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Preface

The last three years have seen significant
developments respecting the verification of arms control and
disarmament agreements. In the United Nations, thg General
Assembly on 16 December 1985 adopted without a vote
resolution 40/152(0o) entitled “Verification In All Its
Aspects”. Since that time two su;cessive Geuerél Assemblies
have adopted resolutions on verification. In addition, the
United Nations Disarmament Commission began its consideration

of the subject in May 1987.

This volume is compiled from the verbatim records

(PV) of the Conference on Disarmament (CD). It covers the
sessions held in Geneva from 1985 to 1987 and contains the
ma jor statements made on the issue of verification of arms
control and disgrmament proposals. The growing recognition
of the importance of verification in arms control and
disarmament is reflected both in the number of statements
made on this issue and in their content. This Compendium 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 additional 1lists 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
;rms éontrol issue being discussed. The major issues
discﬁssed in the CD during the 1985-1987 sessions include: a
chemical weapons convention, a comprehensive test ban,
nuclear disarmament, arms control in outer space, and a
radiological weépons convention. The List of Verbatim
Statements by Nation organizes the statements by nation. A
coded reference is includea in this 1list to indicate the
issue being discussed in each statement. These lists will
enable the user to easily access all the statements made by a
nation or group of nations on a particular issue, all the
statements made on a particular issue, or all the statements

made by a particular nation on a particular issue.
Note that the verbatim records of the CD are also

available as source documents in French and the other

official languages of the United Nations.
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Reference

CD/PV.288
CD/PV.289
CD/PV.290
CD/PV.290
CD/PV.291
CD/PV.292
CD/PV.292
CD/PV.293
CD/PV.293
CD/PV.293
CD/PV.293
CD/PV.294
CD/PV.294
CD/PV.295
CD/PV.295
CD/PV.296
CD/PV.296
CD/PV.296
CD/PV.297
CD/PV.297
CD/PV.297
CD/PV.297
CD/PV.297
CD/PV.297
CD/PV.298
CD/PV.298
CD/PV.299
CD/PV.300
CD/PV.301
CD/PV.301
CD/PV.301
CD/PV.303
CD/PV.303
CD/PV.303
CD/PV.305
CD/PV.306
CD/PV.306
CD/PV.306
CD/PV.306
CD/PV.307

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

pp.30-32
p-12

ppel0-11, 13-14

pp+25-27
ppel2-15
pp.20-21
Pp.26-27

pp.l4, 17-18

p.20
p.2l
ps22
pPp.7-8
pp+21-22
pPp.22-23
p»27
pel5
pp.17-18
pp.32-33
pp.l3-14
pp.22-23
pp+27,30

pp.37, 39-41

p+44
p.47
ppsl1-12
pp.17-18
pp.7-8
p.27
pp+8-10
p.l5
pPp.25-28
pp.7-13
p+23
pp.28-29
pp.12-14
pp.13-16
pp+25-28
pp.37-38
p+39
pp.7-10

,NationZSEeaker

Sweden/Theorin
FRG/Wegener
USA/Adelman
USSR/Issrael yan
Japan/Imai .
Argentina/Carasales
Australia/Butler
USSR/ Issraelyan
FRG/Wegener
India/Kant Sharma
Mexico/Garcia Robles.
Paki stan/Ahmad
Australia/Butler
USSR/Issraelyan
Morocco/Skalli

New Zealand/Lange
USA/Lowitz
Italy/Alessi
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
Mexico/Garcia Robles
USSR/ Issraelyan
Sweden/Ekeus
GDR/Rose
Nigeria/Tonwe
UK/Luce
Finland/Tornudd
Peru/Cannock
USA/Lowitz
Norway/Froysnes
USA/Lowitz
Belgium/Depasse
USA/Lowitz

GDR/Rose

USSR/ Issraelyan
FRG/Genscher
USSR/Issraelyan
Canada/Beesley
USA/Barthelemy
Japan/Imai
Japan/Imai

- iii -

Date

5.2.85
7.2.85
12.2.85

12.2.85

14.2.85
19.2.85
19.2.85
21.2.85
21.2.85
21.2.85
21.2.85
26.2.85
26.2.85
28.2.85
28.2.85
5.3.85
5.3.85
5.3.85
7.3.85
7.3.85
7.3.85
7.3.85
7.3.85
"7+3.85
12.3.85
12.3.85
14.3.85
19.3.85
21.3.85
21.3.85
21.3.85
28.3.85
28.3.85
28.3.85
2.4.85
4.4.85
4.4.85
4.4.85
4.4.85
11.4.85



Reference

CD/PV.307
CD/PV.307
~ CD/PV.307

- CD/PV.307
CD/PV.308
CD/PV.308
CD/PV.309
CD/PV.309
CD/PV.309
CD/PV.309
CD/PV.310
CD/PV.311
CD/PV.311
CD/PV.313
CD/PV.313
CD/PV.314
CD/PV.315
CD/PV.315
CD/PV.315
CD/PV.316
CD/PV.316
CD/PV.317
CD/PV.318
CD/PV.318
Cb/PV.318
CD/PV.320
CD/PV.320
CD/PV.321
CD/PV.322
CD/PV.322
CD/PV.322
Cb/PVv.323
CD/PV.323
CD/PV.323
CD/PV.323

CD/PV.324
‘CD/PV.324
CD/PV.324

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

pp.ll-12
pel3
pp.15-16
pp.17-18
pp.l4-15
pp.17-20
pPp.16-18
Pp+»20-23
pPP.25-28
pp.30-31
pp.37-38
p.ll
p.l6

pe7

p-8
pPp.6-7
p.ll
pp.17-18
p+23
pp.6—8
pPp.11-13
pPp+27-28
ppe10-11
pp.15?16
p.l9
pp.13-15
PPe21-22
p.l9
pp.8-10
pp.l1-13
PP+»25-26
pp.8-9

pp.l1-12, 14-16

pp.23-24
pPpP+25-26

pp.7-10
pp.16-18
pp.18-20

Nation/Speaker

USSR/Prokofiev

.GDR/Rose

FRG/Wegener
Australia/Butler

Sri Lanka/Dhanapala
UK/Cromartie
Netherlands/van Schaik
Australia/Butler
USA/Barthelemy
GDR/Rose

Senegal/Sene
Sweden/Theorin
Australia/Butler
France/Jessel
Canada/Beesley
Morocco/Skalli
GDR/Rose

Brazil/de Sousa e Silva
FRG/Wegener
Norway/Kristvik
USA/Lowitz
Mexico/Garcia Robles
USSR/Issraelyan
FRG/Wegener
Australia/Butler
UK/Cromartie
FRG/Wegener
Netherlands/van Schaik
Yugoslavia/Mihajlovic
USSR/Issraelyan
Canada/Beesley
USA/Lowitz

Spain/Lacieta

Bulgaria/Tellalov
Ad Hoc Group of
Scientific Experts/
Dahlman

Japan/Imai
Sweden/Ekeus
GDR/Rose

iv

Date

11.4.85
11.4.85
11.4.85
11.4.85
16.4.85
16.4.85
18.4.85
18.4.84
18.4.85
18.4.85
23.4.85
11.6.85
11.6.85
18.6.85
18.6.85
20.6.85
25.6.85
25.6.85
25.6.85
27.6.85
27.6.85

2.7.85

4.7.85

4.7.85

4.7.85
11.7.85
11.7.85
16.7.85
18.7.85
18.7.85
18.7.85
23.7.85
23.7.85
23.7.85

23.7.85
25.7.85
25.7.85
25.7.85

Pagg

48
49
49
51
52
54
56
58
61
64
65
67
67
68
68
69
69
70
71
7l
74
76
77
78
78
79
81
83
84
86
87
89
89
93

93
95
97
100




Reference

CD/PV.324
CD/PV.324
CD/PV.325
CD/PV.326
CD/PV.326
CD/PV.327
CD/PV.327
CD/PV.327
CD/PV.328
CD/PV.329
CD/PV.329
CD/PV.330
CD/PV.330
CD/PV.330
CD/PV.330
CD/PV.330
CD/PV.331
CD/PV.331
CD/PV.331
CD/PV.331
CD/PV.331
CD/PV.332
CD/PV.332
CD/PV.332
CDh/PV.333
CD/PV.333
CD/PV.336
CD/PV.336
CD/PV.336
CD/PV.336
CD/PV.336
CD/PV.337
CD/PV.337
CD/PV.338
CD/PV.338
CD/PV.338
CD/PV.339
Cb/PV.339
CD/PV.339
CD/PV.339

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

p.23
PP+25-26
pel3
pPpP.9-11
pp.l2-14
pp.10-13
pp.19-20
pp.23-24
pp+6-8
pp.7-11
pp.l4-15
p.8
pp.ll-l4
p.30
pp.35-39
p.4l

pPe7
pp.11-12
p.l6
pp.18-19
pp.21-22
p.l>5
pPpP.23-24
PP«25-27
pp.13-14
PP+24-25
p.l2
p.20

pp.27-28, 31-32

pPp.41-42
pp.48-51
pp.16-17
p.20
pp.7-10
pp.l3-14
p.l6
pp.10-13
pp.15-20
P23
pp.33-34

Nation/Speaker

USSR/Issraelyan
Australia/Butler

Sri Lanka/Dhanapala
USA/Lowitz

FRG/Wegener

Japan/Imai
USSR/Issraelyan
GDR/Rose

FRG/Elbe
Netherlands/van Schaik
Australia/Butler
Italy/Alessi
Pakistan/Ahmad
Netherlands/van Schaik
Australia/Butler
USA/Lowitz
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
Sweden/Ekeus

GDR/Rose
USSR/Issraelyan
UK/Edis

USA/Lowitz
USSR/Issraelyan
Brazil/de Sousa e Silva
India/Dubey
Venezuela/Ter Horst
Australia/Butler
Mexico/Garcia Robles
Sweden/Theorin
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
Canada/Beesley
Bulgaria/Tellalov
Pakistan/Ahmad
USA/Lowitz

GDR/Rose

Mexico/Garcia Robles
Pakistan/Ahmad
Japan/Imai
France/Jessel
China/Qian Jiadon

Date

25.7.85
25.7 85

~30.7.85

1.8.85
1.8.85
6.8.85
6.8.85
6+8.85
8.8.85
13.8.85
13.8.85
15.8.85
15.8.85
15.8.85
15.8.85
15.8.85
20.8.85
20.8.85
20.8.85
20.8.85
20.8.85
22.8.85
22.8.85
22.8.85
27.8.85
27.8.85
4.2.86
4.2.86
4.2.86
4.2.86
4.2.86
6+2.86
6.2.86
11.2.86
11.2.86
11.2.86

'13.2.86

13.2.86
13.2.86
13.2.86

Pagg

102
103
104

104

106
108
112
113
114
117
121

122
123
124
124
126
127
127
128
129
130
130
131

132
132
133
134
134
134
136
137
139
139
140
142
143
143
146
149
150



Reference

Cch/PV.339
CD/PV.340
CD/PV.340

- CD/PV.340

CD/PV.340
CD/PV.341
CD/PV.341
CD/PV.341
CD/PV.341
CD/PV.341
CD/PV.342
CD/PV.342
CD/PV.342
CD/PV.342
CD/PV.342
CD/PV.343
CD/PV.343
CD/PV.343
CD/PV.343
CD/PV.343
CD/PV.343
CD/PV.344
CD/PV.344
CD/PV.344
CD/PV.346
CD/PV.346
CD/PV.347
CD/PV.347
CD/PV.348
CD/PV.348
CD/PV.348
CD/PV.348
CD/PV.349
CD/PV.350
CD/PV.350
CD/PV.350
CD/PV.350
CD/PV.351
" CD/PV.351
Cbh/PV.351

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

p.37
pp.7-10
pps14-15
p«23
pp.27-28
pp.8-9
pp.13-16
p.22
P24
pPp.27-28
ppe.7-12
pp.15-16
pp.20-22
p.26
pp.35-36
pp.10-12
pp.14-18
pp«20-24
pPp.26,28-30
pp.33-35
p.36
p.l12
pPp.16-17
pPp.21-25
pPp«6-7
pp.8-10
pp.8-10
Pp.23-28
p.ll
p.l3
p.l5
PpP+24-25
pp.6—8
pp.8-11
p.l2
p.21
pPP+23-26
p.l4
p.17
pp.20-23

Nation[SEeaker

Egypt/Alfarargy
FRG/Wegener

Sri Lanka/Dhanapala
Nigeria/Tonwe
Kenya/Afande
USSR/Gorbachev (letter)
USSR/Kornienko
Hungary/Meiszter
Pakistan/Ahmad
Poland/Turbanski
UK/Renton
Finland/Tornudd
India/Gonsalves
Morocco/Benhima
GDR/Rose
Norway/Froysnes
Belgium/Clerckx
Sweden/Ekeus
USA/Lowitz

New Zealand/Nottage
France/Jessel
Argentina/Campora
Bulgaria/Tellalov
FRG/Wegener
Mexico/Garcia Robles
Canada/Beesley
Yugoslavia/Vidas
Netherlands/van Schaik
Peru/Mariategui
USSR/Gorbachev (letter)
Italy/Franceschi
Mongolia/Bayart
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
China/Qian Jiadong
UK/Cromartie
Canada/Despres

USSR/ Issraelyan
Cuba/Lechuga Hevia
Zaire/Monshemvula
FRG/Wegener

vi

Date

13.2.86
18.2.86
18.2.86
18.2.86
18.2.86
20.2.86
20.2.86
20.2.86
20.2.86
20.2.86
25.2.86
25.2.86
25,2.86
25.2.86
25.2.86
27.2.86
27.2.86
27.2.86
27.2.86
27.2.86
27.2.86

4.3.86

4.3.86

4.3.86
11.3.86
11.3.86
13.3.86
13.3.86
18.3.86
18.3.86
18.3.86
18.3.86
20.3.86
25.3.86
25.3.86
25.3.86
25.3.86
27.3.86
27.3.86
27.3.86

Page

150
150
153
154
154
155
155
157
157
158
158
161
162
164
165
166
168
170
174
176
178
178
179
180
182.
183
185
187
190
190
191
191
192
195
198
199
199
202
203
203



Reference

CD/PV.351

CD/PV.353
CD/PV.353
CD/PV.353
CD/PV.353
CDh/PV.353
CD/PV.354
CD/PV.354
CD/PV.354
CD/PV.354
CD/PV.354
CD/PV.355
CD/PV.356
CD/PV.357
CD/PV.357
CD/PV.357
CD/PV.357
CD/PV.358
CD/PV.358
CD/PV.358
CD/PV.358
CD/PV.358
CD/PV.359
CD/PV.359
CD/PV.359
CD/PV.359
CD/PV.359
CD/PV.360
CD/PV.360
CD/PV.361

CD/PV.362
CD/PV.362
CD/PV.362
CD/PV.363
CD/PV.363
CD/PV.364
CD/PV.364
CD/PV.365

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

pp.30-31

pp.9,11-12
pp.17-19
pp.20-24
pe27
pp.30-32
p.l0
pp.l2-14
pp.15-16
pp.16-18
pp.18-19
pp.15-19.
pp.l1-12
pp.l2-16
pp.21-25
p.27
p.33
pp.l10,12
pp.17-18
p.19
pPp.23-24
p.30
pp.7-9
pp.15-17
pp.20-22
PP+26-27
pp.37-38
pp.7-9
pp.22-23
pp.8-9
pp.3,6,8
pp.l1-13
pp.17-18
P
pp.6-7
pp.4-5,7,9
pp.12-13
pp.2-8

Nation/Speaker

Ad Hoc Group of
Scientific Experts/
Dahlman
USSR/Petrosyants '
Japan/Imai
USA/Lowi tz
Romania/Chirila
France/Jessel

Sri Lanka/Dhanapala
Argentina/Campora
GDR/Rose
Japan/Imai
USSR/Prokofiev
Hungary/Meiszter
USA/Lowitz
USA/Lowitz
Australia/Butler
Bulgaria/Tellalov
GDR/Rose
India/Narayanan
Pakistan/Ahmad
Burma/U Tin Tin
USSR/Issraelyan
Poland/Rychlak
Bulgaria/Tellalov
Italy/Franceschi
FRG/Wegener
Australia/Butler
Yugoslavia/Vidas
FRG/Genscher
USSR/Issraelyan
Venezuela/Taylhardat

Czechoslovakia/Chnoupek

Japan/Imai

GDR/Rose
Hungary/Meiszter
Mexico/Garcia Robles
USSR/Petrovsky
Norway/Huslid
USA/Lowitz

vii

Date

27.3.86
3.4.86
3.4.86
3.4.86
3.4.86
3.4.86
8.4.86
8.4.86
8.4.86
8.4.86
8.4.86

-10.4.86

15.4.86
17.4.86
17.4.86
17.4.86
17.4.86
22.4.86
22.4.86
22.4.86
22.4.86
22.4.86
24.4.86
24.4,86
24.4.86
24.4.86
24.4.86
10.6.86
10.6.86
12.6.86
17.6.86
17.6.86
17.6.86
19.6.86
19.6.86
24.6.86
24.6.86
26.6.86

206
207
208
210
213

213
215

215

217
218
220
22}

225
226
230
234
234
234
235
237
237
238
239
241
243
244
244
246
249
249
250
251

253
254
254
255
256
258



Reference

CD/PV.365
CD/PV.366
CD/PV.367
 CD/PV.367
CD/PV.368
CD/PV.369
CD/PV.369
CD/PV.370
CD/PV.371
CD/PV.371
CD/PV.371
CD/PV.371
CD/PV.372
CD/PV.372
CD/PV.372
CD/PV.372
CD/PV.373
CD/PV.373
CD/PV.373
CD/PV.374
CD/PV.375
CD/PV.375
CD/PV.376
CD/PV.376
CD/PV.377
CD/PV.377
CD/PV.378
CD/PV.378
CD/PV.378
CD/PV.379
CD/PV.379
CD/PV.379
CD/PV.379
CD/PV.379

CD/PV.380
CD/PV.380
CD/PV.381
CD/PV.381

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

p-l6

pe7
pp.7-8
pp+26-29
ppe.4-8
pp.4-5
pp.7-12
pp o4~7
pp+4-5
p.ll
pe.l3
pp.l4-16
pPpP-2-4
pe7
pP.9-10
pp.l1-13
p.3
pp.8-9
p.l3
pp«4-9
pe8
ppel12-13
ppe3-4
pp.12-13
pPpe4-5
pp-.8-11
pe3
pp.8-l11
pp.15-20
P>
pp.9-10
pp.12-13

pp.18-20

ppe4—-6
pp.9-12
pPpe«5-6
pp-9-10

NationZSEeaker

USSR/Issraelyan
Romania/Datcu
Morocco/Benhima
Canada/Beesley
Belgium/Clerckx
USA/Barthelemy
Australia/Butler
UK/Renton
Austria/Hinteregger
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
Japan/Imai
Sweden/Ekeus
Norway/Kristvik
China/Fan Guoxiang
Australia/Butler
USSR/Issraelyan
Peru/Morelli Pando
GDR/Rose

FRG/Wegener
Netherlands/van Schaik
Czechoslovakia/Cima
Yugoslavia/Vidas
Canada/Clark (letter)
Indonesia/Sutowardoyo
Sri Lanka/Dhanapala
USSR/Issraelyan
Bulgaria/Tellalov
India/Gonsalves
FRG/Wegener
Iran/Velayati
Japan/Imai
Mexico/Garcia Robles
Australia/Butler

Ad Hoc Group of
Scientific Experts/
Dahlman

GDR/Rose

New Zealand/Lineham
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
USSR/Kashirin

viii

Date
)

26.6.86
1.7.86
3.7.86
3.7.86
8.7.86

10.7.86

10.7.86

15.7.86

17.7.86

17.7.86

17.7.86

17.7.86

22.7.86

22.7.86

22.7.86

22.7.86

24.7.86

24.7.86

24.7.86

29.7.86

31.7.86

31.7.86
5.8.86
5.8.86
7.8.86
7.8.86

12.8.86

12.8.86

12.8.86

14.8.86

14.8.86

14.8.86

14.8.86

14.8.86
19.8.86
19.8.86
21.8.86
21.8.86

Page

262
263
263
265
269
273
274
279
282
282
283
284
285
288
288
290
292
293
294
295
298
299
299
300
301

302

303
304
305
310
311
312
313

315
317
319
321
323

=




Reference

CD/PV.381
CD/PV.381
CD/PV.381
CD/PV.38l1
CDh/PV.381
CD/PV.381
CD/PV.382
CD/PV.382
CDh/PV.382
CD/PV.382
CDh/PV.383
CD/PV.383
CD/PV.383
CD/PV.385
CD/PV.385
CD/PV.385
CD/PV.386
CD/PV.386
CD/PV.386
CD/PV.386
CD/PV.387
CDh/PV.388
CD/PV.388
CD/PV.388
CD/PV.389
CD/PV.389
CD/PV.389
CD/PV.389
CD/PV.390
CD/PV.390
CD/PV.391
CD/PV.391
CD/PV.391
Ccb/PV.392
CD/PV.392
CD/PV.394
CD/PV.394
CD/PV.396
CD/PV.397
CD/PV.397

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

pPeld
p.l9
PP+23-25
pp.31-33
pp.34-36
pe4l
PP«5-7
pp.13-16
pp.18-19
pe22
p.l9

pp+25-26,28

pp«36-37
pPp.21-22
p.28
pp.38-40
PPe5-11
pp.l3-14
pp.19-20
P22
pp.7-11
PP-3-5
pPpP.9-10
p.l6
pp.4-7
pp.l14-18
pp.21-22
PpP+29-30
Pp«7-9
pp.l2-14
pPp«5-6
pp.ll-12
p.21

p.8

pPel5
pp.4-6
pp.7-12

pPp.3-4,8-11
‘ppe.b4—-b6

p.9

Nation/Speaker

Japan/Imai

- Algeria/Kerroum

Poland/Turbanski

_ Australia/Butler

France/Jessel
USSR/Kashirin
FRG/Ruth
USA/Lowitz

USSR/ Issraelyan
Italy/Franceschi
USSR/1Issraelyan
Sweden/Ekeus
Canada/Despres
USSR/Vorontsov
Sweden/Theorin
Australia/Butler
USA/Adelman
USSR/Nazarkin
FRG/Bolewski
Poland/Turbanski
Japan/Yamada
Finland/Tornudd
Romania/Dolgu
Hungary/Meiszter
USSR/Nazarkin
FRG/von Stulpnagel
GDR/Rose
Egypt/Alfarargi
France/Raimond
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
Yugoslavia/Kosin
USA/Hansen
Nigeria/Tonwe
India/Teja
USSR/Nazarkin
Italy/Pugliese
USSR/Nazarkin
Netherlands/van Schaik
Norway/Bakkevig
Burgaria/Tellalov

ix

Date

21.8.86
21.8.86
21.8.86
21.8.86
21.8.86
21.8.86
26.8.86
26.8.86
26.8.86

.26.8.86

28.8.86
28.8.86

+28.8.86

3.2.87
3.2.87
.3.2.87
5.2.87
5.2.87
5.2.87
5.2.87
10.2.87
12.2.87
12.2.87
12.2.87

17.2.87

17.2.87
17.2.87
17.2.87
19.2.87
19.2.87
24.2.87
24.2.87
24.2.87
26.2.87
26.2.87

5.3.87

5.3.87
12.3.87
17.3.87
17.3.87

332
334
336
338
338
338
340

342
342

342
344
349
349
351

351

354
356
357
357
361

365
366
366
368
371

3N

372
372
373
373
375
379
383
385

Page
324
325
325
328
330
332
|



Reference

CD/PV.397
‘CD/PV.397
CD/PV.398
CD/PV.398
CD/PV.400
CD/PV.400
CD/PV.401
CD/PV.402
CD/PV.402
CD/PV.402

CD/PV.403
CD/PV.403
CD/PV.403
CD/PV.403
CD/PV.404
CD/PV.404
CD/PV.404
CD/PV. 405
CD/PV.405
CD/PV.405
CD/PV.405
CD/PV.406
CD/PV.406

CD/PV.406

CD/PV.406
CD/PV.408
CD/PV.408
CD/PV.408
CD/PV.408
CD/PV.409
CD/PV.409
CD/PV.409
CD/PV.409
CD/PV.410
CD/PV.410
CD/PV.411
- CD/PV.411
CD/PV.411

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

pp.13-14
p.l7
pp.5—-6
pp.10-11
pp.8-9
pp.l2-14
p.3

p.l2
pp.18-19
pp.27-30

pp.2-6
pp.7-8
pp.10,12
pp.13-14
pp-3,7
pp.11-12
pp.15-16
pp.5-6
pp.8-9
p.l4
pp.16-18
pp.3,7
pp.11-15
pp.16-19
p.25

- peb

pp.22-27
pp.29-31
p.b
p.9

pp.16-20
pp+.8-9
pp.10-15
pp.6—-9
pp.l16-17
p.20

Nation/Speaker

GRD/Rose
USSR/Nazarkin
Venezuela/Taylhardat
FRG/von Stulpnagel
France/Morel
Mongolia/Bayart
Argentina/Campora
Poland /Turbanski
Bulgaria/Tellalov
Ad Hoc Group of
Scientific Experts/
Dahlman '
USA/Hansen
GDR/Rose

FRG/von Stulpnagel
USSR/Nazarkin
Iran/Velayati

Sri Lanka/Dhanapala
Belgium/Clerckx
UK/Cromartie
Japan/Yamada
Romania/Dolgu
USSR/Nazarkin

Czechoslovakia/Chnoupek

USSR/Nazarkin
China/Fan Guoxiang
Pakistan/Ahmad
India/Natwar Singh
Australia/Butler
USA/Hansen
USSR/Nazarkin
GDR/Rose
Zaire/Monshemvula
Pakistan/Asif Ezdi
France/Morel
Poland/Turbanski
Canada/Beesley
USSR/Petrovsky
Sweden/Theorin
GDR/Rose

Date

17.3.87
17.3.87
19.3.87
19.3.87
26.3.87
26.3.87
31.3.87

2.4.87

2.4.87

2.4.87
7.4.87
7.4.87
7.4.87
7.4.87
9.4.87
9.4.87
9.4.87
14.4.87
14.4.87
14.4.87
14.4.87
16.4.87
16.4.87
16.4.87
16.4.87
23.4.87
23.4.87
23.4.87
23.4.87
28.4.87
28.4.87

.28.4.87

28.4.87
30.4.87
30.4.87
9.6.87
9.6.87
9.6.87

397
399
403
404
405
406
407
408
409
411

412
4513
414
416
419
423
423
423
425
428
429
430
430
432
436
437
441

b4k
445



Reference

CD/PV.413
CD/PV.413
CD/PV.413
CD/PV.413
CD/PV.415
CD/PV.416
CD/PV.416
CD/PV.416
CD/PV.417
CD/PV.417
CD/PV.418

CD/PV.418
CD/PV.418
CD/PV.419
CD/PV.419
CD/PV.419
CD/PV.420
CD/PV.421
CD/PV.421
CD/PV.422

CD/PV.423
CD/PV.423
CD/PV.423
CD/PV.423
CD/PV.424
CD/PV.424
CD/PV.425
CD/PV.425
CD/PV.425
CD/PV.426
CD/PV.426
CD/PV.426
CD/PV.427
CD/PV.428
CD/PV.428
CD/PV.428
CD/PV.429

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

pp.4-5
p.9
pp-l4-16
pp.18-19
pPe3

peS
pp.l1-12
pel7
PP.2-5
pp.8-9
PP.5,7

pp-10,12-14

p.16
PP.4-6
pp.6—-8
pp.12-13
ppP.4-6
pp-6,8-9
pp.18-21
pp.6-7

PP-2-4
pp-6-7
pp.l12-16
p.l6
pp.7-10
ppel 4-15
p.5
pp.10-11
pp.l3-14
p-4
pp.8,11-12
p.l8

Pe5
pp.8-11
pps.l4-16
pp.18-19
PpP+2-6

Nation/Speaker

Hungary/Meiszter
Bulgaria/Tellalov
France/Morel
Pakistan/Ahmad
Mexico/Garcia Robles
Morocco/Benhima
Mongolia/Bayart
GDR/Rose
Norway/Kristvik
USA/Friedersdorf
Netherlands/

van den Broek
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
USSR/Nazarkin
Finland/Kahiluoto
Norway/Huslid
Japan/Yamada
Canada/Beesley
UK/Mellor
Mexico/Gracia Robles
Spain/Carlos Miranda
y Elio
Australia/Butler
Argentina/Campora
Canada/Beesley

New Zealand/Graham
Japan/Yamada
Belgium/Tindemans
Iran/Velayati
Bulgaria/Tellalov
GDR/Rose
Yugoslavia/Kosin
Australia/Butler
USA/Friedersdorf
GDR/Rose
USSR/Schevardnadze
Argentina/Campora
Peru/Calderon
USSR/Nazarkin

xi

Date

16.6.87
16.6.87
16.6.87
16.6.87
23.6.87
25.6.87
25.6.87
25.6.87
30.6.87
30.6.87

2.,7.87
2.7.87
2.7.87
7.7.87
7.7.87
7.7.87
9.7.87
14.7.87
14.7.87

16.7.87
21.7.87
21.7.87
21.7.87
21.7.87
23.7.87
23.7.87
28.7.87
28.7.87
28.7.87
30.7.87
30.7.87
30.7.87

4.8.87

6.8.87

6.8.87

6.8.87
11.8.87

458
459
461

462
464
466
467
469
471

474
475
477
478
481

482
485
486
487
488
489
490
491

492
492
495
497
499



Reference

CD/PV.430
€D/PV.430
CD/PV.431
CD/PV.431
CD/PV.432
CD/PV.432
CD/PV.432
CD/PV.432
CD/PV.432
CD/PV.432
CD/PV.432
CD/PV.432
CD/PV.432
CD/PV.433
CD/PV.433
CD/PV.434
CD/PV.435

Chronological List of Verbatim Statements

p.8
pp.l 2-16
Pp.2-6

p.ll

pp.6-7
PP-9-12
pp-21-23
pp.25,27
pp+33-35
pp.37-38
pp.38-40
PP.43-44
pp.46-47

pPpP-5-10,12-14

pp.16-17
Pe5
pp.3-4

Nation/Speaker

Sweden/Ekeus
USSR/Nazarkin
GDR/Rose
India/Teja
Sweden/Andersson
USA/Friedersdorf
Poland/Turbanski
Egypt/Alfarargi
Sri Lanka/Rodrigo
Australia/Butler
Japan/Yamada
Pakistan/Ahmad
GDR/Rose
Canada/Beesley
Algeria/Hacene
Bulgaria/Bojilov
France/de la Baume

xii

Date

13.8.87
13.8.87
18.8.87
18.8.87
20.8.87
20.8.87
20.8.87
20.8.87
20.8.87
20.8.87
20.8.87
20.8.87
20.8.87
25.8.87
25.8.87
27.8.87
28.8.87

502
503
508
511
511
513
515
517
517
518
519
521
522
523
527
528
528




List of Verbatim Statements by Issue.

Biological Weapons

Reference

CD/PV.406
CD/PV.408
CD/PV.410

pp.l1-15
pp.8-9

Comprehensive Test Ban

CD/PV.288
CD/PV.290
CD/PV.291
CD/PV.292
CD/PV.292
CD/PV.293
CD/PV.293
CD/PV.293
CD/PV.293
CD/PV.294
CD/PV.294
CD/PV.295
CD/PV.295
CD/PV.296
CD/PV.296
CD/PV.297
CD/PV.297
CD/PV.297
CD/PV.297
CD/PV.297
CD/PV.298
CD/PV.299
CD/PV.301
CD/PV.301
CD/PV.306
CD/PV.306
CD/PV.306
CD/PV.307
CD/PV.307
'CD/PV.307
CD/PV.307

pp.30-32
pp.10-11, 13-14
pp.l12-15
pp.20-21
PP26-27
Pp.l4, 17-18
p.20

p.21

pe22

pp.7-8
pp.21-22
Pp.22-23

p.27

p-15
pp.17-18
pp.l13-14
pp.22-23
pp.37, 39-41
P44
pe47
pp.17-18
pp.7-8
pp.8-10
pp.25-28
pp.25-28
pp.37-38
p«39
pp.ll1-12
p.l3
pPp.15-16
pp.17-18

NationZSEeaker

USSR/Nazarkin
USA/Hansen
Poland/Turbanski

Sweden/Theorin
USA/Adelman
Japan/Imai
Argentina/Carasales
Australia/Butler
USSR/Issraelyan
FRG/Wegener
India/Kant Sharma
Mexico/Garcia Robles
Pakistan/Ahmad
Australia/Butler
USSR/Issraelyan
Morocco/Skalli

New Zealand/Lange
USA/Lowitz
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
Mexico/Garcia Robles
Sweden/Ekeus
GDR/Rose
Nigeria/Tonwe
Finland/Tornudd
Peru/Cannock
Norway/Froysnes
Belgium/Depasse
Canada/Beesley
USA/Barthelemy
Japan/Imai
USSR/Prokofiev
GDR/Rose
FRG/Wegener
Australia/Butler

xiii

Date

16.4.87
23.4.87
30.4.87

-5.2.85
12.2.85
14.2.85
19.2.85
19.2.85
21.2.85
21.2.85
21.2.85
21.2.85
26.2.85
26.2.85
28.2.85
28.2.85
5.3.85
5.3.85
7.3.85
7.3.85
7.3.85
7.3.85
7.3.85
12.3.85
14.3.85
21.3.85
21.3.85
4.4.85
4.4.85
4.4.85
11.4.85
11.4.85
11.4.85
11.4.85

Page

416
425
436




List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Comprehensive Test Ban

Reference

CD/PV.308
Cb/PV.309
CD/PV.310
CD/PV.311
CD/PV.311
cbh/PV.313
CD/PV.314
CD/PV.315
CD/PV.316
CD/PV.316
CD/PV.317
cb/PV.320
CD/PV.320
CcD/PV.323
CD/PV.323

CD/PV.324
CD/PV.324
CD/PV.326
CD/PV.326
CD/PV.327
CD/PV.327
CDh/PV.327
CD/PV.329
CD/PV.330
CD/PV.330
CD/PV.330
CD/PV.331
CD/PV.331
CD/PV.331
Ccb/pPv.332
CD/PV.333
CD/PV.333
CD/PV.336
Ccb/PV.336
CD/PV.336

CD/PV.336

pp.l 4-15
pp.16-18
pp.37-38
p.ll
p.l6

p.7
pp.6-7
pp.17-18
pp.6-8
pp-11-13
pp.27-28
pp-13-15
pp.21-22

ppell1-12, 14-16

PP.25-26

pp.l 8-20
pp.25-26
pp.9-11
pp.12-14
pp.10-13
pPp.19-20
pp.23-24
pp.7-11
pp.ll1-14
pp.35-39
p.4l

pe7

p.l6
pp.18-19
PP.25-27
pp.13-14
PP.24-25
p.l2
p.20

pp.27-28, 31-32

pp.41-42

Nation/Speaker

SriLanka/Dhanapala
Netherlands/van Schaik
Senegal/Sene
Sweden/Theorin
Australia/Butler
France/Jessel
Morocco/Skalli
Brazil/de Sousa e Silva
Norway/Kristvik
USA/Lowitz
Mexico/Garcia Robles
UK/Cromartie
FRG/Wegener
Spain/Lacieta

-Ad Hoc Group of

Scientific Experts
/Dahlman

GDR/Rose
Australia/Butler
USA/Lowitz

FRG/Wegener

Japan/Imai
USSR/Issraelyan
GDR/Rose
Netherlands/van Schaik
Pakistan/Ahmad
Australia/Butler
USA/Lowitz 7
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
GDR/Rose
USSR/Issraelyan
Brazil/de Sousa e Silva
India/Dubey
Venezuela/Ter Horst
Australia/Butler
Mexico/Garcia Robles
Sweden/Theorin
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda

xiv

Date Page
16.4.85 52
18.4.85 56
23.4.85 65
11.6.85 67
11.6.85 67
18.6.85 68
20.6.85 69
25.6.85 70
27.6.85 71
-27.6.85 74

2.7.85 76
11.7.85 79
11.7.85 8
23.7.85 89
23.7.85 93
25.7.85 100
25.7.85 103

1.8.85 104

1.8.85 106

6.8.85 108

6.8.85 112

6.8.85 113
13.8.85 117
15.8.85 123
15.8.85 124
15.8.85 126
20.8.85 127
20.8.85 128
20.8.85 129
22.8.85 132
27.8.85 132
27.8.85 133

4.2.86 134

4.2.86 134

4,2.86 134

4.2.86 136




List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Comprehensive Test Ban

Reference

CD/PV.336
CD/PV.337
CD/PV.337
CDh/PV.338
CD/PV.338
CDh/PV.339
CD/PV.339
CD/PV.340
CD/PV.340
CD/PV.340
CD/PV.340
CD/PV.341
CD/PV.341
CD/PV.341
CD/PV.341
CD/PV.342
CD/PV.342
CD/PV.342
CD/PV.342
CD/PV.342
CD/PV.343
CD/PV.343
CD/PV.343
CD/PV.343
CD/PV.343
CD/PV.344
CD/PV.344
CD/PV.344
CD/PV.346
CD/PV.346
CD/PV.347
CD/PV.347
CD/PV.348
CD/PV.348
CD/PV.348
CD/PV.349
CD/PV.350
CD/PV.351

pp.48-51
pp.16-17
p.20
pp.7-10
pp.l3-14
pp.15-20
p.37
PP+7-10
pp.l4-15
p.23
Pp«27-28
pp.8-9
pp.13-16
p.22
pPp.27-28
pPp.7-12
pp.l5-16
pPp.20-22
P26
PP+35-36
pp.10-12
PP.14-18
pPp.20-24
pp.26,28-30
pp.33-35
p.l2
pp.16-17
pp+21-25
PP-6-7
pp«8-10
pp.8-10
pp.23-28
pell
p.l3
PP«24-25
PpP.6-8
pPp+.23-26
p.lé4

Nation/Sgeaker

Canada/Beesley
Bulgaria/Tellalov
Pakistan/Ahmad
USA/Lowitz

GDR/Rose

Japan/Imai
Egypt/Alfarargy
FRG/Wegener

Sri Lanka/Dhanapala
Nigeria/Tonwe
Kenya/Afande
USSR/Gorbachev (letter)
USSR/Kornienko
Hungary/Meiszter
Poland/Turbanski
UK/Renton
Finland/Tornudd
India/Gonsalves
Morocco/Benhima
GDR/Rose
Norway/Froysnes
Belgium/Clerckx
Sweden/Ekeus
USA/Lowitz

New Zealand/Nottage
Argentina/Campora
Bulgaria/Tellalov
FRG/Wegener
Mexico/Garcia Robles
Canada/Beesley
Yugoslavia/Vidas
Netherlands/van Schaik
Peru/Mariategui
USSR/Gorbachev (letter)
Mongolia/Bayart
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
USSR/Issraelyan
Cuba/Lechuga Hevia

XV

Date

4.2.86
6.2.86
6.2.86

11.2.86

11.2.86

13.2.86

13.2.86

18.2.86

18.2.86

18.2.86

18.2.86

20.2.86

20.2.86

20.2.86

20.2.86

25.2.86

25.2.86

25.2.86

25.2.86

25.2.86

27.2.86

27.2.86

27.2.86

27.2.86

27.2.86
4.3.86
4.3.86
4.3.86

11.3.86

11.3.86

13.3.86

13.3.86

18.3.86

18.3.86

18.3.86

20.3.86

25.3.86

27.3.86

Page

137
139
139
140
142
146
150
150
153
154
154
155
155
157
158
158
161
162
164
165
166
168
170
174
176
178
179
180
182
183
185
187
190
190
191
192
199
202




List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Comprehensive Test Ban

Reference

CD/PV.351
CD/PV.351

CD/PV.353
CD/PV.354

CD/PV.354 -

CD/PV.354
CD/PV.356
CD/PV.357
CD/PV.358
CD/PV.358
CD/PV.358
CD/PV.359
CD/PV.359
CD/PV.359
CD/PV.360
CD/PV.361
CD/PV.362
CD/PV.362
CD/PV.362
CD/PV.363
CD/PV.364
CD/PV.367
CD/PV.369
CD/PV.371
CD/PV.371
CD/PV.372
CD/PV.372
CDh/PV.372
CD/PV.373
CD/PV.374
CD/PV.375
CD/PV.375
CD/PV.376
CD/PV.377
CDh/PV.378
CD/PV.378

p017
pp.30-31

pp-9,11-12
pp-15-16
pp.16-18
pp.18-19
pp.ll-12
p.33
pp.10,12
p.19
p+30
pps15-17
pp.20-22
pPp26-27
pp.7-9
pp+8-9
pp.3,6,8
pp.ll-13

‘pp.l7-18

pp.6-7
Pp.4-5,7,9
pp.26-29
pp.7-12
ppe4=5
pp.l4-16
PPe2-4
pp.9-10
pp.11-13
p.l3
ppe4-9
p.8
pp.12-13
pp-3-4
pp.8-11
pe3
pp.8-11

_ Nation(SBeaker

Zaire/Monshemvula
Ad Hoc Group of
Scientific Experts/
Dahlman
USSR/Petrosyants
GDR/Rose
Japan/Imai
USSR/Prokofiev
USA/Lowitz
GDR/Rose
India/Narayanan
Burma/U Tin Tin
Poland/Rychlak
Italy/Franceschi
FRG/Wegener
Australia/Butler
FRG/Genscher

"Venezuela/Taylhardat
Czechoslovakia/Chnoupek

Japan/Imai

GDR/Rose
Mexico/Garcia Robles
USSR/Petrovsky
Canada/Beesley
Australia/Butler
Austria/Hinteregger
Sweden/Ekeus
Norway/Kristvik
Australia/Butler
USSR/Issraelyan
FRG/Wegener
Netherlands/van Schaik
Czechoslovakia/Cima
Yugoslavia/Vidas
Canada/Clark (letter)
USSR/Issraelyan
Bulgaria/Tellalov
India/Gonsalves

xvi

Date Pape
27.3.86 203
27.3.86 206

3.4.86 207
8.4.86 217
8.4.86 218
8.4.86 220
15.4.86 225
17.4.86 234
$22,4,.86 234
22.4.86 237
22.4.86 238
24,4.86 241
24,4.86 243
24.4.86 244
10.6.86 246
12.6.86 249
17.6.86 250
17,6.86 251
17.6.86 253
19.6.86 254
24.6.86 255
3.7.86 265
10.7.86 274
17.7.86 282
17.7.86 284
22,7.86 285
22.7.86 288
22.7.86 290
24,7.86 294
29.7.86 295
31.7.86 298
31.7.86 299
5.8.86 299

7.8.86 302
12.8.86 303
12.8.86 304




List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Comprehensive Test Ban

Reference

CD/PV.378
CD/PV.379
CD/PV.379
CD/PV.379
CD/PV.379

CD/PV.380
CD/PV.381
CDh/PV.381
CD/PV.381
Cb/PV.381
CD/PV.381
CD/PV.382
CD/PV.382
CD/PV.382
CD/PV.383
CD/PV.383
CD/PV.383
CD/PV.386
CD/PV.387
CD/PV.388
CD/PV.388
CD/PV.389
CD/PV.389
CD/PV.390
CD/PV.391
CD/PV.391
CD/PV.391
CD/PV.392
CD/PV.394
CD/PV.396
CD/PV.397
CD/PV.397
CD/PV.397
CD/PV.402

pp.15-20
pp.9-10

pp.l2-13
pPpP.l15-17
pp.18-20

pPp.4—6
pp.9-10
p.l5
p.l9
pp.31-33
p.4l
PPe«5=7
pp.l13-16
pp.18-19
p.l9
pPp.25-26,28
pp.36-37
pp.l13-14
PP.7-11
PP-3-5
pPP.9-10
pp.14-18
pp.21-22
pp.l 2-14
ppP.5-6
pp.ll1-12
p.2l
pPel5
PP+4-6
pPp«3-4,8-11
pPpP.4-6
p.9
pp.l3-14
PP.27-30

Nation/Speaker

FRG/Wegener
Japan/Imai
Mexico/Garcia Robles
Australia/Butler
Ad Hoc Group of
Scientific Experts/
Dahlman

GDR/Rose
USSR/Kashirin
Japan/Imai
Algeria/Kerroum
Australia/Butler
USSR/Kashirin
FRG/Ruth
USA/Lowitz
USSR/Issraelyan
USSR/Issraelyan
Sweden/Ekeus
Canada/Despres
USSR/Nazarkin
Japan/Yamada
Finland /Tornudd
Romania/Dolgu
FRG/von Stulpnagel
GDR/Rose
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
Yugoslavia/Kosin
USA/Hansen
Nigeria/Tonwe
USSR/Nazarkin
Italy/Pugliese
Netherlands/van Schaik
Norway/Bakkevig
Burgaria/Tel lalov
GRD/Rose

Ad Hoc Group of
Scientific Experts/
Dahlman

xvii

Date

12.8.86
14.8.86
14.8.86
14.8.86

14.8.86
19.8.86
21.8.86
21.8.86
21.8.86
21.8.86
21.8.86
26.8.86
26.8.86
26.8.86
28.8.86
28.8.86
28.8.86

5.2.87
10.2.87
12.2.87
12.2.87
17.2.87
17.2.87
19.2.87
24.2.87
24.2.87
24,2.87
26.2.87

5.3.87
12.3.87
17.3.87
17.3.87
17.3.87

2.4.87

Page

305
311
312
313

315
317

323

324
325
328
332
332
334
336
338
338
340
349
351

354
356
361

365
368
3N

37N

372
373
373
379
383
385
386

397



list of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Comprehensive Test Ban

‘Reference

CD/PV.403
CD/PV.403
CD/PV.405
CD/PV.405
CD/PV.406
CD/PV.408
CD/PV.408
CD/PV.408
CD/PV.409
CD/PV.409
CD/PV.410
CD/PV.411
CD/PV.413
CD/PV.413
CD/PV.415
CD/PV.416
CD/PV.416
CD/PV.416
CD/PV.417
CD/PV.417
CD/PV.418
CD/PV.421
CD/PV.423
CD/PV.423
CD/PV.424
CD/PV.426
CD/PV.428
CcD/PV.430
CD/PV.431

CD/PV.432
CD/PV.432
CD/PV.432
CD/PV.432
CD/PV.432
CD/PV.432
CD/PV.432
CD/PV.433

CD/PV.433

pp.7-8
pp.10,12
Pp.5-6
pp.8-9
p+25

p-6
pp.22-27
PP+29-31
p.6

p.9
pp.10-15
pp.6-9
PP« 4=5
p.9

p.3

pPe>
pp.ll-12
p.l7
pPpP.2-5
pp.8-9
pp.10,12-14
pp.6,8-9
ppe2-4

p.l6

pp.l4-15
pp.8,11-12
pp.8-11
pp.12-16

" pp.2-6

pp.6-7
pp.9-12
pp+25,27
pp.33-35
pp.37-38
PP.38-40
ppe46-47

pp.5-10,12-14

pPp ol 6-1 7

Nation/Speaker

GDR/Rose

FRG/von Stulpnagel
UK/Cromartie
Japan/Yamada
Pakistan/Ahmad
India/Natwar Singh
USA/Hansen
USSR/Nazarkin
GDR/Rose
Zaire/Monshemvula
Canada/Beesley
USSR/Petrovsky
Hungary/Meiszter
Bulgaria/Tellalov
Mexico/Garcia Robles
Morocco/Benhima
Mongolia/Bayart
GDR/Rose
Norway/Kristvik
USA/Friedersdorf
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
UK/Mellor
Australia/Butler
New Zealand/Graham
Belgium/Tindemans
Australia/Butler
USSR/ Schevardnadze
USSR/Nazarkin
GDR/Rose
Sweden/Andersson
USA/Friedersdorf
Egypt/Alfarargi
Sri Lanka/Rodrigo
Australia/Butler
Japan/Yamada
GDR/Rose
Canada/Beesley
Algeria/Hacene

xviii

Date

7.4.87

7.4.87
14.4.87
14.4.87
16.4.87
23.4.87
23.4.87
23.4.87
28.4.87

28.4.87

30.4.87

9.6.87
16.6.87
16.6.87
23.6.87
25.6.87
25.6.87
25.6.87
30.6.87
30.6.87

2.7.87
14.7.87
21.7.87
21,7.87
23.7.87
30.7.87

6.8.87
13.8.87

18.8.87

20.8.87
20.8.87
20.8.87
20.8.87
20.8.87
20.8.87
20.8.87
25.8.87
25.8,.87

Page

403
404
409
411

423
423
425
428
429
430
437
441

446
447
451

451

452
453
454
457
459
469
475
481

485
490
492
503
508
511
513
517
517
518
519
522
523
527




List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Comprehensive Test Ban

Reference

CD/PV.434

Chemical Weapons

CD/PV.290
CD/PV.291
CD/PV.292
CD/PV.294
CD/PV.298
CD/PV.298
CD/PV.301
CD/PV.301
CD/PV.303
CD/PV.303
CD/PV.305
CD/PV.306
CD/PV.306
CD/PV.307
CD/PV.308
CD/PV.309
CD/PV.309
CD/PV.309
CD/PV.309
CD/PV.313
CD/PV.315
CD/PV.315
CD/PV.316
CDh/PV.318
CD/PV.322
CD/PV.322
CD/PV.322
CD/PV.323
CDh/PV.323
CD/PV.323
CD/PV.324
CD/PV.324
CD/PV.324

P>

pp.10-11, 13-14

.. ppel2-15
. PP+26-27

pPpP.21-22
pp.ll1-12
pp.17-18
pp.8-10
PP.25-28
pp.7-13
pPp.28-29
pp.l2-14
pp.13-16
pPp.25-28
p.7-10
pp.17-20
pp.16-18
pp.20-23
pp.25-28
pp.30-31
p.8

p.ll
p.23
pp.6-8
p.19
pp.8-10
pp.l1-13
pPp+25-26
pp.8-9
pp.l1-12, 14-16
pPp+23-24
pPP«7-10
Pp.16-18
pp.18-20

Nation/Speaker

Bulgaria/Bojilov

USA/Adelman
Japan/Imai
Australia/Butler
Australia/Butler
UK/Luce
Finland/Tornudd
Norway/Froysnes
Belgium/Depasse
USA/Lowitz
USSR/Issraelyan
FRG/Genscher
USSR/Issraelyan
Canada/Beesley
Japan/Imai
UK/Cromartie

Netherlands/van Schaik

Australia/Butler
USA/Barthelemy
GDR/Rose
Canada/Beesley
GDR/Rose

FRG/Wegener
Norway/Kristvik
Australia/Butler
Yugoslavia/Mihajlovic
USSR/Issraelyan

. Canada/Beesley

USA/Lowitz
Spain/Lacieta
Bulgaria/Tel lalov
Japan/Imai
Sweden/Ekeus
GDR/Rose

xix

Date

27.8.87

12.2.85

14.2.85
19.2.85
26.2.85
12.3.85
12.3.85
21.3.85

. 21.3.85

28.3.85
28.3.85
2.4.85

- 4.4.85

4.4.85
11.4.85
16.4.85
18.4.85
18.4.85
18.4.85
18.4.85
18.6.85
25.6.85

. 25.6.85

27.6.85

4.7.85
18.7.85
18.7.85
18.7.85
23.7.85
23.7.85
23.7.85
25.7.85
25.7.85
25.7.85

Page

528

11

16
26
28
30
32
34
37
38
39
41

46
54
56
58
61

64
68
69

71
78
84
86
87
89
89

95
97
100



Chemical Weapons

Reference

CD/PV.324
CDh/PV.328
CDh/PV.330
CD/PV.331
CD/PV.332
CD/PV.336
CD/PV.338
CD/PV.339
CD/PV.339
CD/PV.339
CD/PV.339
CD/PV.341
CD/PV.341
CD/PV.342
CD/PV.342
CDh/PV.343
CD/PV.343
CD/PV.343
CD/PV.346
CD/PV.347
CD/PV.347
CD/PV.350
CD/PV.350
CD/PV.350
CD/PV.351
CD/PV.353
CD/PV.353

CD/PV.353

- CD/PV.353
CD/PV.354
CD/PV.355
CD/PV.357
CD/PV.358
"CD/PV.359
CD/PV.359
CD/PV.359
CD/PV.360
CD/PV.360

List of Verbatim Statements by Issue .

p.23
pp.6-8
p.30
ppe.ll-12
pel>
pp.48-51
pp.7-10
pp.10-13
pp.15-20
p.23
pp.33-34
pp.13-16
pe24
pp.-7-12
pp.l5-16
pp.10-12
pp.14-18
p.36

pp 08_10

pp.8-10
pp-23-28
pp.8-11
p.l2
p.2l
pp-20-23
pp.17-19
pp.20-24
p+27
pp.30-32
pp.l 2-14
pp.15-19
pp.21-25
Pp«23-24
ppe7-9
pp.20-22
pp.37-38
pPp.7-9
pPp.22-23

Nation/Speaker

USSR/Issraelyan
FRG/Elbe
Netherlands/van Schaik
Sweden/Ekeus
USA/Lowitz
Canada/Beesley
USA/Lowitz
Pakistan/Ahmad
Japan/Imai
France/Jessel
China/Qian Jiadon
USSR/Kornienko
Pakistan/Ahmad
UK/Renton
Finland/Tornudd
Norway/Froysnes
Belgium/Clerckx
France/Jessel
Canada/Beesley
Yugoslavia/Vidas
Net herlands/van Schaik
China/Qian Jiadong
UK/Cromartie
Canada/Despres
FRG/Wegener
Japan/Imail
USA/Lowitz
Romania/Chirila
France/Jessel
Argentina/Campora
Hungary/Meiszter
Australia/Butler
USSR/ Issraelyan
Bulgaria/Tellalov
FRG/Wegener
Yugoslavia/Vidas
FRG/Genscher
USSR/Issraelyan

XX

Date

25.7.85

8.8.85
15.8.85
20.8.85
22.8.85

4.2.86
11.2.86
13.2.86
13.2.86
13.2.86
13.2.86
20.2.86
20.2.86
25.2.86
25.2.86
27.2.86
27.2.86
27.2.86
11.3.86
13.3.86
13.3.86
25.3.86
25.3.86
25.3.86
27.3.86

3.4.86

3.4.86

3.4.86

3.4.86

8.4.86
10.4.86
17.4.86
22.4.86
24.4.86
24.4.86
24.4.86
10.6.86
10.6.86

Page

102
114
124
127
130
137
140
143
146
149
150
155
157
158
161
166
168
178
183
185
187
195
198
199
203
208
210
213
213
215
221
230
237
239
243
244
246
249




Chemical Weapons

Reference

CD/PV.362
CD/PV.364
CD/PV.364
CD/PV.365
CD/PV.365
CD/PV.366
CD/PV.367
CD/PV.367
CD/PV.368
CD/PV.369
CD/PV.369
CD/PV.370
CD/PV.371

CD/PV.371

CD/PV.373
CD/PV.374
CD/PV.376
CD/PV.376
CD/PV.377
CD/PV.378
CD/PV.379
CD/PV.380
CDh/PV.381

CD/PV.381

CDh/PV.381

CD/PV.382
CD/PV.382
CD/PV.383
CD/PV.385
CD/PV.386
CD/PV.386
CD/PV.386
CD/PV.387
CDh/PV.388
CD/PV.388
CDh/PV.388
CD/PV.389
CD/PV.389

List of Verbatim Statementa by .Issue

pPp.3,6,8
pp«4-5,7,9
pp.12-13
Pp.2-8
p.l6

p.7

pp.7-8
PP.26-29

_ pp.4-8

Ppe4->5
pp.7-12
pPp.4-7
Ppe4-5
p.l3
pe3
pPp.4-9
PpPe.3-4

pPp.4-5
pp.8-11

Ped

pp.9-12
PP«5-6
pPp.23-25
pp.34-36
pPpe5—7
pp.13-16

PpP.25-26,28

p.28
pp.5-11
pp.19-20
pe22
pp.7-11
pPpe3-5
pPP.9-10
p.l6
PpP.4-7
pp.14-18

-Nation[SEeaker

Czechoslovakia/Chnoupek

USSR/Petrovsky
Norway/Huslid

~ USA/Lowitz
_USSR/1ssraelyan
~ Romania/Datcu

Morocco/Benhima
Canada/Beesley

~ Belgium/Clerckx

USA/Barthelemy
Australia/Butler
UK/Rgnton

Austria/Hinteregger

Japan/Imai
Peru/Morelli Pando
Netherlands/van Schaik
Canada/Clark (letter)
Indonesia/Sutowardoyo
Sri Lanka/Dhanapala
India/Gonsalves
Iran/Velayati

New Zealand/Lineham
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
Poland/Turbanski
France/Jessel
FRG/Ruth

USA/Lowitz
Sweden/Ekeus
Sweden/Theorin
USA/Adelman
FRG/Bolewski
Poland/Turbanski
Japan/Yamada
Finland/Tornudd
Romania/Dolgu
Hungary/Meiszter
USSR/Nazarkin

FRG/von Stulpnagel

xxi

Date Page
17.6.86 . 250
24.6.86 255

24.6.86 256
26.6.86 258
26.6.86 262
1.7.86 263
3.7.86 263
3.7.86 265
8.7.86 269
10.7.86 273
10.7.86 274
15.7.86 279
17.7.86 282
17.7.86 283
24.7.86 292
29.7.86 295
5.8.86 299
- 5.8.86 300

7.8.86 301
12.8.86 304
14.8.86 310
19.8.86 319
21.8.86 321
21.8.86 325
21.8.86 . 330
26.8.86 332
26.8.86 334
28.8.86 338

3.2.87 342

5.2.87 344

5.2.87 349

5.2.87 351
10.2.87 351
12.2.87 354
12.2.87 356

12.2.87 357
17.2.87 357
17.2.87 361



Chemical Weapons
‘Reference
’

CD/PV.389
cb/Pv.389
CD/PV.390
Ccp/PV.390
CD/PV.392
CD/PV.394
CD/PV.394
CD/PV.396
CD/PV.397
CD/PV.398
CDh/PV.398
CD/PV.400
CD/PV.400
CD/PV.401
CD/PV.403
CD/PV.403
CD/PV.403
CD/PV.404
CD/PV.404
CD/PV.405
CD/PV.405
CD/PV.405
CD/PV.406
CD/PV.406
CD/PV.408
CD/PV.408
CD/PV.408
CD/PV.409
CD/PV.409
CD/PV.410
CD/PV.410
CD/PV.411
CD/PV.413
CD/PV.413
CD/PV.417
CD/PV.418

CD/PV.418

List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

pp.21-22
pp-29-30
pp.7-9
pp.12-14
p.8
pp.4-6
pp.7-12
pp+3-4,8-11
pp-4-6
pp-5-6
pp.10-11
pp.8-9
pp.l2-14
pe3
pp+2-6
pp.10,12
pp.l3-14
pp-3,7
pp.15-16
pp.5-6
p.ld
pp.-16-18
pp.ll1-15
pp.16-19
ppel7-19
pp.22-27
pp+29-31
pp.l14-16
pp.16-20
pp-8-9 '
pp.10-15
pp.16-17
ppel4-16
pp-18-19
ppe2-5
PPe5,7

p.l6

Nation/Speaker

GDR/Rose

Egypt/Alfarargi
France/Raimond

Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda

India/Teja
Italy/Pugliese
USSR/Nazarkin

Netherlands/van Schaik

Norway/Bakkevig

Venezuela/Taylhardat

FRG/von Stulpnagel
France/Morel
Mongolia/Bayart
Argentina/Campora
USA/Hansen
FRG/von Stulpnagel
USSR/Nazarkin
Iran/Velayati
Belgium/Clerckx
UK/Cromartie
Romania/Dolgu
USSR/Nazarkin
USSR/Nazarkin

China/Fan Guoxiang

Australia/Butler

USA/Hansen

USSR/Nazarkin
Pakistan/Asif Ezdi
France/Morel
Poland/Turbanski
Canada/Beesley
Sweden/Theorin
France/Morel
Pakistan/Ahmad
Norway/Kristvik
Netherlands/
van den Broek
USSR/Nazarkin

xxii

Date - Page .
17.2.87 365
©17.2.87 366
19.2.87 366
19.2.87 368
26.2.87 372
5.3.87 373
5.3.87 375
12.3.87 379
17.3.87 383
'19.3.87 388
19.3.87 389
26.3.87 390
26.3.87 392
31.3.87 394
7.4.87 399
7.4.87 404
7.4.87 405
9.4.87 406
9.4.87 408
14.4.87 409
14.4.87 412
14.4.87 413
16.4.87 416
16.4.87 419
- 23.4.87 423
23.4.87 425
23.4.87 428
28.4.87 430
28.4.87 432
30.4.87 436
30.4.87 437
9.6.87 444
16.6.87 447
16.6.87 449
30.6.87 454
2.7.87 458
2.7.87 461



Chemical Weapons

Reference

CD/PV.419
CD/PV.419
CD/PV.420
CD/PV.421
CD/PV.421
CD/PV.422

CD/PV.424

CD/PV.424
CD/PV.425
CD/PV.426
CD/PV.428
CD/PV.428
CD/PV.428
CD/PV.429
CD/PV.431
CD/PV.431
CD/PV.432
CD/PV.432
CD/PV.432
CD/PV.432
CD/PV.432
CD/PV.433
CD/PV.433
CD/PV.434
CD/PV.435

List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

pp.4-6
pp.6-8
pp«4-6
pp+.6,8-9
pp.18-21
pp«6-7

pp.7-10
pp.l4-15
peS

p.l8
pp.8-11
pp.l4-16
pp.18-19
pp+2-6
pp.2-6
p.ll

PP -9—1 2

pPp.21-23
pPp.25,27
pp.33-35
pp.43-44
Pp.5-10,12-14
pp.l6-17

P>

pPp.3-4

Nuclear Weapon Free Zones

Reference

CcD/PV.332

CD/PV.357
CD/PV.385
CD/PV.428

pp+25-27

p027
pp.38-40
Pp.18-19

Nation/SEeaker

Finland/Kahiluoto
No rway/Huslid
Canada/Beesley

UK /Mel lor

Mexico/Gracia Robles
Spain/Carlos Miranda

y Elio
Japan/Yamada
Belgium/Tindemans
Iran/Velayati
USA/Friedersdorf
USSR/Schevardnadze
Argentina/Campora
Peru/Calderon
USSR/Nazarkin
GDR/Rose
India/Teja
USA/Friedersdorf
Poland/Turbanski
Egypt/Alfarargi
Sri Lanka/Rodrigo
Pakistan/Ahmad
Canada/Beesley
Algeria/Hacene
Bulgaria/Bojilov
France/de la Baume

Nation/Speaker

- Brazil/de Sousa

e Silva
Bulgaria/Tellalov
Australia/Butler
Peru/Calderon

xxiii

Date

7.7.87

7.7.87
9.7.87
14.7.87
14.7.87

16.7.87
23.7.87
23.7.87

. 28.7.87

30.7.87
6.8.87
6.8.87
6.8.87

11.8.87

18.8.87

18.8.87

20.8.87

20.8.87

20.8.87

20.8.87

20.8.87

25.8.87

25.8.87

27.8.87

28.8.87

Date

22.8.85
17.4.86
3.2.87
6.8.87

Page

462
464
467
469
471

474
482
485
486
491
492
495
497
499
508
511
513
515
517
517
521
523
527
528
528

Page

132
234
342
497




List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Non-Proliferation Treaty

Reference

CD/PV.291
CD/PV.310
CD/PV.320
CD/PV.339

Nuclear Weapons

CD/PV.405
CD/PV.406
CD/PV.428

Quter Space

CD/PV.291
CD/PV.296
CD/PV.297
CD/PV.298
CD/PV.303
CD/PV.318
CD/PV.325
CD/PV.329
CD/PV.330
CD/PV.330
CD/PV.331
CD/PV.332
CD/PV.333
CD/PV.341

CD/PV.348

" CD/PV.354
CD/PV.358
CD/PV.358
CD/PV.367
CD/PV.369
CD/PV.371
CD/PV.372

CD/PV.373

pp.l2-15
pp+37-38
pp-l13-15
pp.15-20

pp+3,7
pp.8-11

pp.l2-15
pp.32-33
pp+27,30
pp.17-18
pe23

_pp.l5-16

p.l3
pp-l4-15
p.8
pp.ll1-14
pp.21-22
pPP.23-24
pp.13-14
pp-13-16
p.l5
p.10
pp.10,12

pp.17-18
" pp.26-29

pp.7-12
pell
ps7
pp+8-9

Nation/Speaker

Japan/Imai
Senegal/Sene
UK/Cromartie
Japan/Imai

USSR/Nazarkin
Czechoslovakia/Chnoupek
USSR/ Schevardnadze

Japan/Imai
Italy/Alessi
USSR/Issraelyan
Finland /Tornudd
GDR/Rose
FRG/Wegener

Sri Lanka/Dhanapala
Australia/Butler
Italy/Alessi
Pakistan/Ahmad
UK/Edis
USSR/Issraelyan
India/Dubey
USSR/Kornienko
Italy/Franceschi
Sri Lanka/Dhanapala
India/Narayanan
Pakistan/Ahmad
Canada/Beesley
Australia/Butler
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
China/Fan Guoxiang
GDR/Rose

xxiv

Date Page
14.2.85 8
23.4.85 65
11.7.85 79
13.2.86 146
14.4.87 413
16.4.87 414

6.8.87 492
14.2.85 8

5.3.85 20

7.3.85 22
12.3.85 28
28.3.85 37

4.7.85 78
30.7.85 104
13.8.85 121
15.8.85 122
15.8.85 123
20.8.85 130
22.8.85 131
27.8.85 132
20.2.86 155
18.3.86 191

8.4.86 215
22.4.86 234
22.4.86 235

3.7.86 265
10.7.86 274
17.7.86 282
22.7.86 288
24.7.86 293




Outer Sbace
Reference

CD/PV.377
CD/PV.382
CD/PV.385
CD/PV.390
CD/PV.390
CD/PV.397
CD/PV.400
CD/PV.402
CD/PV.402
CD/PV.404
CD/PV.406
CD/PV.410
CD/PV.418
CD/PV.419
CD/PV.423
CD/PV.423
CD/PV.425
CD/PV.425
CD/PV.426
CD/PV.427
CD/PV.428
CD/PV.428
CD/PV.430
CD/PV.430
CD/PV.432
CD/PV.432
CD/PV.433
CD/PV.434

. List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

pp.8-11
pe22
pp.21-22
pp+7-9
pp.l2-l14
p.l7
pp.l2-14
p.l12
pp.18-19
pp.ll-12
PP.3,7
pp.10-15
pp.10,12-14
pp.12-13
pp-6-7
pPp.l2-16
pp.l10-11
pp.13-14
pp.8,11-12

- peS

pp.8-11
pp.18-19
p.8
pp.l12-16
pp.21-23
pp.33-35

pp.5-10,12-14

PeS

Radiological Weapons

CD/PV.318
CD/PV.321
CD/PV.369
CD/PV.383

pp.10-11
pel9
ppo7—1 2

pp.25-26,28

: Nation/Sgeaker

USSR/Issraelyan
Italy/Franceschi
USSR/Vorontsov
France/Raimond
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
USSR/Nazarkin
Hongolia/Bayart
Poland/Turbanski
Bulgaria/Tellalov

Sri Lanka/Dhanapala.
Czechoslovakia/Chnoupek
Canada/Beesley
Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda
Japan/Yamada
Argentina/Campora
Canada/Beesley
Bulgaria/Tellalov
GDR/Rose
Australia/Butler
GDR/Rose
USSR/Schevardnadze
Peru/Calderon
Sweden/Ekeus
USSR/Nazarkin
Poland/Turbanski

Sri Lanka/Rodrigo
Canada/Beesley
Bulgaria/Bojilov

USSR/Issraelyan

- Netherlands/van Schaik

Australia/Butler
Sweden/Ekeus

XXV

Date

7.8.86
26.8.86
3.2.87
19.2.87
19.2.87
17.3.87
26.3.87
2.4.87
2.4.87
9.4.87
16.4.87
30.4.87
2.7.87
7.7.87

. 21.7.87

21.7.87
28.7.87

 28.7.87
© 30.7.87

4.8.87
6.8.87
6.8.87
13.8.87
13.8.87
20.8.87
20.8.87
25.8.87
27.8.87

4.7.85
16.7.85
10.7.86
28.8.86

: Page

302
338
342
366
368
387
392
395
395
407
414
437
459
466
477
478
487
488
490
492
492
497
502
503
515
517
523
528

17
83
274
338




List of Verbatim Statements by Issue

Verification in General

Reference

CD/PV.289
CDh/PV.290
CD/PV.290
CD/PV.295
CD/PV.300
Cb/PV.301
CD/PV.305
CD/PV.336
CD/PV.336
CcD/PV.338
CD/PV.338
CD/PV.340
CD/PV.341
CD/PV.342
CD/PV.343
CD/PV.343
CD/PV.347
CD/PV.357
CD/PV.360
CD/PV.362
CDh/PV.363
CD/PV.364
CD/PV.382
CD/PV.386
CD/PV.404
CD/PV.405
CD/PV.406
CD/PV.411
CD/PV.418

CD/PV.423
CD/PV.426
CD/PV.428
CD/PV.433

pel2

pp.10-11, 13-14

pp«25-27
ppe22-23
pe27
psl5
pp.l12-14

pp.27-28, 31-32

pp«48-51
pp.13-14
pelb
pp.7-10
pp-8-9

pp.l4-18

pp-26,28-30

pp.8-10
pp.12-16
pp.7-9
pp-3,6,8
p-4
pp+4-5,7,9
ppe5-7
pps5-11
pp+3,7
pp.16-18
pp+3,7
p.20
PP+5,7

peb

pp-5-10,12-14

Nation/Speaker

FRG/Wegener
USA/Adelman
USSR/Issraelyan
USSR/1ssraelyan
USA/Lowitz

USA/Lowi tz
FRG/Genscher
Sweden/Theorin
Canada/Beesley

GDR/Rose

Mexico/Garcia Robles
FRG/Wegener
USSR/Gorbachev (letter)
UK/Renton
Belgium/Clerckx
USA/Lowitz
Yugoslavia/Vidas
USA/Lowitz
FRG/Genscher
Czechoslovakia/Chnoupek
Hungary/Meiszter
USSR/Petrovsky
FRG/Ruth

USA/Adelman
Iran/Velayati
USSR/Nazarkin
Czechoslovakia/Chnoupek

- GDR/Rose

Netherlands/

van den Broek
Canada/Beesley
Yugoslavia/Kosin
USSR/ Schevardnadze
Canada/Beesley

xxvi

Date Page

7.2.85 2
12.2.85 3
12.2.85 5
28.2.85 16
19.3.85 30
21.3.85 32

2.4,.85 38

4.2.86 134

4,2.86 137
11.2.86 142
11.2.86 143
18.2.86 150
20.2.86 155
25.2.86 158
27.2.86 168
27.2.86 174
13.3.86 185
17.4.86 226
10.6.86 246
17.6.86 250
19.6.86 254
24,6.86 255
26.8.86 332

5.2.87 344

9.4.87 406
14.4,87 413
16.4.87 414

9.6.87 445

2.7.87 458
21 .7.87 478
30.7.87 489

6.8.87 492
25.8.87 523

e




" List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

Explanatibn of Issue Codes

xxvii

BW: Biological Weapons
CW: Chemical Weapons
CTB: Comprehensive Test Ban
NFZ: Nuclear Weapon Free Zones
NPT: Non-Proliferation Treaty
NW: Nuclear Weapons

- 08: Outer Space
RW: Radiological Weapons
VER: Verification in General
Algeria
Reference Speaker Date Issue Page
CD/PV.381  p.l9 Kerroum 21.8.86 CTB 325
CD/PV.433  pp.l6-17 Hacene 25.8.87 CIB,CW 527
Argentina
Reference Speaker Date Issue Page
CD/PV.292 pp.20-21 Carasales 19.2.85 CTB 10
CD/PV.344 p.l2 Campora 4.3.86 CIB 178
CD/PV.354 pp.l2-14 Campora 8.4.86 CW 215
CD/PV.401 p.3 Campora 31.3.87 (o) 394
CD/PV.423  pp.6-7 Campora 21.7.87 0s 4717
CD/PV-428 pp.l 4-16 Campora 6.8.87 CW 495
Australia
Reference Speaker Date Issue Page
CD/PV.292 pp.26-27 Butler 19.2.85 CTB,d 11
CD/PV.307 pp.l17-18 Butler 11.4.85 CIiB 51
CD/PV.311 p.l6 Butler 11.6.85 CTB 67




Australia

Reference

CD/PV.318
CD/PV.324
CD/PV.329
CD/PV.330
CD/PV.336
CD/PV.357
CD/PV.359
CD/PV.369

CD/PV.372

CD/PV.379
CD/PV.38l
CD/PV.385
CD/PV.408
CD/PV.423
CD/PV.426
CD/PV.432

Austria

Reference

CD/PV.371

Belgium
Reference

CD/PV.301
CD/PV.343
CD/PV.368
CD/PV.404
CD/PV.424

p.l9

pp.25-26
pp.l4-15
pp.35-39

- p.l2

pp-21-25
pp-26-27
pp.7-12
pp.9-10
pp.l5-17
pp.31-33
pp.38-40
pps17-19
pp.2-4
pp.8,11-12
pp.37-38

ppe4-5

pPpP.25-28
ppsl4-18
pp.4-8°

pp.15-16
pp.l 4-15

Seeaker

Butler
Butler
Butler
Butler
Butler
Butler
Butler
Butler
Butler
Butler
Butler
Butler
Butler
Butler
Butler
Butler

Sgeaker

Hinteregger

Sgeaker

Depasse
Clerckx
Clerckx
Clerckx
Tindemans

List of Verbatim Statemeants by Nation

Date

4,7.85
25.7.85
13.8.85
15.8.85

4.2.86

1704-86 :
.24.4.86

10.7.86
22.7.86
14.8.86
21.8.86

3.2.87
23.4.87
21.7.87
30.7.87
20.8.87

Date

17.7.86

Date

21.3.85
27.2.86
8.7.86
9.4.87
23.7.87

Issue
]

- CW

CTB
0s
CI'B
cTB
oy
CTIB

Od ,RW, 0S,CTB

CIB
CIB

CTB

NFZ’
oW

CIB
CTB,0S
CTB

Issue

CTB,CW

Issue

CTB,CH
VER, CW ,CTB
o

.m :

OW,CTB

Page

78
103
121
124
134
230
244
274

- 288

313
328
342
423
475
490
518

32
168
269
408
485




Brazil

Reference

CD/PV.315
CD/PV.332

Bulgaria

Reference

CD/PV.323
CD/PV.337
CD/PV.344
CD/PV.357
CD/PV.359
CD/PV.378
CD/PV.397
CD/PV.402
CD/PV.413
CD/PV.425
CD/PV.434

Burma

Reference

CD/PV.358

Canada
Reference

CD/PV.306
CD/PV.313
CD/PV.322
CD/PV.336
CD/PV.346
CD/PV.350

pp.17-18
pp-25-27

pPp.23-24
pp.16-17
pp.16-17
p.27
pp.7-9
p.3
p.9
pp.18-19
p-9
pp.10-11
pP.5

p.19

pPp.25-28
p.8
PP+25-26
pp.48-51
pp.8-10

. ps21

Sgeaker

de Sousa e Silva
de Sousa e Silva

Speaker

Tellalov
Tellalov
Tellalov
Tellalaov
Tellalov
Tellalaov

. Tellalov

Tellalov
Tellalov
Tellalov
Bojilov

Sgeaker

U Tin Tin

Speaker

Beesley
Beesley
Beesley
Beesley
Beesley
Despres

xxix

List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

~Date

- 25.6.85

22.8.85

Date

23.7.85
6.2.86
4.3.86

17.4.86

24.4.86

12.8.86

17.3.87
2.4.87

16.6.87

28.7.87

27.8.87

Date

22.4.86

Date

4.4.85
18.6.85
18.7.85

4.2.86
11.3.86
25.3.86

lssue Pape
CTB 70
CTB,NFZ 132
Issue Page
(00} 93
CIB 139
CTB 179
NFZ 234
(00} 239
CTB 303
CTB : 385
0s 395
CTB 447
0s 487
CTB,0S,CW 528
Issue Page
CTB o 237
Issue Page
CIB,CW 41
cW ' 68
CcW : 87
CW,CTB,VER 137
CW,CTB 183
CW 199




Canada

Reference

CD/PV.367 pPp.26-29
CD/PV.383 pp.36-37
CD/PV.410 pp.l10-15
CD/PV.420 pp+4-6
CD/PV.423 pp-12-16
CD/PV.433 pp.5-10,12-14
China

Reference

CD/PV.339  pp.33-34
CD/PV.350 pp.8-11
CD/PV.372 p-7
CD/PV.406 pp.l16-19
Cuba

Reference

CD/PV.351 pslé
Czechoslovakia
Reference

CD/PV.331 p.7
CD/PV.336  pp.4l-42
CD/PV.349 pp.6—8
CD/PV.362 pp.3,6,8
CD/PV.371 p.ll
CD/PV.375 p.8
CD/PV.381 Pp«>—6
CD/PV.390 ppel 2-14

List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

. Sgeaker

Beesley
Clark (letter)
Despres
Beesley
Beesley
Beesley

. Beesley

Speaker

Qian Jiadong
Qian Jiadong
Fan Guoxiang
Fan Guoxiang

Speaker

Lechuga Hevia

Sgeaker

Vejvoda
Vejvoda -
Vejvoda
Vejvoda
Chnoupek
Vejvoda
Cima
Vejvoda
Vejvoda

XXX

Date

3.7.86
5.8.86
28.8.86
30.4.87
9.7.87
21.7.87
25.8.87

Date

13.2.86
25.3.86
22.7.86
16.4.87

Date

27.3.86

Date

7.3.85
20.8.85

4.2.86
20.3.86
17.6.86
17.7.86
31.7.86
21.8.86
19.2.87

Issue _Page
. CW,CTB, 0S 265
CW,CTB 299
CTB 340
CIB,CW,0S 437
cw . 467
VER, 0S 478

VER,CW,CTB,05 523

Issue Page
W 150
cw 195
0s 288
cw 419
Issue Page
CTB 202
Issue Page
CTB 20
CTB 127
CTB 136
CTB 192
CTB,¥,VER 250
0S 282
CTB 298
CW 321

CTB,0S,CH 368




Czechoslovakia
Reference

CD/PV.406  pp.3,7
CD/PV.418 pp.10,12-14

Egypt

Reference

CD/PV.339 "

CD/PV.389
CD/PV.432

Federal Republic of Germany

Reference

CD/PVv.289
"CDh/PV.293
- CD/PV.305
CD/PV.307
CD/PV.315
CD/PV.318
CD/PV.320
CD/PV.326
CD/PV.328

CD/PV.340°

CD/PV.344
CD/PV.351
CD/PV.359
CD/PV.360
CD/PV.373
CD/PV.378
CD/PV.382
CD/PV.386
CDh/PV.389

p.37
pp.29-30
PpP+25,27

pel2
p.20
pp.12-14
PP.15-16
p.23
pp.l5-16
pp.21-22
pp.l2-14
pp.6-8
pp.7-10
pp.21-25
PP.20-23
pPp.20-22
Pp.7-9
p.l3
pp.15-20
pp.5-7
pp.19-20
pp.14-18

Sgeaker

Chnoupek
Vejvoda

Speaker

Alfarargi
Al farargi
Alfarargi

Sgeaker

Wegener
Wegener
Genscher
Wegener
Wegener
Wegener
Wegener
Wegener
Elbe
Wegener
Wegener
Wegener
Wegener
Genscher
Wegener
Wegener
Ruth
Bolewski

von Stulpnagel

List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

Date

. 16.4.87

2.7.87

Date

13.2.86
17.2.87
20.8.87

Date

7.2.85
21.2.85
2.4.85
11.4.85

" 25.6.85

4.7.85
11.7.85
1.8.85
8.8.85
18.2.86
4.3.86
27.3.86
24.4.86
10.6.86

24.7.86

12.8.86
26.8.86

5.2.87
17.2.87

Issue

NW, VER, 0S

- 0S,CTB

Issue
t————

CIB

CTB,CW

Issue

CTB
VER,Od

CTB

oW

0s

CTB

CTB

W
CTB,VER
CTB

oW

CTB,CW
VER,CW,CTB
CTB

CTB
VER,CTB, CW
oW

CTB,CW

414
459

150
366
517

106
114
150
180
203
243
246
294
305
332
349
361




List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

Federal Republic of Germany

‘Reference

CD/PV.398
CD/PV.403

Finland

Reference

CD/PV.298
CD/PV.342
Cb/PV.388
CD/PV.419

France

Reference

CD/PV.313
CD/PV.339
CD/PV.343
CD/PV.353
CDh/PV.381
Cbh/PV.390
CD/PV.400
CD/PV.409
CD/PV.413
CD/PV.435

pp-10,12

pp.17-18
pp.15-16
pp+3-5
pp.4—6

pPe7

p.23
p.36
pp.30-32
pp.34-36
pp.7-9
pp.8-9
pp.16-20
pp.l4-16

German Democratic Republic

Reference

CD/PV.297
CD/PV.303
CD/PV.307
CD/PV.309
CD/PV.315

pb4
p.23
p.13 -~
pp.30-31
p.ll

SEeaket

von Stulpnagel
von Stulpnagel

SEeaker

Tornudd
Tornudd
Tornudd
Kahiluoto

Sgeaker

Jessel
Jessel
Jessel
Jessel
Jessel
Raimond
Morel

Morel

Morel

de la Baume

Sgeaker

Rose
Rose
Rose
Rose
Rose

xxxii

Date

19.3.87

7.4.87

- Date

12.3.85
25.2.86
12.2.87

7.7.87

Date

18.6.85
13.2.86
27.2.86

3.4.86
21.8.86
19.2.87
26.3.87
28.4.87
16.6.87
28.8.87

Date

7.3.85
28.3.85
11.4.85
18.4.85
25.6.85

Issue” Page
W 389
CTB,CW 404
Issue Page
CTB,0S,CW 28
Cw,CTB 161
CTB,CW 354
cw 462
Issue Page
CTB 68
cw 149
W 178
cw 213
W 330
CW,0S 366
(0] 390
cW 432
CW 447
CW 528
Issue Page
CTB 25
0s 37
CTB 49
CwW 64
cw 69




German Democratic Republic

Reference

CD/PV.324
CD/PV.327
CD/PV.331
CD/PV.338
CD/PV.342
CD/PV.354
CD/PV.357
CD/PV.362
CD/PV.373
CD/PV.380
CD/PV.389
CD/PV.397
CD/PV.403
CD/PV.409
CD/PV.411
CD/PV.416
CD/PV.425
CD/PV.427
CD/PV.431
CD/PV.432

Hungary
Reference

CD/PV.341
CD/PV.355
CD/PV.363
CD/PV.388
CD/PV.413

India
Reference

CD/PV.293
CD/PV.333

pp.18-20
pPp-23-24
p.l6
pp.l3-14
pp.35-36
pp.l5-16
p.33
pPp.17-18
pp.8-9
Pp.4-6
pPp.21-22
pp.l3-14
pp.7-8
p.6 ‘
p-20
p.17
pPp.l13-14
Ped
pPp+2-6
pPp.46-47

P22
pp.15-19
p.4

p.l6
Pp.4->5

p.21

Sgeaker

Rose
Rose
Rose
Rose
Rose
Rose
Rose
Rose
Rose
Rose
Rose
Rose
Rose
Rose
Rose
Rose
Rose
Rose
Rose
Rose

Speaker

Meiszter
Meiszter
Meiszter
Meiszter
Meiszter

Speaker

Kant Sharma
Dubey

List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

Date

25.7.85

6.8.85
20.8.85
11.2.86
25.2.86

8.4.86
17.4.86
17.6.86
24.7.86
19.8.86
17.2.87
17.3.87

7.4.87
28.4.87

9.6.87
25.6.87
28.7.87

4.8.87
18.8.87
20.8.87

Date

20.2.86
10.4.86
19.6.86
12.2.87
16.6.87

Date

21.2.85
27.8.85

Iesue
R

CW,CTB

CTB

CTB
VER, CTB
CTB

CTB

CTB

CTB

0s

CTB
CTB, W
CTB -
CTB

CTB
VER
CTB

0s

0s
CW,CTB
CTB

Issue

CiB
VER

CTB

CTB
0Ss,CTB

Page

100
113
128
142
165
217
234
253
293
317
365
386
403
429
445
453
488
492
508
522

157
221
254
357
446

Page

14
132




India
Reference
R ———

CD/PV.342
CD/PV.358
CD/PV.378
CD/PV.392
CD/PV.408
CD/PV.431

Indonesia
Reference

CD/PV.376

Islamic Republic of Iram

Reference

CD/PV.379
CD/PV.404
CD/PV.425

Italy
Reference

CD/PV.296
CD/PV.330
CD/PV.348
cD/PV.359
CD/PV.382
CD/PV.394

Pp.20-22
pp.10,12
pp-8-11
p.8
p.6
p.ll
pp-12-13

pe5
ppe.3,7
)

pp-32-33
p.8

p.l5
pp.15-17
P.22
pp.4-6

- Sgeaker

Gonsalves
Narayanan
Gonsalves
Teja

Natwar Singh
Teja

SEeaker

Sutowardoyo

Sgeaker

- Velayati

Velayati
Velayati

Sgeaker

Alessi
Alessi
Franceschi
Franceschi
Franceschi
Pugliese

xxxiv

List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

Date

25.2.86
22.4.86
12.8.86
26.2.87
23.4.87
18.8.87

Date

5.8.86

° Date

14.8.86
9.4.87
28.7.87

Date

5.3.85
15.8.85
18.3.86
24.4.86
26.8.86
5.3.87

Issue
———

CTB
CIB,O0S
CW,CTB

CIB -

Issue

Issue
i

VER, CW

Issue

0S

0S

0s

CTB

0S
CTB,CW

. 162
234
304
372
423
511

Page

300

310
406
486

Page

20
122
191
241
338
373




Japan

Reference

CD/PV.291
CD/PV.306
CD/PV.307
CD/PV.324
CD/PV.327
CD/PV.339
CD/PV.353
CD/PV.354
CD/PV.362
CD/PV.371
CD/PV.379

CD/PV.381

CD/PV.387
CD/PV.405
CD/PV.419
CD/PV.424
CD/PV.432

" Kenya

Reference

CD/PV.340
Mexico

Reference

CD/PV.293
CD/PV.297
CD/PV.317
CD/PV.336
CD/PV.338
CD/PV.346
CD/PV.363
CD/PV.379
CD/PV.415
CD/PV.421

pp.l 2-15
p.39
p.7-10
pPp.7-10
pp.10-13
PP.15-20
pp.17-19
pp.16-18
pp.l1-13
pe.l3
PP.9-10
p.l5
ppP.7-11
PpP.8-9
pp.12-13
PP.7-10
pp-38-40

Pp.27-28

p.22
pPP.22-23
pPp.27-28
p.20
p.16
pp.6-7
pp.6-7
pp-12-13
pe3

pp.l 8-21

List of Verbatim Statements by Nation

Sgeaker

Imai
Imai
Imai
Imai
Imai
Imai
Imai
Imai
Imai
Imai
Imai
Imai
Yamada
Yamada
Yamada
Yamada
Yamada

Speaker

Afande

Sgeaker

Garcia
Garcia
Garcia
-Garclia
Garcia
Garcia
Garcia
Garcia
Garcia
Gracia

Robles
Robles
Robles
Robles
Robles
Robles
Robles
Robles
Robles
Robles

XXXV

Date

14.2.85
4.4.85

" 11.4.85

25.7.85
6.8.85
13.2.86
3.4.86

. 8.4.86

17.6.86

*17.7.86

14.8.86
21.8.86

©10.2.87

14.4.87

7.7.87
23.7.87
20.8.87

Date

18.2.86

Date

21.2.85
7.3.85
2.7.85
4.2.86

11.2.86

11.3.86

19.6.86

14.8.86

23.6.87

14.7.87

Issue Page
CTB,NPT,0S,CW 8
Cip 45
CwW 46
W 95
CTIB 108
NPT,CTB,CW 146
CW 208
CTB 218
CTB ‘ 251
W 283
CTIB - 311
CTB 324
CTB,CW 351
CTB 411
oS 466
W 482
CTB 519
Issue Page
CTB 154
Issue Page
CTB 15
CIB 21
CTB 76
CIB ; 134
VER 143
CTB 182
CTB : 254
CIB 312
CTB 451
(o) 471




M
List of Verbatim Statements by Nation
Mongolia
Reference Sgeaker Date Issue Page
CD/PV.348  pp.24-25 Bayart 18.3.86  CTB 191
- CD/PV.400 pp.l2-14 Bayart . 26.3.87 0S,CW 392
CD/PV.416 pp.ll-12 Bayart 25.6.87 CTB 452
Morocco
Reference Speaker Date Issue Page
CD/PV.295 p.27 Skalli 28.2.85 CTB 17
CD/PV.314 pp.6-7 Skalli 20.6.85 CTB 69
CD/PV.342 p.26 Benhima 25.2.86 CTB 164
CD/PV.367 pp.7-8 Benhima 3.7.86 00} 263
CD/PV.416  p.5 Benhima 25.6.87 CTB 451
Netherlands -
Reference Speaker Date Issue Page
CD/PV.309 pp.16-18 van Schaik 18.4.85 CTB,Od 56
CD/PV.321 p.l9 van Schaik 16.7.85 RW 83
CD/PV.329 pp.7-11 van Schaik 13.8.85 CTB 117
CD/PV.330 p.30 van Schaik 15.8.85 o 124
CD/PV.347 pp.23-28 . van Schaik 13.3.86 CTB,CW 187
CD/PV.374  pp.4-9 _ van Schaik 29.7.86 CIB,CW 295
CD/PV.396 pp.3—-4,8-11 van Schaik 12.3.87 CTB,CW 379
CD/PV.418 pp.5,7 van den Broek 2.7.87 VER,CW 458
New Zealand
Reference Speaker Date Issue Page
CD/PV.296 p.l5 Lange 5.3.85 CTB 17
cDh/PV.343  pp.33-35 ~ Nottage 27.2.86 CTB 176
- CD/PV.380 pp.9-12 Lineham 19.8.86 o 319
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The three nuclear Powers, who participated in the Tripartite Negotiations
1977-1980, recognized in their report to the second NPT Review Conference,
that the members of the Committee on Disarmament had a strong interest in
their negotiations on a treaty prohibiting nuclear weapon-test explosions.
They also recognized that such a treaty would be of importance to all man-
kind. They agreed that a variety of measures should be provided to verify
compliance, including national means of verification at their disposal. They
further agreed on provisions establishing an international exchange of seismic
data.

It is a2 minimum requirement that they at least recognize anew what they
did then. If not —— further doubt would be cast over their commitment in the
Non-Proliferation Treaty to negotiate in good faith on effective measures
relating to the cession of the nuclear arms race at an early date. A compre-
hensive test ban treaty remains the most important 1ssue relating to the
cessation of the nuclear arms race. And still, 15 years after the NPT entered
into force, there is not even a negotiation on a comprehensive test ban
treaty! '

There are no insurmountable technical obstacles to concluding such a
treaty. It i1s obvious that some States give priority to a continued develop-
ment of new types of nuclear weapons instead of honoring their commitments in
the Partial Test Ban Treaty and the Non-Proliferation Treaty. This 1is a
dangerous and shortsighted attitude!

We have, however, reason to note with satisfaction the good co-operation
experienced during the technical test of the international data exchange
system. We 1look forward to hearing the report of the Ad Hoc Group of
scientific experts on the experiment at a later stage of the session.

According to the National Defense Research Institute in Sweden, a total
of 1,522 nuclear explosions have been carried out between 1945 and 1984. The
United States leads this gloomy competition with 772 explosions =— 212 in the
atmosphere and 560 underground -- followed by the Soviet Union with 556
explosions == 161 in the atmosphere and 395 underground. The statistics show
that the gap between the super-Powers 1s closing as the Soviet Union in recent
years has been carrying out more explosions than the United -States. France,
the United Kingdom and China have conducted 127, 37 and 29 nuclear explosions
respectively. And India has carried out one nuclear explosion.

In 1984, at least 53 nuclear explosions were carried outs The two main
nuclear Powers were as usual responsible for most of them.

The United States carried out 16 tests in 1984 at the Nevada Test Site.
A total of 27 nuclear explosions were recorded in the Soviet Union. Seventeen
of these were conducted at test areas at Semipalatinsk and Novaya Zemya. The
remaining 10 Soviet nuclear explosions were carried out in areas outside the
usual weapons test sites and may therefore have been conducted for non
military purposes.

According to the same statistics, France has conducted seven test
explosions in 1984 at the test site in the Pacific, whereas the United Kingdom

;
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has carried out one at the United States test site in Nevada. Two Chinese
test explosions have been observed in 1984. All nuclear tests observed during

1984 were conducted underground.

It is obvious from these statistics that the testing of nuclear devices
continues unabated. '

It is of vital importance that the Conference oh Disarmament should now
start working on the test ban issue and make progress in time for the third
NPT Review Conference. The responsibility will rest heavily on those who
block progress in finding a mutually acceptable mandate for an ad hoc
committee to deal with this question.

N It is sometimes suggested that, while awaiting a political opening for a
comprehensive test ban treaty, a gradual approach, that is a threshold
approach, could be considered. 1 would like to warn against such proposals
for the following reasons: '

) A multilateral threshold treaty could be interpreted as légitimizing
nuclear weapons testing.

A threshold approach 1leaves open the possibility of continuing the
‘modernization of nuclear arms.

A threshold treaty would be more difficult to verify than a comprehensive
‘treaty. It is easier to detect a test than to estimate its exact yield,

New threshold arrangements could weaken the efforts to strengthen the
non—proliferation regime.,

A threshold approach is acceptable only if it is directly linked to a
comprehensive test—-ban treaty effective from an agreed date, and if the
phase—out period is kept short.

Cbh/PV.289 pel2 FRG/Wegener 7.2.85 VER

On 5 February we heard from three of the countries whose Heads of State
‘or Government participated in the recent Delhi Meeting about the hopes and
expectations the authors of the important Joint Declaration of 28 January have
associated with their announcement. The destinguished representative from the
Soviet Union has equally commented on the declaration. Comments from other
delegations would therefore also seem in order. The Federal Govermment shares
the wish of the six Heads of State and Government to drastically reduce
nuclear weapons and to work towards their ultimate elimination. By the same
token it supports steps to avoid an uncontrolled dynamic build-up of armament
in outer space; given the fact that outer space is a domain which the Soviet
Union and the United States have already utilized for military purposes in
large measure over the last few years this task will, however, be exceedingly
complex and must take account of certain realities. Beyond these shared
objectives, my Government has a number of doubts concerning the measures
proposed by the Delhi Group. We regret that several formulations contained in
their former statement of 22 May have been removed from the recent text.
Unfortunately, the Declaration remains totally silent on the dangers of
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conventional war and the destructive power of modern conventional weapons. In
the view of my Government it is also to be regretted that the Western con-
ception of the prevention of war by the combination of credible deterrence,
strategic equilibrium and balanced disarmament is brushed aside without an
adequate effort at rational argument. Significantly enough, in the comment on
the Gromyko—Shultz agreement of 8 January, the stated goal of both Powers to
enhance strategic stability is 1left out. The Declaration discounts the
concepts of balance and stability altogether. 1In the view of my delegation a
stable military balance between East and West is, however, an indispensable
prerequisite for the maintenance of peace and freedom. The need to assure
‘compliance with agreed disarmament measures by adequate international veri-
fication was more clearly spelled out in the Declaration of 27 May, while now
verification has ceased to be an integral element of disammament agreements
and appears to be no more than an inconvenient adjunct. More important, the
Declaration does not undertake to define the current threat to many regions in
the world and does not spell out how States under such a threat could safe-
guard their security if the measures recommended in the Declaration were
adopted. Lastly, Mr. President, let me mention that in the Declaration of New
Delhi ~- as already in the Joint Stockholm Declaration by the same authors —-
all mention of the need to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons is
missing, undoubtedly in deference to three of the authors who have so far
refused to join in the global non-proliferation effort.

CD/PV.290 - pp.10-11, 13-14  USA/Adelman 12.2.85 VER
CW,CTB

‘Equally important is the binding obligation of all nations to abide by
their other international legal obligations, including their undertakings in
arms control agreements. Non-compliance with agreements —-- failure to keep
one's promises -~ is a profound matter. It puts at risk the important
security benefits derived from arms control and could create new security
risks for those States relying upon the reward of arms control. . Further, it
undermines the confidence essential to a continued effective arms control
process.

As members of the only multilateral organization charged with the task of
forging arms control agreements of global scope, we in the Conference on
Disarmament cannot close our eyes to the problems of compliance which are
confronting us today. In January 1984, at the request of the United States
Congress, President Reagan submitted a report on seven violations or probable
violations of arms control obligations or related political commitments by the
Soviet Union. Last week a follow-up report was submitted to the Congress
which reconfirmed our conclusions of last year and in some cases strengthened
them. It also dealt with a number of additional yet critical problems of
non—compliance with existing commitments.

These reports come as no surprise to the Soviet Union, since we have

vigorously pressed, and will continue vigorously to press, these issues with
the Soviet Union through diplomatic channels.

The majority of the problems presented by Soviet non-compliance are
related to bilateral undertakings —- the SALT I and SALT II agreements and the
ABM Treaty. Other cases, however, deal with the very important multilateral
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treaties. More specifically, the Soviet Union's underground nuclear test
practices have resulted in considerable venting of radioactive matter and its
movement beyond Soviet territorial limits. That violates the 1963 Limited
Test Ban Treaty. The Treaty was designed in part to prevent health risks to
innocent peoples beyond a testing country's borders. Violations to that
Treaty could endanger that very goal.

In addition, the Soviet Union has violated its obligations under the 1972
Biological and Toxin Weapons Convention and under international law as embod-
ied by the 1925 Geneva Protocol. Thankfully, there have been no confirmed
attacks with lethal chemical toxin weapons in Kampuchea, Laos or Afghanistan
in 1984, 1If those kinds of activities have indeed stopped, and we hope they
have, that is all to the good and constitutes a testimony to the policy --
practiced here today -- of being forthright in raising arms control viola-
tions. The goal is not aimless accusations of another country but stopping
such violations. It is a testimony to the outcry of people everywhere that
such sentiments can and do stop such unacceptable activities.

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

This Conference is, I know, serious about arms control and thus must be
serious about the twin issues of compliance and verification. 1In this regard,
the United States delegation today is introducing the President's message to
the Congress of the United States, and his unclassified report on Soviet nom
compliance with arms control agreements, as a Conference Document.

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

kFekkkkkkik

Negotiations on the issues the Conference deals with must factor in
whether the activities to be limited can be effectively verified. Just as we
dare not sit by and permit out past efforts to be debased through violations,
we likewise need to take the past compliance record fully into account as we
seek to formulate new agreements. Each of us must tackle this urgent taske.
Better still, we can tackle it together.

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

As 1 noted earlier, overcoming the problems of verification and compli-
ance is essential. Arms control is empty without compliance; and compliance,
particularly for a closed society, is impossible to establish without verifi-
cation. A ban on chemical weapons honoured by open societies and violated by
closed societies would be no ban at all. It would constitute unilateral
disarmament in the guise of multilateral arms control. '
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During the course of these discussions, 1 also encourage the Conference
to look carefully at how to handle chemicals normally used in industry or
agriculture, but which also can be used for the manufacture of chemical
weapons. Chemical weapons used in Iraq's war with Iran were produced from
just such substances. To help prevent development and use of chemical weapons
in the future, we need to ensure that steps are taken to control the export of
such chemicals and related equipment and technology. Countries with advanced
chemical industries have a special obligation in this regard, and in the
future should exercise considerable restraint. Personally, I believe this is
an ever—increasing priority in arms control.

Besides the first priority of a global chemical weapons ban, the basis
for an agreement banning radiological weapons has existed since 1979 in
parallel United States—Soviet proposals. Considerable effort has been direct-
ed towards concluding an agreement on this proposal, as well as on a United
States proposal to strengthen the agreement's compliance mechanisms. We hope
this abundance of material will culminate in an early agreement that precludes
this entire category of weapons, which, to date, are not known to exist and
which, fortunately, have thus far attracted little military interest.

Serious work on verification and compliance issues should also receive
priority in the Conference's work related to a nuclear test ban. The world-
wide experiment sponsored by the Conference's Ad Hoc Group of Scientific
Experts to exchange seismic data has proven a promising contribution to this
effort. The Conference might also consider additional expert study on the
possibility of monitoring the atmosphere through radioactivity and acoustic
data exchanges.

In this regard, I would note that President Reagan laid the groundwork
for a related measure last fall, In his speech before the United Nations
General Assembly, he proposed that the United States and the Soviet Union
arrange for experts to visit each other's underground test sites to measure
directly the yields of nuclear weapon tests. This step could enable the two
countries to establish the basis for verification of effective limits on
underground nuclear testing. We continue to await a positive response from
Moscow, and have done everything possible to encourage such a response.

Multilateral efforts to improve nuclear testing verification would be
very useful at this juncture. The United States has been ready and willing to
discuss important aspects of a nuclear test ban. In this regard, we joined
with other Western delegates in supporting a draft mandate for an ad hoc
committee tabled last year in the Conference on Disarmament. We continue to
support that mandate and we hope that those who have not agreed to it will do
SO vVery SoOT.

CD/PV.290 pp.25-27 USSR/Issraelyan 12.2.85 VER

Does the statement made today by Mr. Adelman, Director of the United
States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, contribute to a constructive dial-
ogue in the Conference on Disarmament? I think not. I am sure that it does
not. If Mr. Adelman sought to contribute to the success of the Conference's
work, he would not have told so many untruths about the policy of the USSR.
In his statement, he spoke at length about the fact that the USSR allegedly
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does not comply with international agreements it has signed, the bilateral
agreements concluded between the USSR and the United States. It 1is hard to
say why the United States representative found it necessary to raise these
issues here when there 1is a Standing Consultative Commission which deals
specially with these problems. However, as far as the substance of the United
States assertions is concerned, I should like only to refer to the statement
made by the Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR, A.A. Gromyko, in January
this year. In particular, he stated: "With regard to the assertions that
allegedly the Soviet Union does not observe some of its obligations under
agreements it has concluded, this is a fiction ... the memoranda or reports
sent by the United States Administration to Congress, and sometimes trans-—
mitted to United Nations meetings, alleging that the Soviet Union is doing the
kind of thing to which I have referred, contain expressions such as the
following: there are doubts that the Soviet Union is fulfilling its oblig-
ations, or it seems that such obligations are not fully observed, which raises
the question, they say, of verification of whether the Soviet Union is
actually fulfilling those obligations. But is is never directly stated any-
where, with factual evidence, that the Soviet Union is actually committing any
violation. We categorically refute this. It is not the custom of the Soviet
Union to violate its obligations under treaties and agreements which it has
signed and which other States have signed, whether they be bilateral or multi-

lateral agreements. We take pride in this.

. And by the way, the world is accustomed to this. When the Americans
allege that there is something wrong with the Soviet Union's observance of the
provisions of some agreement or another, this is received quite calmly, and no
other State has ever claimed that such allegations correspond to the facts.
Not at all. Our conscience is clear. We do not conclude agreements in order
not to comply with them, we comply with such agreements from start to
finish.".

Why then do the American representatives repeat their false assertions
concerning alleged violations by the Soviet Union of its agreements over and
over again, including in serious international forums? They pursue various
objectives here, the general direction being both ugly and obvious.

First, the United States wishes, by using slander against the Soviet
Union's policy, to push its regular military programme through Congress.

Second, it is endeavouring to break off and bury the current inter-
national negotiations on arms limitation, on the pretext that they are
supposedly ineffective. '

Third, as it appears to us, it wishes from the outset to cast a shadow
over the future talks in Geneva, and to create doubts about the possibility
and utility of agreements with the Soviet Union.

All this is aimed in one direction -- to get public opinion to believe
that there is no sensible alternative to the present United States policy of
increasing its military preparations, and that the arms race is inevitable and
efforts to prevent it vain.

In his statement, Mr. Adelman once again referred to the problem of veri-
fication of disarmament agreements. As the Soviet representatives have
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repeatedly pointed out at various levels, including the very highest, the USSR
is no less, and possibly more, interested than others in reliable control of
compliance with agreements. It is strange, to say the least, that the United
States representative, who recalled the number of dead in the First World War,
said nothing at all about the fact that in the Second World War more than 50
million people were killed, 20 million of them Soviet citizens. Control is
not our weak point. The Soviet Union has repeatedly put forward proposals on
this score, going as far as general and complete control in the case of
general and complete disarmament. These steps have invariably been supported
by those who are actually interested in advancing the direction of arms
limitation.

The United States takes a different position on the question of control.
For them, control is the basic means of blocking progress and the achievement
of mutually acceptable agreements. One does not have to go very far to find
examples. Everyone knows that the proposal on chemical weapons submitted to
the Conference by the United States set back negotiations in this field
precisely on account of their absolutely unrealistic and unacceptable demands
with regard to verification, deliberately put forward in such a way as to
close all avenues for making progress. The authors of the proposal themselves
recognized this, In particular, the Assistant Secretary of Defense of the
United States, Richard Perle, baldly stated even when this American proposal
was introduced that it would be unacceptable to the Soviet Union precisely
because of the excessive verification requirements.

While verbally advocating control, the United States, when it comes to
putting further verification measures into practice, change their 1line
greatly. Thus, for already 11 years the United States has refused to ratify
the 1974 treaty on the limitation of underground nuclear-weapon testing. The
reason is absolutely clear and simple, and they do not even conceal it in
Washington: the United States is afraid to carry into practice, by the pro—
posed treaty, the clear and effective system of control of the scale of explo-—
sions carried out. If the United States agreed to such control, it would be
much more awkward for it to develop ever newer nuclear warheads, including
those for new powerful offensive missiles.

Mr. Adelman cited facts relating to the use of chemical weapons in a
historical review, so to speak. He committed many inaccuracies, to put it
lightly. In our statement in right of reply to the Vice-President of the
United States, Mr. Bush, in February 1983 we already cited all the events
concerning the use of chemical weapons from the time of the signing of the
1925 Geneva Protocol, and I shall not return to this question. But is is very
surprising that he forgot to mention the use of toxic chemicals during a
decade by the United States in their aggression in Viet Nam. At the same
time, he repeated more than once the lie about the Soviet Union's use of
chemical weapons in Afganistan and South East Asia. We have rejected and we
reject this lie. In his statement and I must confess this is the first time
that I encounter such a declaration by a representative of the United States
—-— Mr. Adelman said:

[Spoke in English] "thankfully, there have been no confirmed attacks with

lethal chemical or toxic weapons in Kampuchea, Laos or Afghanistan in
1984.".




[Spoke in Russian] Naturally so, inasmuch as neither in 1984 nor at. any
earlier time has the Soviet Union used chemical weapons. The fact that last
year the United States decided to discontinue its campaign of insimations on
this score is. explained solely by the fact that the American -administration
began 1its pseudo—peacemaking rhetoric in pursuit of a definite goal: to
improve its political image in the international arena. :

CD/PV.291 pp-l12-15 Japan/Imai 14.2.85 CTB, NPT, -
_ ‘ o . 0S, OW

Japan is of the view that an early and comprehensive ban on all nuclear
tests would be an important step toward the realization of nuclear disammament
and, therefore, opposes nuclear tests by any country. We are all aware that a
comprehensive nuclear test ban is the most effective means to prevent both
horizontal and vertical proliferation of nuclear weapons. A long history of
negotiations accompanies this theme amd a great deal of effort has been
directed . towards . this end, but its attainment is, unfortunately, not in
immediate sight. :

Various .political, strategic and technical factors have been given as the
reasons for this difficulty, and one of the main problems is compliance and
verification. We have expressed our views with regard to this problem at the
Conference on may occasions in the past. This year, we intend to present a
working paper in due course, outlining the necessary:  procedure for the
establishment or up-grading of multilateral verification capability in this

respect.: - :

On the other hand, in view of the difficulty in making visible progress
in the discussions on the subject, Foreign Minister Abe, in his statement here
last June,.proposed as a viable and realistic approach, a step—by-step concept
in which a general "threshold" would be defined in view of the existing tech-
nical level of multilateral verification capabilities, with agreement to
prohibit nuclear tests above such verification threshold, then, as efforts are
concentrated on improving the technologies of detection and identification,
the continued lowering of the threshold for the nuclear test ban to an
eventual zero, which is the equivalent of a comprehensive test ban.

We believe that such efforts to approach a comprehensive ‘nuclear test ban
starting from and building on existing capabilities, would provide new
perspectives as we advance forward, which, in turn, would make it easier to
pursue further progress. It might be likened to a group of alpinists, who set
out from Geneva as the first staging point. As they advance toward the
summit, they would get a better perspective of the terrain of the attack and
may be able to improve the plan of climb with the increased knowledge and
indeed the self-confidence of having a better command of the situation. I
need not add here that an alpinist's climb is a step-by-step venture and that,
in the case of the high and important peak of CTB, it would seem that the
step—by-step advancement would be much more preferable and also meaningful
than just arguing over the strategy for the climb without leaving the base
camp. . :

We hope that this step—by-step concept, along with any other proposals,
will be given an opportunity to be discussed during this year's session of the
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Conference. Further, it is our hope that the Ad Hoc Group of Seismic Experts
who have made substantial contributions to the technical aspect of the problem
will continue to provide necessary assistance to our work.e Especially, we
await the experts' analysis and appraisal of the results of the International
Seismic Date Exchange experiment which took place last year.

The next point concerns nuclear nomproliferation.

In April of this year, the third session of the Preparatory Committee for
the Third Review Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-Prolif-
eration of Nuclear Weapons, and in September the Review Conference itself,
will take place here in Geneva. The non-proliferation regime, through the
unique system of safeguards, represents effective international verification,
in which a balance has been sought between the promotion of peaceful uses of

nuclear energy, on the one hand, and the prevention of proliferation of
nuclear weapons on the other.,

My country welcomes the declaration last year by China, in which she
indicated that in exporting nuclear materials and equipment the recipient
countries would be requested to accept safeguards in line with the principles
of the Statute of the International Atomic Energy Agency. We are convinced
that the adoption of such a position by another one of the nuclear-weapon
States would strengthen the effectiveness of the nomproliferation regime
through the application of safeguards. 1In this connection we also wish to
note that the Soviet Union recently negotiated a voluntary submission
agreement accepting IAEA safeguards on some of its nuclear facilities. At the
same time, we wish to again call upon China and France, and other States not
yet parties to the NPT to recognize the importance of this Treaty and take
steps to accede to it at an early opportunity.

Together with measures for nonproliferation and promotion of peaceful
uses of nuclear energy, nuclear disarmament plays a major role in maintaining
the NPT system. It is in this sense that we fervently hope that the United
States-Soviet negotiations due to commence next month in Geneva will achieve
substantive progress in achieving deep reductions in nuclear arms.

Furthermore, in order to make the discussions at the NPT Review Confer—
ence as fruitful as possible, I should like to remind the Parties to the
Treaty that they may submit their views and proposals on the final document
through the members of the bureau of the Review Conference, according to the
decision at the second session of the Preparatory Committee last year, so that

discussion at the third session of the Preparatory Committee be better
facilitated.

I should now like to comment on the prevention of an arms race in outer
space.

We welcome the announced commencement of talks between the United States
and the Soviet Union which are to cover space arms as well. At the same time,
as I have tried to emphasize in the earlier part of this intervention, we feel
it will be extremely meaningful and useful to take up this matter at this
Conference as a subject of multilateral concern and prepare for possible
arrangements to take preventive measures in view of the rapid advances in

space-related technology. We consider that it is one of our urgent tasks to
establish an ad hoc committee for careful examination of this question.
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‘In considering the prevention of an arms race in outer.space, we should
start with an accurate understanding of what kind of military activities are
conducted there at present and can be foreseen in the future, what implication
these have for the maintenance of national and international security and what
problems are posed by the need for verification. Since space activities in-
volve the latest achievement in science and technology, it will be impossible
to keep such discussions completely in a non—technical arena.

As my country is making efforts to develop technologies for peaceful uses
of outer space, we have a great interest in this subject and we intend to make
endeavours so as to contribute to the work of this Conference in this regard.

As we have stated before on many occasions, we believe that this
Conference should deploy its best efforts for the early realization of a
global and comprehensive prohibition of chemical weapons. Fortunately, the
discussions have been very active in recent years, and we appreciate the fact
that the major points of a future convention prohibiting chemical weapons have
become clear and for this we have to thank the untiring efforts of the former
chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons, Ambassador Ekéus.

At the same time we note that with the increasing intensity of the
discussions and further identification of related problems, we have been get—
ing increasingly involved in details which are, of course, necessary and
important but at the same time may have the effect of confusing the prior-
ities. . It may, therefore, be worthwhile to reconfirm the basic objectives of
the convention; that 1is, the prohibition of the .development, production,
acquisition, stockpiling, retaining, and transfer as well as use of chemical
weapons and  for the destruction of existing chemical weapons and their
production facilities. In discussing this matter, we should always bear in
mind that the chemical weapons convention as outlined above should work to
enhance national security of all States while at the same time it should not
pose any impediments to the development of normal activities of the world's
peaceful chemical industries.

With this basic perception as a starting point, we should work out the
problems facing us with regard to "objectives", "definitions", "destruction"
and '"verification". We should especially like to stress that we hope early
agreement can be reached with regard to an explicit identification of the
chemical substances to be prohibited or controlled under this comvention, and
to a practical system of verification measures designed to ensure compliance
with the provisions of the convention. .

CD/PV.292 pp.20-21 Argentina/Carasales 19.2.85 CIB

The question of verification is constantly invoked as a valid reason for
not negotiating. The fact of the matter is, however, that, in this connec—
tion, it is virtually unanimously agreed that existing means of verification
are adequate for the satisfactory detection of possible violations of a
treaty. The Secretary-General of the United Nations has been saying this for
a long time and has said so on many occasions. The other day, the represent-
ative of Sweden, a country which, as we have seen, keeps a reliable record of
nuclear explosions throughout the world, also said as much when she stated
that "there are no insurmountable technical obstacles to concluding such a
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treaty". There are countless examples of similar expert opinions, such as
those recently stated in an article by David Hafemeister on "Advances in veri-
fication technology", which appeared in the latest issue (January 1985) of the
"Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists'.

It is possible and even probable that some aspects of the verification
process still have to be completed or refined, but, at the same time, it has
to be assumed that a totally perfect verification system which completely
rules out any possibility of violations for ever and ever does not exist and
will never exist in any disarmament agreement, either in respect of the
nuclear-weapon—-test ban or in any other field. To claim otherwise 1is to
indulge in pipe-dreams. What has to be done is to design a verification
system which will minimize risks of violation as much as possible and, at the
same time, make it clear that the political risks involved in the detection of
wviolations would far outweigh the military advantage it might create.

The doubt and concern that some people may continue to feel about the
verification systems in a treaty banning nuclear weapons tests can and must be
removed in the context of a multilateral negotiation process.

This 1s what is happening in respect of chemical weapons. As Mr.
Adelman, the Director of the United States Amms Control and Disarmament
Agency, recently stated: "We recognize that chemical weapons pose some of the
most confounding verification problems encountered in the vast realm of arms
control"., This is correct amd I would venture to say that such problems are
far weightier than those posed by the verification of nuclear tests; and yet
these difficult problems of verification are being discussed within the
framework of the negotiation of a convention on the prohibition of chemical
weapons.

It is logical and explainable that this should be so. Any system of
verification involves concessions and limitations on the rights of each and
every one of the States parties to a treaty =-- concessions and limitations
whose nature and scope can be decided only in the context of the many
interralated questions that arise in connection with any convention.

CD/PV.292 pp-26-27 Australia/Butler 19.2.85  CTB,CW

Our proposed draft mandate, while less than what we want as an individual
country, and this is an example of compromise, nevertheless provides for
practical work to be conducted by the Conference on the two vital issues in
such a treaty, verification and compliance. Under our proposal the Conference
would take practical steps towards establishing the required verification
procedures for a CIB. We also propose that it should move towards
establishing such practical arrangements as a seismic monitoring network to
monitor compliance with a CTB treaty.

In Australia's view, those countries which have reservations about the
verifiability of a CTB treaty should take the opportunity of explaining their
point of view in a subsidiary body devoted to this agenda item. Let us
identify the problems and their means of solution. Likewise, those who assert
that the means of verification are available should put forward their views to
demonstrate this point. Only by addressing the practical matters at stake, in
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detail, can this issue be resolved. Those who prevent such work, by insisting
on a form of mandate behind which the opponents of a CIB treaty can hide, are
complicent in preventing us from flushing out. and defeating arguments against
a CTB treaty. I appeal to others in this Conference to chance their arm with
the western draft mandate for a CTB. Let us get some practical work going.
Let us expose the reality of the CTB issue and let us do this now.

kkkkhkikkkk

Let us test these arguments about a CIB and take practical steps on
verification now. Let us work on a CTB now in 1985.

There is nothing which should divide members of this Conference with
respect to the objective of removing all chemical weapons from this earth.
The existing régime of international law relating to chemical weapons, while
largely effective, is incomplete.

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

settle this argument.

CD/PV.293 pp-l4, 17-18 USSR/Issraelyan 21.2.85 CIB

The steps which we have taken on questions relating to the scope of a
ban, a moratorium on nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, and the appli-
cation of certain international verification procedures, including om-site
inspection, all show that we do not lack goodwill. This list of compromise
measures, confirming our genuine desire to resolve the test ban issue, can be
extended further. For example, as is known, we have given evidence of our
willingness for an agreement on the general and complete prohibition of
nuclear weapon tests to enter into force for a given period only for tlhree
nuclear-weapon States, if the other two are not prepared to accede to it at
the very beginning. At last year's session of the Conference, we stated that
we would be prepared under certain conditions to consider the possibility of
organizing, as proposed by Sweden, an exhange of data on radioactivity of air
masses 1including the establishment of appropriate international data centres
on the same basis as that provided for in regard to the exchange of seismic
data.

khxkkihkkk

An attempt is now being made to convince us that continuing the work of
the Conference on the question of a test ban on the basis of a '"non-




13

negotiating" mandate can supposedly help to devise means to verify compliance
with a test ban. 1In this context also, 1 should like to make some comments.

Firstly, we fully share the view of most States which was so well
expressed in the statement by the representative of Sweden on 5 February, who
said that there are no insurmountable technical obstacles to ensuring veri-
fication of compliance with an agreement on a comprehensive nuclear-weapon—
test ban. States cannot use the so—called inadequacy of verification measures
as a pretext for refusing to hold serious negotiations on such an agreement.
Clearly, it 1is surprising that the same standpoint was reflected in the
message from the Secretary-General of the United Nations to the Conference on
Disarmament which was read out by his Special Representative, Ambassador
Komatina, at the first meeting of the current session. ‘

By the way, I should like to draw attention to the fact that several
delegations, including Western delegations, have referred to a large number of
nuclear tests, basing their statements on Swedish sources. Those delegations
clearly assumed the reliability of such data. Thus, they willingly or unwill-
ingly support the view of Sweden concerning the adequacy of existing technical
means for monitoring a test ban.

Secondly, an argument frequently advanced' for considering the technical
possibilities for control is that they are continually being improved. It is,
of course, true that the technical means are being improved. However, a
question arises: if a test ban is to relate to some remote future, is there
any sense seriously to develop at present verification means which can be
applied only during the next century? We are convinced that this is an un-
necessary waste of time. Why? Because at present technological advances are
proceeding at such a pace that these means will inevitably be obsolete in
about 15 to 20 years.

Thirdly, the work of the Ad Hoc Committee or Ad Hoc Group in 1982-1983
provided an opportunity for detailed consideration of the questions of veri-
fication and control. In our considered opinion, the draft mandate proposed
in document CD/521 is nothing other than an attempt to go over the same ground
again. Therefore, a similar draft mandate was rejected last year, and the
negative attitude of many States towards it was confirmed once again in the
vote on paragraph 4 of resolution 39/53 at the last session of the General
Assembly, in which this mandate was actually reproduced.

An attempt is also being made to persuade us that the consideration of
control issues, however abstract they might be, will be a means for exerting
pressure on those States which refuse to enter into negotiations on the agree-
ment itself. We firmly disagree with this as well. On the contrary, there is
a great danger that the appearance or illusion will be given that practical
work is being done on this question thereby reducing the pressure of public
opinion on those countries which are in fact blocking the negotiationms. Thus,
the initiation of the work of the ad hoc committee on the basis proposed to us
by the West will not only be useless but, it seems to us even counter-
productive, since it will mislead world public opinion. Such actions by the
Conference can only cause further harm to the Conference's reputation and not
help to improve it, as suggested in one of the statements at the last meeting °
of the Conference.
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CD/PV.293 = p.20 FRG/Wegener . 21.2.85 CIB

Thirdly, one major portion of Ambassador Issraelyan's statement was
devoted to the necessity to have a subsidiary body of our Conference on
nuclear testing, equipped with a firm and complete negotiating mandate. I do
not want to take issue with the desirability of such a mandate but I would
like to remind all delegates that we have a situation in which such a
negotiating mandate is not possible because our Conference is run by
consensus. 1 state the situation, I do not comment, or give my own value
judgement on it. But this being so, the call for a full negotiating mandate
and the simultaneous refusal to embark on any kind of work in the field of
nuclear testing in its absence are futile. Those who ask for too much achieve
nothing, and they prevent us from tackling some of the essential issues that
we will have to deal with, with or without a negotiating mandate, if we are
serious about a stop to nuclear testinge. If there is no subsidiary body
equipped with a general or specific mandate of whatever kind on this matter,

where can we discuss the issue of verifiability? ' Of scope? Of the modalities-

of a seismic observation network? Of the institutional needs the future test
ban regime would have? Those who ask for too much achieve nothing, and when
we again in this Conference achieve nothing on this matter during the current

year, the question of responsibility arises and we will have to think very

precisely to find out where the responsibility will lie at that time,

Fourthly, Ambassador Issraelyan has, as often before, referred to present
factual observations about testing in an intention to prove that all the veri-
fication problems are solved. I am afraid that there is a logical fallacy
involved here. Today, testing is permitted, although not morally condoned by
the international community. When testing is permitted, nobody has to
conceal. We can take .the statistical figures which institutes observe as a
fair indication of the tests that are actually held; but when a CTBT is in
force, then the issue 1is completely different because whoever wishes to test
has to make arrangements to conceal. Then the question is put anew. Are our
scientific capacities enough to detect concealed testing?

CD/PV.293 pe21 India/Kant Shama 21.2.85 CIB

-Secondly, the question of verification has been raised. In this
connection I would like to bring to the attention of the Conference the state-
ment which was made by the Group of 21 this morning as well as the statements
which have been made in the Conference during the past two weeks. These
statements have been very positive and hopeful about the developments which
took place in Geneva in January and what will take place in Geneva in March.
The whole world is expecting a lot from these developments, as the two major
nuclear Powers will be negotiating with each other on a complex of questions.
When they can negotiate with each other on a complex of questions which have
an important bearing on nuclear weapons, when the question of verification
does not prevent them from negotiating with each other, how is it then, that
in the Conference on Disarmament, the question of a nuclear test ban, which is
but a limited aspect of the whole complex of nuclear weapons and the nuclear
arms race, how is it that in this Conference the same Powers are not able to
negotiate on a test ban? If verification is so important as to do away with
everything else in the context of nuclear test ban, if verification is so
important that pending its resolution the Conference on Disarmament cannot do
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anything else, then how is it that the same verification does not prevent the
two from negotiating with each other, from demanding those negotiations when
such negotiations are suspended, and from giving the greatest importance to
those negotiations when they are going on? 1Is there not an inconsistency in
this kind of approach?

CD/PV.293 p.22 Mexico/Garcia Robles 21.2.85 CTB

I should like first of all to answer the question he raised concerning
where issues such as scope and verification can be considered 1f we give a
negotiating mandate to this subsidiary body, this ad hoc committee. To be
specific on this point, yesterday I said that, as we saw the mandate of the ad
hoc committee, it would be a mandate which would lend itself very well to a
- procedure similar to that which has been and is still used in the Ad Hoc
Committee on Chemical Weapons. The necessary number of working groups would
be set up within the Ad Hoc Committee, and there would be no problem whatso-
ever for one of those groups to devote itself wholly to the question of
verification.

However, we all know what happened in connection with this issue. Last
year, at the 283rd meeting of the Conference on Disarmament on 21 August, I
reviewed what had happened in relation to agenda items 1, 2, 3 and 5. I shall
not repeat that review today in extenso. I should merely like to recall what
I said on that occasion concerning the flexibility of which we gave ample
proof and why we stated that there must be limits to flexibility, and partic-
ularly that it cannot be displayed only by one side. I also stressed on that
occasion that the flexibility repeatedly shown by the Group of 21 in the
lengthy consultations held with the other groups was explicitly recognized by
the latter, including members of the Group of Western European and Other
Countries, at a plenary meeting. However, that flexibility cannot, to use the
words I pronounced then, "extend so far that delegations should, by taking
advantage of 1t for domestic and political reasons, use the creation of work-
ing groups provided with meaningless mandates solely for the purpose of
serving as a misleading smokescreen to create the belief that substantive
negotiations were taking place".

Perhaps we were not far wrong in saying this, in expressing this
conviction, because as we all know on 12 December 1984 the General Assembly
adopted resolution 39/52 by no less than 122 votes in favour and only 2
against: in this resolution we find a preambular paragraph, the third, which
has the following wording:

"Convinced that the existing means of verification are adquate to ensure
compliance with a nuclear-test ban and that the alleged absence of such
means of verification is nothing but an excuse for further development
and refinement of nuclear weapons".

Thus, we are in very good company —— in the company of 122 Member States
of the United Nations. At a later date, in a plenary meeting I shall have
occasion to repeat, and perhaps expand upon, what I said yesterday in our
informal meeting.
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The technical and scientific aspects of monitoring compliance with a test
ban have already been exhaustively explored.( Seismologists have asserted that
nuclear explosions of even militarily insignificant sizes, in some cases below
one kiloton, have been detected, located and identified from distances of mre
than 3,000 kilometres. What is required is a political decision to seize the
moment and relate our present knowledge, which is adequate, to the problem of
the day. For those who are still worried about verification there should be
assurance in the confidence that any serious violation will be detected.
Movement towards a comprehensive test—-ban treaty can also be facilitated by an
agreement among nuclear-weapon States on an exchange of testing information.

CD/PV.294  pp.21-22 Australia/Butler 26.2.85 CIB,CW

Ambassador Issraelyan has correctly focused on the issue ‘of verifi-
cation. He in fact says the boat is safe, some others agree with him. But
some of us in all honesty and in good faith are not sure that this is the
case. So let us go down the path of providing that a CTB can be verified and
we - reject any suggestion, amd this has been suggested, that our approach is
designed to stall or delay. Our approach has the single purpose of getting us
all, as it were, safely to sea, of bringing into existance a viable
comprehensive test ban treaty.

kkkkkkkhhk

Verification is the issue and it is true that considerable means of
monitoring nuclear tests exist in a number of countries. But is is also true
that more is required, a larger seismological capacity is required, in order
that all may feel secure in our ability to monitor compliance with a compre-
hensive test ban treaty. The work of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts
has been significant in this context and it must continue. It was therefore a
matter of some concern to my delegation to hear Ambassador Issraelyan imply
last Thursday that the Soviet view of the work of the Ad Hoe Group of
Scientific Experts was possibly ambiguous.

CD/PV.295 - pp-22-23 USSR/Issraelyan 28.2.85 VER,CTB

It is in this light that we view document CD/561, distributed by the
United States delegation, which contains crude attacks against the Soviet
Union's policy. We also note that this is the first time that a document of
such an anti-Soviet nature has been circulated by the United States delegation
in the entire history of multilateral negotiations on disarmament over a
quarter of a century. We are especially concerned at the fact that all this
is being done on the eve of the opening of the bilateral talks. One must ask,
what is the purpose of this? In our view, the aim of this action is not an
attempt by the United States to discover the actual situation as regards
compliance with any specific agreement, but to aggravate and stir up contro—
versy, undermine confidence in the Soviet Union as a partner in the talks, and
distract the Conference from its concrete problems., Another aim is also
obvious: to justify to public opinion their own violations of the existing
agreements, and to prepare it for violations by the United States of those
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agreements through the implementation of military programmes which would
render them inoperative in future.

The communication of the USSR Embassy in Washington to the United States
State Department, which was transmitted to the United States the other day,
contains our reaction to the smear campaign launched in the United States
concerning the alleged "breaches" by the USSR of its international commit-
ments. A convincing answer to those allegations is contained in the document
circulated at the request of the Soviet delegation (CD/572) and entitled "Not
sabotage, but compliance with obligations".

kkkkkkkkkk

Of course, we are in agreement that a treaty without provisions relating
to verification of compliance is impossible. We do not deny that some kinds
of problems in this area have to be resolved. However, and I do not believe
that anybody would disagree, in the field of verification of compliance with a
test ban a good deal has already been accomplished. Technical, scientific and
even political aspects of this problem have already been profoundly studied.
Extremely useful work carried out by scientists of many countries, including
experts in the framework of our Conference, has made it possible to build a
foundation for the technical verification of compliance with a treaty. This
work makes it possible to form the opinion that the existing technical means
of verification are quite sufficient to guarantee compliance with the treaty.

If one recalls the trilateral negotiations which were, unfortunately,
suspended unilaterally by our partners, it becomes clear that nothing is
impossible as regards achieving political agreement on verification measures
too if this is done in the specific context of elaborating an agreement. And
I would like to stress this particularly -- in a specific context, not in the
abstract and without relating it ot the text of a treaty.

CD/PV.295 pe27 Morocco/Skalli 28.2.85 CTB

That positive approach is in keeping with the appeal made to all members
of this Conference by the United Nations General Assembly in its resolution
39/52, to initiate "immediately the multilateral negotiation of a treaty for
the prohibition of all nuclear-weapon tests and to exert their best endeavours
in order that the Conference may transmit to the General Assembly at its
fortieth session the complete draft of such a treaty".

In this regard, we are persuaded that the major obstacle to an agreement °

on this question is not the technical and scientific aspects of compliance and
verification but the lack of political decisions. We believe that this
obstacle may be overcome in the future, especially if our Conference is able
to take advantage of the new dynamics created by the new international
situation and by the recent approach adopted by China on this point.

CD/PV.296 p.l5 New Zealand/Lange 5.3.85 CIB

But we recognize that there are serious issues to be resolved if a test
ban is to be achieved. Foremost among these issues is that of verification.
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No arms control or disarmament agreement would be worth the paper it was
written on if there were no means of checking whether its terms were being
complied with. All countries are entitled to assure themselves that nuclear
explosions in contravention of a test ban treaty will be detected.

"New Zealand has made a concerted effort to contribute to work in this
field through its participation in the work of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific
Experts. We have. contributed information gathered from the network of seismo-
logical stations established by New Zealand. We hope that the recently
concluded test on the elements of a network to detect seismic events and the
evaluation of that test by the Group of Scientific Experts can provide a basis
for the establishment of a full-scale international network to monitor nuclear
explosions. The data available from that test should also help detemine the
capacity of such a network to monitor compliance with a nuclear test ban
treaty. There is much work that can still be done by the Ad Hoc Group of
Scientific Experts and it is therefore very disappointing to hear some voices
suggesting that the future of the Group is in doubt. We hope that is not to
be the case. Our commitment to the Group will continue.

There are other important questions that will have to be resolved in the

course of negotiating a test ban. Foremost amongst those is that of the scope
of the proposed ban. A test ban must be comprehensive -- it must prohibit all
explosions in all enviromments for all time. We have difficulty with the
suggestion some have made that a test ban treaty could be limited to the test-
ing of nuclear weapons. it is an inescapable fact that. any nuclear device
that causes an explosion can be used for hostile purposes. It would, to our
mind, be unforgiveable if a test ban treaty were to be held up over difficul-
ties in drawing a distinction between nuclear explosions for military purposes
and so—called peaceful nuclear explosions. All tests should be banned.

A comprehensive ban on nuclear explosions remains a long-tem goal of my
Government, in the context of broad, deep and verifiable nuclear arms reduc-
tions, expanded confidence-building measures and improved verification
capabilities. At this time, however, it is an important objective, but not
the most important objective. The United States believes it is a mistake to
imply that a comprehensive test ban is as urgent a matter as are efforts to
reduce arsenals of weapons already in existance. This view is the same as was
stated at the United Nations General Assembly in October 1982, by the then
Director of the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Mr. Rostow:
"The United States does not believe that, under present circumstances, a
comprehensive nuclear test ban would reduce the threat of nuclear war because
such a ban would not reduce the threat implicit in the existing stockpile".

In addition to serious verification problems there continue to be
significant concerns about other national security implications of a compre-
hensive test ban. Given the continuing dependence of the United States and
its allies on nuclear weapons, any consideration of a total test ban must be
related to the West's ability to maintain a credible nuclear deterrent.

My delegation has listened with great interest to the many statements on
the nuclear test ban issue made by delegations here during the past two
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weeks. In particular, I would recall the remarks of : the distinguished repre-
sentative of the Soviet Union, Ambassador Issraelyan, on 28 February. There
are a number of matters in this statement with which I can agree, such as the
importance of not seeking military superiority and the importance of the
reduction of weapons. And my delegation takes due note of the new agreement
between the Soviet Union and the International Atomic Energy Agency placing
certain Soviet nuclear facilities under IAEA safeguards for the first time.

However, with regard to the situation on a nuclear test ban, I must
dissent from the claim that existing technical means of verification are
sufficient for ensuring compliance with a comprehensive, global ban on nuclear
explosions. 1 believe that our experience, in the brief examination of this
issue that was possible in the subsidiary body on a nuclear test ban in 1982
and 1983, indicates the contrary. There was then, and 1 believe there
continues to be, a great variety of views on this crucial question. It would
be most useful if the Conference would, without delay, resume its efforts to
resolve these differences.

In his plenary statement of 21 February, Ambassador Issraelyan referred
to the proposal made by President Reagan in his address to the United Mations
General Assembly last September, that the United States and the Soviet Union
send observers to each other's test sites to measure the yields of tests of
nuclear weapons. Ambassador Issraelyan suggested that the United States
sought by this proposal to legitimize nuclear testing. That is not correct.
The United States has no such intention. The purpose for our proposal was
made clear by President Reagan in his address. It was "to enable the two
countries to establish the basis for effective limits on underground nuclear
testing".

We have also been reminded recently of proposals for a temporary
moratorium on nuclear testing, to be entered into while negotiations on a test
ban treaty are going on. We do not believe such a moratorium would lead to a
reduction in world tensions. A moratorium now, in the absence of reductions
in nuclear arsenals and in the absence of sufficiently effective means of
verification, could promote the opposite comnditions: instability and increased
international insecurity. Such a moratorium would not move us closer to
resolving the verification and compliance issues which have proven so diffi-
cult. Nor would it affect the need to accomplish broad, deep and verifiable
nuclear arms reductions. A moratorium based on presently available verifi-
cation capabilities would, in our view, not be effectively verifiable.

It is worth recalling that the mutual suspension of nuclear explosions of
the United States and the Soviet Union from 1958 to 1961 was not embodied in a
binding agreement and did not make provision for ef fective verification.
Rather, it was the result of unilateral declarations by the Soviet Union and
the United States that said, in essence, "we will refrain from further nuc lear
tests if you will". But the ensuing breakdown of this test suspension in
August of 1981, when the Soviet Union resumed testing, demonstrated the need
for carefully negotiated obligations and precise limitations, 1lest arms
control arrangements generate mistrust and suspicion rather than any long-term
solution or genuine relaxation of tensions. Then, as now, trust and goodwill
alone were not enough.
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CD/PV.296 pp.32-33 : Italy/Alessi 5.3.85 0s

It is certainly significant that the prevention of an arms race in space
should have been included in the bilateral negotiations, within the broader
context of a reaffirmation of the link between the role of defence systems and
reduction of offensive nuclear armaments. In the view of the Italian Govern-—
ment, the bilateral negotiations should set themselves the short-temm objec-
tive of a radical reduction of nuclear-weapons and the longer-—term objective
of avoidance of competition likely to lead to an uncontrolled militarization
of space, which might have destabilizing consequences. It is desirable to
establish some discipline for the military use of space so as to contribute to
the strengthening of strategic stability. The ABM Treaty of 1972 constitutes,
from this standpoint, a stable reference polint that should serve as point of
departure for the bilateral negotiations which should then ‘develop in the
future. The undertaking to observe the ABM Treaty and effective verification
of observance of the obligations arising from that Treaty form the basis for a
constructive discussion of the role which anti-ballistic-missile systems can
play, in the future, as a means of strengthening deterrence and increasing

stability.

This whole subject must be dealt with, moreover, in a realistic manner.
It is well known that space has long been used for military purposes. In so
far as this use has stabilizing effects, it has never been challenged. Remote
detection ensures protection against enemy attack by permitting observation of
large-scale military movements or preparations, as well as verification of
disarmament agreements. The satellites employed for these purposes are an
important factor of stability. Their protection is therefore necessary and
must be ensured by effective and verifiable agreements or by discouraging any
attack likely to prevent the satellites from performing their functions.

CD/PV.297 pp.13-14 Czechoslovakia/Vejvoda 7.3.85 CTB

Verification problems are often used as a pretext for blocking
negotiations on all other aspects of a NTB. Many speakers before me have
already expressed their view on this approach. Let me just quote from the
statement of Ambassador Ahmad of 26 February: "the technical amd scientific
aspects of monitoring compliance have already been exhaustively explored.
Seismologists have asserted that nuclear explosions of even militarily
insignificant sizes, in some cases below one- kiloton, have been detected,
located and identified from distances of more than 3,000 kilometres. What is
required is a political decision to seize the moment and relate our present
knowledge, which is adequate, to the problem of the day".

We should not forget that we have already three reports of the Ad Hoc
Group of seismic experts. They have developed a project for the creation of a
reliable international system for the exchange of seismic data on the global
scale. Level 1 data are considered sufficient for the identification and
localization of the overwhelming majority of seismic events by national
centres having at their disposal data from a global network. 1In some cases
stations situated so as to be in a position to make a clear record of a
seismic event could also be required to supply Level II data. One such case
might be parallel recording of several seismic events by a number of stations
of the network; another one an attempt to make use of a strong earthquake to
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cover nuclear explosion. Level II data could also be required in exceptional
situations when the depth of a seismic event could not be clearly estimated on
the basis of Level I data. One more advantage of the proposed system for the
exchange of seismic data is that it is designed to ensure the full partici-
pation also of technically less developed countries which do not possess their
own seismic means of verification, and of countries with a small territory not
having a global network of seismic stations. It is our considered opinion
that the Ad Hoc Group of seismic experts in its three reports suggests the
creation of a reliable system for the exchange of seismic data which could
contribute highly to ensuring compliance with a NIB treaty.

Ch/PV.297 pp.22-23 Mexico/Garcia Robles 7.3.85 CIB

On 29 February 1972, Kurt Waldheim, then Secretary-General of the United
Nations, addressing the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament at the
opening meeting of its 1972 session, stated in this very Chamber:

"No other question in the field of disarmament has been the subject
of so much study and discussion as the question of stopping nuclear-
weapon tests. I believe 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 agreement. There is an increas—
ing conviction among the nations of the world that an underground test
ban is the single most important measure, and perhaps the only feasible
one in the near future, to halt the nuclear arms race, at least with
regard to its qualitative aspects ...'"

"When one takes into account the existing means of verification by
seismic and other methods, and the possibilities provided by inter-
national procedures of verification such as consultation, inquiry and
what has come to be known as 'verification by challenge' or 'inspection
by invitation', it is difficult to understand further delay in achieving
agreement on an underground test ban."

"In the light of all these considerations, I share the inescapable
conclusion that the potential risks of continuing underground nuclear

weapon tests would far outweigh any possible risks from ending such
tests'',

The current Secretary-General, Javier Pérez de Cu&llar, for his part, in
a recent statement on 12 December 1984 said the following in this connection:

"1 appeal for a renewed effort towards a comprehensive test ban
treaty. No single multilateral agreement could have a greater effect on
limiting the further refinement of nuclear weapons. A comprehensive test
ban treaty is the litmus test of the real willingness to pursue nuclear
disarmament. Is it wise to develop new classes of ever more lethal, ever
more technically complex weapons, whose control is ever more difficult to
verify? We are at the point of leaving the decision on humanity's future
to the automatic -- and fallible —-—- reactions of computers. Talks on a
comprehensive test ban have been in abeyance for too long and their value
has even been questioned. As with all arms—-limitation negotiations,
there will never be a perfect time to begin them in the opinion of all
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-sides. The time to recommence these talks 1s now: - they should not be
“delayed any further." ‘ : .

Naturally, nobody could call for a treaty on the total prohibition of
nuclear-weapon testing that did not contain -appropriate clauses. for the
verification of compliance with its. provisionse. But it is also absurd to
claim that that subject should be given our total attention to the exclusion
of several other elements of the future treaty, especially if it is taken into
account that since 1977 the Conference on Disarmament has had a "draft treaty
on the complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon testing" (CCD/523)
which was submitted to it on 22 February 1977 by the Soviet Union; a "Draft
treaty banning any nuclear weapon test explosion in any environment" (CD/381)
prepared by Sweden and circulated on 14 June 1983; and a document prepared by
the Soviet Union which contains "Basic provisions of a treaty on the complete
-and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests" (CD/346) which was circulated
on 16 February, also in 1983. .

CD/PV.297 ppP-27,30 USSR/Issraelyan 7.3.85 0s

Let us now address the question of how the '"Star Wars" programme would
affect the process of disarmament. For our part at least, it is becoming our
strong conviction that the stationing of attack systems in space would have
the most damaging consequences for that process. One of those would be in the
sphere of verification which, incidently, 1is so often invoked by the United
States itself. It is quite obvious that compliance with a ban on a certain
category of weapons can be much more easily verified before they are developed
and tested.

Fhkkhkkiixk

The use of force in outer space and from space against the Earth, as well
as from Earth against objects in space, should be prohibited for all time.
The USSR proposes that agreement be reached on a radical solution of the
question of preventing the militarization of space —— on banning and eliminat-
ing the whole class of space attack weapons, including anti-satellite and
anti-missile space~-based systems, as well as any land-based, sea-based or
air-based systems designed to destroy objects in space.

Agreement on banning and eliminating the whole class of space attack
systems clearly lends itself to reliable and effective verification of compli-
ance by both sides with their obligations. Verification is made easier if
only because of the fact that our proposal calls for a canplete ban on

“developing such systems and the elimination of the few that have already been
developed.

CD/PV.297 PP-37, 3941 Sweden/Ekeus 7.3.85 CTB

We are told that the carrying out of nuclear tests is, in terms of
credible deterrence, a necessary security precaution, at least as long as the
other side is pursuing such tests. Another argument put forward for not want—
ing full and complete negotiation of ‘a comprehensive nuclear test ban is that
it would not be possible to fully verify such a treaty considering the state
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of the art of monitoring capabilities. When scrutinizing these arguments, we
believe it is necessary to evaluate them separately as well as in their
interrelationship.

Considering the first of the two arguments advanced against a halt on
nuclear testing —-- that such testing should be necessary for security reasons
== it appears that the Soviet Union would be prepared to enter into a commit-
ment not to test, provided the other side, the United States, would do
likewise. On the other hand it seems clear that for the United States a
declared halt or freeze of Soviet testing would not be sufficient reason for
halting United States testinge. less clear to my delegation would be the
position of the United States if a fully verifiable treaty would be ready for
signing and ratification. The question is: Would the United States consider
that its security concerns could be taken care of if it thus could get full
and verifiable assurances that the Soviet Union would completely halt all
testing?

In his statement on 5 March 1985 the distinguished representative of the
United States, Ambassador Lowitz, declared that for his Govermment a com-
prehensive ban on nuclear explosions remains a long-term goal and he added,
"in the context of broad, deep and verifiable nuclear arms reductions,
expanded confidence-building measures and improved verification measures". He
recognized that a nuclear test ban is an important objective but underlined
that reductions of weapon arsenals are more urgent than such a ban. He
questioned further whether a nuclear test ban now would not delay reductions
in nuclear arsenals or even cause an increase in the total numbers of weapons.

Needless to say my delegation does not share the views expressed by
Ambassador Lowitz. We consider, and on this point we may agree with the
United States delegation, that the modernization of nuclear weapons is not
only stimulated by nuclear testing, but that it has such testing as a
necessary prerequisite. We do not, however, draw the same conclusion from
this postulate. My delegation most certainly differs with the United States
delegation when we state that the modernization of nuclear weapons accelerates
the nuclear-arms race and tends to destabilize the relations between
nuclear-weapon Powers.

AEAXA X Ehkxk %k

In the opinion of my delegation there are no insurmountable technical
obstacles to concluding a verifiable comprehensive test ban treaty. This does
not mean, on the other hand, that all practical amd technical details with
regard to verification have been worked out. We understand that some other
delegations may have a different attitude, holding the view that it is not
possible to establish an effective verification system with the currently

available technical knowledge. Of course we respect this position, even if we
do not share it.

To reach an agreement on the verification provisions of a treaty would be
the single most important step towards a treaty. If we could manage to
elaborate together a viable verification system the major obstacle to conclud-
ing a treaty would have been removed.
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The Swedish delegatlon would therefore —— within the framework of an ad
hoc committee —-- be eager to enter into .a dialogue with those delegat ions

holding similar or different views on the issue of verification. Such a
dialogue could take the form of joint elaboration of the provisions necessary
for the verification of a treaty. It could be supported by the continuous
work of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts. Areas of disagreement could
be identified in this process and the work should of course be concentrated on
bridging these differences. The recently concluded technical test of the
international data exchange system was encouraging in this respect. The Ad
Hoc Group of Scientific Experts is examining technical problems and will soon
be able to provide us with such result of their work which may support our
effort to elaborate the verification provisions of a treaty. '

The - delegation of Sweden holds the view that the elaboration of the
verification provisions of a treaty could effectively raze to the ground any
technical obstacles put in the way of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. This
being done, nobody could use the absence of a verification system as a pretext
or as a viable argument agalnst such a treaty.

» The reason why I, in this intervention, am speaking at some length on the
verification question is that those opposing the concluding of a treaty now
use the verification problem as the reason for their opposition. That does
not exclude that there are other important problems remaining to be solved.
In this context I will only mention that scope of a treaty and especially the
problem of how peaceful nuclear explosions would be taken care of. On this
problem there exist among delegations different positions which can only be
taken care of in the form of the negotiations of provisions of a treaty.

 kkdkkkkkkk

We have now for some time analyzed the problems of a threshold arrange-
ment to try to find out what kind of a proposal may be a viable one while at
the same time considering to the largest degree possible the views of other
delegations in the Conference.

Since one problem, admittedly a minor one but still a problem, for the
major nuclear-weapon Powers is to adjust their nuclear testing systems to a
situation with not testing at all, a phase-out programme or rather a trans-
itional arrangement might make it easier for them to go along with a compre-
hensive test ban. The necessary link to the treaty would be that such a
transitional arrangement should constitute an integral element of the compre-
hensive test ban treaty. The transitional arrangement would thus be operative
within the framework of a treaty being in force.

The period of transition should be as short as possible without being
insignificant. A period no longer than three years could, in our view, be
considered.

Tests would, during this period and according to the transitional
arrangement, only be allowed to be carried out at one test site in each
nuclear State adhering to the treaty. Test explosions should not reach above
a certain yileld level. A threshold should be set at ylelds of a size that
could confidently be detected and identified at, as Ambassador Imai of Japan
put it in his statement on 26 July 1984, "the existing technical level of
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multilateral verification capability". It is clear from statements of
independent as well as of government experts in some nuclear-weapon States
that on this basis a threshold in the range of 5 kilotons could be set at the
present time.,

Since an arrangement of this kind requires a capacity to estimate exact
yields, special preparations should be made to provide confident yield deter-
mination at the test sites. These preparations could be undertaken according
to the verification agreements in the bilateral treaties on the Threshold Test
Ban of 1974 and on Peaceful Nuclear Explosions of 1976.

They should include exchange of detailed geological and geophysical
information concerning the test sites. They should also include the estab-
lishment of a limited number of local seismological stations close to the test
sites. These stations could be similar to those national seismic stations
agreed upon during the trilateral negotiations. Since accurate yield estim-
actions depend on measurements of calibration explosions at the actual sites
with well determined yields, a certain calibration procedure should be fore-
seen in the transitional arrangement.

To monitor the treaty the verification arrangements outlined in article
1V and Protocols 1 through LII of the draft treaty on a nuclear-weapon-test
ban (CD/381) presented by Sweden on 14 June 1983, could be employed. These
arrangements comprise the use of national technical means, the establishment
of international co-operative measures including exchanges of seismological
data and data on atmospheric radio—activity and additional, international
measures to facilitate the monitoring of the treaty. It further includes
procedures for consultation, on-site inspections, and the establishment of a

Consultative Committee supported by a Technical Expert Group and a
Secretariat.,

The verification system should then be further developed during the
phase-out period so that, at the end of the three years, the system would
provide global monitoring capabilities acceptable to all. We are confident
that this will be possible.

PNEs could, during the phase-out period, be handled in accordance with
the procedures outlined in the PNE Treaty of 1976. However, the yields of
these explosions should be limited to the same threshold as that for nuclear
weapon explosions. The extensive verification arrangements agreed upon in the
PNE Treaty should be modified to apply to this lower threshold. This would
not create any particular technical difficulties.

Cb/PV.297 p.44 GDR/Rose 7.3.85 CTB

The discussions in the Conference on Disarmament will inevitably have to
focus on the demand for a change in the position of those who stand in the way
of practical and urgent work, that is, negotiations of a treaty. My dele-
gation is, of course, aware that negotiation means intensive work in order to
find generally acceptable solutions and formulations with respect to all the
subjects at issue, including verification. But we cannot agree to a new round
of non-commital verification and compliance discussions.
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In the past, verification problems were widely debated both in the tri-
lateral negotiations and in this body. Moreover, with a view to facilitating
the start of negotiations, it was agreed to examine verification ‘and .compli-
ance in detail at the 1982 and 1983 sessions. As to the result of that
examination, the 1983 Report says: "A large number of delegations considered
that the Ad Hoc Working Group had fulfilled its mandate by discussing and
defining all the issues relating to verification and compliance of a nuclear
test ban." . In a spirit of goodwill, most of the delegatioms agreed at that
time to a limited mandate despite serious reservations. It is now up to the
other side to demonstrate that it is prepared to arrive at an understanding.
Any repetition of the exercise would only engage the Conference in some kind
of fake activity and create the false impression that . things are moving
towards the conclusion of a test-ban treaty, which would both be misleading
and detrimental to genuine progress. The peoples of the world have the right
to know the real situation concerning a comprehensive test ban.

CD/PV.297 p.47 . " Nigeria/Tonwe 7.3.85 CIB

The Conference could start off by immediately setting up an ad hoc
comuittee with a meaningful negotiating mandate for a comprehensive nuclear
test ban treaty. The more progress is made in scientific detection, the more
untenable the argument about reliable verification. Ambassador Maj Britt
Theorin of Sweden recently gave this Conference some salient and precise
figures about the number of nuclear explosions which were. carried out by the
principal nuclear-weapon States in 1984, and we have not yet heard any
protests about those figures. Maybe the view, confirmed by United Nations
General Assembly resolution 39/52, that the existing means of verification
were adequate for a treaty to ban underground nuclear tests is, in féct,
incontrovertible.

‘My delegation fully appreciates the legitimate concern of some principal
nuclear—weapon States to ensure a fool-proof verification system for all
disarmament agreements. We believe too that it is not by avoiding the problem
that we shall find a solution to it. We must explore all avenues and seek new
initiatives. In this regard, my delegation finds the idea of a verification
team manned by a cluster of neutral (and may we add, non—-aligned) States, put
across recently by Ambassador Edouard Brununer, Secretary of State at the Swiss
Department for Foreign Affairs, to be extremely interesting.

CD/PV.298 pp.l1-12 " UK/Luce | 12.3.85 o™

A lot of work remains to be done especially in the vital field of the
verification needed to provide assurance to each Party that others are comply-
ing fully with the Convention. My Government believes that confidence in the
Convention as a whole needs to be sustained by a confirmation of several
mutually reinforcing systems of verification. The task is a daunting one but
I believe that solutions can and will be found. 1 welcome the broad agreement
already reached on several aspects. First, it is common ground that assurance
of compliance must in the last resort be provided by a system of fact-finding,
including on-site inspection on request. Last year I tabled a paper, CD/431,
on this issue of verification by challenge. :
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However, it is also accepted that this form of challenge inspection
should be only a safety net. It could not, and should not act as the main
system of verification. The vast majority of inspections —- indeed, we must
hope the totality of inspections —-- should be carried out by routine and
regular means. There is, I believe, a consensus in this Conference on the
relationship between routine and challenge inspection which 1 have outlined.
This systematic routine supervision, including continuous omsite inspection,
must cover the destruction of stockpiles and dismantling of chemical weapons
factories.

Thirdly, it is agreed that as another element of routine verification
there must be a permanent system of routine inspection of those sectors of the
chemical industry making substances which might be diverted from civil use to
the illicit manufacture of chemical weapons. My predecessor, Mr. Douglas
Hurd, tabled detailed proposals on this nomproduction aspect in March 1983 in
document CD/353. That paper asked other delegations to provide data on the
production in their countries of certain chemicals known as "“key precursors",
compounds that can be used to make chemical weapons. We are grateful to those
delegations who have responded to our request. 1 hope other delegations will
soon follow their example, in order to enable informed negotiation on this
aspect of the Convention. In the light of the information provided, the
United Kingdom delegation presented a further paper on 10 July 1984 (CD/514)
which classified chemical warfare agents and their precursors according to the
perceived risk that they would pose to the Convention.

On each issue, proposals from dif ferent quarters are on the table. At
this point, I must express my disappointment that the draft Convention
(CD/500) tabled last April by the Vice-President of the United States has not
given a greater impetus to the negotiations. This comprehensive piece of work
provides an admirable basis for negotiation, and the Conference has not yet
done it justice. Some delegations have criticized it, and particularly
aspects of its verification provisions. But those delegations have not come
forward with serious alternatives of their own. All agree on the need for a
high degree of assurance that parties are complying with their obligations.
There is now another need: for concentrated and detailed application. There
will be no lack of effort on the part of my Government.

Today 1 have pleasure in introducing a further British paper, CD/575,
relating to the verification of nomproduction. It makes specific proposals
for a system of routine inspection of industrial plants making or handling
substances identified as posing a high risk to the Convention. The paper also
contains specific proposals for an international exchange of data on the
production and transfer of a wider range of substances, some of which have
actually been used as chemical warfare agents. This paper builds on the
earlier British papers to which I have referred and on the relevant section of
the United States draft Convention. 1 believe that it now offers a firm basis
for a system of verification of nomproduction of chemical weapons which would
complement the system of challenge inspection. Moreover, by creating a situ-
ation which should give rise to the minimum of suspicions that a party was
misusing its «civil chemical facilities for the manufacture of chemical

weapons, 1 believe that it would ease the burden on the system of chal lenge
inspection.
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As I said earlier, challenges should be very few and far between. The
fewer and the further apart, the better for the Convention. And the mwre
robust the routine inspection régime, the less need to invoke the challenge
procedures. In that sense, the details of these latter procedures need to be
fitted into the broader picture of the routine arrangements. In the jigsaw of-
the Convention, the pieces for challenge may be the hardest to place. Let us
therefore ease our task by building up the rest of the puzzle with agreement
on the routine elements. ' :

I would emphasize that it is not my Government's intention to hinder the
manufacture or use of chemicals for civil, peaceful purposes. Our sole aim is
to provide confidence that no party could exploit its civil chemical industry
for the clandestine production of chemical weapons. Our paper draws where
appropriate on the experlence of the International Atomic Energy Agency, which
performs a similar function in the nuclear field. Of course, there are many
important dif ferences, which we have endeavoured to take into account. The
ideas contained in our paper have been discussed with representatives of the
chemical industry in the United Kingdom, who recognize the need for routine
inspection. ' They have co-operated with the British Govermment considering how
to ensure adequate verification without compromising commercially confidential
information or hampering industrial activity. We believe that our proposals
take due account of these problems. We hope that they will be of benefit to
other delegations both for discussions in this Conference and for consul-
tations with their national chemical industries.

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

CD/PV.298 pp.17-18 Finland/Tormdd 12.3.85 CTB,
0S,CW

It is often argued that a complete test ban could not at present be
sufficiently verifiable. Yet, important technical and scientific research has
been made in respect of ‘verification. Valuable work is carried out multi-
laterally by the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to. consider international
co-operative measures to detect and identify seismic events. A technical test
of international seismic data exchange was successfully conducted by the Ad
Hoe group in October-December 1984, with Finnish participation. Our
experience of this test 1is positive. We look forward towards continued
co-operation in this field. :

Sophisticated methods for verification exist, and they can be perfected
in parallel with the scientific progress. While recognizing the inherent
complexity of the problem involved, we consider that it should not become a
pretext for not negotiating a treaty on a complete ban of nuclear tests.

Last year a new formula was proposed whereby a step—~by-step lowering of
the threshold of permitted explosive yields would take place as verification
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techniques are improved. We welcome this proposal as a fresh initiative in
the present impasse of negotiations. However, this approach raises some
important issues of principle relating, inter alia, to the legitimacy of the
continuation of smaller nuclear explosions. If, however, such a proposal were
to become a part of an agreed framework leading to a comprehensive nuclear-
test—ban treaty in a not too distant future, it would certainly be useful.

fhkkkdkikk

The existing body of regulations concerning arms control in space is
clearly incomplete. The issues related to the military applications using
outer space for such functions as early warning and verification are not
resolved. While the use of satellites for these and civilian purposes im-
creases, a comprehensive legal framework covering their use is missing. 1Its
creation should be supplemented by resolute action to promote international
co—operation in the peaceful uses of outer space.

Some progress has been made last year with regard to the negotiation of a
comprehensive chemical weapons treaty. While we welcome this development, it
is to be emphasized that the conclusion of a chemical weapons treaty is a most
urgent task of the whole international community. This urgency was underlined
by the statement of the United Nations Security Council that chemical weapons
had been used in the IranmIraq conflict.

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

CD/PV.299 pp-7-8 Peru/Cannock 14.3.85 CTB

Some delegations, however, have opposed the start of negotiations leading
to a test—ban treaty of this type on the grounds that at present there are no
means of verifying compliance with such a ban.

It is true that perhaps the technical means of achieving a perfect
verification system perhaps do not exist. It is also the case that, compared
with absolute inactivity, the mere fact of setting up an ad hoc Committee on
the subject might seem the lesser evil.

First of all, however, can the scientific investigation required to
resolve completely the problem of verification actually be carried out by us,
the members of this Conference, as our delegations currently stand? It would
be much better and more suitable to entrust the task to a group of scientific

experts, as has been done on previous occasions with, in our opinion,
satisfactory results.

Secondly, can it be said that the solution of the technical issues of
verification would be sufficient to make the treaty possible? We have
listened to a clear and determined statement by a nuclear-weapon State which
considers that a nuclear-test ban 1is only a long-temm objective. Whatever
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progress might be achieved in technical aspects during this session (and
perhaps during several more sessions in the future), it could not be used for
verifying ‘a nuclear-test—~ban treaty because there is at leasr. one State which
in any case mshes to continue to carry out tests.

- In any event, we cannot know whether, in the course of this long tem,
the increased sophlsr.lcar.lon of nuclear weapons will not render obsolete the
technical sr.udies on verification which could be valid at this time. Lastly,
we ‘have no guarantee that mankind will survive in the long r.em, in the
absence of agreements on nuclear disarmament.

On the other hand, the verification of compliance with any disarmament
agreement 1s not solely a technical 1issue. The 1installation of automatic
verification devices, the admission of- international observers in situ, and
the imposition of various types of monitoring may solve problems which other—
wlise would be insoluble. The willingness to accept. such means of verification
above all requires a political decision.

Since it can hardly be assumed that such a political decision w111 be
taken unilaterally, the obvious conclusion is that an efficient system for
verifying compliance with disarmament agreements cannot be achieved without
frank negotiation, without a serious undertaking to take 1into account the
interests of all the parties involved, and without each State assuming its
responsibilities vis—3-vis the rest and vis-3-vis the international community.

Without such . undertakings, without accepting individual and joint
responsibilities and without this- good faith, any agreement or  disarmament
will be a mockery, however perfect the existing scientific means of

verification.

Cb/PV.300 pe27 USA/Lowitz 19.3.85 VER

As stressed in document CD/561, non-compliance with ams control agree-
ments now in force is a matter of crucial importance to my Government. But
non-compliance is equally important to the world community. For whatever
insistent calls may be issued here and there for sweeping new disarmament
measures, often without regard to their verifiability, each of us here knows
full well that arms control without confidence in strict compliance by all
parties is a contradiction in terms. Such arms control does not add to world
stability and security. It directly undermines these goals. Accordingly, the
Conference on Disarmament surely has a vital stake in upholding the integrity
of arms control agreements currently in force.

Cb/PV.301 pp.8-10 Norway/Froysnes 21.3.85 CIB
. CW

During the last year a step-by-step approach was suggested in order to
arrive eventually at a comprehensive nuclear test ban, According to this
strategy transitional arrangements should be agreed, involving the lowering of
thresholds of permitted yields in testing. In our view these ideas raise a
number of complex questions, not least related to verification. We would
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welcome, however a discussion also of this approach to the extent that this
may further our final objective which must be a comprehensive nuclear test
ban.

During its sessions in 1982 and in 1983 the Conference on Disarmament did
some very useful work in its subsidiary body on a nuclear test ban. Norway
took part in the subsidiary body and presented two Working Papers on seismic
verification of a test ban. The Norwegian Government regrets, however, that
the deliberations since 1984 have not resulted in a concrete mandate for an Ad
Hoc Committee. We believe that the test ban issue is ill-served by the
continued lack of serious consideration in the Conference on Disamament.
This is all the more so as one of the nuclear weapon States —- China -- has
now stated that she would be willing to reconsider her position and
participate in the work of a committee on this issue.

As the verification issues have proved to be a major problem in
connection with a test ban, Norway believes it essential that the Ad Hoc Group
of Seismic Experts be given the opportunity to further develop the scientific
and technical aspects of a global seismological network. Since its
establishment in 1976, Norway has been represented in this expert group and
contributed to its work.e We consider the third report, which the Group of
Seismic Experts presented in March 1984, a significant step forward in the
field of seismic verification of a nuclear test ban. 1In the autumn of 1984
the Group carried out a large—scale data exchange experiment, using the Global
Telecommunications System of the World Meteorological Organization. We
contributed to the experiment by providing data from the Norwegian Seismic
Array (NORSAR). Norwegian scientists will also participate in the evaluation
of the results and in reporting to the Conference on Disarmament.

In order to throw further light on the verification aspects of a nuclear
test ban I have the honour to invite representatives of both member and
observer delegations to the Conference on Disarmament, as well as
representatives of the Secretariat, to an international workshop on
seismological verification of a comprehensive test ban. This international
workshop is to be held in Oslo on 5 and 6 June this year. The invitations
including a detailed programme have been distributed today.

The Workshop will be hosted by the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Af fairs
and organized by the Norwegian Seismic Array (NORSAR) in co-operation with the
Norwegian Council on Amms Control and Disarmament. The Workshop will address
a number of aspects relevant to seismological verification of a nuclear test
ban. In particular, it will include a demonstration of newly established
seismological research facility which incorporates some of the most recent
technological and scientific advances in seismic array design, instrumentation
and data processing. I hope that we shall see many of you at the workshop in
Oslo and I will also personally be involved in this arrangement.

kkkkkhkkkkk

Energetic efforts should now be made to prepare a draft convention at the

earliest date. An important problem area involves solving the basic
procedures for on-site inspections. Another major unsolved question refers to
non-production of chemical weaponse. Verification of nomrproduction of

chemical weapons should in principle be based on routine on-site inspections
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and data exchange under the auspices of the Consultative Committee. In this
regard we would welcome the detailed proposals put forward by the Minister of
State of the United Kingdom, Mr. Luce, in his statement on 12 March amd I
would add that Norway has already submitted data to the Conference on
Disarmament concerning civil uses of key components in the chemical field, or

so—called key precursors.

In five days we shall see the tenth anniversary of the entry into force
of the Biological Weapons Counvention. 1In Article IX of the Convention it is
stated inter alia that each State Party undertakes to continue negotiations in
good faith with a view to reaching early agreement on effective measures for
the prohibition of chemical weapons. The thirty-ninth session of the General
Assembly decided on the basis of a Norwegian initiative to. hold the second
Review Conference of the Biological Weapons Convention in Geneva in 1986. The
holding of that Review Conference futher underlines the urgency of the on
going negotiations on a chemical weapons convention. :

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

CD/PV.301 p-l5 USA/Lowitz 21.3.85 VER

The last element of our strategy to prevent war I intend to discuss today
is that of adherence -to and compliance with existing agreements. We must all
be increasingly concerned with the question of compliance with amms control
agreements -— both the historical record and what we can learn about the
design of new treaties. 1In this regard, several delegations, including the
delegation of the Soviet Union, have questioned the purpose of the statement
made on 12 February by the Director of the United States Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, Kenneth Adelman. The answer is clear. Along with other
important points, Mr. Adelman illustrated the difficulties in the United
States—Soviet Union relationship raised by the Soviet record on non-compliance
with arms control and disarmament agreements. As experience shows,
negotiations and agreements do not by themselves foster the will to negotiate
further; it is confidence established by mutual compliance with existing
agreements that increases the possibilities for progress. '

In this forum we must focus, therefore, on the important questions of
verification and compliance. Charges and counter-charges of non-compliance
attest to the imperfection of the previous efforts. It is essential for the
Conference in negotiating new agreements to take into account the
effectiveness of existing agreements. We must continue to demand agreements
which build confidence instead of sowing suspicion, lest we subvert our own
goals.

CDh/PV.301 " pp.25-28 Bel gium/Depasse 21.3.85 CIB,CW

With reference to the verifiability of a comprehensive test ban, my
delegation can only share the opinion of our scientific experts who inform us
that a nuclear explosion can, with verification techniques as they are now, be
so camouflaged as to be interpreted as earthquake activity.
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We noted in the statement made by Mrs. Theorin of Sweden at the opening
of our session a. number of statistics on nuclear tests. We know that all
these tests have taken place. We are not sure that there have not been
others. Furthermore, we are concerned by the possibility that should a
nuclear-test—-ban treaty be concluded without an adequate verification system,
camouflage methods would make it possible for tests to elude observation and
become clandestine. To accept the accuracy of the Swedish statistics it does
not necessarily mean that we consider all the problems of verification to have
been resolved. We still have very serious doubts on the subject and our
doubts are based on scientific opinions. A comparison of scientific opinions
seems to us to be the method to follow for considering this question of the
verifiability of a comprehensive nuclear-test ban.

- In this connection, my delegation has already pointed out the illogi-
cality of affirming that all tests can be detected with current technology and
at the same time not accepting the Japanese proposal to ban all tests above
the detectability threshold since if all tests are detectable with current
technology, the Japanese proposal leads directly to a comprehensive test ban,
and if they are not, as we believe, it would at least lead to the suppression
of the 53 tests of the type identified by Sweden in 1984. 1 consider that
this would be a small step —— indeed, a step of considerable importance -- in
the right direction.

In short, what we have done is justified by the conviction that
scientific and technical work on verification must continue. In our opinion
it is neither accurate nor fair to say that the alleged absence of adequate
means of verification is only a pretext for developing and improving nuclear
weapons. An accusation of this kind does not serve the cause of putting an
end to tests. It is the pursuit of an agreement on methods of continuing the
work indispensable for this purpose and continuing cousultations with the
desire to reach a conclusion which would serve this cause. 1In this regard, my
delegation learned with great satisfaction that the People's Republic of China
is ready to participate in the work of an ad hoc committee on the nuclear test
ban. This is a new factor which should have a positive influence on the
progress of our work.

*hkkbkkkik

Thirdly, the verification of the nom-production of weapons is further
hindered by the fact that production and stockpiling can take place relatively
discreetly.

As a non—chemical-weapons industrial country which has had the sad
privilege of numbering among its soldiers the first victims of chemical
weapons, my country attaches primordial importance to the success of our
work. It considers that the verification and monitoring of a ban on chemical
weapons production is by no means incompatible with the conservation of the
conditions for the optimum development of the industry. There are ways and
means to be found, some difficulties to be solved, but the obstacles are not
insurmountable. It is essential to establish an efficient verification
system. We think that it is indispensable that when the comvention is signed
it should be clearly known that every measure has been taken to ensure that no
suspicion of nomobservance of the convention can last, and that doubts as to
the behaviour of a party can be rapidly dissipated.
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That is the price of the credibility of the convention. My delegation
particularly appreciates the constructive efforts made to solve this problem
of verification and nomproduction, including the important aspect of verifi-
—-ation by challenge. It has noted with great interest the proposals transmit-—
ted to our Conference by the United Kingdom Minister of State, Mr. Richard
Luce, on 12 March 1985. It regards the United Kingdom Working Paper as an
extremely useful contribution to our work.

CD/PV.303 pp-7-13 USA/Lowitz 28.3.85 o

Last year my own delegation presented a draft comvention (document
CD/500) which built upon the work already accomplished in the Conference and
incorporated a number of new ideas of our own. The convention would provide a
complete and effective prohibition of chemical weapons without undue interfer-
ence in the use of chemicals for permitted purposes. To ensure confidence in
compliance —-- confidence which is essential for an effective ban -- the
convention would provide for a system of routine declarations and inspections
of key facilities, supplemented by a flexible system for resolving concerns
that may . arise. It is our view that the types of verification measures
contained in the United States draft convention would serve the interests of

all countries.

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

khhkhhhkikk

There is little doubt that recent violations of the Geneva Protocol are a
threat to the integrity of the most venerable of arms control agreements and,

in fact,.a threat to the foundations of the arms control process itself: the:

belief that States may find genuine security based on international agreements
and law instead of their own armaments. This should be a sobering thought for
a conference seeking to negotiate new arms control agreements.

All States need confidence that the treaties they enter into are being
complied with. When that confidence is eroded so is the hope we place in an
international structure based on law.

Many nations prefer to treat compliance concerns as a matter only for the
accuser and the accused. Yet in matters of international security, especially
in the nuclear age, there can be no spectators. A State's responsibility for
an arms control agreement must not end when it is signed. States cannot
remain indifferent when such basic interests as the integrity of present and
future.treaties are involved: they must take an active role. However, the
United States is not asking other nations to choose sides, but only to realize
that the allegations are sufficiently troubling —- especially but not exclu-
sively in the area of chemical weapons —-= to warrant an active interest in the
matter, including a search. for resolution of the disputes.

Some States have justified silence by citing their high standards of
proof. Indeed, we would agree that the evidence is complex and that the world
rarely yields incontrovertible proof. But does this mean that States should
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do nothing at all? Would they have those responsible for law enforcement in
their own countries refuse even to investigate a case until the courts could
guarantee a conviction?  Such an approach would yield neither justice nor
confidence within a country, and it cannot be expected to provide a stable
system of international agreements.

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

standing our proposals.

khkkkkkkkkk

At the current stage of the negotiations, three issues seem to my
delegation to be the keys to progress. One is the declaration of locations of
chemical weapons stocks and chemical weapons production facilities. A second
i{s how to ensure that chemical weapons are not produced under the guise of
commercial chemical production. The third is what approach to take to
challenge inspection. Today I will briefly recall the approach to each issue
proposed in the United States draft convention (CD/500) and elaborated in the
statement by my delegation on 23 August 1984.

Regarding the first issue, the United States has proposed that the
jocations of chemical weapons stocks and of chemical weapons production
facilities be declared within 30 days after a State becomes a party to the

conventione. In our view this is essential for assessment of whether all.

stocks and facilities have been declared and thus for ensuring confidence in
compliance. It is the key not only to assessing the initial declarations, but
also to monitoring the declared stocks and facilities until they are
destroyed.

On the second issue, the importance of ensuring that the chemical in-
dustry is not misused for chemical weapons purposes has been emphasized by
Western, Socialist and Group of 21 delegations alike. The United States
strongly supports the approach developed by the United Kingdom. Under this
approach the level of verification would depend on the level of risk, and
unnecessary interference in civil use of chemicals would be avoided.

As for the third issue, an effective compliance mechanism, including
challenge inspection, is an essential safety net. It would supplement the
system of routine verification, which should be the principal means for
ensuring confidence- in compliance. My Govermment, beginning with an
assessment of the verification difficulties unique to chemical weapons and the
dangers posed by undeclared stocks and sites, has taken the unprecedented step
of proposing to open our country to mandatory inspection anywhere, any time.
We are proud of this commitment: it was not an easy one to make. Yet it
represents in our view the best and most ef fective way that we know of to

deter possible violations —- by ensuring that suspect activities are promptly
dealt with.

kkkkxkkkk*
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The Soviet delegation has responded to the United States proposal for
"opeﬁ invitation” challenge inspection. But not constructively. . Those who
choose to criticize have a responsibility to present an equally effective
alternative. But the Soviet delegation has not done sv. Furt hermorve, it has
rejected or ignored United States efforts to meet GSoviet concerns  and
continues to misrepresent the United States proposal for propaganda purposes.

xhkkkkkkkk

The United States delegation has explained in detail the reasons why the
locations of chemical weapons stockpiles and production facilities must be
declared promptly for the convention to be effective. 1In an effort to meet
the concerns expressed by the Soviet Union, the United States is willing to
consider the possibility that a party could move its chemical weapons stocks
before declaration from their original storage sites in combat units to

regional depots.

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

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

As a third example, the 1issue of how to identify so-called "key
precursors" has consumed considerable amounts of time and energy. The Soviet
position has been that "objective criteria" must be agreed to before lists can -
be developed. My delegation and others have questioned whether criteria could
be established that were not subject to varying interpretation. The United
States view has been that efforts should focus on the lists themselves, rather
than on abstract and imprecise criteria. However, in an effort to meet the
concerns expressed by the Soviet Union, the United States is willing to work
in parallel on guidelines for the lists and on the lists themselves. In this
way the interests of both sides could be accommodated.

’ The final example of our co-operative attitude is in the area of
challenge inspection. My delegation believes strongly that mandatory,
short—notice challenge inspection is essential for an effective chemical
weapons ban. It is essential because of the difficulty in distinguishing
between permitted and illicit production of chemicals and in establishing
confidence that all declared stocks and sites are in fact all the stocks and
sites there are.

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

CD/PV.303 p-23 GDR/Rose 28.3.85 0s

The political decision to do research into space weapons and to develop
them must be reversed and turned into the resolve to keep space free of
weapons. Such a step would require an agreement to prohibit space-based
anti-satellite and anti-ballistic missile systems, as well as all types of
ground-launched, air-launched and sea-launched weaponry designed to destroy
targets in space. What is needed, in other words, is the conclusion of veri-
fiable treaties to prevent an arms race in outer space. Given political will,
we are convinced that the issue of verification can be solved adequately.

Cb/PV.303 pp.28-29 USSR/Issraelyan 28.3.85 o

Ambassador Lowitz said: "The Soviet delegation has responded to the
United. States proposal for 'open invitation' challenge inspection. But not
constructively." A question arises in my mind: the United States delegation
seems to think that the only possible reaction to a United States proposal is
enthusiastic approval, a storm of applause, unconditional acceptance. No, we
have not and will not react in such a way, not because this is a United States
proposal but because we adopt a serious and critical approach to any
proposal. Those proposals which are really constructive and acceptable we
accept, and in the case of those which are unacceptable to use we explain our
motives in the most detailed manner possible. 1let me recall once more that
such comments were made by us in connection with the United States proposal
concerning "open invitation" challenge inspection and that they can be read on
pages 6 to 11 of the Russian text of document CD/PV.280. An English text

certainly exists as well. Anyone can look and see why the Soviet delegation
cannot accept this United States proposal.

And now my last point. The United States delegation has made an attempt
to represent the United States position as being very flexible and construct-
ive and going halfway to meet the positions of other delegations, including
the Soviet Union, and the Soviet position as being rigid, stubborn and uncom-
promising. Is this really so, gentlemen? After all, in politics a State's
position is judged not on the basis of self-advertisement but of comparison
and of analysis of the development of the attitude of the State in question.
And 1if you compare the position of the United States on the question of
prohibition of chemical weapons in 1984 with, say, the position it adopted
during the bilateral negotiations in 1976-1980 or even in 1983, you will see
ic has become more rigid, more unyielding and more unacceptable to many
States, including the Soviet Union. Take, for example, the famous proposal on
"ppen invitation" challenge inspection. On the other hand, I challenge any
delegation to consider the Soviet Union's and other socialist countries' 1972
draft convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons, the 1982 Soviet draft
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convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons, the way our position has
moved forward to meet that of other delegations, including the delegation of
the United States of America, and they will see whose position is flexible and
whose position is unyielding. After all, we have to try to move towards one
another, not away from each other. That is the 'ABC of diplomacy. Those are
facts, and facts, Mr. President, are stubborn things, even in diplomacy.

CD/PV.305 pp.l 2-14 FRG/Genscher 2.4.85 VER,CW

Confidence-building must be a key tem in the efforts to introduce a new
phase -of détente. Disarmament negotiations cannot flourish in an atmosphere
of mistrust, slander and aloofness. There is a need for both respect for the
legitimate security interests of all concerned and willingness to create
confidence through increased transparency and effective verification. -

Let me refer in this context to the standardized reporting system that
exists in the United Nations for the military expenditure of Member States.
Almost all members of the Western alliance and some nomaligned States parti-
cipate regularly in this system. I repeat my appeal to the members of the
Warsaw Pact to contribute to transparency by participating in this reporting
system, co

Effective verification, too, 1is 1indispensable to the <creation of
confidence. Anyone with nothing to hide can agree to specific verification
measures. Anyone rejecting such measures arouses the impression that he may
have something to hide.-

That applies equally to the United States—Soviet negotiations, to the
Stockholm CDE, to the MBFR negotiations in Vienna and to the negotiations here
at the Conference on Disarmament. We want to create more confidence by means
of more tranparency and thus greater predictability. -

The open democratic systems of government, through the transparency of
their decisiommaking processes and of their intentions and capabilities,
which derives from their underlying philosophy, render an important
contribution in terms of security and predictability. But openness and
transparency must not remain a one-sided concession. They must be extended if
threat perceptions are to be eliminated and if confidence is to increase.
Confidence-building requires the fundamental - realization that one's own
security must not be assured at the cost of the security of others.

khkkkhkkkikx

The Federal Government attaches central importance to the negotiations on
a world-wide agreement outlawing chemical weapons. We have long held the view
that every effort must be made to attain a comprehensive, universally
applicable and reliably verifiable ban on these weapons 60 years after the
conclusion of the 1925 Geneva Protocol. ' The reports on the use of chemical
weapons in the conflict between Iraq and Iran have in a horrifying manner
confirmed fears regarding the proliferation of chemical weapons. Fresh
dynamism and willingness to be flexible are now called for to expedite these
negotiations. ' ’
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Difficult questions 1in the fields of 'on-challenge" inspections,
verification of the destruction of stocks and production facilities, and veri-
filcatlon of the non-production of chemical weapons are still to be resolved.
In its active participation in the work of the Conference in these spheres, my
country is the only one that can invoke practical experience of international
controls in connection with its pledge not to produce chemical weapons,
controls which have been carried out within the Western European Union frame-
worke. '

This experience has shown that effective verification of the non-
production of chemical weapons is possible and can be reasonably expected,
even in cases where the country in question has such an extensive and widely
diversified chemical industry as the Federal Republic of Germany.

CD/PV.306 ppe.13-16 USSR/Issraelyan 4.4.85 ol

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

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

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

This approach would spare the civilian, commercial chemical industry the
considerable burden of intrusive outside verification procedures which would
otherwise have extended virtually to each individual enterprise. At the same
time, for the purposes of the comnvention, we feel obliged to propose several
specific restrictions on the operations of chemical industries. We are
suggesting that the production of supertoxic 1lethal chemicals should be
restricted, as well as that of one particular class of substances which poses
the greatest threat while having almost no peaceful uses -- namely the
methyl-phosphorus compounds. Such restrictions could not do any significant
damage to any party to the future convention. We would like to recall in this
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connection that limitations on the production of certain chemicals are not
completely unusual. 1t is common knowledge that pesticides are not nearly as
dangerous to humans as are supertoxic lethal chemicals. Yet theproduction of
some pesticides is actually subject to definite restrictions.

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

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

This has been only further proved to us by the Working Papers of the
United Kingdom (CD/514 and CD/575) which reveal under close scrutiny that
their authors would like to make hundreds and even thousands  of different
chemicals subject to all kinds of rigorous monitoring, which would be all-
embracing rather than focused on the most dangerous technological stages of
production. Now is this actually feasible? :

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

EE T3 T3 3T

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

Proposals from other delegations aimed at finding mutually acceptable
solutions receive our careful consideration. This applies in particular to
the proposals of France concerning the production of supertoxic lethal
chemicals, classification of facilities and determination of their respective
régimes, and solution of the binary weapons problem, as well as proposals by
the delegation of China and by other delegations,

The elaboration of principles and arrangements for challenge inspection
to clarify ambiguous situations has been and remains one of our most formid-
able tasks. No one is suggesting, as the United States delegation is trying
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to make it appear, that challenge inspection should not be conducted unless
there is a proved violation of the convention. At least this is not our
position. What we do believe is that challenge inspection requires a parti-
cular sense of responsibility and political realism on the part of States. It
must be understood that compliance with the convention will be based primarily
on the goodwill of the States parties to it, on their with for a peaceful
world less burdened by arms race, and on their desire to eliminate the very
ﬁeans of waging chemical war. It will also be based on the fact that States,
@ﬁiéh usually set a high value on their political prestige will not allow it
to be damaged through their own fault.

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

In this connection I would like to make the following point of principle
which does not concern only the negotiations on the prohibition of chemical
weapons. As is well known, the Final Document of the first special session of
the United Nations General Assembly devoted to disarmament indicates that the
form and the terms of verification provided for in any particular agreement
depend on the purposes, the scope and the nature of that agreement. Applied
to the convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons which is now being
drawn up, this obviously means that the form and the terms of verification
must be such as to reliably ascertain whether the convention is being complied
with, on the one hand, and not to go beyond its scope, on the other. Hence we
cannot but object to forms of verification that could be used for purposes
beyond those of the convention.

Prohibition of chemical weapons by no means requires such things as
providing access to facilities which produce the types of weapons not affected
by the agreement in question. It 1s therefore only natural that if we are to
approach the task of banning chemical weapons seriously, wverification
procedures have to be drawn up that could not be abused to interfere in the
activities of States not covered by the convention which bans one specific
type of weapon of mass destruction.

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

CD/PV.306 pPp-25-28 Canada/Beesley 4.4.85 CIB,CW

On the wvital issue of a nuclear test ban, Canada advocated the
re-establishment of a subsidiary body to expedite and crystalize efforts to

resolve the problems relating to the practical aspects of verification and
compliance.
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This, as we see it, is a first step towards accelerating progress toward
a treaty. Even in the absence of an agreed mandate, it is important to note
that the international seismic—data exchange exercise last fall is an example
of an undramatic event which, when results are analyzed, can contribute to
real progress towards a nuclear test ban treaty. This experiment was conduct-—.
ed with a genuine spirit of co-operation among more than 30 countries. It
produced a considerable amount of useful information which will allow the
seismic group to further refine the seismic data exchange procedures described
in its earlier reports to the Conference on Disarmament. The seismic group
began its assessment of this experiment last week and has identified a signi-
ficant amount of work yet to be done to complete the evaluation. This work
and that on other issues of verification and compliance must, we suggest,
cont inue, whatever the procedural decisions we make.

At the United Nations General Assembly we supported —— and indeed co-

sponsored — a resolution urging the Conference on Disarmament- to take steps

for the establishment as soon as possible of an international seismic monitor—
ing network to monitor nuclear explosions and to determine the capabilities of
such a network for monitoring compliance with a comprehensive nuclear test ban
treaty. Such a proposal goes to the heart of the disagreement we know of, as
to whether a test ban could be verifieds The resolution also urged the
Conference on Disarmament to initiate detailed investigation of other measures
to monitor and verify compliance with such a treaty, including an inter—
national network to monitor atmospheric radioactivity. ‘

“Qur expectation is that some further progress on these important
questions is possible at this very session. However, the problem of a nuclear
test ban will not be solved if we simply stop there. For Canada, the achieve-
ment of a comprehensive test—ban treaty remains a fundamental Canadian
objective. That is why the General Assembly resolution which we co-sponsored
urged the Conference on Disarmament to re-establish at the beginning of its
1985 session and ad hoc committee to resume immediately its substantive work
relating to a comprehensive test ban, —— but including now the issue of scope
as well as those of verification and compliance, —— with a view to negotiation
of a treaty. Thus the draft mandate for an ad hoc subsidiary body on a
nuclear test ban as proposed by Canada and other Western delegations (CD/521)
would significantly widen the nuclear test ban mandates as already agreed to
in 1982 and 1983, by including the issue of scope. Here too, an attempt has
been made, however modestly, to expand the area of common ground, and this is
an example of an issue on which we can build and expand upon what was already
accepted earlier, through a series of incremental realistic steps. Now, some
may argue that even such an expanded mandate is unacceptable because it
represents the "lowest common denominator or even less. But we have to start
somewhere, we do operate on the basis of consensus, if we are to progress
toward a comprehensive test ban. 1 wonder; had we done so last year, whether
we might now be a little closer to our objective of a total test ban.

Nearly a year ago in this chamber, I expressed Canada's support for a
step—by-step approach to a nuclear test ban, both on procedure and substance:
but let us first agree on a mandate. We should then seek to establish a
common understanding on one crucial area, which is for many a pre-condition to
further progress, namely the effectiveness of existing means of verifying an
agreement. We are aware, for instance, that views differ on whether existing

e
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technology is adequate to detect nuclear testing, but setting up an ad hoc
committee would help us to determine whether or not this is the case. Then we
can move on to the next agreed priority area. Clearly, negotiations must be
our objective —— certainly that is the Canadian position —-- but the necessary
foundation for concrete negotiations can and should first be laid. This is
the process we have followed in our work on chemical weapons with some measure
of success. It is also the process we have now agreed to which I hope we
follow, on outer space. On this issue, that process may require flexibility
from some delegations, but if it could be accepted as the minimal common
ground, we can begin work immediately.

*kkhkkkkkkkk

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

The United States, along with many other nations, has coamitted signi-
ficant resources in support of the work of the Group of Scientific Experts.
It has done so because of the important contribution that the efforts of the
Group of Scientific Experts make to our own work under agenda item one,
nuclear test ban.

We need to develop the technical capabilities and understanding that
support the international exchange of seismic data, an exchange that is
necessary for the global monitoring of the underground enviromment under a
future nuclear test ban. In this endeavour, the Group of Scientific Experts
has been, and continues to be, a unique resource. The technical test is clear
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testimony to the fact that the Group is continuing to make significant
progress in drawing on the talents of the global seismic community to develop
procedures for data collection, exchange and processing. :

The 1984 technical test was planned by the Group of Scientific Experts to
provide experience in handling and exchanging seismic data on an international
basis. 1Its aim was to develop and test procedures for regular transmission of
so-called Level I data over the global telecommunication system of the World
Meteorological Organization. This exercise allowed tests of procedures for
extracting Level I parameters at the national level. These were, in turn,
transmitted to the Experimental International Data Centres and reprocessed for
preparation of seismic event bulletins, testing the procedures for both
communications and event bulletin preparation.

How well did the technical test succeed in carrying out these fundamental
tasks? My delegation is encouraged to learn that the Group of Scientific
Experts is proceeding with a through evaluation of the technical test that
will provide us with a completed answer to this question. A remarkable amount
of information in national reports has been contributed in support of this
evaluation -— some 1,000 pages of documents, as Dr. Dahlman reported. We are
also pleased to note the large number of 'additional countries that have taken
part in the test. We believe that this increased level of participation will
provide a more realistic assessment of the capabilities for international
seismic data- exchange. 1In this connection, we note the contribution to the
technical test made by France in providing seismic data, and the participation
of China in the 19th meeting of the Group of Scientific Experts. We look
forward to increased co-operation from them in the Group and would welcome
additional participants from the global seismic community.

My delegation looks forward to receiving the full report of the results
of the technical test and to reviewing the conclusions the Group of Scientific
Experts will draw from it. The United States is prepared to work diligently
toward this end. It is disappointing, therefore, to learn that the Group will
again be able to meet for only one week this summer, as it was constrained to
do this spring. We understand that the experts from the Soviet Union were
unwilling to agree to the normal two-week session. The unavoidable conse-
quence will be a delay in the completion of the Group's report, a delay which
- is regrettable in light of the importance we all attach to receiving a

thorough and complete report in a timely fashion.

My delegation also regrets that there were participants in the technical.
test who evidently elected not to report seismic data originating from nuclear

explosions. We need to recall, in this regard, that the purpose of an
eventual operational data exchange system is to provide participants with the
capability to detect and identify seismic events. A number of nuclear

explosions took place during the data collection period, and signals from
these seismic events were widely recorded and reported. The technical test
was conducted under procedures that were agreed upon by the Group of
Scientific Experts prior to the test. A failure to report all seismic signals
that would have been observed at a seismic station is, consequently, difficult
to understand. In addition, seismic signals originating from nuclear
explosions that had been reported by other participating countries were not
processed by the Experimental International Data Centre operated by the Soviet
Union during the test. This failure is disquieting and, unfortunately, raises
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questions about the value of undertakings by the Soviet Union, not only in
this matter but in larger matters as well.

Despite such disappointments, the preliminary results of the Ad Hoc
Group's technical test are encouraging. Not only was a large amount of data
exchanged and processed, but matters requiring future, concentrated work to
improve the performance of a global exchange were identified. We shall there-
fore ‘eagerly await the Group of Scientific Experts' report of its analysis,
and particularly its recommendations for further work to emhance the perform-
ance of a global seismic data exchange system.

CD/PV.306 p.39 : Japan/Imai 4.4.85 CIB

According to the progress report, we understand that the technical test
which was conducted from 15 October to 14 December 1984 has produced very
useful and interesting results and provided information about seismic data
transmission. My delegation, as the one which took the initiative in formu-
lating the arrangement with the World Meteorological Organization for the
regular use of the GTS, is much pleased to see the great number of seismograph
‘stations and countries which participated in this exercise amnd produced
results. We wish to take this opportunity to express our appreciation through
you Mr. President, to the WMO for. the co-operation which the Ad Hoc Group has
enjoyed during the test. We also appreciate the considerable efforts expended
by Dr. McGregor of Australia on the over—all co-ordination of the test.

Noting, in the report, that the Group has collected and compiled a large
amount of information and experience through the test in truly global context,
we do hope that the Group will further analyze and evaluate them appropriately
and throughly so that the report to be finally presented to the Conference
will contain useful suggestions for action. The direction of the work of the
Ad Hoc Group seems very encouraging in terms also of our own in-house activ-—
ities to determine the cost effectiveness of upgrading the world seismic net-
work and its data transmission capabilities as a multilateral verification
system within the context of a nuclear test ban.

In this respect, we believe that the Conference should approve the
continuation of the Group's work as suggested in the progress report.

The Group. of Scientific Experts will be meeting again in the summer to
further refine the analysis of the results, and to contimie their works of
evaluation. It will be very useful if the outcome of such evaluation will
lead to added activities in terms of refinement of the global seismic
observation network, as well as to refined technology in seeking unique
correlation between seismic observation and the energy released from the event
concerned. This will most 1likely involve the appropriate and efficient
exchange of Level II data.
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Next, I would like to look at how we are to define chemical weapons. My
country would consider it to be most desirable if chemicals used exclusively
for weapons purposes were to be identified and listed together with related
munitions as substances to be prohibited under this convention. For the
purpose of declaration, elimination and other controls, it is essential to
start with a clearly defined list of chemicals. However, if it were to prove
difficult to achieve general consensus on this approach, .we consider it
inevitable to follow the present understanding and rely on general—-purpose
criteria for defining chemical weapons. A certain difficulty accompanies this
latter approach because a definition in this manner depends on a set of
criteria for achievement of objectivity of judgement. S

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

khkkkkkhkkkk

I should like to mention here that in looking for suitable wverification
technology to  monitor chemical-weapons related - facilities, especially
facilities for elimination, it would be relevant to consider the application
of what the IAEA utilizes as a reliable remote sensor technology in the imple-
mentation of  safeguards. This is known as RECOVER, and 1 would like to
present a working paper in due course introducing an example of this
technology as applied to verification of a chemical weapons convention.

khkkkkhhikk

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

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

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

With respect to precursors other than those mentioned above and the so-
called dual purpose substances, a great deal of care is required in their
identification and listing because many of them are widely produced and used
for peaceful purposes. It would seem extremely difficult to determine clearly
and objectively whether a given chemical in this category was intended for
peaceful purposes or for military purposes, whereas given our free market
economy, we would be unable to accept undue restrictions on normal industrial
production. This fact must always be borne in mind in all considerations to
include these chemicals in the list and place them under some kind of control.

XhkkxkAikhkk

I wish now to turn to matters concerning verification, and especially how
we are to provide for on-site inspection. It would seem to us to be most
practical if the final details of on-site inspection -of the individual
facilities were to be worked out in the form of supplementary agreements
between the States concerned and the Consultative Committee or its subsidiary
organ following the entry into force of the convention. However, in order to
provide for a smooth functioning of the convention from the very beginning,
and further, to ensure a non-discriminatory and fair application to all States
Parties, it would be preferable that agreed rules or guidelines to this end be
developed and annexed to the convention as an integral part thereof. Since it
is conceivable that peaceful industrial activities are included in on-site
inspections in the course of implementation of the convention, especially
where a challenge 1is involved, provisions should be included therein to
protect industrial proprietary information and other industrial property.

AhkXxkhiktxihx

Next, I would 1like to talk about procedures regarding compliance.
On-going discussions on implementation indicate various modes for consultation
and co-operation between parties, as well as fact—-finding comducted under the
supervision of the Consultative Committee or of its subsidiary body as the
means of resolving all matters vrelated to the implementation of the
convention. Much ground has already been covered in previous work of the Ad
Hoc Committee in this regard, which we hope will provide for an eaff;
agreement on principles.

With regard to the formulation of fact-finding arrangements and to its
time—frame, there is a tendency to place emphasis on the element of speed. I
should like to take this opportunity to present our comments in this regard.
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We feel that the situation calling for prompt reaction is one in which
suspicion has arisen with regard to possible chemical weapons ‘use. There can
also be problems of clandestine facilities and clandestine activities which
call for prompt action. These two categories represent serious violatiomns so
that somewhat unusual procedures may be justified. '

With regard to those facilities which are subject to routine inter—
national on-site inspection, we feel that challenge verification can be
justified, in the form of a special inspection, when data transmitted from
on—-site instrumentation etc. indicate irregularities. The procedure for such
special inspection should be set out in an annex to the convention.

Regardless of whether or not a certain facility is required to provide
information under the convention on its activities, it is possible that a
question might arise regarding diversion of chemicals from peaceful to
military purposes. One can argue about a system of on-site inspection to’
provide for timely detection. On the other hand, excessive exercise of this
right could create undue difficulty for the normal operation of the world's
peaceful chemical industry. There are also practical limitations arising from
availability of inspection resources. Therefore, with regard to suspicion
concerning the activities of the peaceful civilian industry, the State
concerned should first be given the opportunity to present information and
explanation in order to clarify the situation. Only when doubts persist,
would it be advisable to move on to other means of verification including
procedural safeguards to prevent arbitrary exercise of requests for on-site
inspection in advance, before deciding definitively as to what chemicals are
to be included in the list, what their significant quantities are, what level
of confidence one requires. This will give a very useful sensitivity analysis
regarding the cost/effectiveness of chemical weapons verification.

CD/PV.307 pp-11-12 USSR/Prokofiev 11.4.85 CTB

«sss The representative of the United States saw fit to use the issue of the
technical test to slander the Soviet Union. The USSR delegation utterly and
completely rejects these insinuations as yet another element in the propaganda
ballyhoo raised by the United States about alleged "violations by the Soviet
Union of its international obligations". We have already explained the goals
pursued by the United States and the methods it uses to blow up this regular
ant i-Soviet campaign in our statements of 12 and 28 February of this year in
connection with the statement of Mr. Edelman and document CD/561 circulated by
the United States delegation. These comments fully apply also to the United
States statement of 4 April. As regards the substance of the issue raised by
the representative of the United States, we should like to remind him that the
Soviet experts have already given appropriate explanations on this score in
the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts. Was the United States representative
aware of these explanations? 1 think that he was, and nevertheless thought it
necessary to raise this question in a plenary meeting of the Conference for
polemical purposes. It is therefore clear that what we have here is not an
attempt to elucidate the facts but a desire to complicate the work both of the
Conference and of the Group of Seismic Experts. '
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Today my delegation would like to comment briefly on the work of the Ad
Hoc Group of Scientific Experts to Consider International Co-operative
Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic Events. The progress report of its
nineteenth session has been submitted to us in document CD/583.

First of all, I want to thank Dr. Dahlman, Chairman of the Ad Hoc Group,
for his introduction to the progress report. His observations, as well as the
report itself, make amply clear how much work 1s still required in order to
evaluate the results of the technical test conducted last year. My delegation
agrees to the organizational measures the Group has embarked upon in an effort
to accomplish the tasks assigned to it. Without prejudice to the results the
work of the Group will yleld, we can already now infer that last year's test
was valuable and successful. Its evaluation will enhance our knowledge about
the procedures regarding the exchange and analysis of the so-called Level 1
data.

At the same time, my delegation wishes to stress, however, that the
Group's activities must not be an end in itself. Rather, the Group was set up
to facilitate the job of the Conference on Disarmament which, according to
item 1, consists in negotiating as a matter of highest urgency a treaty on the
prohibition of all nuclear weapon tests.

The fact that more countries took part in the test, that the partici-
pating nations assumed an immense workload to carry out the full test
programme and that the participants spent considerable sums of money is not
just an expression of purely scientific interest, but makes it perfectly plain
how anxious many members of the international community are to get protected
by a CTB Treaty. And their number is growing rather than diminishing.

CD/PV.307 pp.15-16 FRG/Wegener 11.4.85 CTB

As far as we gather from the progress report and from the oral
contributions of the experts, the test run has been successfully concluded,
and that 1is particularly valuable since we are all aware of the close
connection between the work of the Ad Hoc Group and our own efforts to achieve
a comprehensive test ban treaty.

At a time when weapons technology and testing technology evolve rapidly a

reliable verification system for a CIB -- has a heightened importance,
especially if we visualize the dangers at such period of dynamic weapons
technology -— that could result from one-sided breaches of the future treaty

for the security of all participating States and for international stability
in general. ’

The test run has examined essential components of a future observation
and verification system on the basis of seismic technology. These components
comprise the extraction of Level I data, the transmission of these data over
the WMO network to 1international data centres, and the establishment and
distribution of seismic event bulletins. Only the full report will demon-
strate to us the degree to which problems are solved. It will, no doubt, also
highlight the weak spots, the grey areas, even the deficiencies, of the




50

presently existing system. In this connection we will have to focus specific-
ally on the following problem areas: The quantity of the Level I data that
are extracted by routine operation and the necessity to see them supplemented
in future by Level II data.

Another area of concern is the problem of non-reception. We will find
out at the appropriate time whether the quantity of messages transmitted and
received by the WMO network could be raised above the level of 86 per cent
achieved in a former partial test run. On the basis of that answer we will
have to analyze the reasons for partial non-reception. Another problem area
concerns the standardization of seismic data both in temms of their format and
the contents. . Have the problems of standardization been adequately solved?
Then, has the test run demonstrated that all International Data. Centres
reported on an identical number of seismic events or were there significant
variations? To what extent were there seismic signals which could not be
associated with a particular event? Another issue is to what extent have
differing levels of technological development in the participating countries

lead to problems?

The answers to these questions -- and there are many others —- will allow
us to assess the degree of reliability of present seismological verification
systems and will point us to the need for further improvement. It is obvious
that only partial or incomplete participation in the test run works to the
detriment of the capability of the test run to produce meaningful results. 1In
this connection it should be carefully examined to what degree the nom
transmission of data on nuclear test explosions was compatible with the agreed
rules of the game.

We welcome the intention of the Ad Hoc Group to submit a full and final
report and we hope that at least some of the questions I have raised can be
adequately answered in that report. We also hope, although with some doubt,
that the one week in July when the Ad Hoc Group will again meet for a shorten-
ed session, will be enough to provide us with a truly comprehensive report
that meets rigorous scientific standards and corresponds with the considerable
work that has been put into the project.

We should note that a certain number of other important components of a
future verification system have not been addressed by the present format of
the test run. Among these there are the problems posed by differing systems
and technologies for the discovery of seismic events. Equally, the test has
not focused methods for the precise localization of events, expecially for
depth assessment, There are outstanding problems in connection with the
identification of nuclear explosions in contrast with other seismic events.
And, of course, there is a continuing need for methods for the assessment of
nuclear test yields in connection with existing and future testing threshold
arrangements. It is obvious that all these pose unsolved questions and there-
fore an intensive continuation of the work both in the direct framework of
this Conference and in the framework of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts
is imperative. The delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany will attempt
to make its contribution to the solution of these issues. We hope that the Ad
Hoc Group will continue, and that it will soon receive the possibility to géI;
further insight by means of an amplified and longer test run that will help it
to implement improvements that are still necessary.
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I would like to speak briefly on a subject that has been addressed
several times this morning, that is, the report of the Ad Hoc Group of
Scientific Experts, the nineteenth report, that was given to us in document
CD/583. The Australian approach to the work of that group is based on the
fact that we attach immense priority importance to the conclusion of a treaty
banning all nuclear tests. In that context one of the proposals that has been
made by the Foreign Minister of Australia, before this Conference last August,
was that the Conference on Disarmament should proceed to establish a seismo-
logical network that would enable us to monitor and verify compliance with a
comprehensive test ban treaty. It is in this sense, then, that the work of
the Ad Hoc Group is very significant. It is participated in by 17 member
States of this Conference, and 5 non—member States have also joined in the
work. It has had, as the nineteenth report demonstrates, contributions sub-
mitted to it by no less than 26 States. It is in this sense too that I was
slightly puzzled to hear our colleague from the German Democratic Republic
feel it necessary to say that this work is not an end in itself. I don't know
whoever raised that question, but certainly from the point of view of my dele-
gation this is important work, it is participated in by the number and range
of States that I have just referred to, and I think we all understand that the
work is a significant step, not an end in itself, on the way towards seismo-
logical verification of a muclear test ban treatye. In the view of my
delegation that is no small thing. It is something which deserves support
from all of us.

Last week Dr. Dahlman, the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific
Experts, introduced the Nineteenth Progress Report of the Group, and that is
the report given in document CD/583. We were very pleased to see that such a
constructive start had been made by the Group on the very important task of
preparing the report on the results of the technical tests which were carried
out towards the end of last year. The report notes that considerable further
work will be required by the Group to compile a comprehensive or final report
and to evaluate the technical tests. That work will be vital to enable us to
assess fully how well the test has worked, how well it has succeeded, in meet-
ing its stated objectives. Now, there is no doubt that the test was a
considerable undertaking and it involved a very heavy burden of work, parti-
cularly for the seismological and meteorological institutions in many
countries. Indeed the report tells us that there were some 79 such seismo-
logical institutions connected to the test and so I certainly want to express
on behalf of my delegation the deep appreciation that we have felt, and it is
easy to say this I suppose, for the work of a countryman, for the work carried
out by Dr., Peter McGregor, who co-ordinated the test. We think that the sort
of co-operation that was brought about was itself a reflection of one of the
fundamental features of how the Ad Hoc Group itself operates, and we want to
see that continue. We would also like to express appreciation to the Chairman
of the Ad Hoc Group, Dr. Ola Dahlman, and to the Scientific Secretary, Dr.
Ringdahle Their efforts contributed sharply to the ongoing success of the
work of the Ad Hoc Group.

Now, while a conclusive assessment of the success of the test will have
to await the final report, our impression already, at this stage, is that the
test has met its objectives. As the distinguished Ambassador of the Federal
Republic of Germany has just pointed out, questions are still being answered,
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related issues need further clarification. But we would like to state that
there is no doubt in our minds that it is already clear that the test has met
its objectives. It is already clear that the experience which has been
acquired during the test will contribute significantly to further development
of the scientific and technical aspects of the global system evisaged by that
group, and may I repeat -— the global system —-- the construction of which and
bringing into existence of which, is something for which my Foreign Minister
has called personally.

We were also pleased to see that such a large number of countries
participated in the test —-- there were 38 countries -~ and that such a
voluminous amount of information on national experiences has been presented to
the Ad Hoc Group in the form of some 50 working documents. So I hope that the
importance which Australia attaches to the work of the Ad Hoc Group is shared,
as I think it is, by an increasing number of countries. 1In this context I

must mention a very positive development that on this occasion, this year,

China joined the work of the Ad Hoc Group. In the nineteenth report we are
told by the Ad Hoc Group that for the completion of this work it requires to
meet again and has asked that this Conference approve a proposal that it meet
from 15 to 19 July for that purpose. I certainly want to make it clear that
my delegation unhesitatingly supports that proposal and would hope that the
Conference will do the same.

CD/PVv.308 pp.14-15 Sri Lanka/Dhanapala 16.4.85 CIB -

.+es The prececessor body of the Conference on Disarmament negotiated on the
discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests from 1958 when a moratorium was observ-—
ed for some time. The Partial Test Ban Treaty of 1963, while being a signi-
ficant step, is also an example of one of the lost opportunities in the
history of disarmament negotiations. We are still 22 years later unable to
come as close to a CTB as we did then., It is not my intention to analyze the
causes for that diplomatic failure. The point of disagreement was over
verification of underground tests and this remains so despite the major
advances in the field of seismic technology.

- My delegation would like, at this point, to compliment the professionally
thorough and patient work undertaken by the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts
to Consider International Co-operative Measures to Detect and Identify Seismic
Events. We have noted the latest progress report of the Ad Hoc Group in
document CD/583 and welcome the conduct of the successful data—exchange exper-
iment using the Global Telecommunication System of the World Meteorological
Organization. It is an inspiring example of international co~operation, apart
from being a serious demonstration of the existing and potential scope for a
verification system to monitor the discontinuation of all test explosions for
all time. We are also grateful to the kind invitation extended to all dele-
gations in the Conference by the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs to
participate in the International Workshop on Seismological Verification of a
CTB to be held in Oslo on 5 and 6 June. We are sure this will be a useful
experience in the present context of our discussion of this issue.

We would also 1like to welcome the statement of Ambassador Qian Jiadong of
19 February announcing the readiness of the delegation of China to participate
in the work on NTB in this Conference if a subsidiary body is established for
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this purpose. These are encouraging signs. But the overwhelming mood
surrounding this issue in the Conference has been regrettably negative.
During the frustrating stalemate on a CIB which has existed since 1963 a
number of measures have been adopted. The wunratified Treaties on the
Threshold Test Ban, and the PNE, limiting explosions to a yield of 150 kilo-
tons each, and more recent proposals to peg the threshold to what is perceived
to be the available means of technical verfication are among them. My dele-
gation is concerned that these measures or "step-by-step" approaches however
well-intentioned could in fact be repetitions of the lost opportunity of
1963. Expediency is not political realism. It is wrong-headed and premature
to agree on measures that are less than what is desirable and possible. We
must not seek to legitimize some testing when the all-important task is to ban
all testing. Equally we must not allow the present technological capabilities
exclusively to chart the course of disarmament. Despite these reservations we
agree that these proposals must be discused fully. We cannot preclude any
approach to solve the problem before us. Any ad hoc committee must comnsider
all existing proposals and future initiatives relevant to the subject.

My delegation in its statement on 5 March had occasion to welcome the
bilateral talks between the United States and the USSR expressing cautious
optimism over this development. The subject of a CTB is clearly not on the
agenda of these talks. The failure to resume the trilateral negotiations
since it recessed in 1980 is another reason to question the good faith of the
nuclear-weapon States Parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty in seeking an
end to vertical proliferation. It is agreed that a CTB is the first and most
urgent step towards the cessation of the nuclear arms race but we remain in a
state of inaction in taking practical steps towards it. It has been repeated
on many occasions that only a political decision is necessary to achieve
agreement.

As I have stated earlier, verification has become one of the reasons
advanced by those who are not prepared to negotiate on NTB. Scientific
evidence is available to prove that current techniques for monitoring seismic
waves can detect tests down to explosions of one kiloton. An array of veri-
fication methods are available to provide adquate and effective guarantees
against violations. Writing in the "Scientific American" in October 1982,
Lynn R. Sykes and Jack F. Evernden stated:

"We address this question as seismologists who have been concerned for
many years with the detection of underground explosions by seismic

"methods  and with means of distinguishing underground explosions from
earthquakes. We are certain that the state of knowledge of seismology
and the techniques for monitoring seismic waves are sufficient to ensure
that a feasible seismic network could soon detect a clandestine under-

" ground testing programme involving explosions as small as one kiloton.
In short, the technical capabilities needed to police a comprehensive
test ban down to explosions of very small size unquestionably exist. The
issues to be resolved are political”.

We are therefore surprised to hear statements to the contrary from one
delegation. In other areas where verification techniques are regarded as
inadequate bold proposals have been made as a means of advancing our work. No
such proposals have been forthcoming in the NTB area. The reason for this is
not obviously a poverty of technological expertise. It reflects rather a

| ' hn
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political unwillingness to make progress in this field. There will inevitably
be different approaches on verification techniques. The answer to that is to
negotiate an acceptable method of verification. Why is there willingness to
do this in one area and not in another? The national means of verification
and the international exchange of seismic data have already been explored. My
delegation is ready to discuss any other proposals that may be presented here.

Unlted Nations General Assembly resolutlon 39/52 on the cessation of all
test explosions of nuclear weapons clearly traces the evolution of this
subject and I would venture to recall in this instance, the declaration by the
Secretary-General of the United Nations in 1972 that the technical and
scientific aspects of the problem have been fully explored and that only a
political decision is now necessary in order to achieve final agreement on a
test ban treaty. Therefore, it is ironic and disturbing that 13 years later
we continue to ponder over the scientific and technical problems that are
supposed to be insurmountable. ’ -

CD/PV.308 . pp.17-20 UK/Cromartie e 16.4.85 o

1 am speaking today to introduce a further British Working Paper entitled
"Chemical Weapons Convention: Organs and Constitution of the Organization",
which has already been circulated to all delegations as document CD/589. Thls
paper is designed to complement the series of papers already tabled by the
United Kingdom delegation on verification under .a chemical weapons con-
vention. The latest of these, CD/575, was tabled on 12 March by the Minister
of State at the Foreign and Commonwealth Office, Mr. Richard Luce, who empha-
sized the great importance attached by my Government to the early conclusion
of a convention on chemical weapons. The present paper on the constitution of
the organization builds on a wide area of common ground that has already been
identified in the course of the negotiations on this subject. In this
particular area there is already broad agreement that there should be a
Consultative Committee composed of representatives of all parties to the
convention, with the primary task of ensuring compliance with its provisions.
It is also common ground that there should be an Executive Council of limited
membership, and an international Secretariat which would include an Inspector—
ate. Our paper contains detailed proposals for the constitution and functions
of these three organs and for the division of reponsibility between them. We
believe that it would be important to define these responsibilities with care
and precision if the Organization is to be fully effective in its vital task
of ensuring compliance with the convention and thus providing the confidence
needed for its conclusion and continual stability.

The Organization would be responsible for implementation of the various
verification measures required under the Convention to give assurance of
compliance with its provisions. It would be responsible for the verification
of non—production of chemical weapons by routine inspection and data exchange
for which we have made detailed proposals in earlier papers. It would also be
responsible during the first 10 years of the life of the couvention for the
verification of destruction of stocks of chemical weapons and of facilities
for their production. Last but not least, it would become responsible for
carrying out fact-finding procedures for verification on challenge, which
could provide the safety-net to supplement routine inspection and thus
represent the ultimate source of confidence in the convention. If this system
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of verification is to provide assurance to parties to the convention that its
provisions are being complied with by other parties it would be essential that
it should be, and be seen to be reliable and effective. For this purpose
parties will need to have confidence in the Organization responsible for the
operation of the verification system. With this aim in view my delegation
proposes the creation of an independent international organization composed of
parties to the convention, with a separate legal personality, on the lines of
the International Atomic Energy Agency, which enjoys wide respect
internationally for its effectiveness and impartiality. It would need a
highly professional Secretariat which would command the confidence of all |
parties for its impartiality and integrity. The ability of the Secretariat to
take effective action in a crisis in the event of suspicion of non-compliance |
would be fostered by its performance of the inspections on a routine basis of

destruction of stockpiles and production facilities and of industry for the
verification of nonmproduction.

In addition to having an efficient and reliable Secretariat it would be
essential for the Organization to have the capacity to make rapid and
effective decisions to allay suspicions of non—compliance. it would not be
practicable to convene the Consultative Committee composed of all parties
within the timescale required to restore confidence in the convention. We
have proposed therefore that the Executive Council should have delegated
authority to carry out the day to day functions of the Organization and to be
endowed with the necessary powers to enable it to carry out the objectives of
the convention in a timely and efficient manner.

*hkkxkhkkkx

The proposals for verification of non-production we made in document
CD/575 are carefully limited, both in the proposed measures of inspection and
data exchange, and in the list of compounds to which they would be applied.
Inspection on a routine basis is proposed only for those toxic agents and
precursors which would pose a high risk to the convention if manufactured
industrially. This category is confined to super-toxic lethal compounds and
possibly other named compounds which can be used directly in chemical weapons,
and to a strictly limited number of key precursors. The high-risk key pre-
cursors comprise four classes of compounds plus three particular compounds.
The total number of compounds in this category that are mamufactured on a
significant scale is not numbered in hundreds still less in thousands. In
fact the number of plants making such compounds, according to the data given
to my delegation in response to the appeal we made two years ago in our
document, CD/353, is less .than 11, for all the high-risk compounds taken
together. This figure is derived from the data given in the two Working
Papers we have circulated at the end of the 1983 and 1984 sessions (CW/WP/S7
and CW/WP/86) updated to include some additional data received since August
1984. We do not of course know with certainty how many such plants there are
in other countries which have not yet provided us with the information
requested. The onus is, however, on the countries which have not provided
data to substantiate . their claims that our proposals would not be feasible
because of the large number of plants involved.

In view of the United Kingdom delegation, verification of non-production
needs to be based on an agreed list of compounds or chemically defined classes
of compounds. It would be desirable to have an agreed mechanism under the
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aegis of the Consultative Committee to modify this list in the light of chang-
ing circumstances, especially in the development of new technology. In our
view, however, the initial list of key precursors needs to agreed before the
Convention is concluded. The analysis of risks given 1in the United Kingdom
Working Paper, CD/514, of 10 July 1984, was designed to provide a basis on
which the list or lists of compounds could be agreed by negotiation between
the delegations represented round this table. We should need to reach a
collective judgement on which compounds should be included and which should
not. - For this purpose agreed criteria would be useful to define classes of
chemical weapons which depend on quantitative experimental determinations, the
criteria under discussion for defining key precursors would not lead unambig-
uously to a list of precursor compounds even if there were complete agreement
on criteria. It would not inspire confidence in the Convention if one party
were uncertain whether another party was interpreting the criteria to include
a particular compound. The criteria that have been discussed include the
concept of minimal peaceful use which is likely to vary with the advance of-
technology. For example, it would have been said only a few years ago that no
compound containing a carbon-phosphorus bond had significant peaceful uses;
but this is no longer true, because compounds in this category are used as
flame retardants and- for other civil purposes. Nevertheless, my delegation
attaches great importance to the inclusion of this class of compound in any
list of key precursors for the purpose of verification of non—-production.

-The Soviet proposal to ban altogether the manufacture of compounds
containing a methyl-phosphorus bond goes further in this direction than we
would wish to and would require the abandonment of existing civil applications
of some compounds. Moreover, it would not be logical to ban these compounds
containing a methyl group and to leave undeclared and uncontrolled ethyl and
other homologues which could be used to make chemical weapons of a similar
toxicity. We belive that the verification measures proposed in CD/575 would
give adequate assurance that chemical industry was not being misued for the
clandestine production of chemical weapons, without impeding industrial
operations or compromising their commercial confidentiality.

CD/PV.309 pp.16-18 Netherlands/van Schaik 18.4.85 CIB,CW

. The. revised draft mandate the Western Group last year agreed upon after
serious consideration (CD/521) would, in our view, allow for that. ' Thus,
while the bilateral negotiations will proceed, our multilateral body could
elaborate a complete system of verification and compliance of the future test
ban treaty. It could work not only on the international seismic data exchange
we are all more or less familiar with, but it could also address the question
of  monitoring air-borne radio—activity that results from testing. This
concept, earlier proposed inter alia by the Netherlands, has, as we are
satisfied to note, gained more interest in this Conference recently. We could
also work out the required institutional arrangements, including the estab-
lishment of international data centres, permitting the comprehensive system to
operate smoothly. The appropriate procedures for on-site inspection in the
framework of the future treaty is another subject matter on which we yet have

.to start our work.

Let me mention in this context a substantive subject on which we still
need to agree, i.e. the question of the so-called Peaceful Nuclear Explosions
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(PNEs). The Netherlands remains firmly convinced that the only feasible way
to reach agreement on a truly comprehensive test ban lies in our acceptance of
the objective of prohibition of all explosions for all times and in all
environments. ‘Those delegatlons that continue to think in terms of banning
nuclear weapon tests only, Instead of nuclear tests In general, have yet to
convince us that nuclear weapon tests and PNEs can be dealt with differently.
How can it effectively be ensured that no benefits for weapons purposes will
be derived from PNEs? In both cases nuclear testing makes use of essentially
the same technology, and it therefore allows, in principle, for the same
military benefits, quite apart from possible environmental and other side-
effects arising from nuclear testing, be it for peaceful or military
purposes. It should also be kept in mind that for peaceful explosions to be
effective, they should often be miniaturized. It is precisely miniaturized
explosions, rather than those in the higher yield ranges, that offer military
benefits.

While dwelling on the issue of nuclear testing let me make some comments
on the work of the Ad Hoc Group of Seismic Experts (GSE). We have heard the
valuable report of the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Group concerning the test run
that took place between 15 October to 14 December 1984 and we listened with
interest to colleagues who offered comments. My delegation feels that all in
all this test run was successful and allowed for an improved insight into the
technical possibilities of international seismic monitoring, as well as into a
number of problems still awaiting appropriate solutions. At this stage 1
simply wish to stress the importance we attach to the idea -~ unfortunately
not adhered to by all participants in the experiment —— of a universal non-
selective approach with respect to the transmission of all data, therefore
including those concerning nuclear explosions.

Some statistics obtained during the test are indeed impressive. With the
much appreciated co-operation of the World Meteoroligical Organization (WMO)
79 seismograph stations from 38 countries provided seismic data. The seismo-
logical institute in the Netherlands, the Royal Netherlands Meteorological
Institute, participated actively in this data exchange. It received a total
of 3,500 messages. It contributed in this exercise with 66 seismo-messages
covering a total of 300 seismic events. Despite the relatively limited
capabilities of the Netherlands seismograph stations, they registered eight
out of a total of 13 nuclear tests that could be identified and of four
seismic events of which identification was questionable.

%k ok kokkkk

The subject of "non-production of chemical warfare agents in the civilian

industry" is among the themes at present most debated in our work. The issue
is. of ‘crucial importance, as the destruction of existing stockpiles and
military production facilities of chemical weapons would virtually be of no
avail if production could clandestinely be resumed in the c¢ivil chemical
industry.

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

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

Other problems, including the question of challenge inspections, require
further intensive work. It is therefore only natural that negotiations on
chemical weapons will be continued beyond the close of the summer part of this
year's session imn August. It 1is for this reason that we reiterate our
‘proposal that, in accordance with the relevant recommendations of last year's
report, the Conference should take an early decision providing for an oppor-
tunity to extend the negotiations to a period between the months of August and

. January.

CD/PV.309 pp.20-23 Australia/Butler 18.4.85 oW

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

kkkkkhkhikkk

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

Materials accountancy must form the basis for the monitoring of the
chemical industry. We suggest that quantities of chemicals greater than 1
tonne should be monitored. Quantities less than this would not attract any
regulation, thus leaving research free from undesirable control. In Australia
an inventory is kept, by the Government, of all chemical substances produced
or used in quantity greater than 1 tonne. New compounds which are to be
imported or produced must be registered, with full details including toxicity,
use, and fate in the environment. Other nations have or are about to acquire




1 TN

59

such inventories. The information they contain would form a logical starting
point for the process of materials accountancy for verification. Chemicals
which have been designated by the convention as posing a possible threat to
the purposes of the convention could be identified from such inventories.

3, Having been identified they should then be monitored in two ways. First,
all such chemicals should be followed by the process of materials accountancy
throughout their life time. Thus a precursor such as phosphorus oxychloride
could be accounted for to a level of accuracy commensurate with the risk posed
by any illegal diversion.

The type of data required would include: (a) total annual production,
per cent used in the country of origin, purpose of such use, and nature of
end-products; and (b) quantity exported and to whom.

Second, the production and use of such chemicals should be subject to
routine, random inspection. Where a precursor is used in the last techno—
logical stage of the synthesis of a nerve agent, that is, the last reaction
vessel, its relevance to the convention is apparent. The example of phos-
phorous oxychloride I have referred to is related to: (a) its use in the
synthesis of tabun; and (b) the fact that it is made in a small number of
facilities. It is made in large volume, but as it is corrosive a small number
of plants make it, at least, that is, in the West.

The question arises of what chemicals are to be monitored in the way we
have suggested. Clearly they must be listed, otherwise inspectors will not
know what they must monitor. Super—toxic lethal and other lethal chemicals
must be monitored, if there is any possibility that they could be diverted to
military use. We have also discussed at length criteria for detemining "key"
precursors of such chemicals, which should also be mnitored. In our view,
such a precursor should be critical in determining the toxic properties of the
final product, should take part in the last technological stage of the prod-
uction of such a chemical, and should have little use in civilian industry.
If a chemical can readily be converted into a nerve agent then it must be
considered to pose a threat to the comvention. In order to limit the number
of compounds to be accounted for, an additional criterion could be that the
chemical to be designated be produced in a small number of facilities.
Additionally, our task would be easier if it were also used in a small number
of facilities. This approach is pragmatic; where several precursors take part
in the final reaction, we seek to control the precursors which are most
readily accounted for.

Experience may teach us that the approach chosen is either inadequate or
too cumbersome. But guidelines can be considered which will provide a frame-
work for verification of non-diversion.

1f it is agreed that designated chemicals and their precursors are to be
accounted for throughout their lifetime, then we must decide on ways to do
this. One method of controlling such chemicals would consist of banning all
supertoxic lethal chemicals. Thus if any such chemicals appeared in national
inventories or were found during inspections, steps could be taken to elimi-
nate them. This procedure could suffer from several defects. Firstly, some
supertoxic lethal compounds have legitimate uses in the pharmaceutical
industry, as veterinary preparations, and in general chemistry. In the future
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the number of such compounds may increase. The production of supertoxic
lethal compounds should and will be monitored by States, because of the health
hazard impliéit' in their production and use. . Thus, the pharmaceutical
industry 1is subject to rigorous control which extends from the production of
scheduled drugs through to their consumption by the patient. States could
therefore provide detailed information for the purposes of the convention,
which could be checked, as appropriate.

A second and perhaps more cogent reason against -an outright ban is that
any cut-off point in toxicity would be arbitrary, and could lead to production
of compounds slightly less toxic than the designated level, but which could
pose a threat to the convention equal to the supertoxic lethal category.
Further, binary technology highlights the need to control precursors as well
as the supertoxic lethal chemical to which they can lead.

Restriction of the production of supertoxic lethal chemicals to a single.
facility has been suggested as a means of facilitating verification. Such a
restriction would seem to offer several disadvantages, but few advantages.
Pharmaceutical companies making small quantities of drugs (more than 1 tonne,
but less than 10 tonnes) will use very different synthetic processes, and may
use drugs of biological origin. Thus production may well be more effectively
grouped according to the type of chemical process required rather than to the
toxicity of the chemical. Drug dispensing also requires specialized facil-
ities to ensure purity, sterility, etc. Such facilities are not required for
industrial chemicals. Inspection of such facilities to confirm materials
accountancy data should not present any particular problem. A further
argument against the permitted production of supertoxic lethal compounds in
one facility relates to the use :of such compounds. Drugs present 1little
problem in that they are used by patients (or farm animals) in small
quantities, and are dispensed by pharmacies with rigorous controls on the
safeholding of dangerous drugs.

Toxic industrial chemicals will be easiest controlled if they are used
"on-stream" at the facility where they are produced, in the mamfacture of an
end product of low toxicity. Transport is in itself hazardous to the popu-
lation, and could also lead to 1llegal diversion between one plant and
another. Moving a chemical from a single facility to points of use would
require verfication. I have noted that materials accountancy methods will be
needed to follow designated compounds throughout their lifetime. Thus, if the
life of a chemical begins and ends in the one plant the task will be
simplified and the burden of inspection reduced.

I have not, so far, addressed the criteria to be used in assessing the
risk that compounds pose to the convention, or how we should differentiate
between levels of risk, and the concomitant stringency of verification need-
ed. The approach contained in document CD/112 laid the foundation for such
criteria, and has served us well. Toxicity was seen as a cornerstone,
supplemented with the general-purpose criterion. Concepts put forward since
CD/112 have in fact merely extended and particularized the original criteria.

Our discussions of precursors and "key" precursors has highlighted the
need to monitor these chemicals as well as their end-products. The possi-
bility that toxic chemicals and/or their precursors could be diverted to
military use from the civil chemical industry has led us to formulate ways to
block such a loophole. We suggest that materials accountancy, carried out by
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all States parties and processed by a central, dedicated computer would
provide a suitable data base. This would be verified by routine, random
inspection and sampling, backed up in case of serious ambiguity by challenge
inspection.

Australia believes that, in verifying compliance with regard to
"non-production", procedures which involve monitoring will always be
preferable to outright bans, since there will be ways to circumvent bans. For
instance, a ban on all methyl-phosphorous compounds would not stop the
production of analogous compounds with equal toxicity but lacking the
methyl-phosphorous group could equally well serve a military purpose.

Monitoring is a more flexible approach, since it can take account of
technological changes which cannot be foreseen at the time of entry into force
of the convention. It will, however, require constant vigilance by a tech-
nical secretariat to keep abreast of changes which might threaten the
convention. Monitoring will lead to controls which may in our view include
specific bans. However, the imposition of such bans should only be temporary,
to control a particular set of circumstances, and would not be an integral
part of the convention.

Thus, if it is agreed that it will be prohibited "to assist or induce
anyone to take part in banned activities', a temporary ban might be  placed on
the export of identified chemicals to a State shown to be engaged in such
activities. The process of monitoring should involve or lead to actions which
are appropriate to the violation. The task ahead will require us to develop
an adequate and cost-effective verification régime. Monitoring of stockpile
destruction will involve some 10 years of work. However, monitoring of the
non-product ion of chemicals for military purposes will be an ongoing process.

The substantive issue I want to raise is how best to ensure that toxic
chemicals and precursors that pose a particular threat to the convention are
not produced in the chemical industry. In particular, how can we best ensure
that organophosphorus nerve gases and their key precursors are not manufactur-
ed under the guise of production for peaceful purposes?

Two approaches have been put forward —- one by the Soviet Union; another
by the United Kingdom, the United States and several other countries. Under
the Soviet approach, production of super—toxic lethal chemicals or methylphos-
phorus compounds for all permitted purposes, including civilian use, would be
limited to one small facility and a2 maximum aggregate amount of one ton per
year. Under the approach we support, production facilities would be declared
and 1inspected, and detailed information on the amount and wuses of the
chemicals would be reported.

It is our impression that both approaches stem from similar basic
concerns. Both have stated their desire to ensure that production of the most
dangerous types of chemical weapons does not occur in the chemical industry.
Both sides want to ensure that States do not possess a production capability
in excess of peaceful needs. In other words, both sides want to guard against
development of a '"break—-out" capability: that is, one that would enable a
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State to withdraw from the convention and then rapidly begin producing
enormous quantities of super—toxic lethal agents. Finally, both sides want to
ensure that production facilities for super-toxic lethal chemicals for
peaceful purposes are not used to produce currently unknown agents for
chemical-weapons purposes.

Which approach is the most useful? To find out, we need to compare them
to see which most effectively meets the three concerns 1 have just mentioned.
We also need to take into account the burden each approach would pose on the
chemical industry and economic development.

First of all, how effectively would the two approaches prevent illegal
production of nerve gas in the chemical industry? Here, we see the Soviet
approach as having two serious inadequacies. Facilities for production of the
banned chemicals that exist before the convention comes into force are ignor—
ed. They would be subject neither to declaration or inspection. Facilities-
for production of ethylphosphorus compounds are also ignored, even though most
of them could easily produce either ethylphosphorus or methylphosphorus
compounds for chemical weapons. As explained in document CD/CW/WP.51 both
types of phosphorus chemicals are equally dangerous. The approach we support,
on the other hand, deals effectively with both types of facilities through
declaration and inspection.

Second, how effectively would the two approaches prevent development of a
"break—out" capability? Here again, the Soviet approach has serious. inade-
quacies in our view. Since pre-existing facilities and ethylphosphorus
chemical facilities would be ignored, there would be no way to judge a State's
break—-out potential. The approach we support, however, deals more effectively
with this problem through declaration and inspection of all relevant facil-
ities. If a State declares more production capacity than others consider
justified for peaceful purposes, the mechanism for dealing with compliance
issues could be invoked to clarify the situation and to resolve any disputes
that may arise.

Third, how effectively would the two approaches prevent production of
unknown super—toxic lethal chemicals for chemical weapons purposes? We
believe that the Soviet approach could actually encourage development of new
agents since it ignores ethylphosphorus compounds, which could easily be sub-
stituted for the banned methylphosphorus compounds. The data in document
CD/CW/WP.51 clearly demonstrate that ethylphosphorus—-based nerve gases are
virtually as deadly as the existing agents based on methylphosphorus
compounds. The British approach, which we support, has no such loophole. It
covers all high-risk toxic chemicals and high-risk precursors.

Finally, how would the chemical industry be affected under the two
approaches? In our judgement, the Soviet approach is seriously deficient. It
would mean that production of a number of useful chemicals for peaceful
purposes would have to be stopped. The economic damage would be significant,
both in terms of existing production and of lost opportunities for improving
human' life. - The wonetary costs alone would probably be in the range of
millions of dollars. We have heard it said here that methylphosphorus chem-
icals have "almost no peaceful uses' and that the.United Kingdom's proposal
would extend-inspection to all chemical industries. But such a statement does
not take into account the chemical industries in western countries, nor even
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the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons' own documents. For example, docu-—
ment CD/CW/CRP.90 makes clear there are plans to produce a methylphosphorus
herbicide in industrial quantities in the Federal Republic of Germany. (Here
it is worth noting that in the 'Soviet Union the preference is to use
ethylphosphorus compounds instead. These would not be constrained by the
Soviet proposal.) Document CD/CW/WP.86 substantiates our view that only a
small number of chemical plants would be subject to inspection under the
United Kingdom approach.

The production of super-toxic lethal chemicals, largely as drugs, 1is
relatively small, but it is carried out by a number of companies. The
super—toxic lethal chemicals which are of commercial interest are hardly
suitable for chemical weapons purposes and pose no risk to the objectives of
the convention. The question of production of large quantities of nerve gas
for supposedly peaceful purposes does not arise. There is, in fact, a
specific provision in our draft convention to prohibit it.

In contrast to the Soviet approach, the approach we support would not
stop existing peaceful chemical production activities and prevent economic
development. Rather it would allow peaceful activities to continue, and to

expand, but —- and I emphasize this point -- under the watchful eye of the
international community. All relevant facilities would be declared and
inspected.

It seems to us that the burden of proof must be on those who would impose
limitations on peaceful chemical production. They must demonstrate that such
interference is absolutely necessary. But we have not heard any persuasive
argument why our approach would not be effective.

In negotiating a convention the Conference must take into account that
different States have different economic systems and different chemical
industries. Perhaps the two different approaches in this area really reflect
the differing economic systems in the Soviet Union and in western countries.
The Soviet approach seems designed for a centrally-planned economy, in which
‘all chemical production facilities are Government-owned  and in which the
chemicals in question have not yet been produced. It seems to ignore the
reality of a market economy, where a number of different and highly competit-
ive companies are involved and the types of chemicals in question are already
in production.

How can a mutually-acceptable, compromise solution be found to this
issue? A good place to start might be the approach outlined by the previous
Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical Weapons in document CD/CW/WP.89.
Under this approach, a State could choose between production at a single site
or at multiple sites. Verification provisions would be equivalent, whichever
approach were chosen. This approach tries to take into account the differ-
ences between centrally-planned and market economies. At the same time it
preserves the strengths of the earlier approaches. In some areas the new
approach may need to be strengthened, for example, to deal adquately with
pre—existing production facilities for super—toxic lethal chemicals. But we
believe this approach is promising and deserves serious consideration.
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In line with my country's past efforts to contribute to the success of
the negotiations, my delegation would like to take this opportunity to present
a few ideas on a number of different aspects. of the convention, such as
permitted activities and the national verification system.

An important function of a convention on the prohibition of chemical
weapons is to ensure that no chemical weapons are manufactured. In order to
cover reliably the so-called non-production of chemical weapons, the activ-
ities permitted under the convention must be defined so as to preclude the
abuse of certain chemicals for chemical weapons. My delegation made known its
position on that score in the deliberations of the Working Group of the Ad Hoc
Committee on Chemical Weapons. What we need are effective provisions to
govern permitted activities. In other words, major chemicals and those of
particular relevance to the possible production of chemical weapons must be-
subjected to a special régime, based on the equality of all States.

Regarding the production of super-toxic lethal chemicals, all States
would have to concentrate the production of those agents in a small-scale
facility. It would not be justified to permit the option of manufacturing
those chemicals in several plants, since such an option would virtually be
tantamount to allowing certain countries to acquire a concealed chemical-
weapon production capability. What is more, the concentration of the
production of specific chemicals in a single installation would make effective
national and international verification possible with little effort.

The convention should contain unambiguous stipulations regarding such a
facility and its verification procedure. Details relating to the construc—
tion, mode of operation, and verification of the plant could be annexed to the
convention.

The need to prevent the construction of chemical weapons facilities in
countries not parties to the convention is another important matter touching
upon the principle of equality and equal security. Document CD/CW/WP.93,
submitted on this issue by Spain in January contains interesting ideas requir-
ing close scrutiny. It must be made impossible for transnational corporations
to sidestep the conventin by moving the production of certain chemicals to
other places. As a matter of fact, a lot more is involved here than verifi-
cation in a traditional sense. To prevent the spread of chemical weapons, the
country where such corporations are headquartered must be under the obligation
to watch very strictly over their activities in third countries. The German
Democratic Republic welcomes the agreement in principle that has been reached
on an article concerning national measures to be taken to implement the con-
vention. The article, contained in document CD/539, also provides for an
appropriate national organization. Ever since the Ad Hoc Committee on
Chemical Weapons has been set up my delegation has been advocating a solution
to that effect and put forward a series of proposals on how that body should
operate and be composed. Detailed suggestions have also been advanced by the
Group of socialist countries in document CD/532 and by Yugoslavia, Finland,
the Federal Republic of Germany and other States.

Underlying this approach 1s the recognition that it will be up to the
States themselves to implement the convention on the territory under their
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jurisdiction and that a smoothly operating national verification system would
of fer a basis on which compliance with the convention can be wmonitored and
dependable international inspection 1is possible. Current {international
practice proves that this approach is correct: just take the natjonal systems
that many countries have set up to account for and control nuclear materials.

My delegation believes that it would be helpful to work out guidelines on
a national verification system and thus to give concrete shape to the provi-
sions pertaining to national implementation measures and co—-operation between
the Consultative Committee and national organizatons on a number of wverifi-
cation issues. Such guidelines could be added to the convention as an annex.
They could be of use to the States parties to the convention when they
establish, maintain and review their national implementation system. The
latter could consist of the following main components: (a) a legal element,
allowing governments to determine the area of verification; (b) government-—
level organizational and functional elements (national organizations); and (c)
facility-level organizational and operational elements.

A major duty to be performed under the national system would be to verify
the so—-called non-production of chemical weapons, which is an aspect of the
convention with long-term ramifications, while verification of the destruction
"of chemical weapon stocks and production facilities would cover a comparative-—
ly brief span of time only. Each party to the convention would, of course,
have to work out and regularly review the laws, regulations and other measures
needed to ensure that the provisions dealing with the accounting for amd
control of certain chemicals are observed in the territory under its juris-
diction. The measures we are talking about would relate to chemicals,

‘facilities and international tramnsfer. The question of how to cover the
transnational corporations, as mentioned earlier, must be posed in this
context.

It would be incumbent upon the governments of the States parties to the
convention to create and maintain the national organization referred to above.

The facilities subject to verification should make available to the
national organization information on the chemicals covered by the convention.
The data thus obtained would serve as the basis for the reports to be trans-—
mitted to the Consultative Committee and for possible national werification
activities.

In consultations and as the work of the Ad Hoc Committee on Chemical

Weapons and 1its subsidiary bodies progresses, my delegation will revert' to
these issues and advance further ideas.

CD/PV.310 pp.37-38 Senegal/Sene 23.4.85  CTB,NPT

The international community has been working for decades to obtain a
complete nuclear-weapon—-test ban, which is rightly considered an essential
measure for halting the nuclear-arms race and for a process of gradually
reducing nuclear arsenals. When signing the Partial Nuclear Test Ban treaty
in 1963, each of the parties assumed the clear political commitment to pursue
a complete test ban. While at first the Treaty was considered an unprecedent-
ed, historic step forwards, subsequent events showed that it was unable to
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curb nuclear testing despite the General Assembly's repeated : appeals.
Furthermore, despite the many rounds of negotiations which have taken place on
the issue and the great efforts made to that end, we are still far from our
goal. Political, strategic and technical reasons are often advanced to
explain the difficulties encountered, but the main problem. to be resolved

remains that of verification.

The proposal for a gradual approach based on a steady reduction on the
part of the Powers authorized to carry out nuclear tests, even if it brings us
closer to our final objective, also raises some issues, including that of
verification. In this field, we must highlight the useful contribution made
by the Ad Hoc Group of Seismic Experts who undertook a wide-ranging test
exchange of data using the Global Telecommunications System of WMO. I should
‘1ike to take this occasion to thank the Norwegian delegation for its
invitation to visit its installations for research in this field.

This scientific and technical monitoring could be pursued by a study on
the aspects of a world seismological network or on the possibility of monitor-
ing the atmosphere by means of acoustic or radioactivity data in order to
detect nuclear explosions.

In any event, it is our belief that despite the dif ferences in views
.there are no major obstacles to explain the postponement of a nuclear-test
ban. 1In our opinion, further progress must be made towards a nuclear-test
ban, in all environments, which would be an essential stage for ending the
horizontal and vertical proliferation of nuclear weapons.

Obviously, the efforts aimed at reversing the growth of nuclear arsenals
must be accompanied by a sustained effort to prevent the spread of nuclear
weapons to countries which do not possess them. In this connection, the
Tlatelolco Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty of 1963 which was hailed as the
most important international agreement in the disarmament field since the dawn
of the muclear age, and as an event of considerable importance for the cause
of peace, is certainly important in many respects. The non-proliferation
régime, through the safeguards system, represents a means of international
verification whereby it is sought to achieve .a balance between the promotion
of  peaceful uses of nuclear energy and the prevention of proliferation of
nuclear weaponsSe.

With regard to new developments, we welcome the agreement negotiated by
the Soviet Union, a Party to the Treaty, under which it accepts the safeguards
system of the International Atomic Energy Agency for its nuclear facilities.

As for China, although not a Party, last year it stated that in the ewvent
of the export of nuclear material and equipment, the countries of destination
would have to accept the application of the safeguards in accordance with the
principles of the IAEA Statute.

It should be recalled that France, without signing the Treaty, stated at
the twenty—-second General Assembly that it would in future conduct itself
exactly in the same manner as the ‘States Parties to the Treaty.
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CD/PV.311 p.ll Sweden/Theorin 11.6.85 CTB

Two years ago, [ introduced in the Committee on Disarmament a draft
treaty on a nuclear-weapon-test ban. This proposal has so far not been
subjected to a full and detailed examination in this Conference. Nor have
. many other detailed and important proposals.

Discussions of a general nature have been carried out more or less
continuously since the late Fifties, and certainly in great detail since the
Partial Test Ban Treaty entered in to force 22 years ago. The Conference
should now address the remaining problems through the elaboration of provi-
sions of a treaty, including scope, verification, preambular parts and general
provisions.

It is vital that the Conference on Disarmament should start working on
the test—ban issue before the Third Review Conference of the Non-Proliferation
Treaty. Article VI of the Treaty obliges each of the parties to the Treaty to
negotiate in good faith to achieve results on nuclear disarmament. The one
disarmament measure singled out in the Treaty is a comprehensive test ban.
There is no acceptable explanation for further delays in starting negotiations
on a comprehensive test—~ban treaty.

The international experiment arranged by the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific
‘Experts on the exchange of seismic data was a success. Although the Ad Hoc
Group has not yet been able to fully assess and analyze all aspects of the
experiment, it is already clear that a system of exchange of data is feasible
today. Some of the findings will influence the drafting of a test—ban
‘treaty. Others will not be relevant until after a treaty has entered into
force. We attach great importance to the work of the Ad Hoc Group and are
pleased to note that it will continue its task.

Another important event in this sphere was the workshop on seismological
verification arranged last week in Norway. I would like to congratulate the
hosts on the arrangements and express our appreciation for this important,
constructive and helpful initiative. The workshop created an opportunity for
the participating delegates to consider in detail some important issues
relevant to seismic monitoring of a nuclear—-test ban.

CDh/PV.311 p-16 Australia/Butler 11.6.85 CIB

I want to record briefly in the record of the Conference on Disarmament
the very deep gratitude of my Government to the Government of Norway for the
Workshop that was held last week. That Workshop was entitled "A Workshop on
Seismological Verification of a Comprehensive Nuclear—Test Ban' and, as is
well known in this Conference, my Government places the highest priority upon
the earliest possible achievement of a comprehensive nuclear-test ban which

would prevent all nuclear testing by all States, in all enviromments, for all
time. '

In our attempt to achieve that goal, one of the issues to which my
Foreign Minister, Mr. Bill Hayden has drawn attention in this Conference is
the importance of seismological means of verification of such a treaty. What
we saw last week in Oslo was a technically excellent, .clear demonstration of
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precisely those kinds of means, and we must all be grateful to Norway for the
work that it is doing and for inviting us to go to Oslo to see that work. In
excess of 80 persons went to that Workshop, some from this Conference; many
were experts who had come from across the world to take part in the Workshop,
and there is no doubt that the Workshop was a signal success. Together with
the sort of work that is being done by the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts
in the global experiment, it points the way towards ef fective verification of
a comprehensive test—ban treaty. 1 do want to recall again that the Foreign
Minister of Australia proposed on 7 August 1984 in this Conference that we
should go on with that work and that, in fact, this Conference should decide
to establish such a network, a seismological network, in order to demonstrate
that a comprehensive test—ban treaty can be verified. I do want to repeat the
gratitude of my delegation to Norway for this positive step that was taken
last week and to underline my Government's full support for continuing efforts
to develop a world seismological network which would verify a comprehensive

nuclear—-test—ban treatye.

CD/PV.313 pe7. France/Jessel " 18.6.85 CTB

The 1925 Protocol does not provide for any verification procedure to
establish possible violations; France and a number of other countries there—
fore sponsored resolution 37/98 D whose purpose is to establish provisional
procedures of that kind, pending the conclusion of the negotation of a
permanent convention for the prohibition of chemical weapons, with a view to
prompt and impartial fact—finding in case of alleged use.

The support given to this initiative shows the extent to which the inter-
national community is concerned to preserve the permanent authority of the
Geneva Protocol.

CD/PV.313 p.8 Canada/Beesley 18.6.85 o

+ees I pointed out on an earlier occasion that what we are seeking to achieve
in our chemical weapons negotiations is of four—-fold importance: firstly, we
are seeking a disarmament treaty. and not merely a limited arms—control
measure; secondly, we are seeking an effective non-proliferation treaty;
thirdly, we are seeking a comprehensive treaty that would ban development,
production and stock-piling and transfer of chemical weapons with provision
for destruction of stockpiles and production facilities and, most important in
our view, appropriate verification; and fourthly, what we are seeking is a
law-making treaty which could have far—reaching legal implications in its own
right which would transcend the obligations it would lay down for its
immediate parties.

We remain convinced that it is possible for us to draft our proposed
convention in such a way that we reinforce the Geneval Protocol and in no
sense weaken it. I would repeat, however, what I said on an earlier occasion,
"it would be of very limited utility if we were to produce a convention that
leaves open the possibility that remnciation of its obligation would also
thereby remove any pre—existing obligation under the 1925 Protocol”. '
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Rising international concern within and outside the United Nations
stemming from allegations of chemical-weapons use and the consequential alarm-
ing threat to the rule of law and to the authority of the 1925 Protocol,
coupled with growing public awareness of the potential for proliferation, add
immediacy to our efforts to reach agreement on an effective, comprehensive
non—-proliferation treaty.

In the meantime, however, as pointed out by the distinguished
representative of France, as an interim measure, pending a complete and
verifiable ban on development, production, storage and use of chemical
weapons, important steps have been taken within the United Nations to enable
the Secretary—-General to investigate allegations of use of these weapons. He
deserves the support of all Members of the United Nations in such efforts.
His fact—-finding mission helped bridge the gap between prohibition and
verification, between legislation and enforcement. Again, in summing up, we
consider that the allegations of recent use and the dangers of 1increasing
proliferation give tremendous urgency to our own negotiations and we hope that
we are all going to be able to take note of this in our on-going action.

CD/PV.314 © ppe6-7 Morocco/Skalli 20.6.85 CTB

Thus, the Conference was unable to set up an ad hoc committee on a
nuclear test ban despite the new situation created by the position recently
adopted by the People's Republic of China on this issue. The reason advanced
for this was that it was first necessary to carry out a thorough study of the
technical aspects of verification.

However, the demonstrations which many of us attended at the workshop
recently organized by our Norwegian friends —— to whom we address our sincere
thanks and congratulations for this praiseworthy initiative -~ have in our
opinion convincingly proved that it is possible to detect any seismic event,
whatever its location and its nature, and thus that effective verification is
feasible in the framework of a treaty for the complete prohibition of nuclear
tests.

This is an important fact, in our view, which corroborates the viewpoint
taken by the Group of 21 that the real obstacle to negotiations for the

preparation of a treaty for a complete prohibition of nuclear testing is the
lack of genuine political will.

CD/PV.315 p.ll GIR/Rose 25.6.85 (o)

eeses The appropriation of funds by the United States House of Representatives
for the production of binary weapons is definitely a development that has
exceedingly adverse effects on our worke.

The funding decision confirms the suspicion, which my delegation voiced
on previous occasions, that the primary aim of the calls for unrealistic
verification measures is to hamper progress in the negotiations and to divert

attention from the plans to deploy a completely new generation of chemical
weapons.
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Cbh/PV.315 pp.17-18 Brazil/de Sousa e Silva 25.6.85 CIB

This Conference has before it three draft proposals for the treatment of
item 1. Document CD/540 , proposed by the Group of 21, which Brazil continues
to support, would establish an ad hoc committee for the immediate negotiation
of a treaty; document CD/522, tabled by a group of socialist countries, seeks
a similar objective; and document CD/521, of the Western Group, proposes that
‘the subsidiary body should deal primarily with questions related to

verification.

The experience of the sessions of 1982 and 1983, when a working group met
on verification matters, explains why this latter approach no longer enjoys
the consensus of the Conference. On that occasion, there had been a clear
agreement that the mandate of the working group would be revisede The sub-
sequent objection to that revision, raised by two delegations, doomed any
further effort to achieve procedural progress. :

In the light of past and recent experience, it would appear that the
question of verification 1s no longer an obstacle to the achievement of a

nuclear test ban.

Most delegations represented here were present at the workshop on seismo-
logical verification sponsored by the Government of Norway, only three weeks
ago. The results of that event make obvious once again, as previous studies
and opinions already indicated, that it is technically possible to detect and
identify nuclear explosions, even of a small yield, particularly if an
adequate array of instruments is deployed at convienient locations. The
obstacles to the achievement of a treaty must then be of a dif ferent nature.

In order to understand the nature of such obstacles, let us examine the
positions of the two super—Powers concerning the prohibition of nuclear-weapon
tests. :

The Soviet Union has consistently advocated the multilateral negotiation
of a ban. In his statement last Thursday, 20 June, the distinguished delegate
of the Soviet Union, Ambassador Issraelyan, said that his country is prepared
to declare a moratorium on nuclear tests, starting 6 August next, the anniver—
sary of the nuclear bombing of Hiroshima, or even earlier. Such a mratorium
would be in force until the conclusion of a treaty.

Given the fact that the Soviet Union is responsible for the largest
proportion of nuclear tests in recent years, according to SIPRI data, and that
it does not seem inclined to relent its build-up of nuclear arsenals, one
might ask whether it would also be prepared to accept the obligations derived
from the need for effective verification of that undertaking. Such oblig-
ations could conceivably include, for instance, the placement in its territory
of remote sensors and other devices to monitor compliance with a moratorium of
with the ensuing treaty, as well as on—51te inspections that might be called
for under the terms of the ban.

Some clarifications must be given in a manner satisfactory to the inter-
national community, which might otherwise conclude that the Soviet Union only
wishes to preserve its present comfortable position with regard to the test
ban.. In fact, the Soviet Union can always count on the negative posture taken
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by its super-Power rival, and so be at liberty to continue testing, in order
to increase and improve its nuclear arsenals, while appearing in the eyes of
public opinion as the champion of the cause of the prohibition of tests.

CD/PV.315 p.23 FRG/Wegener 25.6.85 ol

In the first statement of this morning, Ambassador Rose, my distinguished
neighbour, has among many other important things, laid out before us and
spoken again of the project of a zone free of chemical weapons in parts of
Europe. He has alluded to a recent joint memorandum by two parties --— two
political parties -- including the State Party of the German Democratic
Republic.

Several colleagues have inquired of me the significance of this memo-
randum and that is why I thought 1 should take the opportunity, briefly, to
give my Government's perspective of it. You know that I have often spoken
about the idea of establishing a zone free of chemical weapons as a Govermment
delegate. The present framework agreement of which mention was made by
Ambassador Rose does not stem from govermments, it stems from political
parties. On the part of the Federal Republic of Germany it has been agreed
upon by the Social Democratic Party, one of our political parties, presently
in opposition. It is thus a minority view; but it purports to help towards
the elimination of chemical weapons. That is an important purpose and that is
why the memorandum merits thorough examination. That examination is taking
place at the moment. It will be conducted under three major criteria: the
first criteria is: will it help military security? The second one is: will
it help with the verification of a comprehensive chemical weapons ban? and the
third criteria is: will it promote or rather hinder the negotiation and
conclusion of the world-wide chemical weapons ban, the negotiation of which we
are engaged in?

Now, some preliminary insights are already quite certain as part of this
examination. My Government believes that such a zone project will not help
military security because it leaves the arsenals untouched; they would only be
removed East to join other important arsenals, especially the immense arsenals
of chemical weapons held by the Soviet Union, where, as we all know, the
production of such weapons still continues unabated. Nor does the framework
agreement envisage the destruction of production facilities that might exist
in the potential zone.

The second criteria is verification. Does the project help verifi-
cation? My Goverament is of the opinion that it aggravates the verification
problems, since only one more intricate verification problem is added to the
well-known difficult verification issues we deal with: guaranteeing that the
weapons are not brought back: a zone agreement would require the verification
of access.

Ccb/PV.316 pp.6—8 Norway/Kristvik 27.6.85 CTB,CW
In his statement to the Conference on Disarmament on 21 March this year,

the Nbfwegian State Secretary of Foreign Affairs, Mr. Torbjorn Froysnes,
invited both member and observer delegations to the Conference, as well as
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representatives of its secretariat, to a workshop on seismological verifi-
cation of a comprehensive nuclear test ban in Oslo during the -period 4 to 7
June. Today, I take pleasure in introducing document CD/599 which is a brief

report on that workshop.

The objective of the workshop was, through briefings and demonstrations
at .seismological facilities in Norway, to shed further light on the seismo-
logical verification aspects of a comprehensive nuclear test ban. As we all
know, verification issues are considered to be a major problem in connection

with a test ban.

We are indeed pleased that the workshop was attended by a total of 84
participants from 41 countries and from the secretariat of the Conference. 1In
his opening address the Norwegian Minister of Foreign Affairs, Mr. OSvenn
Stray, stresses that the holding of the workshop demonstrated the great
importance which the Government of Norway attaches to the Conference on
Disarmament and to Norway's participation in' the Conference. In addition to
briefings and lectures, the programme included a demonstration at the Data
Processing Centre of NORSAR, which is a large aperture array designed to
detect seismic events occurring at distances between 3,000 and 10,000 kme The
participants also surveyed the field installations of the Norwegian Regional
Seismic Array System (NORESS), which incorporates the most recent techno-
logical and scientific advances in seismic array design, instrumentation and
data processing and which is designed to detect weak seismic events occurring
at distances less than 3,000 km.

Document CD/599 . contains extracts of the 1lectures given during the
.workshop. - It also lists the three main conclusions which the Norwegian
authorities have drawn on the basis of demonstrations and briefings. First of
all, substantial technological progress has been achieved during the last few
years as regards seismological verification of a test ban. Secondly, it is
essential to establish a global seismological network as proposed by the Group
of Seismic Experts and to see to it that such a network can ensure inter-
national data exchange on the basis of .the most modern technology available at
the time of its establishment. Thirdly, some technical problems still remain
to be solved. These problems concern in particular detection and identi-
fication of very low-yield explosions and explosions that are conducted in an
environment that produces very weak seismic signals, for example in under—
ground cavities. In addition, the reduced seismic detection possibilities
immediately after the occurrence of large earthquakes represent a problem that
needs further study.

It is the hope of my Government that the workshop and document CD/599 can
contribute to further the work of the Conference on Disarmament in the field
of a test ban. The Group of Seismic Experts is to have a new session in
July. The Conference should as well resume its substantive examination of
specific issues relative to a test ban, including the issue of scope and
verification and compliance with a view to negotiation of a treaty on the
subject. '

In his statement on 21 March the Norwegian State Secretary of Foreign
Affairs also confirmed that Norway was continuing her research on verification
questions relevant to a chemical weapons convention and that we intended to
present the results of this year's research in the second part of the 1985
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session. The research programme, which was initiated in 198l in connection
with Norway's participation in the subsidiary body on chemical weapons,
concerns sampling and identification of chemical warfare agents under winter
conditions. I should like to stress that this research has been undertaken on
the basis of field experiments in order to make sure that the findings have as
realistic a basis as possible and thus avoid the artificial conditions of a
laboratory set—up.

Today, I have the honour to present three documents on chemical weapons.

First of all, I should like to draw your attention to the detailed report
on the research undertaken during the winter 1984/85. The report is circulat-
ed as an annex to document CD/598. Additional copies of the report are
available from the Permanent Mission of Norway in Geneva. The working paper
in document CD/600 outlines the results of, and the conclusions which can be
drawn from, the field experiments and research undertaken during the last
winter. This year the research was concentrated on the verification of
arsenic compounds in snow samples, on detection of thiodiglycol which is the
hydrolysis product of mustard, and analysis of biological samples from humans
which had been contaminated by mustard. The work on sample handling was
continued and elaboration of a procedure for system analysis for sampling was
started.

In the third document on chemical weapons —-- CD/601 -- we have prepared
preliminary proposals for procedures that could be used by a fact—finding team
under the Consultative Committee when investigating alleged use of chemical
weapons under winter conditions. These proposed procedures are based on the
field experiments undertaken during the last four winters and on documents
presented by Norway to the Conference since 198l in connection with the
research programme.

The timing for presenting these proposed procedures should be seen in
light of the progress which so far has been made in the open—-ended consul-
tations of the Ad Hoc Committee concerning the inclusion of prohibition of use
of chemical weapons in a convention. In our view, the draft preambular and
operative paragraphs contained in document CD/CW/WP.107 of 22 April represent
a solid basis for consensus, which should be further consolidated during this
part of the 1985 session.

Our proposals concerning the following four aspects of the investigation
of alleged use of chemical weapons under winter conditions: the composition
of a fact-finding team under the Consultative Committee, the collection of
samples, the handling of samples and listing of equipment for a fact—finding
team. It is recommended that the team should include a military expert, a
chemist, a wmedically qualified person and an interpreter. An Explosive
Ordinance Disposal (EOD) expert would also be of importance. In some circum-
stances it may be of value to include a sociologist, ethnologist or a cultural
anthropologist. A collection of 20 samples from a target area of approximate-
ly 100,000m2 is recommended. Procedures for the extraction of the chemical
agents to an organic solvent in the field as well as the means for subsequent
safe transportation have also been proposed. The annexed detailed 1list of
equipment recommended for a fact-finding team concerns equipment for personal
protection, field detection, sampling and handling.
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1 would like to stress that these proposed procedures are not presented
in order to be included in a draft convention. They are, rather, proposals
which could facilitate the implementation of a new convention. It is the
intention of Norway to develop these procedures further and to elaborate a
more complete draft system for selection, handling, transportation and
analysis of samples collected in the field.

CD/PV.316 "pp.l1-13 USA/Lowitz 27.6.85 CIB

A number of different interpretations have been offered of what the
briefings, the demonstrations, and the inspection of the field installatioms
of some of the latest seismic and data processing equipment represent for the
work of our Conference. Some delegations present at the workshop have
.apparently concluded that no more technical work needs to be carried out
before a fully elaborated seismic monitoring system, which would provide data
-- on a global basis —— for the detection, location, and identification of -
underground seismic events could be set in place on an operational basis.
They argue that the present technical capability in seismic detection is
sufficient for effective monitoring of a comprehensive nuclear test ban.

In the view of my delegation, however, it is more appropriate —— more
accurate —— to conclude that a considerable amount of work on the vital matter
of verification of and compliance with a nuclear test ban remains to be
carried oute. For example, the important issue of the identification of
low-magnitude events —— the ability, in other words, of discriminating between
‘earthquakes and explosions —-— which 1is being addressed at the Norwegian
research facilities and elsewhere is clearly not completely resolved. Beyond
this question are other issues such as how to ensure that large chemical
explosions are not in fact nuclear explosions, or an occasion for masking a
nuclear explosion. Nor is the need yet fully met to ensure that other
techniques for evading a nuclear test ban were not being employed. Such
techniques include hiding an explosion signal in an earthquake signal and
decoupling the signal by means of a large cavity.

In support of efforts to resolve these issues, my Government has invested
hundreds of millions of dollars in the development of the sciences and
technologies that comprise seismic detection, location and identification, and
data processing and exchange. In support of these efforts, my Government has
endorsed, and continues to endorse strongly, the important work being carried
out by the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts under the auspices of our
Conference. Their recent technical test, and the report the Ad Hoc Group is
preparing will certainly contribute to our understanding of ways to collect,
analyze and disseminate data from an international, global network of seismic
observatories.

And, in support of these efforts, my delegation is prepared, now, to
“continue in a subsidiary body the serious and detailed examination of the
issues of verification of and compliance with a comprehensive ban on nuclear
explosions, as well as other issues related to such an agreement. We are
prepared to do so under the provisions of the draft. mandate contained in
CD/521, of which my delegation is a sponsor. '
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In this regard, my delegation has listened very carefully to the remarks
on the subject of a nuclear test ban made by the distinguished representative
of Brazil, Ambassador de Souza E Silva, at our previous plenary meeting. And
we have carefully examined the proposal which the delegation of Brazil has
made in CD/602 with regard to a mandate for the establishment of a subsidiary
body under agenda item one. Ambassador de Souza E Silva made a very thought-
ful statement, as always, and he has raised a number of serious issues. 1
want to make four observations concerning them.

First, Ambassador de Souza E Silva called attention to the magnitude of
the nuclear test programme of the Soviet Union and to its unrelenting build-up
of nuclear arsenals. It is not unreasonable for us to suppose that the scope
of the Soviet Union's testing programme is related to its continuing strategic
force modernization.

Second, my delegation has not agreed that the work of the Conference
under the auspices of the Ad Hoc Working Group on a Nuclear Test Ban was fully
completed at the end of the 1983 session of the Conference. On the contrary,
my delegation's position was then -- as it continues to be —— that a full and
thorough discussion of all of the issues involved with verification of and
compliance with a comprehensive test ban had not been completed, and that more
work on these matters was required. This view was reflected in the conclus-
jons of the 1983 report of the Ad Hoc Working Group, CD/412, and in the United
States plenary statement of 30 August of that year, as contained in CD/PV.238,
page 15.

It was, thus, in a spirit of compromise that my delegation agreed to the
proposal contained in CD/521, supported by a group of western delegations,
made first in 1984 and repeated in 1985, to expand the mandate of such a
subsidiary body to deal with all issues of relevance to a comprehensive test
ban. In an effort to accomodate the views of other delegations, and in the
hope that further work will be carried out on the nuclear test ban agenda
item, my delegation was and continues to be willing to agree to this expanded
mandate despite the failure of the Conference to complete its work under the
previous mandate. My delegation continues to believe that this proposed
mandate is the appropriate one on which the Conference should base its work,
and my delegation continues to be prepared to begin work promptly in an Ad Hoc
committee, with an appropriate programme of work which would provide a clear
framework for the substantive examination which we are prepared to undertake.

Third, 1 believe that Ambassador de Souza E Silva misunderstood my
remarks of 5 March, which he described as representing a "significant shift in
the American position" regarding a nuclear test ban, and regarding its place
in the larger context of our efforts to achieve nuclear arms control and
disarmament. The position of the United States on this question remains that
set forth consistently by the present Administration —-— that a comprehensive
ban on nuclear explosions remains a long—term objective in the context of
broad, deep, and verifiable reductions of nuclear arms, expanded confidience-

building measures, maintenance of a credible nuclear deterrent, and improved
verification capabilities.
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With regard to verification, the United States' favourite topic which it
uses as a smokescreen to hide its very real refusal to conclude a treaty
prohibiting underground testing, any number of quotations of the highest
authority, all from western countries or international officials, can be
adduced to show that this is purely a pretext without any valid foundation
whatsoever. So as not to lengthen this statement unduly, I shall solely
review three of them:

“In his first statement to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament
Mr. Kurt Waldheim, who was then and for 10 years Secretary-General of the
United Nations, said the following on 29 February 1972:

"No other question in the field of disarmament has been the subject
of so much study and discussion as the question of stopping nuclear-—
weapon tests. 1 believe 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 agreement. There is an increas—
ing conviction among the nations of the world that an underground test
ban is the single most important measure, and perhaps the only feasible
one in the near future, to halt the nuclear arms race, at least with
regard to its qualitative aspects. There is a growing belief that an
agreement to halt all underground testing would facilitate the achieve-
ment of agreements at SALT and might also have a beneficial effect on the
possibilities of halting all tests in all environments by everyone. It
is my firm belief that the sorry tale of lost opportunities that have
existed in the past should not be repeated and that the question can and
should be solved now."

"While I recognize that differences of views still remain concerning
the effectiveness of seismic methods of detection and identification of
underground nuclear tests, experts of the highest standing believe that

"it is possible to identify all such explosions down to the level of a few
kilotons. Even if a few such tests could be conducted clandestinely, it
is most unlikely that a series of such tests could escape detection.
Moreover, it may be questioned whether there are any important strategic
reasons for continuing such tests or, indeed, whether there would be much
military significance to tests of such small magnitude."

"When one takes into account the existing means of verification by
seismic and other methods, and the possibilities provided by
international procedures of verification such as consultation, inquiry
and what has come to be known as 'verification by challenge' or
'inspection by invitation', it is difficult to understand further delay
in achieving agreement on an underground test ban."

"In the light of all these considerations, 1 share the inescapable
conclusion that the potential risks of contimuing underground nuclear
weapon tests would far outweigh any possible risks from ending such
tests."

kkkkkkhkhkxk
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eses I think it is worth closing this statement with a third much more recent
quotation from barely a week ago: on June 27 the Prime Minister of Sweden,
Mr. Olof Palme, in the Keynote Address at the Colloquium recently organized by
the Groupe de Bellerive in Geneva, said the following:

"A treaty banning all nuclear weapon tests would be the single most
important step to slow down the qualitative arms race. It would be a
good complement to the bilateral negotiations by reducing the risk that
cuts in the arsenals eventually agreed upon in the strategic talks would
be nullified by the development of new nuclear systems. The work done by
experts in my country in this field for a long time has convinced me that
existing scientific and technical capabilities make it possible adequate-
ly to verify a comprehensive nuclear test ban."

Cb/pv.318 pp.10-11 USSR/Issraelyan 4.7.85 RW

Having carefully analyzed these proposals, the socialist countries have
come to the conclusion that the most appropriate solution would be that the
ban on attacks against nuclear facilities should apply to those under IAEA
safeguards. ’

We consider that this criterion is universal and does not harm the
interests of any State. By means of this criterion it would be possible
successfully to overcome the difficulties which inevitably emerge in the
definition of facilities to be protected. To put a facility under protection
is a completely voluntary matter and a sovereign right of each State—Party.
If any State wants to put its mnuclear facility under protection it should
confirm the peaceful character of this facility. And, vice versa, if it does
not want to put its nuclear facilities under control, to extend IAEA safe-
guards on it, this facility will naturally not be under the protection of an
international legal instrument. '

The fact that the determination of the character of the activities of
nuclear installations and, espectially, the control over changes in their
activities can only be carried out effectively on a continuing basis, is also
an argument in favour of IAEA guarantees being accepted as a criterion. To
create for that purpose a special international system of verification is
expensive and complicated, and also unjustified since there exists an
international organization entrusted, among other things, with identifying the
peaceful character of activities of nuclear facilities. We hope this
criterion will be acceptable to the States members of the Conference on
Disarmament.

" In addition to the above—mentioned steps taken to meet positions of other
States, the Working Paper of the socialist countries contains other provisions
which bear witness to the constructiveness of their approach. It states that
the countries find acceptable the list of facilities to be protected from
attacks contained in the above-mentioned document CD/530, subject to the
understanding that such facilities are covered by IAEA safeguards.

During the past discussions of the protection of civilian nuclear
facilities a number of delegations have attached great importance to deter—
mining criteria of violations of a future agreement. Various criteria have
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been proposed, such as: the degree of destruction, the volume of radioactive
materials released, the determination of the intentions of the attacking side,
the very fact of an attack, or a combination of these criteria.

Having thoroughly analyzed these approaches, we have drawn the conclusion
that the most acceptable criterla of the violation of an agreement is the very
fact of an attack against a facility that is under international protection in
accordance with the agreement to be worked out, irrespective of the possible

consequences of that attack.

Cb/Pf.318 pp.15-16 FRG/Wegener 4.7.85 0s

A similar need for wupdating concerns verification techniques, so
indispensable for the building of confidence. The insufficiencies of
substantive legal prescription for the desired degree of demilitarization of
outer space and celestial bodies correspond to the lack of suitable procedures
for the verification of compliance with substantive obligations. It should be
noted in this respect that none of the treaties regulating outer space has so
far provided for an effective monitoring and compliance system. However, it
is evident that if States are to agree to new treaties which aim at the use of
outer space wholly or predominantly for '"peaceful purposes", stringent
provisions of verification, preventing an abuse of space technology are of the
absolute essence. Even if such verification techniques can be identified and
agreed upon, one grave problem remains, their quasi-monopolistic possession by
only a few countries while the majority of signatory States will in all
probability not dispose of the necessary technical prowess to verify by them-
selves. The involvement of international verification organizations is there-
fore an urgent requirement for such future international legislation. Despite
the considerable cost such mechanisms may entail the projected International
Satellite Monitoring Agency, planned and developed by France, or -— in a
regional context —— the European Space Agency might be called upon to take on
practical responsibilities in this field.

Ch/PV.318 p.19 Australia/Butler 4.7.85 (o*

There is more than enough reason to bring this work to an early and
successful conclusion. There is more than enough danger to us all if we fail
to do so. What then is the problem? The answer would seem to lie in the area
of verification, and if one takes the verification provisions of the United
States draft convention as an example, article X of that convention serves as

a case in point.

Some delegations have said that draft article X is unacceptable and have
even gone to the point of saying that it displays a cynical approach to a
universal convention. They say it is so ambitious in its terms of verifi-
cation that it was clearly never intended to be taken seriously.

My delegation has no reason to accept such a cynical interpretation. On
the other hand we can understand and give serious consideration to criticisms
of such a provision because verification is crucial and should not be taken
lightly. It is a key to progress towards a universal convention. What we
would have hoped to see, therefore, is a willingness on the part of the
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critics of the American approach to suggest alternatives. Surely both
sincerity and rationality demand no less.

.- The United Kingdom considers that a test ban treaty would be unacceptable
unless it contained adequate provision to ensure compliance by all its
Péftiéé. ~ The importance of resolving outstanding difficulties over how to
verify compliance 1lies at the heart of the extensive consideration of a
comprehensive test-ban over the last 25 years. The issue cannot be evaded or
dismissed as too complicated, too hard to understand or too detailed to merit
futher discussion, because an inadequate comprehensive test—ban treaty which
lent itself to evasion would be worse than useless. Clandestine continuation
of nuclear testing at levels sufficient to confer a significant military
advantage would have extremely serious and far-reaching consequences, not
only for the Treaty itself, but also for the general framework of inter
national security and stability., It is therefore an essential element of a
comprehensive test—ban that such clandestine testing be effectivly precluded.
I stress the word effective =~ we are not looking for 100 per cent wverifi-
cation. The questions which in our view need to be answered are:

Will any undetected evasion of the agreement provide a significant
military advantage?

Will significant non-observance of the agreement be detected early enough
to allow any necessary counter—measures to be taken?

If the evidence of such nonobservance 1is available, will it be
convincing enough to justify such counter—measures?

And if we are confident that we can give the right answers to these
questions, can we also be confident that the risk of international
exposure will outweigh any temptation to depart from strict compliance
with the agreement?

The United Kingdom is closely involved in the useful technical work
performed by the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts set up by a predecessor
body of the Conference on Disarmament. I should like to take this opportunity
to pay tribute to the work of the Ad Hoc Group and to its Chairman, Dr.
Dahlman of Sweden, the Scientific Secretary, Dr. Ringdal of Norway, and the
Co-ordinator of the Technical Test, Mr. McGregor of Australia. The Group will
be meeting in Geneva again shortly. A lot of work remains to be done under
their present mandate, and there is further work of great value that they
could undertake. We therefore hope that the Ad Hoc Group's mandate can be
renewed, and if necessary extended, by general agreement.

The members of the Conference have recently had an admirable opportunity
to see on the ground in Norway how research in this field is conducted and how
seismological observations are made. I should like to use this occasion to
thank the Norwegian Government publicly for their generous hospitality, and
for all that they did to make our visit to Norway so successful both from the
professional and the personal point of view. The visit gave me a first—hand
picture of the great delicacy of the seismological equipment required for this
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task and the extraordinary complexity of the task of the transmission,
correlation and analysis of the results of the observations. The Noress array
is a pioneer effort to improve the possibilities of detection and identifi-
cation of weak seismic signals at regional distances, which promises to
improve substantially our capability to detect and identify them within the
relatively short range for which it is destined. We hope that this experiment
will provide in time a solution to some of the outstanding technical problems
to which the conclusions of the Norwegian paper (CD/599) on the 0Oslo Workshop
refer. We support the Norweglian view that it is essential to establish the
global seismological network proposed by the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific

Expertse.

The United Kingdom Working Paper of 1983, to which 1 have referred
earlier (CD/402) identified seismic monitoring as the most promising
technology for the long-range collection of data on underground explosions and
as an essential element in any verification arrangement for a comprehensive.
test—ban. It also drew attention to the fact that current techniques of
seismic monitoring would require improvement before adequate verification of a
comprehensive test—ban could be envisaged. It has been disappointing that
this paper has not so far received any detailed study in this Conference.

My delegation continues to hope that the Western draft mandate to which I
referred earlier will provide a basis for establishing an ad hoc committee of
this Conference in which detailed discussion of these complex issues can take
place. With this in mind I should like to introduce today a further British
Working Paper entitled "Seismic Monitoring for a Comprehensive Test Ban",
which has been circulated as document CD/610. This Paper is designed to
supplement the earlier paper by a more detailed analysis of the issues of
seismic verification. It aims to explain and distinguish between the two
fundamental problems involving in monitoring a nuclear test—-ban by seismic
means: the detection of seismic signals from nuclear explosions against the
ambient seismic noise background and the identification of seismic signals,
that is, discrimination between signals observed from earthquakes and from
man—made explosions. In each case the Paper describes the currrent technical
capabilities and the prospects for their improvement. It reviews some of the
techniques that might be used to provide detection or identification of
clandestine tests carried out under a comprehensive test-ban régime, asesses
their 1likely effectiveness and discusses the technical possibilities in a
global seismic network for monitoring a comprehensive test—ban at tele—seismic
range. The United Kingdom delegation believes.that this Working Paper should

- make a substantial contribution to further discussion in this Conference of
the verification of a nuclear test—ban, the major unresolved problem relating
to the achievement of an effective ban.

The problem of verification of a comprehensive test-ban is in any case a
difficult one. It is made infinitely more so by the insistence of some
members of this Conference on claiming exemption from a test ban for nuclear
explosions for peaceful purposes. This problem was analyzed in detail in the
other British Working Paper to which I referred earlier, CD/383 of 17 June
1983. As the then Minister of State at the Foreign and Commonwealth Office,
Mr. Douglas Hurd, made clear in his Plenary statement on 10 March 1983, the
British Government would be prepared to renounce permanently the right to
conduct nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes as part of an agreement on a
comprehensive test—ban of all nuclear explosions in all environments. As
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Mr. Hurd said, it is for those who seek an exemption for peaceful nuclear
explosions, which Britain does not seek, to tell us in detail what practical
system of verification they propose to give confidence that the nuclear explo-
sions they might carry out were exclusively peaceful and brought no military
advantage of any kind.

Finally, I should like to turn to a major existing achievement of
multilateral arms control negotiations, the Non—-Proliferation Treaty, which
was negotiated in a predecessor of this Conference, the Conference of the
Eighteen—Nation Committee on Disarmament. My delegation looks forward to a
thorough review of its operation and achievements in the same constructive
spirit as has been shown at the three meetings of its preparatory Committee
held here in Geneva. The Treaty now has 129 parties, the highest number for
any multilateral Treaty in the field of arms control and disarmament. In the
view of my Government, it has brought increased security not only to all of us
who are parties to the Treaty but to the world as a whole. 1t has been
influential in inhibiting the wider dissemination of nuclear weapons both by
establishing a basis of mutual confidence and by providing a norm of inter-
national behaviour. It has thus made an important contribution to the
achievement of one of the aims we have set ourselves in this Conference, the
prevention of nuclear war. Its unique comprehensive system of verification
provided by the safeguards of the International Atomic Energy Agency has
generated wide international confidence, and has provided a basis for the
development of nuclear trade and of the peaceful uses of nuclear energy in
many countries throughout the worlde The provision in its Article VI for
negotiations on effective measures related to the cessation of the nuclear
arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament express a common longing
among all its parties to see the achievement of these goals. The early years
after the Treaty came into force in 1970 brought a wave of noteworthy achieve-
ments in disarmament both on a multilateral and on a bilateral basis. To the
great regret of all of us the international climate in the present decade has
not so far been propitious for further achievements in this field. This year
we have new hope with the re-establishment of bilateral negotiations between
the United States and the Soviet Union, on a more comprehensive basis than
ever before, aimed at preventing an arms race in outer space, at limiting and
reducing nuclear arms and at strengthening stratigic stability. We must all
hope fervently for the success of these negotiations and do all in our power
to contribute to 1it. In the meantime, it is essential to maintain and
strengthen the broad degree of consensus that already exists on the
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. It is in this spirit that my delegation
will approach the Review Conference of the Non—-Proliferation Treaty which is
the cornerstone of the international non-proliferation régime.

CD/PV.320 pPpP.21-22 FRG/Wegener 11.7.85 CIB

I am pleased that the tabling of this document coincides with the
introduction of another Working Paper on the same subject by the delegation of
the United Kingdom. As explained to us by the distinguished Ambassador of the
United Kingdom, that Paper provides an excellent description of the technical
and political problems involved in test ban issues, and, in particular of the
present state of the art of seismic technology. Working Paper CD/610 merits a
serious and detailed discussion in this Conference. My delegation fully
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supports its thrust. This British Working Paper should be looked at in close
conjunction with the Working Paper I am introducing today.

The Federal Government attaches great importance to the conclusion of a
comprehensive and effectively verifiable comprehensive test-ban treaty. It
thus supports initiatives which allow further progress in the realization of
this objective. At the same time, my Government 1s conscious of the signi-
ficance that must be attributed to the Geneva negotiations between the United
States and' the Soviet Union and lends its full support to the goal of deep
reductions of nuclear-weapon arsenals. It is in this general context that the
present Working Paper on "the Establishment and Progressive Improvement of an
International Seismic Monitoring and Verification System relating to a
Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban" has been conceived.

Despite numerous efforts and consultations among delegations it has so
far not proven possible to re-establish an Ad Hoc Committee on the agenda item
"Nuclear Test Ban" in the Conference on Disarmament. My delegation deplores
this fact. We are convinced that important work remains to be done, in
particular, in the field of monitoring and verifying a CIB. ° Although a
consensus on a mandate for a CIB work organ eludes us, my delegation is deter-—
mined to continue the analysis and search for solutions of those problems
which are crucial to the implementation of, and compliance with, a future

comprehensive test—ban.

The effective verification of compliance with a test ban constitutes the
key to a successful conclusion of efforts to bring a comprehensive test-—ban
treaty about. The willingness of States to commit themselves to an absolute
nuclear test stop presupposes the conviction at a very high level of confi-
dence that continued and militarily significant nuclear testing cannot go
undetected. For this very reason the major part of efforts in this Conference
and in its predecessor bodies to establish a CTB has focused on issues related
to verification, in particular verification by seismic means. All of these
considerations, however, have been geared to the elaboration of a legal
instrument and to the moment where such an instrument in the ultimate form of
a test—ban treaty would be put into effect.

In contrast to: this anticipatory approach it is the purpose of this
Working Paper to initiate the establishment and continuous operation of a
monitoring and verification system based on seismic technology at the present
time, well before the conclusion of a CTB Treaty. In order to set such a
process in motion the international seismic-data-exchange system, as tested in
the 1984 GSE test run, should be put into a continuous operating mode. While
in operation this system would be geographically expanded and technically
improved with the objective to implement a global seismic network which would
meet the degree of sophistication desired for monitoring and verifying a CTB
on the global level. The proposed project would give scientists the
opportunity to resolve, in a learning-by-doing process, remaining problems of
monitoring and verification and to increase, progressively, the system's
capability to detect -and identify explosions. In a dynamic process of
scientific research and practical application the global seismic network would
mature over time and be available and operational upon the conclusion of a
CTBT. : o
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The establishment and continuous operation of such a network needs to be
embedded in an institutional framework. It 1is, therefore suggested in the
Working Paper that during the transitional period, that is during the pre-
treaty phase, the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts should be assigned the
task of supervising the establishment and continuous operation of the global
network and making recommendations for 1its further improvement. The GSE
would, as in the past, submit 1its recommendations and reports to the
Conference on Disarmament. Its new task could be bestowed upon the GSE by way
of a new mandate once the GSE has finalized, and submitted, its comprehensive
report on the 1984 technical test run. Seismological facilities and data
centres would be operated, as during the 1984 experiment, by participating
States.

Mr. President, let me add a brief comment on the technical section of the
Working Paper. This section is a summary of a more detailed scientific study
which will shortly be presented to the Ad Hoc Group of Scientific Experts by
the Federal Government's scientific advisors. The data provided in the
present summary reflect a broad over—all approach to the intricate problems of
estimating magnitude~yield relations. They need further refinement in the
light of additional calibration data.

The Paper focuses on monitoring and verification by seismic means. This
does not, however, exclude other possibilities, such as for instance monitor—
ing of atmospheric radioactivity, to the extent that they could also make a
contribution. Such additional technological approaches to verifying a future
CTB could and should be incorporated in the proposed institutional framework.

Cb/PV.321 p-19 Retherlands/van Schaik 16.7.85 BW

But, and this is my second observation, there is another side to the
coin. 1In order to qualify for protection, facilities should be inspected so
as to establish whether they meet the definitions and criteria set by the
legal instrument we have in mind. It is possible that States parties possess-—
ing military nuclear facilities will not allow inspection as, in their
judgement, inspection could jeopardize military secrets they wish to protect.
If the future legal instrument is based on the principle: '"No protection
without inspection” those States parties should weigh the advantages of
protection of their military nuclear facilities and therefore the absence of
mass destruction risks against the disadvantages such inspection would
entail. It is clear that the future instrument should provide for a mechanism
enabling States parties to decide for themselves whether all relevant nuclear
facilities on their territory are to be protected —— clearly preferable from a
mass destruction point of view —— or only part of them.

In document CD/530 the Swedish delegation has suggested that a register
by established. Facilities would have to be entered in that register and
subsequently inspected before enjoying protection. This suggestion seems to
us to have a number of advantages. First, no distinction is made between
civilian and military facilities, which would be desirable if we really wish
to alm at a comprehensive régime preventing mass destruction. It further
offers the advantage that each government can decide for itself which
facilities it wished to enter into the register and, therefore, which of 1its
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facilities would be offered for inspection and would subsequently enjoy
protection.

Under the Swedish proposal, therefore, mass destruction would be the
criterion, whereas the register procedure would ensure the proper implemen—

tation.

What about systems proposed by delegations in which IAEA inspection plays
in one way or another a role? First, it is clear that the exclusive use of
the IAEA safeguards criterion would bring many f£facilities under protection
which pose no danger of mass destruction. In a recent document, CD/594,
submitted by a group of socialist countries, a combination is suggested of the
IAEA safeguards criterion and the mass destruction criterion. Although such a
system would ensure that protection will be limited to cases of potential mass
destruction, it would, in our view, not cover all relevant cases. Military
nuclear facilities would be excluded as well as other facilities to which up
to now, for a variety of reasons, IAEA inspectors have not had access.

The Swedish proposal would not put such limits on the scope of the agree-
ment. A State party having decided to place its installations wunder
protection, will simply offer them for inspection under the terms of the

treaty.

Let me say that in actual practice many of the relevant installations
will be under IAEA safeguards. In those cases IAEA data can be used for
inspection. Nuclear-weapon States, moreover, could through their "voluntary
of fer" bring some of their installations under IAEA safeguards. The necessary
secretariat and/or inspection teams to administer these data and to cover the
remaining relevant installations could then be very limited in size. For
practical purposes an organizational link could be envisaged with IAEA similar
to the link between the IAEA and the United Nations Scientific Committee on
the Effects of Atomic Radiation (UNSCEAR). ‘

CD/PV.322 pp-8-10 Yugoslavia/Mihajlovic 18.7.85 oW

Mr. President, I am taking the floor to introduce the Yugoslav Working
Paper entitled "Permitted Activities and Verification Measures", which has
been distributed to delegations under the symbol CD/613. Besides its basic
task of banning the development, production, stockpiling and use of chemical
weapons,  the future convention should also have an 1mportant task of
regulating a number of permitted activities for which specific verification
measures should be provided. These permitted activities concern permitted
activities for protective purposes and so—called other permitted activities.

The permitted activities for protective purposes imply all activities
aimed at the research, development and production of protective items and
medicaments—antidotes. Some of these activities may create doubt about
compliance with the convention and thus lessen confidence among States
parties. In order to avoid this, the Working Paper points to the necessity of
defining criteria for speclfic types of toxic chemicals which wil be used for
protective purposes, and measures of verification applicable to the production
facilities for these purposes. To this end the production of toxic chemicals,
mostly of super—toxic lethal chemicals, not exceeding 1 metric tonne per year
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is envisaged. Such production of toxic chemicals for these purposes should be
carried out in a special facility the capacity of which should not exceed
these quantities. Hence, such a facility should by its size belong to the
category of small-scale production faciltities.

Bearing in mind that this type of facility is used for the synthesis of
highly toxic chemicals, of chemical warfare agents for the most part, it
should be effectively automated. Automation would be needed for effective
data recording, monitoring of the production and process control. The
monitoring of all wastes would also be mnecessary. The monitoring of the
production