The two approaches to which I have referred should be the subject of consultations
both in the Committee and in the General Assembly. If one or the other were to receive
a positive response, it would then be possible to remove from international disputes an
issue which is a source of concern to all and which serves to undermine the climate of
trust without which fruitful relations among States are difficult to envisage.

CD/PV.98 p.38 India/Venkateswaran 7.8.80 RW

Both in regard to articles I and IV of the draft treaty presented by the United
States and the USSR, we are of the view that there should be an explicit reference to
transfer of radiological weapons as well, and the scope of the treaty should specifically
also cover transfer.

Article Il of the draft treaty is also ambiguous in nature. Its language seems to
suggest that the scope of the treaty is open-ended and extends beyond radiological
weapons. Therefore, either this article should be drafted in a more precise manner so
that it is clear what is intended, or it may be deleted altogether.

With respect to article V of the joint United States-USSR draft we feel that it is
necessary to introduce the words "any radioactive material or" before the words
"sources of radiation" so as to complete the meaning of this article and to bring it into
conformity with article II.

Our final comment today concerns article VII of the draft United States-USSR treaty
on radiological weapons. We have already commented on this article before, and have
expressed our inability to accept a specific reference to the Treaty on the Non-Prolifer-
ation of Nuclear Weapons to which we, as well as many other countries, are not parties.
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We, therefore, propose that article VII should be reformulated as follows:
"Nothing in the Treaty shall be interpreted as detracting from the obliga-
tions assumed by any State under any other international treaty or other
existing rules of international law governing an armed conflict."

My delegation would like to reiterate its willingness to participate, in a construc-
tive manner, in the multilateral negotiations in the CD to formulate a treaty prohibiting
radiological weapons. However, it is necessary that the views held by my delegation, as
also those held by other delegations represented here, are adequately taken into account
while drafting the final treaty text. While we appreciate the work already accomplished
in this regard by the delegations of the United States of America and the USSR, we are
of the opinion that the draft presented by them is capable of being refined and modified
in a manner that will take into account the concerns expressed by delegations here. In
this spirit we look forward to participating actively in multilateral negotiations on
radiological weapons during the 1981 session of the Committee on Disarmament.

CD/PV.107 pp.8-9 Sri Lanka/Palihakkara 17.2.81 CTB

As regards our agenda, the first item on it for the 198l session is the nuclear test
ban, a subject which has been under consideration in various forums for more than 25
years and on which the General Assembly has adopted more than 40 resolutions, reflect-
ing the international community's impatience over the failure on the part of nuclear-
weapon States to conclude a comprehensive test-ban treaty. This was in spite of the
undertaking to seek the achievement of "the discontinuance of all test explosions of
nuclear weapons for all time" given by three nuclear-weapon States in the partial
test-ban Treaty, which was reiterated again in the non-proliferation Treaty of 1968.
One need hardly stress the utmost importance of a comprehensive test-ban treaty
_towards preventing qualitative improvements in existing nuclear weapons and the
development of new types of weapons as well as maintaining a viable non-proliferation
régime. As regards the so-called inadequacy of existing verification measures relating to
monitoring of test explosions, the international community will no longer believe that to
be a major obstacle or an excuse for further delay in embarking on negotiations towards
a CTBT. Suffice it to mention here that the General Assembly, at its thirty-fifth
session, recalled in resolution 35/145A, a resolution which was co-sponsored by Sri
Lanka, "that all the technical and scientific aspects of the problem have been so fully
explored that only a political decision is now necessary in order to achieve final agree-
ment, that when the existing means of verification are taken into account, it is difficult
to understand further delay in achieving agreement on an underground test ban and that
the potential risks of continuing underground nuclear-weapon tests would far outweigh
any possible risks from ending such tests". Resolution 35/145B requests the Committee
on Disarmament to take the necessary steps, including the establishment of a working
group, to initiate substantive negotiations on a comprehensive test-ban treaty as a
matter of the highest priority, which the Group of 21 has been emphasizing time and
again in this Committee. It is to be hoped that the nuclear-weapon States will contri-
bute to the consensus necessary to establish an ad hoc working group on a CTBT, a
contribution which will no doubt give some credibility to nuclear-weapon States'
commitment to disarmament and also to the role of the Committee on Disarmament as
the single multilateral body for disarmament negotiations.
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CD/PV.108 p.6 Yugoslavia/Vrhunec 19.2.81 CTB

We are witnessing the negotiations under way between the United States of
America, the USSR and the United Kingdom and from time to time also have the possi-
bility of obtaining reports on the development of their negotiations. What we have heard
so far may sound encouraging but does not mean too much in practical terms. No
progress has been made and the reconciliation of the positions of the three nuclear-
weapon Powers is extremely slow. In our opinion the tripartite negotiations should not
be an obstacle for parallel work both here and there with regard to an international
convention on a comprehensive nuclear test ban. These are two complementary actions
which must take place simultaneously and for which the only important thing is that
they are both conducted towards a successful solution. It is our assessment that the
standstill in the negotiations and the unresolved problems between the nuclear-weapon
Powers primarily rest with the problem of verification. However, in several reports of
the Ad Hoc Expert Group on Seismic Events it is clearly indicated that verification
problems can be overcome successfully if there is a desire to do so. That is why we
think that we should embark upon the road of a more comprehensive consideration of
the nuclear test ban, for which the Committee, apart from the trilateral negotiations, is
both competent and responsible. Full use should be made of the fact that we are
prepared, as members of the Committee, to give our full contribution to the settlement
of this issue. According to our statements, we all aim to achieve the same goal and this
is the halting of the nuclear arms race. We should, therefore, all give an adequate
contribution to this end.

The Yugoslav delegation considers as fundamental the question of a corresponding
political will to arrive as soon as possible and comprehensively at a consensus regarding
the adoption of an international agreement on a nuclear test ban. If such political will
is not shown immediately, in both options of the negotiations, one can rightfully cast
doubt upon statements to that effect or remarks of the nuclear-weapon Powers in which
these countries expressed the will to endeavour for the cessation of the nuclear arms
race. The expressed desire does not mean much by itself if it is not really implemented
and if it is not accompanied by adequate behaviour that will assure all of us that there
is readiness for the undertaking of corresponding action.

CD/PV.108 pp.10-11 India/Venkateswaran 19.2.81 CTB

It is our view that the negotiation of a treaty prohibiting nuclear-weapon testing is
today essentially a political problem. Adequate technical means of verification already
exist to ensure compliance with the provisions of the treaty. This has been stressed
once again in the report on the subject by the United Nations Secretary-General which
stated, inter alia: "Verification of compliance no longer seems to be an obstacle to
reaching agreement". The risks involved in the possibility of surreptitious testing of
nuclear warheads of less than 2 to 3 kilotonnes would be far outweighed by the
increased security that would result for all States due to a qualitative restraint on the
nuclear arms race and the increased sense of confidence and mutual trust that such a
prohibition would bring about in relations among States. We must not forget that any
further delay in the conclusion of such a treaty may well make our efforts in that
direction irrelevant. As in other areas of weapons technology, the regrettably slow pace
of disarmament negotiations is always in danger of being outstripped by the speed of
technological change. One must reflect over the very real possibility that the verifica-
tion system available to us today to enforce compliance with a prohibition of nuclear-
weapon testing at the present level of technology may be the best we may ever get.




63

Further advance in such technology may soon make satisfactory verification technically
1mp0551ble, if we continue to drag our feet. We therefore appeal to the countries which
continue to insist on a foolproof verification system, to display a sense of pragmatism
and political wisdom in dealing with this issue of concern to all of us. If, however, the
parties engaged in trilateral negotiations feel that there is inadequate appreciation of
the problems involved in this respect, surely the blame must lie with them for not
providing this Committee with adequate information in order to enable it to form a
proper judgement.

During the 1980 session of the Committee on Disarmament, the Group of 21 strongly
urged the setting up without delay of an ad hoc working group to undertake multilateral
negotiations on the complete cessation of nuclear weapons testing in all environments.
We regret that it was not possible to achieve a consensus on this proposal last year. It
is our earnest hope that those delegations which earlier expressed reservations about
this proposal will heed the call of the international community and join the mainstream
of opinion in this Committee in agreeing to the immediate setting up of such a working
group during this present phase of the Committee's deliberations.

A suggestion has been made that such an ad hoc working group should begin its
work with a limited mandate which would focus on the institutional and administrative
steps necessary for establishing, testing and operating an international seismic monitor-
ing network and effective verification system. My delegation cannot agree to such a
limited and narrow approach, for the following reasons. Firstly, the verification system
that would be adopted in relation to a comprehensive test-ban treaty cannot be
predetermined. The nature of the verification system would depend upon the kind of
treaty which we are able to negotiate in a multilateral context within this Committee.
Secondly, the details of an international seismic monitoring network which would form
part of the verification system of a future comprehensive test-ban treaty is already the
subject of intensive discussion with the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts on Seismic
Events set up 'under the aegis of this Committee. The Committee on Disarmament, on
"the other hand, is a political body, and must function and be seen to function as such,
although it may be assisted in its work by technical experts. As in the case of our
negotiations on chemical weapons or radiological weapons, we should get down to
concrete work on a comprehensive test-ban treaty, bringing in experts whenever we feel
it necessary to advise us on various aspects or elements of the treaty, including those
relating to verification.

In conclusion, I would once again reiterate a suggestion that has been made by my
delegation several times in the past. We have recommended that pending the conclusion
of a truly universal and comprehensive treaty prohibiting nuclear weapons testing,
nuclear-weapon States should immediately agree to an indefinite moratorium on their
nuclear weapons tests. Such a moratorium would help to convince the international
community that nuclear-weapon States are indeed serious in their commltment to the
eventual goal of nuclear disarmament.

CD/PV.108 p.22 GDR/Herder 19.2.81 CTB

Some delegations have expressed the view that the Committee should concentrate on
the institutional and administrative measures which are necessary for an international
seismic monitoring network and for an effective verification system. These questions are
no doubt of great importance. However, they cannot be discussed separately from the
basic question, namely, the scope of the treaty. As to the scope, the German Demo-
cratic Republic holds the view that all nuclear-weapon tests of all nuclear-weapon
States have to be prohibited. We would be interested in listening to the views of all the
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nuclear-weapon States on this idea.

Like other delegations, we attach great importance to effective measures of verifi-
cation of compliance with a future CTBT. But under no circumstances should the verifi-
cation issue serve as a pretext for delaying the conclusion of such a treaty. We reject
any attempt to look endlessly for new verification "shortcomings" in order to block the
way to a comprehensive test ban. Of course, as was already said, verification cannot be
foolproof. However, the national technical means of verification existing nowadays, a
system of international exchange of seismic data to be established and certain pro-
cedures of international co-operation, including on-site verification on a voluntary basis,
would ensure to a sufficient extent compliance with a corresponding treaty. My delega-
tion fully shares the view expressed on 3 February in this Committee by Mrs. Thorsson,
the distinguished representative of Sweden, that the likelihood of the detection of
clandestine nuclear-weapon tests is very high, and that the existing verification means
are adequate. We must ask the opponents of a nuclear-weapon test ban: is not the risk
of a violation of the treaty much less than the threat caused by the absence of such a
treaty? .

Concluding my statement, I should like to make some brief remarks on the activities
of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider International Co-operative
Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events. Its progress report (CD/150) presented
last week shows that the Group has worked intensively. Valuable findings have been
made as to a number of detailed problems, which eventually will be auspicious for estab-
lishing an international monitoring network within the framework of a treaty on the
complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests. In particular we support the
demand expressed in the report for the inclusion of additional seismic stations located in
the southern hemisphere in the global network. This would increase considerably the
effectiveness of such a system. It goes without saying that a global system for interna-
tional co-operative measures to detect and identify seismic events could be established
only after the conclusion of a CTBT. In our view the seismic Group constitutes the
appropriate framework for a more comprehensive consideration of the administrative and
institutional aspects of a global data exchange. Progress towards the solution of the
essential questions of a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-
weapon tests would make it possible to specify the mandate in this respect and to
enhance further the role of the Group.

CD/PV.109 p.7 Japan/Okawa 24,2.81 CTB

The distinguished Ambassadors of Nigeria and India, among others, have urged the
delegations of the three countries participating in the tripartite negotiations to respond
to the questions which were put to them by many delegations towards the end of the
session last year in connection with the tripartite report contained in document CD/130.
I associate myself with that request and hope that the early resumption of the tripartite
talks will facilitate their responding to that request. My own delegation raised a number
of points in the statement I made in the Committee of 7 August last, among which was
my delegation's concern that the international exchange of seismic data will not be put
into operation for quite some time even after the entry into force of the treaty. This
concern was revived the other day when I heard the distinguished Ambassador of the
German Democratic Republic say that "It goes without saying that a global system for
international co-operative measures to detect and identify seismic events could be
established only after the conclusion of a CTBT". My delegation continues to feel that
the detailed arrangements for the international exchange should be elaborated before
the entry into force of the treaty. We also maintain that a global experimental exercise
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of the exchange system should be implemented in advance of the entry into force of the
treaty so that we can be certain that it will work effectively and that it can be put
into operation immediately after the treaty enters into force. We find it difficult to
understand why one of the tripartite negotiators which has expressed its support for the
establishment of the CTB working group is reluctant to take part in such a global
experimental exercise, and did not find it possible to participate even in the recent trial
exchange that was conducted on a regional basis in October and November 1980. I
reiterate my delegation's hope that all countries represented in the Ad Hoc Group of
Scientific Experts will be able to participate in future trial exchanges and also in an
experimental exercise on a global scale that would greatly contribute to the smooth and
immediate implementation of the exchange system upon the entry into force of the
treaty. .

Finally, I am instructed to reiterate my Government's interest in seeing all States
voluntarily refraining from all nuclear-test explosions, including all nuclear explosions

for peaceful purposes, during the period prior to the conclusion of a comprehensive
test-ban treaty.

CD/PV.110 p.40 USSR/Issraelyan 26.2.81 CTB

Some delegations in the Committee on Disarmament have expressed a certain
misunderstanding of the position of the Soviet Union as regards the testing of an inter-
national global network to detect and identify seismic events. The question is sometimes
asked why the Soviet Union is in favour of establishing such a network only after a
treaty banning nuclear-weapon tests has been concluded and not in the immediate
future. Let us ask frankly what is this network required for? The answer is, to verify
compliance with the treaty. And if there is no treaty? Let us suppose for a moment that
we fail to reach agreement on such a treaty, then what will be the use of establishing
such a network, spending huge sums of money on it and carrying out an extremely
expensive global testing of it to boot? And will this not be a weakening factor, will it
not cause States to slacken their efforts to achieve a complete prohibition of nuclear-
weapon tests?

We sometimes have the impression that certain delegations instead of mobilizing all
their energies and efforts towards the attainment of a treaty with the participation of
the five nuclear-weapon Powers, are directing them at a secondary matter and exagger-
ating the importance of the difficulties of ensuring in the future the reliable operation
of a global international network. We are anxious that there should be no doubts as to
the position of the USSR in this regard and that it should be clear to everyone that we
see the network as being useful once the treaty banning nuclear-weapon tests is in
existence. At the same time, we want to emphasize that we are not against a considera-
tion of the institutional and administrative steps necessary for the establishment, testing
and operation of an international global network for the detection of seismic events.
This issue also could be considered within the framework of the proposed working group.
Of course, the network itself could be established only after a treaty on the complete
and general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests has been concluded.

CD/PV.112 p.16 Kenya/Shitemi 5.3.81 CTB
Since its establishment in 1976, the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider

International Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events has submitted
several reports to this Committee in the hope that they could contribute to the solution
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of the verification question.

The General Assembly has, through its numerous resolutions, called upon all the
nuclear-weapon States to refrain from conducting any testing. That the Assembly
attaches the highest priority to this question is indicated in paragraph 50 of the Final
Document of the special session devoted to disarmament and in its latest resolution,
35/46, in which it called upon the Committee on Disarmament to exert all efforts in
order that a draft comprehensive nuclear-test-ban treaty may be submitted to the
General Assembly no later than at its second special session devoted to disarmament to

be held in 1982,

Since the beginning, the discussions on this question have been faced by three
problems which the nuclear-weapon States appeared to have had difficulties in resolving
satisfactorily, namely, the questions of whether the adoption of a comprehensive
test-ban should be made contingent upon the participation of all nuclear-weapon States,
the control of the conduct of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes under a ban, and
that of effective means of verification. It is the understanding of my delegation that
the first two problems have been solved and that the only major remaining issue is that
of verification.

Without dwelling on this subject any longer, I think it would not be unreasonable to
conclude that the question of the nuclear test-ban has been discussed exhaustively and
that any further deliberations of a general nature will not contribute or even improve
the work already done. What we need at this juncture is political will to begin concrete
negotiations on the subject in the hope that we will have a draft ready to submit to the
Assembly at its second special session on disarmament. We strongly urge the members of
this Committee to show their good-will to facilitate the establishment of the two ad hoc
working groups, on a nuclear test-ban and on the cessation of the nuclear arms race and
nuclear disarmament. We have already expressed our support for the formation of these
ad hoc working groups in all our earlier interventions in plenary meetings of this
Committee.

We very much hope that the collective stand on this subject taken by the Group of
21 will be heeded.

CD/PVv.1 13 p.21 Pakistan/Ahmad 10.3.81 ND

Finally, the question of verification will assume special importance in the context of
multilateral negotiations on nuclear disarmament. At present, reasonably effective
measures of verification are available to only two or three advanced States. For
instance, the SALT II agreement provides for some novel techniques to ensure com-
pliance, such as non-interference with national means of verification. The question
arises as to how such measures for effective verification can be developed at the inter-
national level. In this context, the proposals for the International Satellite Monitoring
Agency and the seismic monitoring system envisaged assume special importance.

CD/PV.113 pp.30-31 Norway/Holst 10.3.81 CTB

The technical issues are complex, especially those which related to verification.
However, the benefits of an agreement and the risks involved in violating such an agree-
ment should in my view now outweigh the technical obstacles to an agreement,

An adequate verification system is a necessary component in a total test-ban
regime, both in order to ensure compliance and to build confidence. It is precisely in
that area, concerning the question of an adequate verification system, that my country
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is making its contribution through the expertise and instrumentation provided by the
‘\lorweglan seismic array (NORSAR).

A major part of such a verification system will be an effectlve international
exchange of seismic data. In recent years most important progress has been made
towards the establishment of a system for international seismic data exchange by the Ad
Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider International Co-operative Measures “to
Detect and Identify Seismic Events. This Group was originally established by the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in July 1976 following a Swedish initia-
tive, and later maintained by the Committee on Disarmament. Norwegian scientists have
participated actively in the work of the Ad Hoc Group which, in its reports CCD/558
and CD/4#3, recommended the establishment of a global seismological system in order to
facilitate verification of a CTB. As the scientific secretary of the Ad Hoc Group, a
Norwegian scientist has been responsible for co-ordinating the technical activities of the
Group. Another Norwegian expert is currently heading one of five study groups set up
by the Ad Hoc Group with special responsibility for co-ordination of the groups' efforts
to achieve a flexible and efficient international exchange of seismic waveform data.

The seismological observatory NORSAR, which comprises more than 50 seismometers
distributed over the south-eastern part of Norway, has for more than 10 years been
recording signals from earthquakes and underground nuclear explosions. Experts from
many countries have participated in the research activities at NORSAR. These have
resulted in improved methods for distinguishing the signals of explosions from those of
earthquakes. This work has contributed to the technical feasibility of verifying a
comprehensive test-ban agreement. In my view Norway is in a position to make signifi-
cant contributions to the control system associated with such a treaty, by making
NORSAR data available for a global seismological system, and by assisting in the.scien-
tific evaluation of the recorded data in order to verify adherence to the treaty.

In his address to the United Nations General Assembly's first special session on
disarmament in 1978, the Norwegian Foreign MInister stated Norway's willingness to
make NORSAR available as one of the stations in a global seismic verification system to
monitor adherence to a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban agreement. NORSAR's detection
capability for several important areas of the world is superior to that of any other of
the seismic stations listed in document CCD/558.

During the past 10 years, Norwegian scientists have conducted extensive studies and
completed large-scale research projects relevant to the problem of the detection, loca-
tion and identification of underground nuclear explosions. Results from the most recent
research have been presented to the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts on Seismic
Events for inclusion in the Group's report.

Under the Ad Hoc Group's current mandate the following technical contributions
have been presented by Norwegian experts:

(1) Magnitude estimates of earthquakes and underground explosions. This study was
undertaken to obtain improved magnitude estimates at stations close to a given seismic
event. It is recommended that the currently used magnitude-correction factors should be
revised in order to obtain uniform determination of magnitude for earthquakes and
explosions.

(2) Identification of seismic phases from regional events. This study is based on data
from an experimental small array which has been in operation at NORSAR since 1979, It
is shown that seismic phases can be identified with high reliability from such an array,
by use of specially developed signal processing techniques.

(3) Location procedures for regional seismic events. This study describes a location
procedure for a small array that can provide location estimates for regional seismic
events with an error of less than 30 km. Such location data, although preliminary in
character, would be most useful for event definition when reported to the international
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data centres of a global surveillance network.

(#) Options for high-speed exchange of seismic waveform data. This study aims at
evaluating the possibilities of using modern data communication technology to achieve
fast and reliable exchange of seismic waveform data in digital form. The study recom-
mends that practical experiments be carried out in this connection. Norway is willing to
co-ordinate such experiments.

I understand that in its efforts to design a global surveillance system most of the
work of the Ad Hoc Group has been based on Currently available technology. In the
. coming years we hope to participate actively in upgrading such a global system to

- Include the most advanced communications and computer systems available.

CD/PV.117 pp.10-11 Sweden/Lidgard 24.3.81 Cw

On the question of verification, the reports from the bilateral negotiations have
unfortunately not been of very great help. We note, however, with satisfaction that
verification by challenge seems to be a concept which the bilateral negotiators have
accepted. It can also be safely assumed that everybody by now is entirely aware of the
crucial importance of a system of adequate verification. Laborious negotiations on this
subject are still ahead of us, and difficult political decisions may be required to arrive
at mutually and generally acceptable solutions. The will which so far has been shown in
the CD this year gives me, however, confidence that the problems will in the end be
overcome. The Swedish delegation attaches great importance to the role confidence-
building measures will play in this connection, already in the course of our negotiations.

The technical problems connected with verification will no doubt also require much
further work. I am referring both to such verification measures as may be required for
the control of the destruction of stockpiles, and to such measures as will subsequently
give assurance about compliance with the convention. The consultative committee, which
most probably will be set up under the convention, will have important tasks in that
connection. The complaints procedure will also have to be worked out carefully in order
to facilitate the handling of any problems that may arise,

Last year's report of the Working Group on Chemical Weapons as well as the
Group's continued work this year have shown that there is a convergence of views on
the substantive issues which is sufficiently broad for starting the actual elaboration of a
convention. As has been strongly emphasized by my delegation already long ago: the
Working Group should without delay be provided with a mandate to carry out such a
task in an appropriate way.

A well-known expert on chemical weapons, Julian Perry Robinson, commented upon
the negotiations on chemical warfare arms control in an article with that title a year
ago (Arms Control, Vol.l, May 1980, Number 1). He stated therein that the search for a
CW convention warranted wider and closer attention than it had so far attracted, not
least because of the precedents it could set for negotiations in other fields. First, he
said, the negotiating objective subscribed to by all of the participants is not a mere
reduction or ceiling, but a full-blown measure of disarmament. In accepting this objec-
tive, Governments are, according to his view, tacitly acknowledging that in some
circumstances arms control may serve not only as an adjunct but also as an alternative
to military strength as a determinant of security. Secondly, he continued, because of the
nature of CW weapons, success in the negotiations now appears contingent upon general
agreement to accept on-site inspection as a verification technique. Thirdly, a successful
outcome may also depend upon agreement that specific confidence-building measures
should play a concrete role in the régime to be established by the CW convention. The
author concluded with the remark that it may be no exaggeration, then, to view the Cw
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talks as a proving ground for the future of arms control.

Even if this last terminology may not be the first choice of everyone here, I think
we would all generally agree with his characterizations. There is no need for further
underlining the importance of our task.

CD/PV.117 p.21 Indonesia/Darusman 24.3.81 Cw

One of the weaknesses of the 1925 Protocol is the absence of a verification
machinery to ensure that the provisions of the instrument are complied with by the
parties to it.

As stated in the Indonesian working paper, CD/124, we support the idea of an inter-
national as well as a national system of verification for the new convention for all the
prohibited activities, namely, the development, production, stockpiling and use of
chemical weapons. As regards the international aspect of the verification system, a
variety of mechanisms has been proposed. My delegation will continue to co-operate
with other delegations in trying to arrive at an agreed machinery.

CD/PV.117 p.25 Denmark/Michaelson 24.3.81 Cw

As mentioned before, experiences with the 1925 Protocol -- and, I might add, the
Convention on biological weapons -- have proved that reliable verification procedures
are a must.

Adequate verification of a CW ban must cover the following areas in particular:

(a) Destruction of existing stocks of chemical weapons;

(b) Destruction or closing down of existing production facilities for such weapons;

(c) Control of current production of sensitive chemical agents to the extent neces-

sary for the observance of a production ban.

In a number of working papers and documents tabled in the CD it is anticipated that
the parties upon accession to a CW convention will be obliged to declare stocks and
means of CW as well as the means of production of chemicals covered by the conven-
tion. Further, the plans for the destruction of CW stockpiles and for the destruction or
dismantling of production facilities will have to be declared. I might add that Denmark
takes a special interest in the question of means and procedures for destruction with
regard to CW.

In view of the extremely complicated nature of the issues raised by verification of a
CW convention it is felt that consideration should be given to the development of
verification procedures which would involve the minimum element of intrusion. For the
time being it appears, however, that on-site inspections constitute the only fully effec-
tive means of verification. Accordingly, such visits require the expertise” of a highly
qualified international agency which can ensure that inspections are properly arranged
and carried out without unwarranted intrusion.

CD/PV.117 pp.26-28 Finland/Miettinen 24.3.81 cw

The main outstanding problems are questions pertaining to the scope, definitions,
criteria and verification. This is not surprising, since the same problems are equally
difficult in any arms control or other agreements. But as they have been solved
elsewhere they cannot be impossible here either.

In all these deliberations the problem of verifying compliance with an eventual
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treaty has often been on the forefront. Finland as a neutral country has a natural
interest in disarmament and has thus endeavoured to make its contribution also to the
efforts to solve this problem. As early as in 1972 Finland took a decision to create, on
a national basis, a chemical warfare control capacity for a possible future international
use. A working group of chemists has been employed to study analytical methods for
chemical warfare agents for the purpose of such a control capacity.

Against this background, Finland has tried to develop its project on the role of
instrumental analysis of chemical warfare agents and their verification. A working
document (CD/164) has been distributed today to the members of this Committee which
explains the present stage of the project we have under way. The project has been
conceived as a multipurpose one, both substantively and functionally. Substantively, the
planned control capacity could be used in three different verification activities: verifi-
cation of the destruction of stocks, of the non-production of chemical weapons, and of
alleged use. Functionally, the capacity could be used regardless of the modalities of
agreed verification. This means that it could be used for national verification or any
combination of national and international inspection; it could be used in connection with
an investigation ordered by an appropriate international authority, and finally it could
meet some of the concerns expressed by some developing countries about possible diffi-
culties in carrying out verification by their national means only.

The progress of the Finnish project has been described in working papers and hand-
books that Finland has annually presented to the CCD and the CD. These are listed in
the working document we are presenting today.

The Finnish project concentrates on the development of the methodology necessary
for a detailed trace analysis of any control samples that could be collected to verify a
ban of chemical weapons. After the development of satisfactory methodology and the
corresponding data bank, problems connected with the collection and preparation of
samples for analysis will be studied.

The first step in the Finnish project was to synthesize model nerve agents and
related chemical compounds, and examine their relevant properties with respect to
possible verification analyses. After that, the suitability of available instrumental tech-
niques for the identification of CW agents was studied. By using the most suitable
techniques, and selected repeatable measuring conditions, an initial data base was
recorded for about 150 agents and their degradation products. The selected techniques
were arranged in the form of a system of microanalytical methods, and this system was
proposed for consideration as a basis of international standardization of CW verification
analysis. The proposed system was published by the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of
Finland in 1979 and 1980 in the form of handbooks as referred to earlier (CD/14 and
CD/103).

The Finnish project has also trained several research workers in the field of CW
verification analysis. The head laboratory of the project is located at the Department of
Chemistry of the University of Helsinki but the research is carried out in close
co-operation with several other Finnish laboratories.

The primary goal of the first phase of the Finnish project was reached in summer
1980. It was a sensitive identification system for the most important supertoxic agents.
The goal of the next phase is the development of detailed procedures for sample
pre-preparation and quantitative organic determination on the trace level of known and
potential agents. Accurate methods are necessary for obtaining useful information also
on complex and metabolized sample matrices. Parallel with these studies, the Finnish
project concentrates on the automation of the verification analysis, including the
_development of automatic monitoring instrumentation. Automated verification analysis
makes possible sensitive monitoring of the prohibited chemicals alone, decreasing the
fear of revealing commercial and industrial secrets from industrial samples by unneces-
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sary revelation of other, peaceful compounds. The third future goal is the extension of
the original data base to any chemical compound relevant to a CW ban.

Detailed studies on sample collection can be initiated only after completing the
present methodological development of trace analysis. Such studies are, however, of
primary importance in preparing detailed instructions for sample collection for verifica-
tion analysis. Miniature field tests in the open air are necessary, and are being planned.
They will include experiments for remote monitoring of air and water.

During the eight years when the Finnish project has been functioning, the sensitivity
and specificity of analysis of organic chemical compounds has improved tremendously, by
many orders of magnitude. Ten years ago one had to be happy if one cpuld identify by
comparison a known substance of which only a millionth of a gram, 10 g, was present
in g\e sample. Today one can identif_xzand structurally elucidate unknown compounds in
1077, or — in favourable cases —- 107 ~g — amounts which means up to a_ril'tllion times
higher sensitivity. And there is Is}ill much room for improvement because 10 "~ g contains
a million times a million, or 10" "g, molecules of the average molecular weight of nerve
agents. It is quite possible and even probable that during the next 10 years the sensitiv-
ity of organic analysis will further increase by several orders of magnitude.

What was said above concerns the sensitivity of instrumental analysis. One can
further increase the sensitivity of the total, i.e. environmental analysis, by increasing
the size of the environmental sample. One can, for instance, instead of the customary
few litres of air pump many cubic metres, even thousands of cubic metres, of air
through a trap where the desired compounds are captured, and process the condensate
for analysis. The more complex the matrix -—- a condensate of air, clean surface water,
polluted water or a sample of soil, plant or animal tissue, etc. -- the more complicated
the preparation, enrichment and pre-fractionation of the sample. This is a vast and
demanding field which will require a lot of research in the coming years.

But soon it will be possible to identify any use of chemical agents in the open air
like field testing, anti-insurgency activities or chemical warfare -—- from distances of
hundreds or thousands of kilometres below the wind. If good meterological data are
available, as is today the case for large parts of the globe, a trajectory can be cal-
culated for the air package containing the agent and with known wind speeds its
approximate location of origin can be calculated. If satellite observations are available
from this region, an idea of the nature of the release may be formed.

The eight years' experience of the Finnish project shows that continuous research is
needed to keep the methodology of analysis of CW agents abreast of the rapid technical
development in instrumental technology. Even more demanding is the sample collection
and pre-treatment. However, soon it will be possible to verify any wide area use
(covering hectares) of CW agents in the open air from great distances but not produc-
tion or destruction of such agents in hermetic facilities or their stockpiling in hermetic
shelters. Verification of these activities will require on-site inspection, the terms of
which have to be defined in the convention. This is the political part of the total
problem of verification. Organo-analytical research cannot solve the political part of

the problem but it can guarantee that the samples can be adequately analysed if they
can be qbtained.

CD/PV.118 pp.8-9 FRG/Pfeiffer 26.3.81 Cw

First, the joint USSR-United States report on progress in the bilateral negotiations
on the prohibition of chemical weapons of 7 July 1980 (CD/112) states that both negoti-
ating parties "believe that the fulfilment of the obligations assumed under the future
convention must be subject to the important requirement of adequate verification".
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Secondly, the report of the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons to the
Committee on Disarmament of 4 August 1980 (CD/131/Rev.l) refers to a general conver-
gence of views among the delegations who participated in the discussion in recognizing
"the importance of adequate verification" and believing that "verification measures
should be commensurate with the scope of the prohibition and other aspects of a
convention”,

Unfortunately, there still seems to be a rather wide gap between those delegations
favouring an approach which primarily relies on national verification measures and those
which are of the view that verification should be essentially based on international
measures. This question will be further discussed in the Working Group but it is perti-
nent to express one important point already now: as long as the signature of a State
under a treaty is not sufficient to convince all parties that it is indeed observing all the
stipulations of the treaty -- and if this were not the case today and in the foreseeable
future, there would be no need for verification at all — so long will the signature of
the president of a national verification agency confirming that the State which employs
him is not cheating have just as little value. One may deplore this state of affairs, but
one. cannot deny it.

That is why my Government is firmly convinced that only international verification
measures can give States a credible assurance that a ban on chemical weapons is indeed
being observed by all parties. To be effective, however, such measures have to include
mandatory on-site inspections, which are, as of today, indispensible if a verification
body is to satisfy itself as to the non-existence of activities contrary to a convention.
My Government therefore welcomes the convergence of views, stated in the report of
the Working Group on Chemical Weapons, that on-site inspections under certain condi-
tions and procedures should be included in the convention. :

Under the Brussels Treaty of 1954, the Federal Republic of Germany renounced the
manufacture of chemical weapons. Since then, a special Treaty agency has verified the
observance of this commitment. Regular checks are being carried out in chemical plants
in the form of on-site inspections in order to verify that no substances which are classi-
‘fied as chemical weapons are produced. The experience of well over twenty years shows
that it is possible adequately to verify a ban on the production of chemical weapons
with reasonable means and without prejudice to the commercial interests of the
chemical industry.

My Government has, in a workshop which was held in the Federal Republic of
Germany in 1979, acquainted a group of 55 experts from 24 States with our experience
in the field of on-site verification. The results of this workshop have been submitted to
the Committee on Disarmament as a working paper (CD/37 of 12 July 1979). Some more
recent considerations were presented last year to the Ad Hoc Working Group on
Chemical Weapons as CD/CW/WP.5 entitled, "The impact of on-site inspections of
current civilian production on the chemical industry". Furthermore, my delegation had
the occasion to give a detailed account of the experience of the Federal Republic of
Germany in the field of on-site inspections in an informal meeting outside the purview
of the Working Group.

From the considerable interest with which these activities have met, we.infer a
growing appreciation of our position. We hope that the discussions in the Working Group
will lead to a further narrowing of the still existing gap between opinions on this
matter. ’

Let me come back to the connecting link -- which I mentioned earlier — between
the Geneva Protocol and a chemical weapons ban. My Government feels that this link
could be provided by an inclusion in the chemical weapons ban of a verification
procedure ensuring the observation of the Protocol. Considering the widespread recogni-
tion of the necessity of adequate verification and the fact that the Geneva Protocol
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does not, in fact, provide for any verification at all, such a provision should not pose
insuperable difficulties.
A verification mecahnism concerning the Geneva Protocol would, in particular, be of
importance in two events:
During the period necessary for the destruction of chemical weapons there
could be allegations that a State had used chemical weapons; these would
require verification.
After the expiration of this period there could be a need for verification
that States had not used any stockpiles which inadvertently or on purpose
had not been destroyed.
~ My delegation would welcome any suggestions which delegations might have
concerning this very preliminary proposal which I have just put forward. .

CD/PV.118 p.22 Canada/McPhail 26.3.81 Cw

I would therefore suggest that members now centre their efforts on an analysis of
adequate verification procedures and ways by which they could be implemented. These
questions remain major stumbling blocks. National experts who are with us can make an
important contribution to resolving them.

First and foremost amongst these questions is the form that verification will take
and the interrelationship between the concepts of international and national methods I
am tabling today (as CD/167), which will be distributed in all languages) a first step by
Canadian experts to consider some of the implications of this aspect. I trust that this
analysis in support of the Working Group's overall mandate will form a useful basis for
discussion.

Our preliminary analysis suggests that each signatory must maintain a national
verification group, and of course knowledge of its organization and responsibilities
would be most uséful. For nations without stocks of weapons and without production
facilities this national commitment would be very small.

There must be as well an international verification agency. Thoughts on this have
been advanced by a variety of nations in the past. Our analysis suggests that adequate
assurance to the international community should be achievable through available
resources. It is clear, however, that for certain activities some form of on-site inspec-
tion will have to be accepted to provide this assurance, since remote sensing by national
technical means will be insufficient.

I invite other members to comment and to build on this paper. Canada agrees with
the Chairman of the Chemical Weapons Working Group, Ambassador Lidgard, that
problems related to verification are not insurmountable and that ways can always be
found to deal with them.

CC/PV.118 p.25 China/Yu Peiwen 26.3.81 CW

The Chinese delegation, like many other delegations, has consistently favoured strin-
gent and effective international momtormg and verification measures for prohibiting
chemical weapons. We share the view expressed in working paper CD/106 put forward by
the French delegation that "it would be more dangerous for the security of the coun-
tries affected to prohibit the manufacture and possession of chemical agents and
weapons without providing means of verifying the strict application of the prohibition
than to have no agreement whatsoever." This is completely in accord with the actual
situation. The fact that the 1925 Geneva Protocol does not contain articles on
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complaint and verification procedures with regard to violations of the convention prohi-
biting the use of chemical weapons has resulted in no investigation and confirmation of
chemical weapons having been used in many wars and armed conflicts. This has
emboldened some countries to use chemical weapons unbridled.

In its working paper CD/102, the Chinese delegtion also clearly states that there
should be stringent and effective measures for international control and supervision to
ensure the strict implementation of the provisions of the convention. An appropriate
organ of international control should be set up for this purpose charged with the
‘responsibility of verifying the destruction of chemical weapon stockpiles and the
dismantling of facilities for their production. The organ should also be empowered to
investigate charges on the use of chemical weapons and on any other violations of the
convention. Appropriate measures should be spelled out to deal with verified cases of
violations of the convention with a view to bringing about their prompt cessation.
Moreover, the organ should provide strong assistance to imperilled contracting parties.

How then can the organ of international control be enabled to carry out "stringent
and effective" verification? In a statement which I made at the plenary meeting of the
Committee on Disarmament on 3 July 1980, I clearly stated the position of the Chinese
delegation: "In view of the uneven levels of scientific and technological development of
the contracting parties, there is a great disparity between the parties in verification
techniques and devices. If we depend on the parties themselves to monitor each other
with the verification devices which they possess, this could prejudice the effectiveness
and authoritativeness of such verification." Therefore, the organ of international control
"should have qualified experts and advanced and effective verification techniques and
devices to enable it to discharge the function of clear verification with which it is
charged. In this way all contracting parties will be subject to equal control thereby
ensuring the strict implementation of the convention." :

Many delegations attach very great importance to the question of on-site inspection,
and have put forward quite a number of specific proposals. The Chinese delegation is of
the view that in order to ensure strict implementation of the articles of a convention on
the complete prohibition and total destruction of chemical weapons, provision must be
made for certain necessary on-site inspection measures. For instance, there should be
international on-site inspection measures with regard to charges on the use of chemical
weapons, the destruction of chemical weapon stockpiles and the dismantling of facilities
for their production.

Various delegations have suggested three methods of dealing with the question of
production facilities for chemical weapons: dismantling, conversion to peaceful purposes
and shutting them down. We consider dismantling to be conducive to enhancing a sense
of security and trust between States and is the most appropriate method for dealing
with facilities for the production of chemical weapons. Converting them to peaceful
production and shutting them down are not ideal measures, since they would not only
make verification more difficult, but would also carry the potential risk of the facilities
being utilized again within a short period of time to renew production of chemical
weapons.

CD/PV.118 p.28 Brazil/De Souza E Silva 26.3.81 CW

Other issues currently under examination by the Working Group include the system
of measures designed to ensure compliance with the provisions of the convention
through a combination of national and international means of verification. Brazii
believes that an independent international control authority should be established under
the convention on an egalitarian basis, and entrusted with the administration of the
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international verification system. Its duties would include the compilation of data
provided to it by the national systems organized by each State party, the analysis and
circulation of such data to all States party, as well as co-operation and assistance to
the parties with regard to the national mechanism of control and verification. On-site
inspections, on a voluntary basis, could be performed by the international authority,
subject, in each case, to express agreement by the State party in question. Furthermore,
the international procedures of verification should be periodically reviewed, taking into
account new scientific and technological developments. The complaints procedure and
the mechanism of periodical review of the Convention should not result in discriminatory

arrangements; all States party to the instrument are entitled to equal treatment and
equal rights.

CD/PV.119 pp.13-17 USSR/Issraelyan 31.3.81 VER,CW

The question of verification is an important issue. It is well known that in the
course of the numerous negotiations on disarmament issues during the post-war period
the failure to agree on this particular question was the root cause of the lack of
success in the negotiations. We are more and more often facing a situation where the
question of verification acts as a brake, hampering the achievement of genuine results.
This applies, inter alia, to measures which could substantially limit the sphere of the
arms race, and in the first place the qualitative arms race, and reverse it. As a result
of the artificial magnification of the verification issues, the attainment of agreements is
rendered more difficult, if not impossible. Moreover, there have even been certain
attempts to take advantage of the verification issue by making use of the fact that
verification is linked with a multitude of complex technical, military and other questions
which are difficult for the general public to understand and can therefore be presented
in a light that is advantagaeous to a country which does not want the agreement in
question. .

The Soviet delegation feels it necessary to present certain general considerations on
the verification issue. First of all, we wish to recall certain basic approaches and
concepts relating to these matters, some of which in the past have undermined the
possibility of reaching agreements in the disarmament field.

What are these concepts? First and foremost, there is the concept which could be
expressed in the following words: first verification and then disarmament, that is,
essentially, the establishment of verification without disarmament. This concept was
widely and persistently advocated by our partners in disarmament negotiations at the
end of the 1940s and in the early 1950s. Some proposals which are being advanced even
now are in a certain measure an echo of this kind of approach which has turned out to
be unsound and has in the past led a number of disarmament negotiations to a deadlock.

Close to this concept is an approach which is based on the assumption that the
possibilities of verification determine the scope of an agreement in the disarmament
field. What is being suggested is to move from verification to disarmament, and not the
other way round -- from agreement on the scope of disarmament to control. Special
emphasis is laid on the extensive discussion of every possible technical detail of the
verification issues even when the principal questions regarding the scope of a specific
disarmament measure have not yet been defined and resolved. Thus, room is created for
manoeuvring in the negotiations. One issue is made dependent on another; one technical
problem gives rise to many others, and instead of the substantive resolution of major
issues, the negotations become mired down in fruitless and lengthy deliberations on
various technical questions.

The "arms control" concept has gained wide dissemination in the West. This concept
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plays a certain part in the implementation of some measures to restrain the arms race.
However, the great drawback of this concept is that control over existing armaments
takes the place of verification of disarmament. It would be possible, under this concept,
for things to reach the point where the development of new types of weaponry could be
interpreted as a positive factor. It must be observed, furthermore, that, under the
pretext of arms control, attempts have repeatedly been made to damage the defence
interests of the other side.

We wish particularly to speak of what might be called the "concept of distrust"
~which we quite frequently encounter in the Committee on Disarmament also. Under this
concept, every party to a convention is regarded as a potential violator of its provi-
sions, as one who will do everything possible to ensure that his neighbours ban and
destroy their weapons while he himself keeps his so that he can use them either for
deterrence or for a direct attack. On the basis of this approach, the significance of
intrusive international verification is being exaggerated in every possible way and
comprehensive, systematic and total international on-site inspections are being proposed,
while at the same time the effectiveness of the contemporary national means of verifi-
cation is being underestimated and neglected.

Let us examine what this concept of distrust can lead to, using as an example the
problem of the prohibition of chemical weapons.

As everyone knows, modern industrial chemical production is characterized by its
tremendous scale. Already now in some countries the number of enterprises amounts to
many thousands. Moreover, we are witnessing an extremely complex interlinkage of
chemical production with other branches of industry, in particular mechanical engineer-
ing. In these conditions, if we proceed on the basis of the concept of distrust, no matter
how much we expand and complicate the verification system, no matter how comprehen-
sive we strive to render it, we shall never reach the point at which we can be sure that
no uncertainties have been left concerning some important aspect or other of the activi-
ties of States related to the observance of all the provisions of a convention banning
chemical weapons. _

To take another example, in the debates on questions of the prohibition of chemical
weapons, mention has frequently been made of such chemicals as phosgene and hydrogen
Cyanide, which were used to fill munitions during the First World War. Incidentally,
these chemicals are also mentioned in the working paper by the Chinese delegation
which was distributed today. At the same time, their production for peaceful purposes
at present is measured in hundreds of thousands of tons. [t appears neither possible nor
advisable to restrict the use of phosgene and hydrogen cyanide for peaceful purposes.
Well, do we have now to place under control the entire production of these substances?
Or do we have to fill enterprises with hundreds and thousands of foreign inspectors?
And once again the same question arises: guided by the concept of distrust, can we be
sure that a suspect State is not using these chemicals for prohibited purposes?

One more example. Many delegations have rightly pointed to the need to destroy
chemical munitions and to end their development and production. Certainly, appropriate
provisions should be included in the future convention, but it is also clear that there are
probably nowhere in the world metalworking industries whose sole object is to produce
unfilled munitions exclusively and only for chemical weapons. What follows from this?
Would we really have to place under control all metalworking enterprises?

'Further, the nee;d to ver.if.y the destruction of chemical weapons stockpiles is
obvious. But what kind of verification, and in what forms? Let us suppose, for example,
that through the conduct of systematic international on-site inspections with the help of
a whole army of inspectors we manage to confirm accurately enough that States have
indeed destroyed the declared stocks of chemical weapons. But since these inspections
would be based on the concept of distrust, on a presumption of the inclination of States
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to cheat, then we would have to be consistent and assume that States would try not to
declare all the chemical weapons at their disposal. In that case, we may ask, what
would be gained by such verification of the destruction of the declared stocks?

There is also the question as to how it would be possible to check whether or not
this or that State was developing new types of chemical weapons, such as binary or
multicomponent weapons. In her book entitled The Game of Disarmament, Alva Myrdal
writes that it is virtually impossible to control binary weapons because their components
are not weapons as such until they are combined. Of course, binary weapons will be
subject to prohibition, but how will it be in this case? Do we have to ensure that all
chemical production is the subject of on-site verification involving a countless number
of inspectors? Obviously not.

Or again, for example, what about a situation where a State which is a potential
violator of the convention is preparing for a chemical war by using the production
capacities of its allies, which are not parties to the convention, or is using their terri-
tories for activities prohibited under the convention?

Many other examples could be given to demonstrate the unsoundness of the "concept
of distrust" and of the proposals it gives rise to regarding intrusive verification.

What, then, is the position of the Soviet Union on the question of verification? We
wish to stress that we are in favour of strict and effective international control. The
many proposals put forward by the Soviet Union with regard to the limitation of the
arms race and disarmament have always provided for some form of verification of the
implementation of the measure we have proposed. We are parties to agreements which
provide for both national and international measures of verification and some of them
envisage a combination of these.

I should like to point out that we have no reason for trusting others any more than
others trust us. The Soviet Union believes that the main function of a system for
ensuring compliance with disarmament agreements — of which verification is an integral
part — is to give the parties to these agreements assurance of their observance by
other parties, and- through the employment of certain forms of co-operation to facilitate
the resolution of questions in dispute thus ensuring the implementation by the States
parties in good faith of the obligations they have assumed and building confidence
between them. At the same time, the elaboration of specific forms of verification and
other elements of the system for ensuring compliance with the relevant agreements, so
that they fulfil their ultimate purpose, should be based on a number of important poli-
tical principles.

Certain basic principles underlying our approach to questions of verification may be
summarized as follows: (1) the conduct of verification should in no way prejudice the
sovereign rights of States or permit interference in their internal affairs; (2) verifica-
tion cannot exist without disarmament but must stem from a precise and clear agree-
ment on measures for the limitation of armaments and for disarmament; (3) the scope
and forms of verification should be commensurate with the character and scope of the
specific obligations established in the relevant agreement relating to the limitation of
armaments and disarmament; (4) the detailed elaboration of the verification provisions is
possible only after an agreement on the scope of the prohibition has been mapped out;
(5) we proceed from the assumption that a State becomes a party to a convention not in
order to violate it but in order to abide strictly by the obligations it has assumed under
it, and therefore that verification should not be built upon the principle of total distrust
by States of one another, and should not take the form of global suspiciousness, but
should simply be a link —- perhaps a very important one but still only a link -- in the
chain of other measures ensuring confidence in the observance of the convention by all
its parties; (6) international forms of verification should be limited; and lastly, (7) we
also take into account the very important circumstances that in the conditions of the
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present-day development of science and technology, any fairly less serious violation of
an agreement in the field of disarmament, including the sphere of chemical weapons, has
no chance of remaining undetected for very long.

Past experience shows that the settlement of verification issues has always
depended on whether or not the various parties have the political will to conclude the
relevant agreement. In spite of the difficulties involved in the solution of the complex
technical problems of verification, it has proved possible for treaties to be concluded
between the USSR and the United States of America on, for example, the limitation of
‘strategic armaments and on nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, which contain
appropriate provisions relating to verification.

We resolutely oppose the elaboration of verification measures in isolation from the
specific contents of this or that measure pertaining to the limitation of armaments or
disarmament, its nature and significance in a broader context of disarmament, in isola-
tion from the possible existence of other international norms or agreements ensuring the
observance of the measure in question, and without seeing in due proportion the danger
of non-compliance with this measure as compared with the negative consequences of
superfluous interference in the peaceful activities of States and of the disclosure of
commercial and technical secrets in certain spheres of industry. In other words, we are
against giving absolute pre-eminence to verification and carrying it to absurd lengths;
we are in favour of reasonable, balanced verification on the scale that is truly
necessary -- no more, no less. '

This is not merely our own point of view. As a result of the discussions held last
year in the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons, agreement has been reached
on a balanced approach to questions of verifying compliance with obligations under a
convention on the prohibition of such weapons. The statements at the plenary meetings
of the Committee on Disarmament and the papers presented by a number of States. also
contain quite a number of interesting thoughts on this subject. They were expressed, in
particular, by the delegations of Brazil, Netherlands, France, Canada, Belgium and a
number of others.

We believe that we should listen to the voice of all those who are in favour of
well-founded moderation in the approach to the scope, forms, nature and methods of
verification, and of ensuring that verification is a means of guaranteeing compliance
with the convention and not an end in itself.

The Soviet Union delegation, for its part, intends to be guided by this precise
approach, remembering that it alone leads to a success.

CD/PV.119  pp.19-20 Pakistan/Ahmad 31.3.81 cw

The procedures for verification included in the convention would constitute its
backbone, and will be essential to give assurance that the obligations regarding the
destruction of stockpiles and facilities and for the non-acquisition of chemical weapons
are being complied with by all parties. There is agreement that verification would
involve a combination of national and international means and that international verifi-
cation would, in certain circumstances, entail intrusive procedures to ensure compliance.
It is necessary to build on this broad agreement of principle. As regards national verifi-
cation procedures, it is obvious that they will differ from State to State in accordance
with the level of development and nature of its chemical industry. On the other hand
the nature and intrusiveness of international verification procedures would have to bé
determined in relation to the kind of activitiy that is to be verified. For instance, it is
clear that some form of on-site inspection would be required to oversee the destrtiction
of stockpiles and facilities. We believe that it would be beneficial to conduct an
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in-depth examination of the contention reiterated by the Federal Republic of Germany
that it is possible to conduct on-site verification without compromising the commercial
secrets of the chemical industry.

As regards international procedures for verification, we favour the establishment of
an independent international organization which would have the technical and financial
resources to undertake the collection and dissemination of information and to conduct
on-site and off-site inspection as well as to investigate suspected violations of the
convention. One essential feature of the verification system should be to provide equal
access for all parties to information regarding compliance, and equal opportunity to
raise complaints regarding suspected violations of the convention. Therefore, my delega-
tion could not agree to place ultimate reliance on the Security Council for the purpose
of ensuring compliance with the convention, in view of the inherent inequality entailed
in the procedures of the Council between the five permanent members and other States.

CD/PV.120 pp.10-11 Australia/Walker 2.4.81 cw

Verification is clearly the greatest outstanding problem over this convention. But
even here the differences may not be as serious as they first appear. For Australia,
verification is of cardinal importance. In developing a CW convention we are, in effect,
asking some countries to divest themselves of a category of weapons which they
currently have, and we are asking the other countries to deny themselves the possibility
of acquiring these weapons. My delegation believes we can realistically expect each
nation to accede to this proposal only if it can be made confident that others will also
respect the requirements of the future convention. My delegation sees verification
measures as central to achieving this confidence.

The verification issue has been the subject of intensive discussion in the Working
Group, notably yesterday afternoon, and the distinguished Ambassador of the Soviet
Union devoted an important intervention to it at our last plenary meeting. There were
many statements in that address with which my delegation agrees. We were glad to hear
restated, for example, that the Soviet Union stands for strict and effective international
control. We share the view expressed by the distinguished Soviet delegate that verifica-
tion should not be carried to absurd lengths, that there is no need, in his words, to "fill
enterprises with hundreds and thousands of foreign inspectors", no call for superfluous
interference in peaceful activities, or for the disclosure of commercial and technical
secrets. There may be differences as to the interpretations our two delegations might
put on these general statements and the concrete consequences that we would see
flowing from them. After all, there are major differences between our two societies --
notably as to the dissemination of information. But we must aim to devise concrete
measures of verification that will inspire the necessary level of confidence on the part
of all countries; and at the same time avoid the potential problems to which the distin-
guished Soviet delegate referred. This is the balance that must be achieved.

There were also several points in that statement on which I cannot join the distin-
guished Soviet delegate. He warned, for example, against vverification without disarma-
ment". But is that really such an aberration? We, alas, do not have nuclear disarmament,
but we benefit from the confidence generated by IAEA safeguards on civil nuclear
industries. Under a CW convention, Australia and other countries which do not have CW
will not actually disarm, but they will be subject to verification. Ambassador I[ssraelyan
warned against "the principle of distrust". We deplore the mistrust which unfortunately
exists between nations, and the causes of that mistrust. We think good verification

measures in agreements such as the CW convention are one way of reducing that
mistrust.
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There are other points on which my delegation does not agree with that of the
Soviet Union; but we are not here to try to pick holes in each other's arguments. Let
me return instead to welcoming the Soviet reiteration of its acknowledgement, with the
United States, in CD/112, that there must be adequate verification, based on a combina-
tion of national and international measures. My delegation is encouraged by this conver-
gence of views. We are well aware of the wide range of possibilities that exist for
verification and of the excellent work done in this field by, for example, Finland and
Canada. The essential question is: how much verification is enough? In the view of my
delegation the answer must be, enough to deter infractions, enough to satisfy the inter-

"national community that the Treaty is being observed faithfully and enough to clear up
definitively false reports of violations -- over-all, enough to generate the confidence
that must exist if nations are to be expected to adhere to the convention. We believe
this can be achieved without giving rise to the problems described by the distinguished
representative of the Soviet Union.

I said at the outset that we had the paradox of a large measure of agreement and
yet much that is difficult still lying ahead. Although I have tried to show that these
difficulties may not be as great as they seem, I recognize that they may yet frustrate
us. For instance, it is not possible to solve the remaining technical problems in isolation
from the more "political" problems or the drafting problems: quite simply, each of the
latter groups of problems will throw up technical issues requiring particular solutions.
How can we proceed, given the possibility of frustration difficulties in our road and the
certainty of time passing rapidly before our next over-all disarmament review at the
special session of the General Assembly next year? I have two suggestions, two alterna-
tives, to place before the Committee for its consideration.

The first is that we proceed step by step. We have, or will have by the end of this
spring session, covered all the basic elements of a convention and the associated
problems. How do we proceed from this position towards actual drafting? Rather than an
article by article approach, which will constantly force us to leave issues open until
agreement is reached on later articles, we might seek to tackle major groups of issues,
and exhaust each in turn. Clearly, scope is one such group, and definitions and verifica-
tion are others. Even if we take all summer to resolve the question of scope, it would in
fact be a major achievement to get that far.

The second alternative, and it may be preferable, is to divide our task into two: one
general and one on detailed technical issues. We may be able to take advantage of the
very large measure of consensus on what we are aiming for that I have already
mentioned and, relatively quickly, draw up the basic general framework of a chemical
weapons convention covering the political engagements it would embody, including provi-
sions for verification. There are several models for this, and again we can note the
Biological Weapons Convention. The second facet of the convention would, on this
scheme, take the form of technical protocols covering, for example, definitions
(including toxicity criteria) and the technical specifications of verification devices. We
do not envisage that the main body of the convention be drafted without regard to the
technical considerations but that the technical specifics of these matters mentioned
above be spelt out in the protocols. Obviously, agreement on the main body of the
convention would be contingent on agreement being reached on these technical issues.
This dual approach also has a number of models, both bilateral and multilateral.

Let me make clear that my delegation is not pressing for one or other of those
particular work methods. Our central concern is that the momentum which has been
built up over the years towards a CW convention and especially the present momentum
in the CD be sustained.
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CD/PV.120 pp.19-20 Netherlands/Fein 2.4.81 CwW

Thirdly, there will be a need for a reasonable system of verification. Although
national verification agencies can play an important role as clearing-houses for informa-
tion, national means of verification cannot cover all aspects of the convention. Some
kind of international verification machinery will have to be established, the core of
which would be a small permanent secretariat that can rely on the co-operation of a
great number of scientific and technical experts in all parts of the world. The important
activities that call for international verification are: the destruction of stockpiles of
existing chemical weapons and the confirmation that CW production facilities have in
fact been closed down and eventually dismantled. Further discussion is necessary on how
to verify that in the presumably peaceful chemical industry no chemical weapons agents
are being produced, in particular, the most dangerous single purpose agents.

A moment ago I used the words "reasonable verification". That brings to mind the
same words used by the distinguished representative of the Soviet Union a few days ago.
He also stressed that verification should not become an objective in itself, that it should
be closely related to the scope of a convention. I wholeheartedly agree. But verification
-- "reasonable" verification -- is just one component of the system which I am putting
forward to you today. We have to be careful with that word "reasonable". It should not
be used to imply a lack of importance of this component. A chain is only as strong as
its weakest link and therefore we should aim for such "reasonable" verification that it is
of the same strength and importance as the other links, namely, the convention and the
state of protection against the results of chemical attacks. And such a strong link would
have to include, as I stated earlier, some on-site inspections.

In any case, the convention should provide for a system allowing for inspections on
challenge. The basis for a request for such an inspection could vary quite significantly.
It could be for example, that a chemical analysis of river water indicated residues of
nerve agents (cf. the Netherlands working paper CCD/533 of 22 April 1977 concerning
the verification of the presence of nerve agents, their decomposition products or
starting materials downstream of chemical production plants). Or, and this is another
example, there could be indications that large amounts of phosphorus have disappeared
from the peaceful chemical industry. Other contingencies to be taken care of are, for
instance, a finding of some chemical munitions indications, that chemical weapons were
used somewhere, etc. A flexible system seems necessary, allowing for consultations
between parties as well as, wherever relevant, international inspections. Such verifica-
tion activities would often require sensitive and specific analyses, which would have to
be as non-intrusive as possible. States should be encouraged to carry out research
efforts in this direction.

There have been quite some exchanges of views in this Committee on the question
of whether the use of CW would have to be prohibited in the convention or not.
Whatever the outcome of this somewhat academic discussion, it need not be argued that
the use of CW would provide strong evidence that a party had not fulfilled its obliga-
tions under the CW convention. Such a finding could therefore form the basis for an
inspection in accordance with procedures that will need further discussion in this
Committee,

I now come to my fourth observation. The level of protection against the effects of
chemical warfare should be kept at or be brought up to an adequate level. Only under
such circumstances would a reasonable amount of verification free from unacceptable
intrusiveness be sufficient. Therefore the production of reasonable small amounts of
chemical warfare agents has to be allowed with adequate notification to the interna-
tional verification agency. The results of research and development in these protective
areas could be made available to other States and the international verification agency
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could provide an inventory of available equipment and of research efforts, thus laying
the foundation for a whole set of confidence-building measures.

Last year I stated in this Committee that we should not overreach ourselves when
dealing with each of the separate elements of the convention. I still think that this
should be kept in mind. I should therefore like to repeat what I said last year in this
respect.

I said I would like to make the following proposition for your consideration. As the
end result of our work — not this year, but at some time in the not too distant future
-- we should achieve the following three results:

1. A good definition of scope;

2. A reasonable system of verification methods;

3. An adequate system of protection measures.

If this could be achieved, then we have the foundation for a CW convention that
should be attractive to all nations. The advantages of such a convention, together with
the auxiliary measures I mentioned, would outweigh all the tremendous disadvantages
and risks involved in maintaining a chemical warfare capability for retaliation purposes.
If this proposition is accepted, then the road to a CW convention might not be all that
difficult.

CD/PV.120 pp.26-27 France/de la Gorce 2.4.81 Cw

My delegation therefore considers that we should not be too ambitious about the
scope of the future convention because it believes that only what can be verified can
be prohibited or regulated. ,

The implementation of a rigorous system of verification of the non-manufacture or
non-possession of chemical agents and weapons is likely to raise insoluble problems if it
is to be applied to a large number of products. A distinction should therefore be made
between super-toxic lethal chemical products and other lethal chemical products; such a
distinction could be made on the basis of the definitions proposed in the joint United
States-USSR report of 7 July 1980 (CD/112), which would, however, require supplemen-
ting as regards the modes of penetration of these products into the body.

As it has already explained in document CD/106 of 27 June 1980, my delegation
proposes that only the manufacture of the super-toxic products and their specific
precursors should be prohibited. It follows that very strict international control of such
products should be contemplated. The other lethal products would be subject to national
control, and every State should undertake to furnish, to an international body set up for
the purpose, usable statistical data. Explanations could be asked for if excessive stocks
were being built up, and international control should be provided for until unjustified
stocks were eliminated. As for low-toxicity products such as weedkillers or irritants
used for maintaining public order, my delegation feels that these should not be covered
by the future convention.

The reason why my delegation wishes so stringently to define the scope of the
convention and to restrict the list of prohibited products and of products subject merely
to control is that it is anxious that verification of these provisions should be as effec-
tive and reliable as possible. _

For the reasons explained here last week by the Ambassador of the Federal
Republic of Germany, it would not be possible to rely exclusively on the national insti-
tutions of each State party to ensure the full implementation of all the provisions of the
Convention. There must be international supervision, over and above national supervi-
sion, which should be entrusted to a committee set up for the purpose under the conven-
tion. Such a committee's duties would include the processing of the statistical data
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furnished by States parties under the convention. It should be provided with the neces-
sary resources in staff and equipment; it might have access to data furnished by the
national technical facilities of States parties, for instance in connection with remote
sensing. It might perhaps in due course benefit from the assistance of the satellite
monitoring agency the establishment of which is under consideration. Lastly and more
particularly, the committee should be authorized, where it considered it necessary, to
have on-the-spot inspections conducted by experts recruited for the purpose, to investi-
gate possible violations.

The purpose of international measures of verification would be to check compliance
with two separate aspects of the Convention:

First, the fulfilment of undertakings to destroy stocks and dismantle specific
production or munition filling facilities. Such measures would cease as soon as the
subject of the action had been eliminated;

Secondly, the observance of undertakings prohibiting the manufacture and stock-
piling of agents of chemical warfare or chemical weapons and stipulating the cessation
of all activities connected therewith. These measures would be applied on a continuing
basis so long as the convention remained in force.

Verification of the destruction of chemical agents and munitions and of the dis-
mantling of specific production facilities would not be possible without on-the-spot
inspection. The risks referred to by some who oppose such inspection (divulgence of the
nature of the agents destroyed, violation of manufacturing secrecy if the destruction
took place in proximity to industrial plants) seem slight. Most chemical warfare agents
are in fact known, and for reasons of safety the installations for destruction would
almost always need to be established in isolated areas away from large industrial
complexes.

In order that these inspection operations should be effective, it would be desirable
for international experts to be authorized to enquire into the destruction process and
the plans for destruction facilities. They should then be authorized to observe and check
the destruction operations carried out at each facility. No problem of secrecy need be
involved, since the destruction facilities would be eliminated when their task was
completed. Such verification, which would, by its nature, be temporary, would seem to
be the easiest to carry out and the most acceptable.

The standing procedures to be devised for the verification of fulfilment of under-
takings not to manufacture or stockpile would be of a different type. Such verification
should not normally require the presence of international experts on the spot. It would
be based mainly on the analysis by the international committee of the statistical data
furnished by the States parties and of any other information which those States might
provide. However, where the committee or a State party had any doubt about the
behaviour of another State party with respect to the convention, the latter State should
either furnish explanations of a kind which the committee deemed satisfactory or accept
an on-the-spot inspection. )

The insistence of many delegations, including our own, on the need for all parties to
accept, where necessary, inspections on their territory, should not be interpreted as a
sign of systematic distrust. On the contrary, we consider that the opening of frontiers
to international inspection should be regarded by all as a pledge of the mutual trust
there should be between the parties to a disarmament convention.

CD/PV.120 p.32 Belgium/Onkelinx 2.4.81 CW

We also feel that adequate verification measures -- under strict and effective inter-
national control, to use the sacred formula -- increase the credibility of treaties and
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help build confidence where it is lacking or insufficient, or where it is marred by an
atmosphere of suspicion.

We listened to Ambassador Issraelyan's speech before the Committee on 31 March.
We should like to tell him that our approach to the matter of verification is not based
on a concept of systematic distrust. On the contrary, it is based on a presumption of
progress in international co-operation and of trust in States which -- like individuals —
are to be considered innocent until they are proved guilty. However, we must provide
for the possibility that violations may occur. In the same way as an individual under
suspicion cannot be allowed to be his own judge, so it cannot be left to States — in
spite of the respect due to them — to apply these measures of control to themselves. It
is for this reason, too, that we think that national verification measures can do no more
than supplement international measures. Furthermore there is, it seems to me, some
confusion as regards national measures with respect to this aspect of the matter of
chemical weapons. Such measures are not usually concerned with the verification of
what is going on outside the State. Their primary object is that Governments should
adopt the requisite internal legislation to enable them to secure full respect for the
prohibitions in their territory. These measures are certainly important, but they do not
really contribute to the attainment of the objectives of verification as I have just
described them. : ,

It is hardly useful, I feel, to engage in too abstract a discussion on the subject of
verification. In the disarmament agreements concluded up to now, control measures have
always been appropriate to the particular prohibition.

The prohibition of chemical weapons includes aspects which should obviously lend
themselves to automatic and easy on-site inspection, for example, the matters of the
destruction of stocks and the dismantling or even the conversion of production facilities.

On the other hand, as regards the much more complex question of the verification
of non-production, an approach could be envisaged which would be gradually more
"intrusive", that is, methods of control which would become more and more meticulous
as doubt increased, in spite of control efforts. This system would have the advantage of
avoiding unnecessarily strict control from the very beginning. Such a system might, for
example, start with verification by satellite and if it became necessary because of
suspicion might then move on to on-site surveillance from a distance and then, if neces-
sary, to surveillance from nearby and lastly to on-site inspection with the taking of
samples. For this purpose it would be necessary to evaluate the so-called "off-site"
verification methods. The international co-operation that already to some extent exists
with respect to environmental pollution could provide a useful basis for this joint evalu-
ation. Furthermore, even in the case of the verification of non-production, on-site
inspection should not be a means of last resort, bearing with it an element of dramati-
zation. It could be seen as something more routine, carried out on the basis both of a
challenge and of the spot checking of production facilities.

We are confident in approaching these problems of verification of the prohibition of
chemical weapons, for although they are certainly difficult, they are far from being
insurmountable.

CD/PV.121 p.8 Hungary/Komives 3.4.81 CW

It is clear from our earlier experience and that in the activities of the Working
Group that the structuring of an adequate verification system for a future treaty is a
crucial problem. In this connection let me refer to certain basic considerations which --
in the view of my delegation — are instrumental from the point of view of the success-
ful outcome of our efforts. As in the case of all agreements in the field of disarmament,
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the verification system should be commensurate with the scope of the prohibition; it
should pursue the realistic aim of providing for adequate verification and should be
simple in its structure and comprehensible in its dimensions so as to facilitate its imple-
mentation. It is also crucial in this respect that the verification system should be appli-
cable to all parties to the treaty, equally to those who declared possession of chemical
warfare agents and those who declared non-possession of such weapons. The verification
system should ensure for all the parties that the convention is strictly implemented
without unnecessary intrusion into the peaceful activities of the chemical industry or
causing damage to the security interests of the participant not related to chemical
warfare.

There is a growing understanding, and we fully support it, that such a verification
system should be a combination of national and international means providing for the
possibility of on-the-spot inspection whenever it is indispensable, on a voluntary basis.
This aim can be achieved through a properly structured consultative committee of
experts.

My delegation is of the view that to set such considerations into the basis of our
work and build an appropriate system of verification around them would greatly facili-
tate the advance of our work and could speed up the attainment of a comprehensive
prohibition on the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and
on the destruction of their stockpiles which has long been urged and hoped for by the
international community.

CDh/PV.121 pp.11-12 Venezuela/Taylhardat 3.4.81 CwW

3. Verification

With regard to verification, I should like to explain a few of my delegation's ideas
on this important question, which, as no one will deny, is the most difficult of all those
arising in connection with these or indeed with any other disarmament negotiations.

As has often been said, the fundamental requirement to be met by any procedure or
system of verification is that it should be effective. In order to be effective, the
method of verification must be compatible with the type or nature of the disarmament
measure to which it is to be applied.

In the case of chemical weapons, the very fact that, as we have stated earlier, the
convention now being prepared will include obligations of different kinds, some negative
and others positive, some of action and others of abstention, makes the problem of
verification particularly complicated to deal with. Moreover, the fact that this will be a
genuine disarmament measure makes it necessary that the verification system should be
very carefully thought out.

At the same time, it has to be recognized that it is not possible to achieve a
perfect system of verification. It is precisely here that the political will and the spirit
of compromise necessary in all negotiations will be called for. Bearing in mind the
popular precept that the best is the enemy of the good, it will surely be necessary for
us to accept a compromise and to agree on a method of verification that is, on the one
hand, satisfactory and, on the other, as effective as possible.

In order to be compatible with the nature of the disarmament measure to which it is
to be applied, and which includes obligations of two different kinds, the verification
system will have to be -- to use an expression familiar to us from the terminology of
chemical weapons -- dual-purpose. We might perhaps call it a binary system.

On the one hand, it ought to include a procedure - one that should function
automatically -- for verifying the fulfilment of the positive obligations. This would
entail a system of inspections to confirm the veracity of declarations concerning
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arsenals or stockpiles of wepons, munitions, chemical agents, facilities, etc., and to
verify that the destruction of such arsenals and the dismantling, closure or conversion
of the facilities had actually been carried out.

The other verification procedure, which would be initiated by a complaint, would be
designed to check the truth of any allegation that might be made of the breach of a
negative obligation -- an obligation to refrain from a certain activity. What would be
involved here would be cases in which one country accused another of producing or
developing, stockpiling, acquiring or retaining chemical weapons or of carrying out any
of the activities expressly prohibited under the convention. This category would,
naturally, include the use or employment of chemical weapons.

We believe that the verification system should include an appropriate combination of
national measures and international measures, the latter constituting a larger proportion
than the former. Furthermore, on-site inspection should play a particularly important
role. With respect, for example, to the verification of declarations and of measures of
destruction, there seems no possibility of finding any more suitable method than that of
direct observation. This observation or inspection should in any case be as unobtrusive
as possible and compatible with respect for the sovereignty of States, avoiding unneces-
sary interference in their internal affairs. We consider that the main basis of the system
of on-site verification should be a presumption of the good faith of all the contracting
parties. If we start from the assumption that all States are fulfilling the obligations
they have assumed, no State party should feel offended if the control authority which it
would, by its own sovereign will, have agreed to set up, were to request permission to
carry out an inspection in order to confirm or verify that an obligation had been, or was
being discharged. That is how we see the mutual trust that should prevail between the
States parties to the convention. :

With respect to the question of verification, we find the study submitted by the
delegation of Canada in document CD/167 very helpful. We also consider the summary of
questions relating to verification contained in working paper CD/CW/WP.10 prepared by
the Chairman of the Working Group very interesting. Both documents contain material
that will be very usefu] when we move on to the next stage of our work.

With respect to the control authority, our thinking runs along the lines suggested in
the Canadian document, and we consider that the convention should provide for the
establishment of an international committee of a political nature, with a limited,
periodically renewable membership appointed by the General Assembly or by the
conference of States parties. The committee could take it upon itself to carry out visits
irregularly and at random for the purpose of verifying the discharge of obligations of
commission, but it would also receive complaints and make the necessary arrangements
for verifying alleged breaches of the convention. It would be answerable to the General
Assembly or the conference of the parties and would report periodically to that body on
its activities. The committee would be able to call upon experts for advice and assis-
tance whenever necessary. Finally, we think that the committee should be designed to
be as simple as possible and that its procedures should be flexible so that it can carry
out its work with maximum efficiency.

We do not share the idea contained in the bilateral report by the United States and
the Soviet Union that the main role as regards verification should be assigned to the
Security Council. We would prefer the body entrusted with that important function to
be one that was more democratic in its composition and representativity.

CD/PV.121 pp.13-16 UK /Summerhayes 3.4.81 Cw

In tackling the question of chemical weapons, we are dealing not with some poten-
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tial future weapon, but with armaments which exist in the world and which have been
used in the past to terrible effect. The United Kingdom has always taken the view that
in any disarmament treaty there must be appropriate and adequate measures of verifica-
tion. Where the arms concerned are actually in existence, that view is reinforced; it
takes on increased importance. The United Kingdom Government believe that a CW
convention must be adequately verifiable. Without adequate verification States will not
have confidence that such a convention would be observed. Indeed, it is mainly because
we have been unable so far to agree on provisions for verification in which all States
would have confidence, that better progress has not been made. Verification is and will
remain the keystone of progress.

I should like, therefore, to take a few minutes to examine further what my delega-
tion means when we talk of adequate verification. Obviously we cannot realistically
hope for agreement on a verification system that would provide a 100 per cent certainty
of compliance. Desirable as it would be to devise such a system, we recognize that this
would not be possible -- and this fact was admirably demonstrated in document
CD/CW/WP.9, submitted by Canada in the CW Working Group. But we must have provi-
sions which will give all parties to a convention a good degree of confidence that all
other States party are observing it. Moreover, if we incorporate such provisions, these
will in themselves provide an incentive to all States to comply fully with the letter as
well as the spirit of the agreement.

The question then is what activities will need to be verified if States are to have
such confidence in the convention, and what form should this verification take? The
United Kingdom considers that verification measures would be necessary for each stage
of implementation of all the provisions of the convention relating to the declaration and
destruction of stockpiles and of production facilities, and thereafter for monitoring the
compliance of States with the provisions banning development and production, including
monitoring the use for permitted peaceful purposes of chemical warfare agents and dual
purpose chemical agents. The United Kingdom Government also considers it essential
that the convention should have an effective complaints procedure.

I am sure that the United Kingdom position on these issues is well known. But I
should like to take a little time to elaborate on one or two of the fundamental aspects
of that position. One of the main elements of an adequate verification régime would in
our view be the establishment of a consultative committee. The committee would, in our
view, be most efficient if it were limited in numbers, its composition being drawn from
the States parties to the convention. Such a committee would have the central role in
the verification régime. Experts from the States parties would be in a position to play a
constructive part in ensuring that the convention was being observed. The concept of a
multilateral consultative committee also implies a willingness on the part of States
parties to share expertise and information, to be open on issues relating to this crucial
subject. A high degree of openness, of frank exchange of information between States,
will provide a basis of confidence. Indeed, I would go further and say that it is essential
to the creation of the climate of confidence which would be necessary for a CW
convention to be successfully implemented.

My country has already put forward ideas on what some of the functions of the
consultative committee might be. We believe that it should analyse and evaluate reports
and information provided by States parties; it should have the power to call for supple-
mentary information as necessary and to conduct inquiries. It would carry out required
measures of verification and also conduct on-site and other inspections as provided for
in the convention. It would inform all States parties of its findings and it would consult
and co-operate with national authorities charged with domestic activities in connection
with the fulfilment of the provisions of the convention.

The consultative committee should not merely be a bureaucratic or administrative
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body, but would also provide a forum for consultation and co-operation between States
parties. Through their participation States parties would have confidence in the commit-
tee itself; its international membership would mean that it would not represent one
particular State or group of States, but would be independent and impartial. None of
these provisions would, however, detract from the right of States parties which have
complaints to pursue them at a higher political level. But it would be our hope that the
procedures for consultation and co-operation would mean that such measures were
necessary only in extreme circumstances. In all events, the consultative committee
would be a means of fostering the greater openness and confidence between States
which the United Kingdom so earnestly desires.

Of course, a consultative committee would not operate on its own. States parties
would have rights and obligations too. I have already referred to the need for openness
and I should like to set out in a little more detail the form such openness might take. In
the first place, States would make declarations on signature of or accession to the
Convention. It has been suggested that these declarations could be made prior to signa-
ture, perhaps even during the negotiation of a convention. That is a possibility: if any
State wished to make such a declaration in advance of a convention I am sure my
authorities would welcome it as a sign of increasing confidence and trust. But as was
demonstrated in document CD/142, put forward by the Swedish delegation, the position
of a State with regard to a CW capability could change very quickly. The United
Kingdom therefore believes that the best time for declarations to be made is on the
entry into force of the convention, or very shortly thereafter, so that at that time
States acceding to it may make available and receive the most up-to-date information.

In our view, these declarations would need to be of a detailed and precise nature,
They would need first to say whether a State possessed CW agents, precursors and
munitions, and then to give details of the types of agents held and the quantity of each
type. In addition, the location and types of all production facilities for CW would need
to be listed. States would also need to make declarations either at the same time or
soon after about the types and quantities of agents to be retained for permitted activi-

‘ties, and the production facilities to be maintained for that purpose. Until all CW stocks

and facilities had been destroyed, further periodic declarations would need to be made;
in the case of CW agents retained for peaceful purposes, declarations would probably
need to be made annually. Such declarations would all be processed by the consultative
committee, and would form the basis for their further work in verifying the convention.

The States parties would have various duties in respect of the consultative commit-
tee. In participating in the committee, States would be recognizing the value of
co-operation. That co-operation would have to extend further than the straightforward
exchange of data. There would also need to be provision for a degree of on-site inspec-
tion to ensure that the terms of the convention had been and were being complied with,
that the declarations made were accurate and that stockpiles had been destroyed and
production facilities dismantled. A few countries have considered it regrettable that
such measures should be thought necessary. We believe they are needed -- but that they
also offer a positive benefit in offering a way for States to remove any lingering doubts
and to build confidence. The aim of the verification régime for a CW convention should,
we believe, be to ensure that such doubts do not arise, or that if they do arise, they
can be promptly allayed. Obviously we cannot hope to police the chemical industries of
the world -- the resources required, and the expense, would be immense. But it is right
that every consideration should be given to opening to impartial and conscientious
inspection those specific areas of activity which could give rise to concern or doubt. If
there is nothing to hide, what objection can there be to this?

It has been suggested that inspection would be unacceptable because it would
involve a breach of commercial confidence. But I believe members of this Committee
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will agree that where such potentially fearful weapons are involved, where so much is
at stake, we cannot allow ourselves to be deflected by this problem. We can accept that
maintaining commercial confidence is important -- but I am sure that ways can be found
of ensuring that commercial confidentiality is maintined, while all the steps necessary
are taken to enhance the even more vital issue of confidence in a CW convention. The
experience of the Federal Republic of Germany in the field of inspections of commercial
production facilities will be valuable when detailed consideration is given to this
subject. The United Kingdom will be further developing its ideas on this aspect at a
later stage.

I should like to turn now to a relatively new concept which has been under serious
discussion for the first time this year in the CW Working Group, namely, the Swedish
proposal to extend the scope of the treaty to cover areas of offensive CW capability
such as planning, organization and training. The ideas of the Swedish delegation are set
out in some detail in document CD/142. This is an interesting and far-reaching proposal,
although one which also presents a number of difficulties. My authorities are still giving
it detailed consideration, but I should like today to offer some preliminary comments.

The banning of what I might describe as the doctrinal, as opposed to the material,
elements of an offensive CW capability is not in our view central or fundamental to a
CW convention. It is more in the nature of a measure for building confidence -- in this
case confidence that a State party will not suddenly abrogate the Convention at some
future date. As a first stage, as I understand it, States would make declarations of any
aspects of a CW capability they might have. As a second stage, observers would be
invited to attend military manoeuvres in general, and those involving NBC training in
particular. In the latter case, observers would be permitted to monitor electronic
communications. In the third stage, States would instruct their armed forces that no
further activities specifically connected with the possession of a capability to conduct
offensive CW operations were to take place. Finally, there could be provisions for the
exchange of information and, most importantly, for on-site inspection of military instal-
lations, munitions stockpiles and airfields. That is how we have understood the proposals
in CD/142, as elaborated in CD/CW/WP.7.

This is a complex and detailed proposal. The United Kingdom has in the past
advocated the use of a confidence-building régime to help States to prepare for a CW
convention, and to reassure States about compliance once such a convention has come
into being. But the ideas contained in the Swedish paper are of a rather different
nature from these earlier proposals, and need very careful thought. The United Kingdom
is in favour of some kind of confidence-building régime in connection with a ban on
chemical weapons -- indeed, we have supported certain earlier proposals in this field.
But we need to give this question careful thought. In the first place, I wonder whether
the proposals are not too complex for inclusion in a convention the primary and vital
function of which would be to prohibit the possession of chemical weapons.  The negotia-
tion of a convention limited to this purpose will be a most complicated task, as we have
seen from the long discussions in this Committee and from the efforts of the two States
members of this Committee which have been involved in bilateral negotiations. We
should ask ourselves whether measures over and above those essential to the main
function of the convention might not be better treated separately. In this way it might
be possible to avoid the penalty of further delays in progress in negotiating a ban on
chemical weapons.

Secondly, I think we must ask ourselves what the measures proposed by the Swedish
delegation would achieve. Would they in fact build confidence in the treaty régime? We
can see that, if all States parties to a convention were sure that all other States
parties had entirely ceased all planning, training or organizing in relation to offensive
CW operations, confidence would be increased. But, despite the high degree of openness
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required by the measures proposed in CD/142, we really doubt whether it would ever be
possible to be certain that all doctrinal activities related to offensive CW had ceased.

Thirdly, in view of a number of statements already made in the CW Working Group,
we think that there must also be some doubt whether the measures proposed would ever
be acceptable to a number of States whose accession to a CW convention would_ be
absolutely essential. We would urge that in pursuing negotiations for a CW convention,
we would do well to limit ourselves to the basic issue of prohibiting the development,
production and stockpiling of these weapons.

CD/PV.121 p.18 Nigeria/Adeniji 3.4.81 Cw

Obviously, one of the important issues in reaching agreement on a chemical weapons
convention is verification. The presence of many experts in various delegations over the
last two weeks has resulted in effective consideration of this topic and some interesting
working papers have emerged, among which was CD/167 from Canada, which deserves
careful study.

My delegation shares the view which found expression in paragraph 11 of the
USSR-United States joint report on the progress in the bilateral negotiations on the
prohibition of chemical weapons (document CD/112) that a combination of national and
international means of verification should be embodied in any proposed convention on
the prohibition of chemical weapons.

Obviously the nature and combination of this dual verification system has to be
more fully negotiated. We believe this can be done in the next phase of negotiations in
the Working Group. We note the convergence of views on the technical feasibility of
certain means of verification, though there is the problem of the amount of intrusion to
be permitted. In this context the statement of Professor Pfirschke of the Federal
Republic of Germany is quite instructive. He stated in the Working Group on Chemical
Weapons on 1 April 1981:

"The Chemical industry of my country, which is the fourth largest in the

world, has been subject to on-site inspection for a quarter of a century,

without having to reveal production secrets.”
This view should go a long way to allay the fears of those States which are apprehen-
sive of the intrusive nature of on-site inspection.

My delegation attaches importance to the destruction of weapon stocks in a CW
convention, On-site inspection for this activity is vital since national technical means
carried out by national agencies will not give sufficient assurance and confidence to
other parties to the convention and additional means may therefore be required.

CD/PV.122 p.17 Romania/Malita 7.4.81 Cw

Lastly, we should like to refer to the question of verification, which has been the
subject of many statements. The Romanian delegation is in favour of establishing an
effective system for verifying compliance with the provisions of the convention on the
prohibition of chemical weapons. At the same time we are of the view that the machin-
ery agreed upon, however perfect it may be, will not be able to guarantee absolutely
that all the provisions of the convention will be respected. That is why the Romanian
delegation considers that it is in the interests of all States to supplement the specific
verification provisions contained in the convention by a set of measures designed to
increase confidence among all the parties in the implementation of this international
instrument. We are thinking of provisions for the development of co-operation with
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regard to protective equipment, antidotes, alert and decontamination systems, etc. It is
in that light too, that we should study the proposal of Sweden regarding the scope of
the prohibition and that of Brazil concerning the title of the convention itself.

CD/PV.123 pp.11-13 Japan/Okawa 9.4.81 CwW

I now turn to the question of verification, which is one of the keystones of a
chemical weapons ban. The method or means of verifying whether obligations under the
convention are being lived up to will vary according to what is to be verified. Different
techniques will need to be employed for different situations. This is why our considera-
tion of the multiple problems related to verification has a very close relationship to the
scope of the prohibition under the convention. This point is recognized in paragraph 10
of the report of last year's Working Group on Chemical Weapons, where it is stated in
section B: "It was held that verification measures should be commensurate with the
scope of prohibition and other aspects of a convention". In the view of my delegation
this is a point of practical importance that needs to be borne in mind.

It was also recognized last year that the verification system could be based on an
appropriate combination of national and international measures. We think we could
envisage national organs that would be responsible, inter alia, for observing and super-
vising national activities related to the subject matter of the convention, the collection
of statistical and other information, and the preparation of periodic reports that would
be presented to a consultative committee or other international verification organ to be
established by the parties to the convention. The international organ would analyse and
evaluate the periodic reports and statistical and other information submitted by the
national organs of States parties, and be invited to send observers to be present when
stocks are being destroyed or when production facilities are being dismantled. In
connection with the obligation not to engage in the production of prohibited chemical
agents, the international organ would request explanations from States parties and
conduct inquiries as well as inspections, if necessary, upon invitation or with the agree-
ment of the State party concerned.

What should the international verification system be expected to verify? The
destruction of existing stocks of chemical weapons and of chemical warfare agents for
hostile military purposes, and the destruction, dismantling or conversion to peaceful
purposes of the facilities for the production of the above, as well as filling facilities
and storage facilities are the principal items that immediately come to mind. One might
also envisage the moth-balling of these facilities in the intermediate stage that could
occur after the declaration of plans to destroy or dismantle facilities and before their
actual destruction. The task of effectively verifying all this would already seem to be
an enormous responsibility and the successful execution of the highly complicated and
costly operations that this would entail would be a significant achievement, to say the
least. Setting aside for the time being the question of how stringent the verification
measures should be, my delegation feels that we should initially aim at the early estab-
lishment of a verification system that would cover the items or activities I have just
mentioned to the extent that would be realistic and feasible — both from the technical
and from the financial points of view.

One of the most difficult problems in the field of verification will be the way in
which a reasonable system could be applied to so-called dual purpose chemical agents.
No mention is made of dual purpose chemicals in the USSR-United States joint report,
and my delegation understands that the distinction between single purpose and dual
purpose chemicals is only relative. A number of valuable technical suggestions have been
made in this Committee and its predecessor regarding this problem, and we feel that,
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regardless of whether these terms will or will not appear in the text of our CW conven-
tion, the problem that so-called dual purpose chemicals would pose in the context of an
effective chemical weapons ban cannot be avoided. We consider this important question
to merit continued in-depth study in the Committee on Disarmament. At this stage I
would simply say that it would be helpful if, with the help of experts, we could identify
and list the principal chemical agents that could be used for both peaceful and hostile
military purposes.

- My Government considers that the verification measures to be provided for under
the convention should be primarily directed against military or chemical-warfare-
oriented activities, and that any intrusion into the normal operations of the chemical
industries should be limited to the minimum necessary. My delegation fully shares the
view expressed two weeks ago by the distinguished delegate of Brazil, Ambassador de
Souza e Silva, that "the convention should be conceived according to the principle that
civil industrial activities and the full use of technology for peaceful purposes should not
only be allowed but actually encouraged; the production, development, stock-piling and
transfer of chemical agents for warlike purposes is the exception that must be prohi-
bited, rather than the other way around". Let me also quote a sentence from our own
working paper CCD/430 of July 1974, in which we spoke of "the need to satisfy two
conflicting requirements: to obtain verification results reliable enough to be able to
deter non-compliance with the Convention and at the same time to minimize the burden
of States parties to the Convention". _

In the view of my delegation, the activities of chemical industries for peaceful
purposes should not be submitted to on-site inspection, for instance, except in cases
where the industry is suspected of producing prohibited chemical agents and no convin-
cing explanations to the contrary have been put forward. 4

May 1 also express my delegation's appreciation to the delegation of Canada for its

recent paper on verification, contained in document CD/167, as well, of course, as for
its many contributions to the Committee on this subject over the years.
7 I would now like to touch upon the relationship between our CW convention and the
Geneva Protocol of 1925. That document has played a most important role during the
50-odd years that it has been in force and my delegation has not the slightest intention
of querying its usefulness. However, as has been pointed out by many delegations, there
is room for reinforcing the Geneva Protocol. Several delegations have pointed out the
possible duplication of legal obligations that would arise if the new convention were to
embrace a prohibition of "use". On the other hand, we must also bear in mind that the
scope of the prohibition under the new convention may not necessarily coincide exactly
with the scope of the prohibition under the 1925 Protocol, that is to say: asphyxiating,
poisonous or other gases, and all other analogous liquids, materials or devices. Further-
more, no provisions for verification are included in the Protocol. We can therefore
understand the argument in favour of the use of chemical weapons also being covered in
some form in the new convention.

Incidentally, my delegation listened with interest to the statement made two weeks
ago by you yourself, Mr. Chairman, in your capacity as representative of the Federal
Republic of Germany, in which you suggested the inclusion in the chemical weapons
convention of a verification procedure that would aim at ensuring observation of the
Geneva Protocol of 1925. We would like to give this suggestion careful consideration.

Much has been said about confidence-building measures that could be incorporated
into the proposed convention, or could be implemented even before we have such a
convention. My delegation agrees on their usefulness, but today I shall limit myself to
saying that a workable and reliable verification system would be the greatest and most
effective of all confidence-building measures.
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CD/PV.124 pp.9-10 Cuba/Sola Vila 14.4.81 Ccw

I should like now to make some comments on the matter of the control and verifica-
tion of compliance with undertakings and obligations under the future convention, and in
so doing to indicate my delegation's position.

We realize that there are considerable difficulties in reaching agreement on the
methods and systems for verification, which is only natural in view of the complexity
and diversity of chemical industry technology and the great number of chemical industry
installations in many countries.

As a matter of principle, no verification measure should affect the right of every
country to provide for its own defence nor endanger its sovereignty.

We believe that national verification measures should form the basis of the verifica-
tion system as a whole, but that they should be organized at the level of the State,
State bodies being responsible for carrying them out. Nevertheless, we have no doubt
that a wise and fitting combination of national measures with effective and appropriate
international measures could provide a solution to this complex problem.

Furthermore, we consider it essential that the adoption of a convention on the
prohibition of the production, development and stockpiling of chemical weapons and
their destruction, should in no way undermine the importance of the Geneva Protocol of
1925 with regard specifically to the use of chemical weapons.

We also consider that the declarations by States parties to build or increase confi-
dence, under paragraph 4.2.1 of part IV of the Chairman's outline, should be made after
the convention has entered into force and not before.

We support the principle that verification should not be discriminatory, and that its
results should be communicated to all States parties and should constitute a solid
manifestation of confidence.

CD/PV.128 pp.18-20 Canada/McPhail 11.6.81 VER,CW,CTB

Mr. Chairman, at the beginning of the 1981 session, I indicated my intention to
speak on the subject of verification and its significance to the arms control process,
particularly as it relates to this Committee.

It is appropriate to do so today because it is almost one year since the Compendium
of arms control verification proposals (CD/99) was tabled. The Compendium was followed
by a second paper (CD/127) which served to quantify some of the research upon which
the Compendium was based. Today, I have the honour to submit to this Committee the
third and final working paper which deals with the subject in a generic fashion. It is
entitled "A conceptual working paper on arms control verification".

More importantly, however, it is appropriate to consider verification as this
Committee resumes its work because if priorities are oriented properly, 1981 could
prove to be one of the most productive sessions in many years. Leading up to the United
Nations General Assembly's second special session on disarmament, this Committee's
negotiations could prove influential by achieving progress in areas where the verifica-
tion aspects of the problem have taken on a particular significance. There are two areas
where positive action could be taken.

In the Working Group on Chemical Weapons, there is an opportunity to explore
verification at the top end of the spectrum. By that I mean that chemical weapons,
which exist in great numbers and therefore constitute a real and present threat, must of
consequence be subject to a high level of verification in such areas as non-production,
facility dismantling and weapons destruction. The Canadian working paper on verifica-
tion and control requirements tabled on 26 March 1981 (CD/167) provides an overview of
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the problem. While we are aware that there have been fears expressed concerning
intrusiveness and the possibility of compromising civilian industrial secrets, our appreci-
ation is that such inspections are possible without detriment to legitimate commercial
sensitivities. This is the conclusion pointed to by the 1979 workshop conducted by the
Federal Republic of Germany (in terms of non-production) and of the subsequent British
workshop (from the standpoint of dismantling and destruction of facilities). Results were
presented in documents CD/37 and CD/15 respectively. Working papers documenting the
Canadian experience in destruction of existing agents support this line of reasoning as
well.

This Committee has not really come to grips with the verification issue vis-a-vis
chemical weapons. 1 suggest, therefore, that during the second period of concentration
of the chemical weapons Working Group, this aspect be explored. Such work would
constitute a positive and realistic contribution in support of the bilateral negotiations.

While this Committee has not been involved in direct negotiations concerning a
possible comprehensive test ban, many members, myself included, have registered our
interest and concern. Progress toward a CTB agreement has been considered by all to
be painfully slow, but we have recognized at the same time the complexity of the
technical issues involved, particularly those relating to verification. The Norwegian
representative underscored this fact for all of us, I think, when he pointed out on 10
March 1981 (CD/PV.113) that "an adequate verification system is a necessary component
in a total test-ban régime, both in order to ensure compliance and to build confidence".
In highlighting his own country's contribution through "NORSAR" in the area of seismic
verification, he acknowledged the important progress achieved by the Ad Hoc Group of
Scientific Experts to Consider International Co-operative Measures to Detect and
Identify Seismic Events.

Canada considers the work accomplished by the Ad Hoc Group to be of singular
significance in practical terms toward the realization of a comprehensive test ban. A
ban is one of the four elements in the "Strategy of suffocation" which Prime Minister
Trudeau outlined at the first special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarm-
~ament, in 1978. Beyond that, however, it is an area of interest to Canada precisely
because it is one in which advanced technology, unfettered by other considerations,
could provide adequate verification with practical and almost immediate results. I need
hardly point out that as far back as in 1962, it was the Soviet Union which declared
that, in the interests of seismic verification, it was "prepared to agree to two to three
inspections a year being carried out in the territory of each of the nuclear powers" and
that the proposal it had put foward for "automatic seismic stations" included "elements
of international control” (ENDC/73).

Eighteen years later the negotiating States, in their tripartite report to this
Committee (CD/130), acknowledged the contribution which co-operative seismic monitor-
ing measures could make in verifying compliance with a treaty. The report accepted
conditional "on-site" inspection as a co-operative measure. We strongly believe that this
Committee and the seismic experts Group could supplement in a very practical manner
the efforts of the negotiating States.

These two areas of negotiations - CTB and CW -- are representative of those in
which verification plays a pivotal role. Very often it appeared that difficulties in verifi-
cation issues were based on preconceived differences regarding purpose, methodolgy and
definition. It was in part the frustration of being so close to and yet so far from a
number of agreements which prompted the initiation of the basic research programme of
which this conceptual paper is a result.

We accept the argument put forth very often that specific terms of verification
cannot be negotiated before the arms control problem itself is defined. It has been our
view, however, that there are similarities in the concept of verification which extend
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across the spectrum of the arms control problem. Hence we can and should learn froin
our experience. It is in this spirit that we developed the "Compendium", to see what had
actually been proposed and why, with the objective of developing a common perspective
and verification typology. There has been a virtual revolution in terms of verification
technology. Yet, argumentation has remained largely unchanged. On the one hand, infor-
mation which might have been kept from hand-held cameras in 1960 is now made avail-
able, often by mutual agreement through national technical means today. On the other
hand, while intrusion has indeed changed, in any practical sense we tend here to be
rather historical, and updating is needed.

Prior to the Second World War -- the 1922 naval accords and the 1925 Geneva
Protocol were examples -- arms control and disarmament agreements negotiated under
comparatively normal peace-time conditions did not normally make provision for
systematic and effective verification of compliance with obligations. In post-World War
II negotiations, however, provision has generally be made for some type of verification.
In fact, verification in some form is now normally a part of almost any significant
agreement, whether public or private. As members of this Committee, we must recognize
therefore, that to insist upon verification in an arms control agreement is not necessar-
ily to question the good faith of any one of the negotiators entering into an agreement,
but rather through the reciprocal nature of the provision, to build confidence and
ultimately strengthen mutual trust.

I believe that it will be apparent to you upon reading the conceptual paper that the
rationale which has been developed is without bias -- that has certainly been our inten-
tion. The definition of verification, for example, was selected not from any political
document, but rather from the Oxford Concise Dictionary. It is a particularly apt defini-
tion in that it included "demonstration" as an equal, and in my view preferable, method
of verification to "inspection".

Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko warned last autumn that the arms race ‘is
approaching a point beyond which it may become impossible to curb it effectively by
means of agreements based on mutual verification". If mutual verification encompasses
the principle of reciprocity in its broadest sense, then of course all of us can support
his reasoning and his concern. That being said, members of the Committee have the
right to believe that it should apply not only to verification means now in use interna-
tionally (such as national technical means), but also to all methods of verification,
existing and potential. It means that preconceptions of "mutual verification" of the last
20 years must be reassessed, in the light of the necessities today. Should not the
requirement for secrecy within national borders and the claim of intrusiveness as an
argument against adequate verification be reviewed? Indeed it could be argued that
national technical means, a verification method accepted by treaty in the SALT process,
is the most intrusive method in terms of national security assets. 1 commend to you the
discussion on intrusion contained in Canada's conceptual paper being tabled ‘today.

In submitting this latest working paper on verification, Canada continues on a
course set 20 years ago, in the then multilateral negotiating body here in Geneva.
Canada then took a special interest in the verification provisions of the Sea-Bed Treaty;
and today, we apply the same concept of verification to other subjects, recognizing the
special requirements of each area.

We hope that this conceptual working paper will lead to greater consideration of
verification in this body. We are not looking to the Committee to conduct a study of
verification, which would be inappropriate for the Committee. We are looking to others
to contribute to greater consideration of this subject: we hope others will choose to
table papers on aspects of verification in which they may have special expertise and
which can contribute to common understanding.
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CD/PV.132 pp.25-26 India/Venkateswaran 24.6.81 CTB

These questions are particularly relevant, since despite the sustained consideration
of a nuclear test ban over the last quarter of a century or more, we are still no nearer
to a treaty. Verification has been said to be a major stumbling block. But is that really
the case? In 1958, a group of experts from both Western countries as well as socialist
countries, studied the possibility of detection violations of a possible agreement on the
suspension of nuclear tests. The experts had detailed a viable verification and control
system and then came to the unanimous conclusion:

"The Conference of Experts, having considered a control system for
detecting violations of a possible agreement on the suspension of nuclear
tests, has come to the conclusion that the methods for detecting nuclear
explosions available at the present time, viz., the method of collecting
samples of radioactive debris, the methods of recording seismic, acoustic,
and hydroacoustic waves, and the radio-signal method, along with the use
of on-site inspection of unidentified events which could be suspected of
being nuclear explosions, make it possible to detect and identify nuclear
explosions, including low yield explosions (1-5 kt). The Conference has
therefore come to the conclusion that it is technically feasible to estab-
lish, with the capabilities and limitations indicated below, a workable and
effective control system, to detect violations of an agreement on the
world-wide suspension of nuclear weapons tests."

That was in 1958. Technology has made rapid strides in the intervening years. And
yet, some countries still continue to argue that adequate verification of a nuclear test
ban remains an obstacle. The experts of the same countries had, more than 20 years
ago, accepted that verification was not a problem, given the technology then available.
Does not this demonstrate the validity of our assertion that the real difficulty lies in a
lack of political will, not verification? Our Committee cannot evade this issue and still
retain its credibility.

CD/PV.134 p.l5 GDR/Herder 2.7.81 CTB

An ad hoc working group on a nuclear test ban could deal in a comprehensive
manner with all aspects connected with the complete and general prohibition of nuclear
weapon tests. All nuclear-weapon States would have an appropriate opportunity to
explain their position and to reach agreement on these vital problems. To our know-
ledge, no single nuclear-weapon State has until now officially questioned the need for a
comprehensive test ban. Thus, favourable conditions for the establishment of a CTB
working group seem to exist. A first step to be agreed on by all five nuclear-weapon
States could be a one-year moratorium on all nuclear-weapon tests. This would, without
any doubt, favourably influence future CTB negotiations. At the same time we believe
that such a working group should not interfere with the resumption of the trilateral
negotiations but should rather help to promote them. These talks were interrupted by
the Western side in November 1980 and, despite the readiness of the USSR and repeated
appeals in this Committee, have not been resumed since then. The reasons are well
known. :

The reports submitted to the Committee on Disarmament by the trilateral negotia-
tors show that considerable progress has been made on the road to a treaty on a
complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests. Key provisions of such a
treaty were agreed upon. The understanding reached on verification is of particular
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importance. The use of seismic monitoring methods which, according to some reports,
can detect | to 2 kt-yield nuclear explosions, on-site inspections on a voluntary basis in-
special cases, as well as a committee of experts, would ensure reliable verification of
compliance with a CTBT. In this regard my delegation wishes to express its satisfaction
at the work of the Committee's Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts on seismic events,
which has already done much of the groundwork for the establishment of an interna-
tional seismic data exchange system within the framework of a treaty on the complete
and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests.

In view of all these achievements, we firmly reject all attempts to use a so-called
verification question to justify a reluctant attitude to CTB negotiations. It is all too
obvious that alleged verification difficulties are simply a cover for a lack of political
will to agree on a CTB.

CD/PV.137 p.21 Morocco/Arrassen 14.7.81 RW

Before concluding, I should like very briefly to refer to the question of control and
verification with regard to which the Working Group will certainly come up against
some difficulties.

For the solution of any problems that may arise in relation to the objectives of the
proposed treaty or its application, the agreed joint USSR-United States proposal provides
in its article VIII that the parties will undertake to consult one another both directly
and through a consultative committee of experts. The article further provides that any
State party to the treaty which has reasons to believe that any other State party is
acting in breach of obligations deriving from the proposed treaty on radiological
weapons is free to lodge a complaint with the Security Council of the United Nations,
which is equally free to decide whether or not to initiate an investigation into the
matter.

Faithful to their practice of undertaking nothing in disarmament matters which
could harm their Great Power interests, the United States and the USSR have proposed
a totally emasculated verification and control body. The consultative committee of
experts, according to the annex to the draft treaty, "shall undertake to make appro-
priate findings of fact" and "shall decide procedural questions relative to the organiza-
tion of its work". However, the annex adds, "there shall be no voting on matters of
substance" -- nothing less. As for the provisions of the joint proposal concerning the
procedure for complaints, they are completely inadequate as regards violations of the
prohibition to be embodied in the future convention. In view of all this, is it possible for
our Committee to adopt such paltry provisions? As far as the Moroccan delegation is
concerned, the answer is no!

It is, all the same, astonishing that when so many instruments have been adopted in
the field of disarmament it has still not been possible, in the matter of control and
verification, to devise a basic formula applicable to any category of non-conventional
weapons, while allowing, of course, for certain modifications of the formula to take
account of the specific characteristics of particular situations.

It is still more distressing to observe that the Committee on Disarmament has taken
no steps to co-ordinate the work of the two working groups on chemical weapons and on
radiological weapons as regards this aspect common to both.

In conclusion, the Moroccan delegation wishes to stress that if the regulation now
under way of the question of radiological weapons does not take into consideration the
essential question of the protection of civilian nuclear installations against all forms of
attack and sabotage, the result is likely to appear to an impatient and eager interna-
tional public opinion as nothing but a giant hoax deliberately designed to distract the
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attention of the world's population from the most important of the disarmament
problems, and the one on which its survival depends: the prohibition of nuclear weapons
and nuclear disarmament.

CD/PV.137 p.23 Indonesia/Darusman 14.7.81 RW

As in the case of other international instruments of the same nature, one other
question of crucial importance is the system of verification of compliance, to ensure
that the provisions of the future convention are observed in good faith by all the
parties to the instrument and that the objectives of the convention are attained. The
systems set out in other existing international instruments of the same character would
naturally be taken into consideration for comparative purposes. This should not,
however, necessarily lead to the adoption of the same system in the proposed instrument
on radiological weapons. What is essential in the system to be worked out is that it
should be workable and that all the parties to the future convention should have the
same obligations to make the system work. In the case of alleged non-compliance with
the instrument, the mechanism relating to the examination of the question and the
search for its solution should ensure that the matter can be dealt with in a speedy
manner, considering the serious consequences that may occur as a result of such a situa-
tion. In order that the system should be workable, all States parties to the future
convention should have the same right to participate in the consideration of the matter.

CD/PV.137 p.26 Switzerland/Pictet 14781 = CW

It is difficult to find a satisfactory definition of the precursors used for the
synthesis of substances employed for peaceful purposes or for the manufacture of
chemical warfare agents. Failing an acceptable definition, it is practically impossible to
establish verification and control measures.

Switzerland attaches cardinal importance to the establishment of an effective
system for verification of the application of the convention. This is not a matter of an
attitude of excessive mistrust; it is, rather, a legitimate security demand.

There is, unfortunately, a very real risk of recourse to chemical weapons. The
States parties to a convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons, and particularly
the small States which do not possess and do not intend to possess such weapons, are
entitled to expect all the guarantees that can reasonably be provided to ensure that
they are not exposed to an attack by such weapons. In the absence of such guarantees,
it is hard to see how they could forgo costly defence measures. The situation as regards
chemical weapons is thus very different from that prevailing in the matter of bacterio-
logical weapons, the use of which is infinitely less likely. The importance of adequate
control measures is so great that, given the complexity of the problem involved, it
would justify the protraction of the negotiations in order to secure a prohibition of
chemical weapons that is accompanied by satisfactory guarantees on this fundamental
aspect.

An effective verification system cannot be based on purely national measures. Such
measures are necessary but they must be complemented by international procedures the
application of which should be entrusted to an impartial international authority possess-
ing adequate powers. The Swiss authorities believe that a combination of national and
international measures is possible without endangering the legitimate interests of the
chemical industry that pursues peaceful purposes. We believe in the possibility of recon-
ciling the needs of national economic interests with those of international security. New
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technologies, as yet in their first stages, may open up promising possibilities in this
connection in the near future.

In particular, the Swiss authorities wonder whether the extremely important question
of the verification of the destruction of stockpiles could not be resolved by setting up
multinational destruction facilities placed under the control of an international
authority.

Confidence-building measures would certainly help to create a favourable climate
for the negotiation and, later, implementation of the convention. They would also facili-
tate the subsequent verification measures provided for in the convention. A number of
these measures could be adopted at once. The Swiss authorities find the ideas mentioned
in this regard in the Progress Report of the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Working Group on
Chemical Weapons (CD/179, of 23 April 1981) particularly interesting, for example,
unilateral declarations of non-possession of toxic gases for use in the exchange of
information on methods of destruction, including the study of the possibilities of
creating multinational destruction facilities, the exchange of information on military
manoeuvres which could include elements related to the use of chemical weapons, or
again, the exchange of invitations to attend such manoeuvres. Switzerland is ready to
take part in such studies, if its participation is desired.

CD/PV.138 p.9 Canada/McPhail 16.7.81 VER

Reciprocity: Thus, agreements must be reciprocal and not one-sided. That is also why
proposals for moratoria which favour the security interests of one side, such as the
proposal for a freeze on European theatre nuclear forces, are unacceptable. The NPT is
no exception to this rule either. A number of countries have criticized the NPT as
imposing unequal obligations on the respective parties and as being discriminatory
against non-nuclear-weapon States. Canada, too, has urged the nuclear-weapon States to
exert greater efforts in the fulfilment of their obligations under article VI of the
Treaty. But dissatisfaction about the pace of those negotiations, which deal with what
is one of the most complex security relationships in history, in terms of nuclear and
conventional forces, is not a legitimate excuse for the failure of non-nuclear-weapon
Powers to recognize their own self-interest in accepting obligations under the same
régime. Both aspects of proliferation are of equal importance to stability in the over-all
régime. Failure in either case would be tragic and possibly catastrophic. Thus, recipro-
city of vertical and horizontal non-proliferation obligations under the Treaty remains,
we believe, in the mutual interests of all States.

Verification: Canada has always advocated and stressed the importance of adequate
verification as an essential part of successful arms control and disarmament policies. We
are frankly distressed when we listen to those who claim that verification has been
employed as a means of delaying or side-tracking important negotiations in this field.
When we speak of verification, we are not asking others to do anything more than we
ourselves are prepared to do. It is an exercise of the principle of which we were just
speaking: reciprocity. We are not infringing upon sovereignty, but rather exercising it,
in the same manner as we do by entering into any international treaty. Of course, in a
world of sovereign, independent States, verification cannot be 100 per cent certain. It is
unrealistic to expect, in the real world, individual Governments in pursuit of the legiti-
mate goal of the security of their people, to open every secret to the scrutiny of poten-
tially hostile forces. That is why we speak of "adequate" means of verification; and
adequacy as a political concept varies in relation to a number of complex factors which
may be present in relation to different arms control proposals. It is thus not a monc-
lithic condition. Members of the Committee will be familiar with Canadian efforts over
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the past year or so to explain carefully and to document, in a non-partisan manner,
some of the ideas we have in this area. We beieve any unintentional misunderstandings
can be dispelled through this process.

Verification, we believe, builds confidence; and arguments against adequate verifica-
tion, or the underestimation of its role or importance do not, for us, inspire confidence.
Thus it is a fact of political life that, if a proposed treaty is to impinge upon military
options which may be available to a particular State in pursuit of national security, the
treaty must win the support of the Government and, where the constitution so provides,
as in the case of Canada, the democratically elected representatives of the people
- ultimately affected. It is not, therefore, practical to propose the conclusion of arms
control and disarmament agreements that do not meet this imperative: that is, the
treaty itself must provide the means for maintaining the necessary confidence concern-
ing compliance with its terms that mere promises -- particularly those which are contra-
dicted by actions -- are simply incapable of doing.

CD/PV.138 pp.l4-15 UK /Summerhayes 16.7.81 CwW

Now turning briefly to a question of detail, I would say that there is one vital area
of the future convention where it is clear that a lot more work has to be done before
we shall be ready to begin drafting texts. This is the question of defining a satisfactory
verification regime. In my speech of 2 April, 1 outlined at length the verification
measures which the United Kingdom considers to be necessary for a chemical weapons
Convention to give an adequate feeling of confidence that the provisions of the conven-
tion are being faithfully followed. My delegation has also been active in discussing these
measures in the Working Group. We were therefore a little disappointed to find that
Ambassador Lidgard's draft elements did not contain a clear and sufficiently detailed
picture of the verification regime, particularly as far as international measures of
verification are concerned. My delegation has put forward some detailed proposals on
this question in the Working Group, and in particular on the role which will be played
by international inspection in a chemical weapons convention and the role of a consulta-
tive committee. We hope that in revising his paper, the Chairman will take full account
of these comments. Obviously we cannot insist on a 100 per cent verifiable treaty. We
acknowledge that it is not possible to monitor full time the civilian chemical industries
of the world. What we must aim for is a practical treaty which achieves the two key
objects of the verified destruction of existing stockpiles of chemical weapons and the
provision of a real sense of security that no chemical weapons will be developed and
produced in the future. To fulfil these objectives, we shall need to commit ourselves to
measures of verification, including provision for on-site inspections, in order to provide
that reasonable degree of confidence for all parties.

In connection with the question of verification, [ should like to say how much my
delegation appreciates the sterling work done on this subject by the Canadian delega-
tion, both in a general way with its conceptual papers and in its particular papers on
verification of a chemical weapons convention. These will all provide a very useful basis
for our further work.

CD/PV.138 pp.17-18 FRG/Pfeiffer 16.7.81 Cw

One of the issues on which it would be useful to seek further clarification is that of
verification. My delegation cannot share the view which was expressed by one delega-
tion in yesterday's Working Group meeting, namely, that positions on verification are so
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far apart that one should not even try to reconcile them. To reconcile various points of
view is exactly what we are expected to do in our Committee. A narrowing or, hope-
fully, even bridging of the existing gap in this field might also facilitate agreement on
the scope of the prohibition. My delegation, in its intervention on 26 March 1981, put
forward a proposal as to how the link between the 1925 Geneval Protocol and a future
chemical weapons convention could be established through a verification procedure
applicable to both agreements. By this we do not intend any modification of the Geneva
Protocol. We want, however, to make sure that the possible use of supertoxic agents
even in peace-time does not go unnoticed. Any such use would indicate a violation of
the obligation under a chemical weapons convention on the non-production, non-transfer
and complete destruction of stocks.

Before embarking upon the subject of verification, I should like to pay tribute to
the Government of Finland for the chemical weapons verification workshop which took
place in Helsinki from 2 to 4 July 1981. The excellent preparation, the exact timing and
the usefulness of the demonstrated results have filled us with admiration. My delegation
took particular interest in the demonstration of the chemical reconnaissance vehicle
which gave proof of the possibility of verifying whether an environment had been
contaminated with supertoxic agents.

During the visit to the Neste plant my delegation found its view confirmed that
supertoxic agents cannot be produced in militarily relevant quantities without the
existence of easily visible protective means. Once more it became evident that it is
possible adequately to verify a ban on the production of chemical weapons with reason-
able means and without prejudice to the commercial interests of the chemical industry.

I should like to express again my gratitude to the Government of Finland for having
made possible this successful seminar, and I add the expression of my hope that other
States will follow and, in time, go ahead with similar exercises.

The position of my delegation with regard to verification has been set out at some
length in plenary on 26 March 1981, and in the Ad Hoc Working Group on Chemical
Weapons on 1 April 1981. I do not intend to repeat this well-known position, but I shall
offer a few remarks to explain some details which have, perhaps, not been quite under-
stood by all.

My Government is convinced that only international verification measures can give
States a credible assurance that a ban on chemical weapons is indeed being observed by
all parties. To be effective, however, such measures must include mandatory on-site
inspections which are indispensable if the international verification body is to satisfy
itself as to the non-existence of activities contrary to a convention. Already in its
report to the Committee last year, the Ad Hoc Working Group on chemical weapons
stated that there was a convergence of views that on-site inspection under certain
conditions and procedures should be included in the convention.

Some may have misunderstood this to mean that my Government favours continued
controls of all chemical production facilities in the world. It is obvious that this would
be quite impossible. Neither is it necessary. Therefore, we would propose to exempt the
inclusion of multi-purpose agents in the verification objectives. It would be sufficient
reasonably to deter any possible violation of the convention within the range of the
most important chemical agents if checks were carried out following a certain schedule
under which the international verification body would from time to time decide whera to
carry out inspections.

This approach has three major advantages:

Firstly, it does not cause excessive cost, but allows verification at a reasonable
expense; the "army of inspectors" which has been referred to by some would in fact
hardly deserve that name.

Secondly, it implies the risk of immediate detection for every potential violator of



102

the convention; no State would know, until very shortly before the inspection is to take
place, if and where installations on its territory would be subject to a control. .

Thirdly, verification on this basis can take place in a business-:like and co-operative
atmosphere; no State would have to feel victimized because an inspection was taking
place on its territory.

That is the approach we favour, and we feel that it is entirely in consonance with
international efforts aimed at building and strengthening confidence among States and
furthering international co-operation. We fail to understand how this view could b.e
~ interpreted as being based on a "concept of distrust”. We feel that international verifi-

cation is a necessity if the confidence which is required if States are to come to
further and more far-reaching agreements is to be created and enhanced. This was
admirably put by the distinguished representative of Venezuela, Ambassador Taylhardat,
at the 121st plenary meeting of the Committee on 3 April 1981. He said, with reference
to the verification system of a future chemical weapons convention: "If we start from
the assumption that all States are fulfilling the obligations they have assumed, no State
party should feel offended if the control authority which it would, by its own sovereign
will, have agreed to set up, were to request permission to carry out an inspection in
order to confirm or verify that an obligation had been or was being discharged. That is
how we see the mutual trust that should prevail between the States parties to the
convention."

CD/PV.138 pp.19-20 USA/Flowerree 16.7.81 CW

I wish it could be said that the Working Group has been equally successful in
certain other aspects of its work, although, as I noted earlier, much useful work is being
done. Unfortunately the Working Group does not seem to be coming to grips with the
verificationrelated issues which represent the key obstacle to success. The Working
Group has so far not defined the specific issues in this area which must be discussed
and resolved during negotiations on a convention. So our consideration of verification
has not advanced beyond the discussion of general formulas which conceal rather than
define the issues to be confronted.

Probably all delegations can agree that verification is important and should be based
on a combination of national and international measures. But, frankly, that does not get
us very far toward a practical, effective system of verification which will provide
adequate assurance that States parties are fulfilling their obligations. For that purpose
we need to establish a detailed complex of different provisions carefully tailored to
specific activities and obligations. One general formula will not suffice for everything.
What is adequate for one aspect will not necessarily be adequate for another.

It seems to us that what must be done now is to outline what it is that needs to be
verified and the possible approaches for each case. In this connection the Canadian
working paper CD/167, of 26 March 1981, can be a very useful guide. Certainly there
will be different views expressed both on what to verify and how to do it. Perhaps
there will be agreement on some points and disagreement on others. But that should not
trouble us at this stage.

Only by patiently and systematically identifying specific objectives and the political
and technical means for accomplishing them in practical terms will we move ahead in
the important area of verification.

It might be argued that it is premature to consider verification in detail until the
scope of the prohibition has been fully agreed. But in view of the close interrelationship
between the scope and the means of verification, such an approach would, in my delega-
tion's view, not be sound either in principle or in practice. Rather, the Working Group
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should repeatedly consider each aspect in turn, steadily refining and making more
concrete the approaches to scope and verification until they form a well-integrated,
internally consistent whole.

I cannot over-emphasize the importance of dealing in concrete, practical terms with
the multitude of questions involved in prohibiting chemical weapons. It bears repeating
once again that chemical weapons exist in large quantities because some States have
considered them important for their national security. A chemical weapons convention
will not come into force, or long survive, unless those States are convinced that it
protects and improves their national security. States must believe not only that the
convention is based on sound principles but also that these principles can be put into
practice effectively.

There is clearly a lot of work ahead. In the area of verification, which is of funda-
mental importance to an effective prohibition, work on the framework - the underlying
concepts -- has barely begun. And before a convention is completed, agreement will be
necessary on extremely detailed matters. The Protocol to the United States-Soviet
Treaty on Underground Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes provides a good

illustration of the kinds of important details that must be specified to make verification
effective.

CD/PV.138 pp.26-27 Finland/Keisalo 16.7.81 Cw

The goal of investigation presented in the fourth Finnish report on "methodology and
instrumentation for sampling and analysis in the verification of chemical disarmament"
was to design methodology for the environmental monitoring of nerve agents. As such it
constitutes a first step toward adaptation of the system of microanalytical methods
proposed earlier to real world samples.

After our first report on chemical and instrumental verification in 1977, we
prepared two reports on the systematic identification of agents and their degradation
products (1979 and 1980). Although the plans call for a series of reports on identifica-
tion, particularly of non-phosphorus warfare agents and components of binary weapons,
we are planning to begin the study of more detailed procedures for ultra-sensitive trace
analysis of new agents.

Instructions for sample collection and the description of dedicated monitoring instru-
mentation and a mobile unit, presently under development, will be additional topics for
future annual reports.

The report presents selected simple sampling and sample preparation methods for
environmental monitoring of nerve agents. It also describes certain important improve-
ments in the analytical methodology proposed in our earlier reports for the study of
sample concentrates. Two of the most significant improvements are a new simple tech-
nique for measurement of cholinesterase inhibition spectra from suspected samnple
components and automation of the chemical detection and identification of known nerve
agents by high resolution gas chromatography.

The {following requirements were put for the basic procedure developed for the
environmental monitoring of chemical warfare agents:

I. The procedure must permit the unambiguous detection and identification of agents.
Quantitative accuracy and precision are desirable but are not as important as qualita-
tive aspects.

2. The procedure should be highly sensitive in the detection of agents.

3. The different stages of the procedure should be as simple as possible without risking
the above requirements. The procedure should be rapid to carry out.

4. It should be applicable in a not too heavy mobile laboratory.
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5. It should not rely on overly expensive instrumentation.

6. The procedure should be suitable for automatization in the future.

7. The basic procedure should be complemented with effective confirmatory methods and
methods for further investigation in a central laboratory.

Without going into the details of the monitoring procedure developed, it can be
stated that it fulfils the above requirements for air, water and sandy soil samples which
were considered most important matrices in our preliminary experiments. Biological
samples require more complex techniques and will be investigated later. The monitoring

_procedure was developed using sarin and soman as model agents. Other nerve agents and
most important non-phosphorus agents will come later.

Optimization of the procedure for all important chemical warfare agents and its
complete automatization will still take some years.

We would be very grateful for comments and assistance from experts and labora-
tories interested in developing these procedures. On this occasion, I wish to thank the
distinguished representatives of Japan, the United Kingdom, the Federal Republic of
Germany and the United States for their encouraging words concerning the Finnish
contribution to our common work.

CD/PV.139 p.19 Canada/McPhail 21,7.81 Cw

With this in mind, I wish to draw attention to the interconnected problems of scope
and verification. If we are successfully to conclude our consideration of "elements",
these elements must be balanced and in correct proportion to each other. Some have
suggested that it is not possible to deal with verification in any substantive way until
the scope of a treaty has been adequately defined. Others have suggested that questions
of scope and definition, interrelated as they are, need to be examined simultaneously
with the problem of verification so that in this fashion a balanced text will emerge as a
natural outcome of the process of discussion. We share this latter view.

In the meantime, however, it is clear that the discussions on verification within the
Chemical Weapons Working Group have been superficial and inadequate. This same
inadequacy is inevitably reflected in element VII in working paper 21. This, of course, is
no fault of the Chairman, but simply represents the highest common denominator the
Working Group has been able to achieve so far. We therefore intend to develop wording
on this matter which we hope would be acceptable to all in terms of the verification
régime required and the methods necessary to achieve it. In this regard, we are
encouraged by the number of statements which have remarked favourably upon the
Canadian working paper, document CD/167, on "verification and control requirements for
a chemical arms control treaty based on an analysis of activities". Bearing in mind the
comments of a number of delegations, we propose to develop wording which would deal
with problems of concept, responsibility, organization and national/international arrange-
ments in a chemical weapons verification régime. This wording, of course, would be
suitable for consideration under element VIl of the text now before the Working
Group.

CD/PV.139 pp.22-23 Argentina/Carasales 21.7.81 cw

It has been repeated often enough in this forum that a convention on chemical
weapons must include a complaints procedure and a verification system adequate to
ensure the implementation of the terms of the convention.

However, we are convinced that the primary element on which the agreement should
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be built is a genuine commitment by States parties never in any circumstances to use or
possess chemical weapons. On this basis, verification would represent only a mutual
reassurance for States and not a complex and all-embracing system which, because of its
breadth and detail, would be resisted by a large number of countries and would
therefore fail to win the necessary consensus.

To this end the verification system ought to have cerain characteristics that would
render it adequate to meet the interests of the international community. In our view,
these are as follows.

(a) The system should be both national and international in character. The national
bodies which are organized or selected for the application of the system in each State
party, in accordance with its own legislation and internal structure, will be the key
components of the system, co-ordinating with similar bodies in other States and with the
relevant international bodies.

The international character of the system will be assured by the presence within the
system of an independent element, made up of experts in the fields involved in chemical
weapons. The organic and functional characteristics of this element, which we could
agree to call a consultative committee, should be discussed in the Ad Hoc Working
Group, but we should like to emphasize that it would advisable for the committee to
consist of a fairly small group of experts on the subject. It would then be able to act
quickly and effectively in its own field, without becoming involved in aspects having
nothing to do with the technical and scientific content of the matters it should deal
with. :

(b) The system should employ simple methods, accepted and recognized by the States
parties, of a kind to ensure a thorough study of any problems that may arise and the
securing of rapid and conclusive results.

(c) It should use verification procedures appropriate to the circumstances of the
case in question. In this context, random, non-routine visits to the installations or
premises of the different States parties, following co-ordination with them, will help to
build mutual confidence and reinforce the fulfilment of the convention.

(d) The system should permit the prompt and thorough investigation of any com-
plaints that may be made of non-compliance with the convention.

(e) It should permit the settlement of disputes at the level of bilateral agreements.
Confidence-building measures

These include measures which will have to be taken in implementation of the terms
of the agreement and which it may be appropriate to carry out before the agreement
comes into force in order to confirm the commitment never to use chemical weapons, a
commitment to which I referred earlier.

Basically, the "confidence-building measures" should be designed to ensure interna-
tionally the freezing and limitation of the development, stockpiling and production of
chemical weapons. Among possible measures of this kind, we should like to mention:

(a) The declaration of stocks and production facilities;

(b) The programmed destruction of stocks, in the presence of invited international
commissions;

(c) The dismantling of production facilities or possibly their conversion to other
purposes, also in the presence of invited international commissions;

(d) The exchange of information between States in the sphere of chemical weapons
and related matters.
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One issue on which considerably divergent views persist is that of the scope of the
convention and another is verification and compliance. These two issues will be pivotal
in the elaboration for consideration of a draft chemical weapons convention and conse-
quently a serious and in-depth examination of all proposals relating to these central
issues should be made with a view to finding a mutually acceptable formula. As for my
delegation, we would like to see the scope of the convention as comprehensive as

- possible, encompassing a complete ban on the development, production, stockpiling,
acquisition, retention, assistance and transfer of all chemical weapons and on their
destruction.

The question of verification will play a decisive role for a successful chemical
weapons convention. As we are all aware, a system of measures designed to ensure
faithful compliance with the provisions of the chemical weapons convention is a complex
and sensitive issue that would need to be addressed with the utmost care. It would be
an ideal achievement if we could all agree on a 100 per cent foolproof verification
procedure, but in this imperfect world of ours we must all be realistic and practical in
our approach. My delegtion would be happy to see a balanced combination of national
and international control systems which would involve the minimum element of intrusion.

My delegation highly appreciates the contribution of the Government of Finland in
providing this Committee with an opportunity to acquaint itself with the Finnish project
on the role of instrumental analysis of chemical warfare agents and their verification. I
am sure that the workshop held in Helsinki in June was a practical approach to this
complex problem. T also wish to take this opportunity to express our satisfaction with
the results of the meeting of chemical experts on toxicity determination concluded
under the chairmanship of Dr. Lundin of Sweden. My delegation feels sure that such
expertise on the technical aspects of certain problems could help clarify a number of
complicated problems. My delegation earnestly looks forward to the increased participa-
tion and contribution of technical experts in the future.

CD/PV.140 pp.27-30 Morocco/Arrassen 23.7.81 Cw

(b) Monitoring and verification of the prohibition

The members of the Committee on Disarmament are unanimous in considering that a
ban on the production and possession of chemical means of warfare, without any means
of verifying the strict application of the ban, would be much more dangerous for the
safety of States than no ban at all; but they are no longer unanimous when it comes to
establishing and defining the procedures for such verification. Two arguments are
advanced in this regard.

The first is based on the principle that only on-site inspections, effected under
international control, would permit effective verification of the non-production of
chemical warfare agents. The second argument rejects this "intrusive" procedure on the
grounds that it might violate the sovereign rights of States Parties and lead inevitably
to the disclosure of industrial, commercial and military secrets. The proponents of this
view argue that, for adequate verification of compliance with obligations assumed under
a convention on chemical weapons, it would be preferable to use national means of
control, possibly in association with certain international machinery and procedures. This
is purely and simply an invitation to copy the system of inspection — altogether ineffec-
tive — provided for in the Convention on biological weapons.

In order to find a compromise between these two approaches which reflect the two
principal philosophies that entirely dominate the views and discussions on disarmament
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matters, the negotiators will have to display much imagination, patience and adroitness.
The compromise will, in any case, have to include international verification measures at
least as stringent as those entrusted to IAEA under the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Other-
wise, with national verification measures alone, we may fall back, as in the case of
biological weapons, into the rut of self-inspection machinery, which is so unreliable.

A system of international control of the application of, and compliance with, a
Convention on chemical weapons must, of course, be based on appropriate structures.
There is unanimous agreement among the members of the Committee on Disarmament on
the idea of making provision in the future instrument for a consultative committee on
the lines of the one already existing in the Convention on the Environment. All that
remains is to define the concrete aspects of its organization, operation and powers.

The very complex nature of chemical weapons, the particularly wide range of agents
which can be used to produce them, and also the great variety of the activities to be
monitored — research, development, production, stockpiling, elimination, closing down or
reconversion of plant — might induce the Committee on Disarmament to have big ideas
and envisage the establishment of an international agency for disarmament control which
might later be entrusted with the monitoring of subsequent disarmament measures, in
addition to the ban on chemical weapons.

In elaborating effective and economically unharmful international measures for
monitoring and verifying a prohibition on the production of chemical weapons, the
Committee on Disarmament would find it very useful, the Moroccan delegation believes,
to draw upon the experience of the Federal Republic of Germany which is bound by the
Agreements of 23 October 1954 to refrain from producing chemical weapons and to
submit to controls by the Agency of the Western European Union established to verify
compliance with that obligation.

The controls consist of an assessment of written information supplied on request,
and also of visits and on-site inspections on the initiative of the Agency itself. During
these inspections, the international inspectors of the Agency obtain information on the
organization, operation and production programme of a chemical plant, but visit only the
sector in which the decisive phase of the reaction occurs — the phase which, during the
full production process, immediately precedes the completion of the end-item. Thus, the
inspections do not cover entire plants, but rather particular "characteristic substances"
that are considered to be initial or key products without which prohibited warfare
agents cannot be manufactured.

This does not prevent the inspectors from giving special attention to safety precau-
tions which are always visible and, together with the lack of special equipment which is
also difficult to conceal, provide the clearest possible indication that no chemical
warfare agents are being produced in the plant. Also, by comparing data obtained by
built-in measuring instruments with the figures entered in the records of the production
unit, the inspectors can check the quantity of precursors used in the production of a
substance or end-item. Lastly, in some cases, they may even resort to sampling in order
to identify particular substances and to determine whether they are in fact prohibited
agents.

The Federal Republic of Germany made an even more valuable contribution to the
work of the Committee on Disarmament on chemical weapons by organizing an interna-
tional workshop from 12 to 14 March 1979, following the invitation which the West
German Chancellor had addressed to all States Members of the United Nations in May
1978 at the General Assembly's special session devoted to disarmament. In the frame-
work of what must indeed be regarded as a genuine premiere in the field of negotiations
on chemical disarmament, the Federal Republic of Germany was able, by means of
practical examples, to demonstrate to an international audience of chemical experts the
experience it had acquired from the inspections carried out by WEU — experience which



108

the members of the Committee on Disarmament, and particularly those who are opposed
to the introduction of a system of on-site international inspections into a Convention on
chemical weapons, might do well to reflect upon, even if it is derived only from a single
disarmament measure limited in space and also imposed on a defeated country.

This exercise, which gave participants an opportunity to get acquainted with the
practice of international on-site inspections, was designed principally to demonstrate
that:

In the absence of safety precautions, no super-toxic compounds can be
manufactured in the production plants at present available to the
chemical industry;

The absence of such safety precautions is perceivable in the course of a

plant inspection and thus can provide proof of the non-production of

warfare agents;
A rapid conversion of available production plants into plants producing
warfare agents is not technically possible.

In addition, the exercise amply demonstrated that there was no basis for "the
objection occasionally raised to on-site inspections as a means of controlling current
production in civilian chemical plants", — namely, that such inspections "would be
intrusive and liable to harm the legitimate interests of producers, since they would
involve the disclosure of classified information of a technical and economic nature".
Better still, "it is possible for on-site inspections to prove, without disclosing any classi-
fied information on the production process", and without interfering with the process,
“"that chemical warfare agents are not being produced."

Thus, it has been fully demonstrated that on-site inspections — periodic or
unscheduled — on request, or following a complaint from a State Party or an interna-
tional organization — and effected by an international control authority, are the only
means of guaranteeing compliance with a ban on the production of chemical weapons.

Inspections of this type are also irreplaceable for monitoring national activities such
as the destruction of existing stocks, "moth-balling", reconversion or demolition of plant
_producing chemical weapons, research and development activities for peaceful and
defensive (protection) purposes, and the monitoring of plants producing agents closely
related to the organophosphorus compounds (pesticides), not to mention the monitoring
of the non-production of new chemical weapons.

As a concession to those for whom on-site inspections arouse fears of disclosure of
industrial, commercial or military secrets, their degree of "intrusiveness" can be modi-
fied during the very early years of operation of the international control system by
reducing them simply to summary and superficial visits designed solely to ascertain the
absence of safety precautions and devices.

Other forms of international control may supplement but not replace on-site inspec-
tions. They consist of a series of quasi-on-site inspections, ranging from remote detec-
tion of chemical agents in liquid or gaseous effluents from a suspect plant, using ultra-
sensitive detectors installed in satellites or on the ground outside the frontiers of the
country subject to the supervision, to statistical control of figures for the production
and consumption of raw materials and bsic chemical products, and opto-electronic
sealing of plants which have stopped all production.

It must be noted that, of the various international methods of control enumerated
above, all — except on-site inspections - have the same disadvantage: their practical
efficiency has never been verified.

Moreover, the absence of positive indications of clandestine production does not
provide a definite assurance of non-violation of the prohibition. Nevertheless, one can
-be almost certain that the mere fact of the application of such measures will have a
dissuasive effect and render any attempt at evasion extremely complicated.
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The delegation of the German Democratic Republic attaches great importance to the
question of verification of compliance with a CW convention. We envisage a verification
system and a complaints procedure which provide each party to the Convention with the
required confidence that its obligations are complied with by the other parties.

It is not my intention now to pursue the question of verification in detail. This
should be done when the issues connected with the scope of the prohibition have been
clarified.

It seems that for the time being two different concepts concerning verification
prevail in the CW field. The first one proceeds from a balanced combination of national
and international measures and means of verification. The second one especially empha-
sizes regular and permanent international inspections while largely neglecting the poten-
tial of domestic control measures, of national technical means of verification, and of
such international procedures as, for example, verification by challenge. This concept
seems to be very much influenced by the idea that the means of verification should
determine the scope of prohibition. We cannot agree with such a perception which is in
direct contradiction with one of the basic principles of the Final Document of the first
special session devoted to disarmament. It would involve us in endless debates on
detailed and highly technical aspects of verification and lead to an actual postponement,
if not the prevention, of a CW convention.

I cannot but agree with Ambassador S