
.. 

CON FERENCE 0 F THE El G HTEEN:. NATION COMMITTEE 
ON DISARMAMENT 

... 

ENDC/PV.421 
22 July 1969 
ENGLISH 

FINAL VERBATIM RECORD OF THE FOUR HUNDRED AND TWENTY-FIRST MEETING 

Chairman: 

GE. 69-16.278 

held at the Palais des Nations, Geneva, 
on Tuesday, 22 .July 1969~ at 10.30 a.m. 

.Alhaji SOLE KOLO 

. ... -· ~ .. ~ . 

(Nigeria) 



Brazil: 

Bulgaria: 

Burma: 

Canada: 

Czechoslovakia: 

Ethionia: 

India: 

Je.pan: 

Hexico: 

ENDC/PV.421 
2 

PRESENT .AT THE TABLE 

Mr. S.A. Flli\ZAO 

l'-1r, P, CABRAL de MELLO 

Mr. L.F, PALMEIRJ\. L.ll.MPREIA 

Mr. K. CHRISTOV 

:t-1r. H. KAR.\ SSIHEONOV 

Mr. I. PEINIRDJIEV 

U CHIT 1'1Yll.ING 

U KYLW MIN 

Mr. G. IGNATIEFF 
Hr. R. vJ. CLl.RK 

Mr. J.R. HORDEN 

Mr. T. Lll..HOD~:. 

Hr. J. STRUCK.A 
}'J.r. J. CINGROS 

Mr. ,, ZELLEKE .. ' 
Mr. H. L. HUSL.IN 

Mr. K.P. J AIN 

Mr. R. Cil.R.:~ccrow 

Mr. F. LUCIOLI OTTIERI 
l-1r. R. BORS.ARELLI 
Mr. u. PESTJI.LOZZL 

Mr. K. LS!JC!~I 

Mr. Y. NJJ{J.Y:11.t. 

}1r. T. SENGOKU 
Mr. J. SLKJJ~TO 

Mr. J. C.~STI.IIJED;~ 

Hiss E. ;,GUIRRE 

Hr. R. VLLERC 



Mongolia: 

Nigeria: 

Poland: 

Romania: 

Sweden: 

Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics: 

United l~ab Republic: 

United Kingdom: 

. . . 

ENDC/PV.421 
3 

Mr. M. DUGERSUREN'· ·· ·- -·-···· - · ·-- · ·· · ··~ · · 

Mr. J. BlJ~Z.:\.R 

Mr. Z. ERENOOO 

Llhaji SULE KOLO 

Mr. C.O. HOL1IST~ 

Mr. L • .J.~ . Ml.LIKI 

Mr. 

1'1r. :· •• SKO\-ffiONSKI 

1'1r. H. STEPOSZ 
Mr. R. WL:.ZLO 

Mr. N. ECOBESCO 

Hr. 0. IONESCO 

Mr. C. GEORGESCO 

Mr. SLSU 

Mrs •• ~ . MYRDl.L 

Mr. i.\. . EDELSTL.M 

Mr. s. ERICOON 

Mr. R. BOMl~ 

Mr • ' < ROSH CHIN . h . • ..~. •• 

l'-1r. R.H. TIMERBLEV 

Hr. v.v. SHOUSTOV 
' 

Mr. V.B. TOULINOV 

Nr. H. KHJ • .LLi;F 

Mr. o. SIRRY 

Mr. E.S .. El REEDY 

Mr. I.F. PORTER 

Mr. W. N. HILLIER-FRY 

l-1r. R.I.T. CROMJ.RTIE 

· .. 



ENDC/PV.421 
4 

United States of Lmerica: 

Special Representative of the 
Secretary~General: 

Deputy Special Representative of the 
Secretary-General: 

Mr. J .F. LEOK'.RD 

Mr •• ~ .F. NEIDLE 

Mr. 1,J. G!Vi>.N 

Hr. R. HcCORMLCK 

Mr. D. PROT ITCH 

Mr. H. EPSTEIN 



ENDC/PV.42l 
5 

1. The CHAIRI'1AN (N:i,.geria): I declare open the 42lst plenary meeting of the 
Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarma..11ent. 
2. I am su:ce the Committee would wish that, before calling upon the first speaker, I 
should on behalf of all of us here, convey our congratulations to the Government of 
the United States of America on its epoch-making achievement of sending man to the 
moon. It is indeed a tribute.to human intell~gence and technology; and we hope 
that these instruments of advancement will be directed more and more towards the benefit 
of humanity as a whole, May I ask the ~epresentative of the United States of America 
to convey the congratulations of this Committee to the United States Government? 

.3. Mr .. LIDNARD (United States of America): At the last meeting of this 
Committee the Chairman ofthe day very graciously expressed the hope of all that this 
great enterprise of the flight to the moon would be successful; and today again, 
as those brave men are on their way back to what we hope will be .a safe landing on 
earth, you, Mr. Chairman, have also made most generous and moving remarks on this topic. 
Many members of the Committee have in recent days also spoken in the same spirit on· 
informal ocCa$ions to me and to mariy other members of the United States delegation; 
and on behalf of the United States Government and the American people I should like to 

express the deep appreciation which we all feel for those very friendly and thoughtful 
gestures. 
4. As one of the many Americans who have lost a good deal of sleep very cheerfully 
in the last few days, I am naturally very to'.lched that this is a feat of American 
science and technology which is being acclaimed throughout the world~ : At the saiae 

time I feel that this exploit is above all an achievement of the whole human race ; 
one which transcends national rivalries just as it transcends the science and technology 
which made it possible. The spirit of generosity-rand fellowship with which the news has 
been r~ceived around the world is, I believe, a testimony to that; and it seems to me 
one of the most heartening aspects of this whole tremendously inspiring accomplishment • . 
A shared human experience of this noble character is something for which we can all be 
profoundly grateful. 
5. May I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the very kind thoughts which you have expressed 
and which I shall gladly transmit to my Government. 

6. · Mr. CZARKOWSKI (Poland): I should like to join you, Mr. Chairms.n, in 
extending also our congratulations to the United States delegation on the successful 
landing of the Apollo ll mission on the moon. This is indeed an achievement of historic 

I 
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dime ns ions , like that of sending the first artificial satellite into outer space a nd 
the first man, Yuri Gagarin, into orbit a r ound our globe. 1:Je ext end our wi shes f or a 

safe return to all three of the brave cosmonauts. 
7. The Ei ghteen-Nation Committee on Di sar mament has resumed its work v1ith the 

participation of two new members -- the People ' s Republi c of Nongolia and J apa n. I 

should like, on behalf of the Polish delegation, t o tnke t his opportunity t o welcome 
the representatives of those two Scat es and t o express our deep conviction t hat t hey 
will make a valuable contribution to t he solution of the t asks facing our Committee. 
8 . Having fulfilled rrry pl easant duty, I should like to r efer t o some of those tasks 

in gr eat er detail. The top priority amone; them gocJs, of course , to measures des i gned to 
halt t he nucl ear arms race and t o r educe and eliminate the existing nuclear arsenals . 
Undeniable progress has already been made in this respect, progr ess which i s bor ne out 
by the 1963 Moscow partial t est- ban Tr eaty (ENDC/100/ Rev.l), the 1967 Convention 
conce rning the peaceful utilization of outer space (General Assembly r esolution 
2222 (XXI), Annex), and , last but not l east, the 1968 Treaty on the non- proli f e ration 
of nuclear weapons (ENDC/226*) . 
9. The current interna tional situation and the pres ent state of the nuclear arms race 
make it imperative, however, t o make urgent effort s to bri.ng i nto force t he most recent 

of these agreements -- the non- pr olifera tion Treaty . The very significa nce of the 
Treaty argues for its early i mpl ementation. ·anile ending all possibilities of 
proliferation of nuclear weapons , the Trea ty provides further prospects f or nuclear 
disarmament and for the development of fruitful i nte rnati onal co- ope r ation in t he field 

of peaceful util·i zation of nuclear ene r gy. Viewing t he Treaty· in t hi s l i ght, t he Polish 
Gove rnment was among t he firs t to sign i t . Af t e r the due l eGi s l a tive pr ocess my 

country ratified the Treaty earlie r t hi s year, on 3 Hay. 
10. For the Treaty to ente r into force effe ctively i t i s ne cessary tha t it be 

adhered t o or . ratified by the largest possible numbe r of St ates , particularly t hose 
known for their advanced t echnological potentia l i n the fiel d of nuclear ener gy. 

Needless t o say , the absence of signatures of such States , or prolonged delay i n the 

ratification of the Trea t y , ca nnot but seriously dis turb t ho rhytho of dis armament 
negotiations , gene rate a political clima t e far from f avoura ble t o disarmament efforts 
and, in the l ast instance , be expl oited to unde r mine the confidence i n our Committee 
which, as we all know very well, was ins trumental in arriving at ·t he agr eed t ext of 
the Tr eaty. 
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ll. In this connexion the Polish delegation would like to draw the Committee's 
attention to the position adopted by the Government of the German Federal Republic, 

which continues to withhold its signature .from the Treaty and justifies its attitude 
with time-worn arguments or ever new circumstances. Evidently such an attitude .cannot 
create a climate _favourable either to general and comple te disarmement or to regional 
disarmament in Europe, or to the establishment of security in this area, a problem in 
which my country is vitally interested. 
12. May I be permitted now to refer t o the question of chemical and bacteriological 
(biological) weapons and to present the views of my delegation concerning the report of 
the Secretary-General of l July (A/7575). 
13. I should like to reiterate to the Secretary-General, to his collaborators and 

to the fourteen consultant experts the appreciation of the Polish delegation for the 
preparation of this highly informative and comprehensive report. Poland., like many 

other States, attaches great importance to measures designed to ensure .strict and 
universal observance of the Geneva Pro~oco1 of1925 (ibid., p.ll7) and to putting 
an end t o the arms race in the field of chemical and bacteriological (biological) 

weapons. A year ago almost to tl~e dayt on 30 July 1968 , the Polish delegation proposed 

to the EightE;1en-Nation Committee on Disarmament that the .Secretary~General be requested 
to prepare , with the assistance of consultant experts, a repor~ on chemical and 
bacteriological (biological) weapons ~nd the effects of their possible use (ENDC/PV.385*, 

para.70). This proposal was endorsed by the Committee and included in its report to 
the General Assembly (ENDC/236, page 4). 
14. Acting on the recommendation of the Committee, the General Assembly .at its last 
session adopted resolution. 2454 A (XXI:):I) (ENDC/237), which was jointly sponsored by 
Canada, Poland and a number of othe r members and which called .on the Secretary-General 
to prepare such a report with the assistance of qualified consultant experts. On the 
basis of this resolution the consultant experts, among them a Polish expert, prepared a 
una~mous report in accordanco with their mandate and the agreed terms of r eferencG, a 
report which the Secre tary-General found it possible t o endorse in its entirety. 
15. The key fact or by which my delegation was guided in its initiative concerning 
chGmical and bacteriological (biological) weapons is the . earnest desire of the Polish 

diplomacy-- a desire tha t stems from the basic premises of Poland's foreignpolicy and 
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her historic experic:.l;lces -- to put an enJ. to war, t o put an e nd to the use in war of 

barbarous weapons and m': thods of warfare, to achieve g•:.meral and comple t e disarmament. 

May I add at this juncture that the tragic experiences of my nation during the Second 

':Jorld ·,:ar are still alive in the minds of the Polish people, and justifiably so. J.\s 

a result of Nazi genocide when tho · invader had no hesitation in r ·asorting to the 

use of poisonous chemical agents to exterminate inmates of the death cai~lps -- millions 
of Poles perished. 

16. The Polish delegation is convinced that the r eport on chemical and bacteriological 

(biological) weapons and the effects of their possible use -- just like the earlier . 

r Gpo rt on the pos sible e ffec ts of th ie: use of nuclear weapons (A/6858) -- will not only 

alert world public opinion t o the dangGrs inhe r ent in these weapons and their possible 

use but will also provide, in the vwrds of r esolution 2454 A (XXIII) 

"··· a valuable contribution to the consideration by the Conference of the 

Eighteen-Nat ion Co~nittoe on Disarmament of the problems connected with chemical 

and bacteriological weapons 11, 

We welcome tho r eport and the Secretary-General's Foreward t o it as a valuable 

contribution to the work of this Committee . 'iJhile discussing the e ffects of the 
possible use of chemical an3. bacteriological (biological) weapons, t he r eport at the 

sru~e time confirms the urgent necessity of ensuring tho..t the Geneva Protocol of 1925 

is universally observed. Moreover, the r eport also o.rgues eloquently for the total 
elimination of those wcapons of r,:ass destruction. 
17. The Polish delegation finds that the r eport and its conclusions coincide on 

many point,s with tho views which ori;;inally motiv1ted it in first suhdtting the 

proposal for th'.e: preparation of such a re~)ort. First, t he r eport emphasizes the 
importance of the G<?neva Protocol; se cond , it classifies jointly chemical and 
bacteriological (biological) wea pons as weapons of ma;3:3 destruction . .:;xercising their 

effects not only on military targets and pe rsonnel but also and t o an even greater 

extent on civilians; third, the; r eport makes clear t he harmful e ffects on man of 

incapacitating gases, which it terms non-humanitarian methods of warfare; fourth, 

it stresses that onc e any chemical or bacteriological (biologica.l) W·~apons had been 

used in warfare the r e would be a serious ri .sk of escalation of the conflict into a 

nuclear one; and fifth, the r eport ;nakes it ~)l c:dn that prosp,"cts for peace throughout 
the world-
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"··., · would prighten significantly if the development, prouu·ction and stockpilirig 
of chemical and ' bncteriological (biOlogical) agents ·intended f or purpbsesof war 
were to ~; nd and if they \v8r c ulimina t ed from all military' arsenals. 11 · 

(A/7575, para. 376) 
18. In the light of ·such an assessment of th0 report of the Secretary-General'my 
delegation wishes to submit a working. paper {ENDC/256) which· s eeks to underline the 
significance of the r eport for the strengthening of the effectiveness· oL .. the~' Geneva 

. , 

Protocol of 1925 and for th~ further cons i lerati on of ways ·ai'l.d means of reducing arid 
eliminating those weapons by t he prohibition of their development, production and 
stockpiling. 

19. VJe recognize with satisfaction the e'Xistence at this table of a consensus on 
the necessity of undertaking further ste~s in the fi el d of chemical and bac'teriologi·cal 

' 
(biol ogical ) weapons . For this r eas on the Polish del egation wishes to s ugges t that 
the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarn1ament· should lay particular emphasis in its 
report to the General Assembly on the s i gnificance of the r eport on chemical and ' 
bacteri ol ogical (biol ogical) weapons as a sui table basis for the further wor k of t his 
C'Ommiltee in"rcgar d to thoso t ypes of weapons . 1Je wish t o propose furthermore that' 
the Committee 's report shoula include a recom:·Jondati on that the Secrctary- Gcner al"s 
r eport be considered in the light of the appeal contained i n U 'lb.ant 1s Foreword, 
in which he urged the Hember s of tho United Nations -

111. To r enew "the appeal to all St at es t o accede t o tho Geneva Protocol of 1925 ; 
112. To inake a clear affirmati on that the prohibition contained in the Geneva 

Protocol appli es t o the'us~ in· war of all chemical, bacteri ologico.l and 
biologicai agents (including t ear gas and other harassing agents ), which 
now exist or which may be developed in the future; · 

113. ·· To call upon all countries to r each agreement to halt the developm.:mt, 
production and stockpil.ing of all chemical a.nd bacteriological (biological) 

·agents for purposes of war and to achiuve t heir eff ective elimination 
from the .arsenal of weapons . 11 (A/ 7575, p. xii) 

20. Mor eover, the Polish dal egation cons i J ors that in i ts ·furth,) r v1ork this Comrilittee 
should take into account' the following principal c'd teria~ 

21. First , the main objective in the fi8ld of chcn~icnl and bacteriologicttl (biological ) 
weapons shoul d be to ensure s trict and universal observance of the existing international 
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juridical norms prohibiting their use as contained in tho Ge neva Proto col of 1925. 

The significance o f the Protocol is broui.Sht into focus wh e n tho r eport goc.:s on to state 

tha t it h e lped t o establish 11a custom and he nce a .standar d of intornationa l lawi1 a nd 

t hat 

;v •••• the existence of the Geneva Protocol of 1925 rJay have h t:lped as a det<.? rrent 

to the; us c o f chemical or bactcn·iologic:J.l (biologicc'cl) weapons in r.io rld ·~var II ••• 11 

(ibid., para. ?) 

In the light of the s i gni f icar.:.ce of the Genevec Protocol it be comes i ndispensabl e that 

State s not pa rties t o the Protocol s h ouL1 a cce de t o it and should r efr a in from any 

actio n in th•? military, political or legal s ph-2re which could undermine tho e ffe ctive ness 

of the prohibitions containe d in the Pro t o col. 

22 . Se cond , any furthe r s t e:ps wi t h rc~gard t o t hose weapons should r eflect the; need f o r 

j oint cons i der a tion of choEJi cal and ba cteriological ( bi ologi cal ) weapons . The r e a r e 

many arguments t o support s uch a n approach . Be cause of tho e ffect s of th;:i r US•? both 

chemical and bacte riological (biologicnl) weapons are clas sifie d as weapons of mass 

destruction which, again in the language of the r eport, ''stand in a c l ass o f t heir own 

as armaments which exe rcise thcix- e ffc:cts s olely on living EJatte r. ;: (ibid., para . 371) 
11Living matt e r" h .;:;re means i n tho f irst pl ace human b.:::ings , and a nima l s and plants . 

Furthr:J r mor e , no distinct dividing line can be ,l rawn be t wd'n t hos e two type s of weapons; 

f or, a s tho r eport puts it -

: 1J.\.ll bi ologi c::tl p r occs.s ..cs depc:nJ upcn chc:Dical o r physico- cho:;1ical r eactions , 

and what may biJ r cgetr de:d today as a bi ologic<J.l ai.:;cnt could , tomo r r ow , as knorJl odge 

advances , h :; trcat.::J. a s ch0;:1ica l. ;, (i l:;_id., pa ra. 19) 

Mo r eov e r, thu many simila ritL;s in tho natu re of chon~ical and bactc:ri ol oc ica l (bi ol ogica l) 

weapons permi t thvir int e g r a tion int v one s ys t em of mass a nni h i lati on . 

23 . I t would not be entirely irrolov.J.nt to r c:; call i n t h i s connc:xi on that in a l l the 

cur r ently- bi nding i ntorna tional a;;rccments -- s uch as t h e: Ge ne va Protocol of 1925 , 

the poaco treat i us a nd tl12 settlements ccmcludod ~1fL:·r the Fi rs t and .Sccon;). World 

';Jar s -- as well as in the respective drafts of a treaty on ge:neral a nd compl e t e 

disarmament submitt e d in t h i s ComrJittuc by t h --: Soviet Uni:.:,n ( .SNDC/2/Rev.l) and the 

Unite d States (ENDC/30 a nd fldd . 1-3 ) ., chemi ca l and bactGric logi cal weapons as weapons o f 

mass destru ctio n have bt.; e n .::oalt with j ointl y. 
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24. We are deeply convinced also tha t the Committee woulu disappoi nt the 

expectations of world public opinion if it fail ed to devote due attention to the 

problems of chemical weapons, whose continued development creat es ever new threa t s 

t o mankind. World public opinion demands e~ually firmly the elimination of the 

threat of o:O.emioal warfare and oth..::r barbarous methods of wagint, war. I should 

like to axpress the hope tht.. t the pr OIJ .:Jsals submitted by t he Polish delega tion in 

its working paper will meet with the understandine; and sup;;or t of tho members , of 

the Committee. 

25. My delega tion has devoted careful a ttention t o the pr oposals and suggestions 

submitted t o the Eighteen-Na t i:m Committee on Disar mament w·i th r 0Gard t o fur t he r 

measures .in the f i e ld of chemical and bac t erli ;)l ogicc.l (biol ogical) we apons, 

including t he dr;:.ft convention t a bled by the United Ki ngdom delegation on 10 July 

( ENDC/255). vfnile reserving the right t o make more det2.iled comment s on the 

subj e ct a t a l a t .;; r s t age of di s armament negotia t ions , I wish t o a s s ure the Commi t t e "' 

of the readiness of the Polish delegation t o cons ider any concrete measure which 

would t ake due a ccount of t he criteria pr esent ed above . Thi s co- op0r a tion will be 

f orthcomin6 also within t he scope of efforts t o extend agreed pr ohi bitions t o bot h 

b .:~. oteriological ( biologi cal ) and chemica l weapons. Our r Gadiness t o co- opera t e i n 

this regard is in line with our 68neral ~ill t o co-opera te with other States i n t h is 

Committee , in the United Na tions ~nd i n other i nternati onal or banizations with a 

view t o ensuring obs ervan ce of t ho, pr -:>hi bi t i on of the use of chemic:::.l and 

bacteri ol ogical (biol ogical) weapons and sec1-.ring t he i r elimina t ion from mil i tar y 

arson~ls. 

26 . In cortcl udi ng my r :.;mar ks I s hould like t o joi n the other r epr esenta t iv;:; s who , 

in addrossint;S· t hi s Commj_ ttee ~ hav e ex~ressed hope f or t he achi evement a t the current 

sessi on of t angible pr ogr oss in solving some of tho l:;r oblems f e eing t he Eighteen-

Nation Committee on Disw,rmamant. We ar e full y aVJaro ')f t ile mae:;nitude of thos e 

pr oblems . I ndee.d ~ apart f r om t :1s ~ucs tion of chomi cu,l and b::..oteriol ogicw,l 

(biological) woapons 1 t hey i ncl ude t he im_9ortant qw~stion of pr Gvontion of t he 

u t iliza t i on of. t he s ea- bed and t he ooee1n floor for mi li tc..r y purposes and t he entire 

and compl ex issue of nu clear di sar mamen t . Her e I s hould like t o r 8cal l t hat 9 as 

in t he pas t, t ha Pol ish deleb~tion i s in favour of ear l y progr ess on an underground 

nuclear tes t ban as well as limitation , r 0du ctionand compl ete e l imi nat ion of 

nu clear weapons . 
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27. I h ,:.>:pe that I shall bo expressint:,' the sentiments n ot vf my clele6 a ti on a l one in 

sayi ne<; t h:1t t he Eighteen-l'L;, t i on Commi ttGe on Disarmament at its current brief session 

must no t spare any effort to prepare further 9 agreed recommendations which would 

p~ve the way realistica lly t o futuro ne5oti ati ons and stimulate the d isarmament 

clelibbr a tions b v th at this table a n d a t the forthcoming General Assembly session. 

This earnest desire not only c orresponds t o t h e Committee's mandate but also 

r efl e cts the sense of r esponsibility b e for e the internation a l community for t he 

future course of disarmament neGotiations. 

28. 
28. Mr. LEONARTI (United States of Ame rica)g Befor e starting my f orma l 

statement I s h oul d like just t o tha nk all of those wJ.1o, since my a rrival here 9 have 

been k ind eruugh t o express words of we lcome t o me . I will make every effort t o 

r epa y with coiltributions to tho work of the Committee . 

29. Following the r esumpti on of this Committoo ' s work on 3 July, we have had 

informal discussi ons with many delegations on the pr obl ems and pr ospects f or 

agreement on a s <:; a-be d arms-con t r ol me,~~sure. In tho course of thase ver,y frank and 

valuable discussions vro h avo been asked about our reasoning r o6 arciing certe..in 

p r ovis ions of our d r c:ft treaty (E:N1lC/249) and h :Jw we think t~'lis treaty r:Ji ght opel~ate. 

We think it me.y b e of e;enera l ints r e s t if vw now r eport t o the Committee on the 

subs tance of thes <J info:rmo.l exchang0s . 

30 . Through out our discussions -I:Ho threc:.ds hz:.v0 lJeen appc:.r Gn t. Ot her de leg :: tions 

have ask ed us, first , "Is it r e a lly dvsirable t o c onclude an agr oem&nt 1ii th a 

prohibition a s limited as the one prop osed by the Unit~d States? Should wa n o t 

a tte mp t to c: ch i ev e r estrictions covering more the,n wGapons of ma ss d c:,struction? 

If wo limit ours8lve s t o a treaty v-;hich j_)r ·:>hibi t s on ly em1)l c..cement of weap ons pf 
. ' mass destruction 5 will He be passlnt; up an op)ortuni ty 9 perhc:t}JS fo r 8v er 1 to achi ev e 

e.. mor o c omprohens ivo arms c ·.)ntrol mec:.suro? " This i s the fi r s t thr e::;, t tha t has been 

appc.r &nt in many of the c omments put t o us. 

31 . The second thread c oncerns th <a s i bnificance of a limited measur e for the non-

nuclear Pov-rers 9 l :;r <SG and small , t he Powers tJ.12.t hc..ve n o p r es0nt capability no r any 

intention evor t o ) l ace lieo.,pons of mass destructi on on tho se2,-bod . Not only is there 

concern about the sit5nificance fo r the!il of a meo.sure confined t o wet1pons of mas s 

d oa truction, but thor o i s ~uestion a s to the r ol e of those Powers in making a sea-bed 

treaty work t ha t is to s ay, in c arrying out its verification. 
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32. We recognize that· these concerns · are t5enuine and :pertinen ~. They demonstrate· 
• I ' ' 

that the members of this Comrui ttee are · :pursui.ng their resp onsibilities l'l"i th the utmost 

seriousness. The members of this CommittGo would not b0 do ing their job if they did 

not examine thoroughly whether they are formul :. t ing the maximum pr~;.ctical ineas~re. 

Nor should we f ;J.il to examine ·nho. t r ole all of us can and should play in carrying out 

an international arms control measure . We are grateful, therefore, that so many 

delegations have talk~d to us candidly about thes G issues. It is in that same spirit 

tha t we wish to review these two broad questions in an effort to explain to the entire 

Committee our views on these crucial points. 

33. Our decision to submit to this Committee a trea ty which b .::ms the emplacement of 

weapons of · mass destruction but d ues n o t r .efcr to other military uses of the sea-bed 

results mainly from three f~ctors: our desire to pr0vent the use of the sea-bed for 

those weapons which would threaten the security of States' our desire to make 

significant progress in controlling the arms race, whenever this may be possible; and 

finally, the need to ei'i.sure that the prohibi tioas are in balance with our v erification 

capabilities. 

34. It should b e clea r to everyone here th 2- t the United Sta t es believes that arms 

control mea.sures will be sound, that they will con tribut0 t o internstional security, 

when each p a.rty can be confident thc:~t any rostraint it ac'"'opts is boing adhered to by 

the other par ties. Unfortune .. t e ly, the t <1sk of first l oce.ting a nd then of clearly 

identifying the nature ancl purpos e of a ll of t he wide r ange of activities tha t a r e 

being and c :.n be carried out on the ocean floor is stae,E,erine;. These problems were 

gone into in some de tail by Ambas sador Fis h&r in r~ay, (ENnC/FV . 411) so I shall not 

cover the same ground now. 

35. lfe have b _,en i:'..Sked whether , despite our a ckn owl edged inability t o v e:r i fy full y 

a ban on a wide v c:riety of milit2.ry activitiGs , WG should not still includE~ some 

prohibitions that may no t, ·~s a practical rnattor 9 be Gubject to v C:Jrifica tion . This 

suggestion impli as that s ome prohibi tions b 6y J;:,d the Oil1j_) lacemont of wea) ons of mass 

des truction ar0 so urgen~ly ne eded or are ol s uch si3n i fican ce that they should b e 

~cceptad e~en withou t v er ification. It is our b e l ief , howev~r , tha t r ealisti c · 
-·· 

possibilities do n o t n ow and will n o t soon exi s t for conventional military uses of 

the sea-bed thc'..t would be throa t ening t o the terr itorie s of Sta tes . 'Nor do w.a believe 

that there are n on-nuclea r mili t urJr uses of tho se~:.-bed tha. t could in the next few 

years trigger an arms r a ce. 
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36 •.. -It- has rto n e:· t he· ·less· been 2.sked: wh~:t woul d b s tho harm i n es t .1blish i ng such 

a p r ohibition? r:llhe r e a r e seve r a l a n s wers t o t h i s question. First, some non- nuclear 

but v ery clearly mili tar y uses of tha s ea- bed a r e s trictly d afensiv e 9 are pr esentl y 

essenti a l t 8 our securi ty and th~t of o thars and thor e f ore must no t b a s ubject t o 

t r eat y prohibitions . I r efe r 9 fer example , to devices for the detecti on cmd 

surve illa n ce o f s u bmarines . Se c ondly 9 we b e li0ve t he'.. t we should not n -Jw a ttemp t to 

for mulate a bro:::.d 9 and unveri f i abl e 9 pr o i.1.l bi tion b ecause we r CJCLl ly do not k n ovr wh a t 

it woul d mean i n pr acti ce . The pr oblem of definin~ additional prohibi ted acti v ities 

beyond the emple c ement of vreapons of mass destruction seems to us v ery complex; and 

vre a r u r e luct .1n t t o establish any :;,.;rohi b i ti on i f we cc:.nno t visualize what its 

p r ac tical i mpact might be, o r i f we .cannot be sure th~~ t a ll o t hor p:: .. ties shar e 

our understandi ng of the prohi b ition. 

37. We r eal ize t ha t these cons ider~tions which are not ne w oaes a nd whi ch I have 
I 

no t a tte mp t ed t o e l abor ate i n de tail -- he.v 0 not by t h e mselves seemed entire ly 

satisfa ctor y t o some of the parti c i pents in t h i s Committee , par t i cipAnt s who genuine l y 

desire t o t i:>..ke the l c:.r gest possible stop t o cur b any actual or potentia l a r ms race . 

It i s pr e c i sely fo r thi s r eason th~t we have incorp~ratcd in our treaty e specifi c 

p r ovis i on fo r treaty r evie w -- articlo V. 

38 . ~'ie h.:::.ve been ask0d speci f i cally wheth8r i t i s i ntended th::.t tho r evi e w 

conference rai b'ht considGr mor s th::,n i:cddi tional pl"·)Codur es f or v -:;rificat ion, a 

possibility that is r e ferred t o Gxpressly in ·) Ur articl e I I:i. . Our answer i s that 

the revi e w confe r ence indeed m~y consider whether it is mutua lly desirabl e to 

establ ish a dditional s ubBtant ive pr oh ibitions , or, f or t ha t matter , whe the r t o 

enlarge upon any o ther feature of the treaty . 

39. He ha v e specified t h c'. t t h e r evie w Ccmference should t ..1k e placo five yeal's from 

the entry into force of the treaty . He trust th-::. t no te h as be e n tak e n thc,t t his 

woul cl be a fi r r1 ... ommi t ment t o h old the revi8vr c onf0rence at the end of a desit,n r:, ted 

period. Ther e would n .J t be a quo s ti:)n of maj ority or hw- thirds v o tes or o ther 

procedural un cer t a inties ~bout h olding t his f i r s t conf~rence . 

40 . After the treaty has b een in oper a t ion f)l' S:)me t ir;le, the par t ies wi ll n2.turally 

have views as t o whethe r a mec.sure b t:mnin:::, empli.:~coment of we-:!.pons of mass destruction 

is adequate in contr ibuting t o a peaceful r~gime 0n th0 ocean floot and to the 

security o f a l l n 2,tio ns . The pai ties vdll certainly b e aware of whe the r n ew 
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developments in the fields of ocean and Glili tary technology hc..ve led to prospects~ 

not no1'1" foreseen~ for destabilizing arms comJ,.>eti tions involving the sea-bed. Any 

proposals which participants in the review conference believed to be constructive 

could, and undoubtedly would~ be ;ut f orward f or -negotiation. 

41. The fact that the revie'l't conference would be s.et for five ye01rs after entry into 

force does not, however, me c:.n th.:.. t ther e could be no considereti on of further 

prohibitions until that time. Undoubtedly parties th~t beli aved additional 

obligations were warranted would be gin diplomatic soundin5s well before the review 

conference. liJioreover~ if a strong need l<ere felt for a substantL:.l amendment, for 

example two or three yec.rs after entry into force~ then an amendment could be 

proposed pursuant to article IV~ and ~p)ropriate diplomatic activity would ensue. 

42. It is our belief~ hmvever J that five years c:.fter entry into force is a reasonc..ble 

time for holding 2. reviaw conference. The technology r '>la ting to the oceans is in 

the process of development. It is within a period of roughly five years thc:.t we may 

witness the sort of changes c:md advances th e."'. t may l)ermi t us to see more clearly 

whether and how we ought to move towards prohibitions on a broader ran5e of activities. 

43. We sometimes concede for convenience that · the United Sta tes proposal can be 

described as a 11 limi ted" one in th,~t it focuses on prohibiting emplacement of weapons 

of mass destruction. The word "limited" mc:.y, however, conv8y a negative impression 

that is not justified. The United States proposc:l, if adopted, would be an important 

ste_p in arms control relating to the oceans. It would be a treaty which, in addition 

to a.chi E.~ving a significant measure of nuclear ar1HS control 1 would ensure through the 

review provision that all possible aspects of sea-bed arms control ~- nuclear and 

conventional -- were subject t o periodic scrutiny and negotiation when that was 

appropriate. And the trea ty would provide a tre~tJ fr umework, already in being for 

whatever additional measures the partiGs might judge desir~ble. 

44. I should like to turn now to ~ second thread which has run through our informal 

talks. ifhat is the si0 nificance of the United States proposal for countries which 

now he.va no c<:-p abili ty or in,tention of emplacing nuclear weapons on the sea-bed? 

How can those countries partici:i?ate in makin6 the United States me asure ari effective 

international instrument? Let me r Gspond to ' the questio'n of participation first. 

45. The question of participation relates 9 of course 9 to verification. Under the 

United States ~ropos2.l, verification would oe based on observation and consultation. 
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Earli er, in pr e s 0ntinG the treaty t o t his Commit tee in May 9 we describsd why we 

believe this is a simple and appr opriate c..;;pr . .J<.::.ch i n. t he l i .::,h t of t he character of 

the prohibition we propose (BNDC/PV.4l4 7 par as . 12 e t seq.), so I shall not r epe3.t 

those particulc..r considera tions now . 

46. Regarding the extent of participation by parties generally, howevcr 9 it should 

be r e cognized tha t s ome t y}es of observa tion c~n be c~rried out by a l most al l coa s t a l 

States . The emplacement o:a thE: soc;.- bed of nucle .:::,r-wecpon syst8ms ·.wuld i n pr acti ce 

entail a good deal of surface activity. That dctivity would generally no t be 

difficult to Gpo t ~ in f~ct it woul d ba almos t impossibl e t o carry i t out 

clandes tinely. There ar e few coastal Sta t es th~t do not have air pl anes or ships 

able to keep watch over the waters in their vicinity. There would be few parties to 

a s ea-bed treat y tha t would be unable, should they des ire, t o arrange f or div er s, 

even commercia l divers whose services are avai l abl e int0r nationally 9 t o inv~s tigate 

any suspicious situation in ar eas of t he contine:at a l shelf adjacent t o their 

t erritories. The pr ocedures we hc..ve suggested, bc..sed on existin~ i nternational 

rights 9 a r e t~1ere fore not only of pr "cct ice..l signi f icance fo r those countries t hat 

are most advanced in marine t e chnology. Those pr ocedures are meanine;ful for virtually 

all coas tal Sta t es . 

47. It is true t hat v erification on the sea-bed i s and wil l r emain diff i cult in the 

deep ocean environment. There even the countries th~t have worked hardest to develop 

a capability will be severely limited and wi l l h~ve t o be willing t o undertake heavy 

expenses t o per fo rm any ma j or under-wa ter s <Jarches. I n L".c t 9 a deep ocean search can 

be contemplated only under r athGr r estricted conditions ? that is, for a fairly 

l ar ge object whose lo c~ti on i s known r~ther pr e cisel y . 

48 . Having in mind thu.t mos t :pc.,rties ar e no t like l y t o be abl e t o conduct dee:p 

sea- bed verification on their own , sever a l deleg'"•tions h<:1ve asked us whother we think 

new international arrangements would be a e;·ood i deu. . Ue thi nk that sugGes tions f or 

such arr a ngement s imply a gr eat er capabil ity to perform deep ocean sear ches t han the 

f a cts at present justify. We ar e s till l earn1.ng the bas ic f eatures of t he deep ocean 

environment. Despite subs t ant ial efforts, our c .::~p abili ties ar e s till rudimentary . 

In this threshold s t age it seems t o us unwise t o a ttemp t to esta blish f ormal new 

internati.Jnal arrangements . In pe.rticular 9 we do not see how an i nterna tional 

or ganization could now be es t ablished, s t affed and. equip..;·ed t o perfor m t cc: sks 

concerning which we havo s o little exper i ence . 
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49. Similar considerations lead us to believe that it is not desirable at this time 
to spell out explicit provisions that is to say, commitments ~- for providing 
third-party assistance~ As the treaty enters into force and the parties gain 

·experience in its operation we can reasonably foresee that States with mutual interests 
in particular areas of the searbed will work out consultations or other arrangements 
with one another, As a practical matter, we cannot imagine a situation in which a 
party with reasonable grounds for suspecting a violation of the treaty could not elicit 
the co-operation of other ~arties whose security interests would be served by the 
continued effectiveness of the treaty. We think that international co-operation of 
that nature would be more effective than procedures legislated in advance of the facts. 
Then, if such arrangements proved useful and it appeared desirable to have some sort of 
prescribed international framework, the review conference could consider ways to define 
and establish more specific procedures. 
50. In contrast, an effort to formulate now a treaty obligation for third-party 
assistance would inevitably increase .the complexity of our negotiations. A formal 
requirement to assist any complaining State could not be accepted without examining 
the possible need for criteria in the treaty to establish that a prima facie case had 
been presented that would justify the effort and expense, and perhaps even the hazards, 
of a verification operation~ 
51. Moreover, a fo:r'mal obligation to assist would have to be accompanied by some 
provisions or understandings governing priori ties as between different verification 
needs. That would not be a remote or hypothetical probl em. The equipment capable 
of carrying out some types of verification is in extremely short supply in the entire 
world. It is conceivable that severa;t. equally plausible verification requests could 
occur at the same time . In addition, assistance might perhaps be sought more often 
from one ,qualified party than from another. At what point in such a situation would 
the requested :party be justified in turning down a request? To what extent would a 
country ca'pable of assistance be justified in withholding its equipment on a stand-by 
basis ;to serve its own legitimate purposes, such as research, salvage or rescue? 
Obviously, again, those could be complicated matters, which we think it would be well 
to avoid at thi s t ime . 
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52. As my final point let me discuss tqe significance which the United States proposed 
treaty would have for countries o~her than the nuclear-weapon Powers. As a practical 
matter, ·the prohibition in the United States treaty would, of course, primarily restrict 
the nuclear weapon States. This was pointed out most eloquently by the representative 
of Japan, Ambassador Asakai, in his statement of 17 July. We are also indebted to 
Ambassador Asakai for calling attention to .the relationship of our proposal to other 

··measures. Ambassador Asakai said: 
"We are . all aware how difficult it is to check the arms race once it gets 
started. Indeed, the successful conclusion of the Antarctic Treaty and of 
the outer-space ·Treaty (General Assembly resolution 2222 (XXI) (Annex)) was due to 
a large extent to the preventive nature of the provisions in those Treaties, which 
were introQ.uced before the arms race in thos~ areas _actually started. It . is for 
that reason that we are convinced that m~asures should be taken immediately to 
prohibit nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed and the 

· ocean floor : before it is too late • We believe that such mea~ure~, if taken now, 
. would not affect the balance of power in the deterrents of the super-Powers. 
Mor~~y~r, such a course of action would be in line with article VI of the 
non-proliferation Trea~y, which. states: 

tEach of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue 
negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation 
of the rmclear arms race at an early date ... t." (ENDC/pV .420, para.ll) 

We in the United States delegation fully agree with that view, and hope that others 
will share the sense of urgency which was expressed by Ambassador Asakai. 
53. Ther~ may, however, be some who are inclined to question the need for prompt action, 

. . . ' 

or who may believe that the threat is only hyp<?thetical. Such a . conclusion, 111 our 
view, would not be prudent. Technology may develop with astonishing spe~d. The 
positions of governments may change unexpectedly. Military and technical possibilities 
whiqh now may seem:remote ·could rather abruptly become imminent and accordingly much . . . ' 

more . difficult to contrc;>l. . Vve. should not miss an opportunity that exists now. And 
this need not happen. 
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54. Let me summarize the United States approach. What we propose is feasible now. 
Our proposal is simple, clear, and unambiguous, and the possibility of additional 
elements can be considered at a later date with the advantage of more experience, 
55. Time and again it has been aclmowledged that the nuclear arms race must be curbed 
and that all States have an interest in this problem by virtue of the vulnerability of 
every State to the r~ages of nuclear war. The measure which the United States 
p~oposes regarding the sea-beds would close off emplacement of nuclear weapons in more 
than 100 million square miles of the earth's surface. It would be a worth-while step 
in the control of nuclear armaments. 
States. 

It would be a measure in the interests of all 

56. Before concluding my statement today I should like to say a few brief words on 
another subject: the recent initiative of the United Kingdom in submitting to this 
Committee a draft treaty concerning the control of biological weapons (ENDC/255). 
It is plain to us, from having heard the most interesting presentation of Mr. Mulley 
(ENDC/PV.418) and from having begun our study of the British draft, that the United 
Kingdom's proposal is indeed a serious one, reflecting hard work and a ge:tru.ine desire 
to contribute to the efforts of this Committee. The United States Government has 
under intensive study this summer the full range of policy issues relating to cherni?al 
and biological weapons, including those raised by the United Kingdom draft; and at 
this point we must reserve our position on them. We nevertheless welcome and will 
take full account of initiatives, such as that of the United Kingdom, which are put 
forward on the basis of serious research in an effort to find areas which, by. mutual 
consent, can be excluded from the arms race. 
57. There has, of course, already been considerable informal discussion regarding the 
United Kingdom proposal. We understand that some delegations are concerned whether 
lt would be a sound procedure to consider the problem of biological weapons separately 
from that of chemical weapons. We also have thought about this question, We are not 
clear in our own minds whether it would be desirable to conclude a separate measure 
relating only to biological weapons. But we certainly must be prepared to study 
seriously any proposal that may offer promise or that may help us in understanding the 
various issues involved. The propos~ of the Ullited Kingdom delegation will stimulate 
discussion of many important questions"" of arms control -- . questions of verification, 
questions of assurances, and the like. 
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58. Before we determine whether or not any proposal is a sound and a practical one, 
we should consider all of its political and technical aspects o~ their merits. In 
particular, it appears to us that the United Kingdom delegation has made a valid point 
in noting that biological . weapons have never been us.ed and that their characteristics 
and effects are different from those of chemical weapons. The experts' report 
prepared under the supervision of the Secretary-General (A/7575) has provided us \nth 
a detailed discussion of these differences. There is thus, at the least, a prima fa.cie .. 
case for separate consi~E)ration o~ biological weapons. 
59. President Nixon has instructed the United States delegation to join with other 
delegations in examining carefully any possibilities for reliable arms control ~n this 
field (ENDC/253). Accordingly we would suggest that, if the United Kingdom proposal 
is broadly supported in principle, a working group be c.reated to discuss technical and 
other aspects. In any event, vve hope that all delegations in this Committee will 
participate in seri·ous discussion of the issues involved in the United Kingdom proposal. 

60, Mr. ROSHCHIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from Russian): 
Before proceeding to the statement which the Soviet del egation intends to make today on 
the substance of the questions under consideration in the Committee , we should like t o 
associate ourselves with the congratulations addressed by you, Mr. Chairman, and also 
by the representative of the Polish People' s Republic, to the United States delegation 
in connexion with the succes sful l anding of the American astronauts on the moon. 
61. The l anding of the fi.rst men on the moon i s an outstanding event in the hi story 
of all mankind, opening a new important page in the further conquest of outer space 
and the exploration of other celestial bodies ' of the solar system. The flight to the 
moon of the American astronauts Armstrong, Aldrin and Collins, wh~se n~~e s are familiar 
to the whole world t oday, is a brilliant exampl e of courage and. a supreme a chievement 
of the human mind. Vie hope f.rom the bottom of our hearts that the crew of Apollo 11 
Will successfully complete their cou.rageous flight and return safely t o the earth. 
62 .. Turning t o questions of substance, we should like t o observe that the Soviet 
delegation intends to put forward in its statement today some considerations on the 
question of prohibiting chemical and bact er iologi cal weapons . First of all, we should 
l i ke t o emphasize that the r ecently- r e ceived repo~ of the Secret~-General of t he 
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United Nations, U Thant, on chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and the 
effects of their possible use (A/7575), which was prepared on the recommendation of 
our Committee and in pursuance of a resolution of the United Nations General Assembly 
(2454 A (XXIII); ENDC/237) will undoubtedly be conducive to fruitful discussion of 
this question. The Soviet delegation regards this -report, prepared by a group of 
qualified copsultant experts, as an important document likely to facilitate solution 
of the problem of the complete prohibition of chemical and bacteriological means of 
warfare. 
63. We are carefully studying the report, and we believe that its scientifically-sound 
evaluations of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and of the effects of 
their possible use, as well as its conclusions, should act as a stimulus to the 
intensification of efforts aimed at reliably protecting mankind from the dangers 
inherent in a war involving the use of means of mass destruction such as chemical and 
bacte.riological (biological) weapons. Availing itself of this opportunity, the Soviet 
delegation would like to express its gratitude to the Secretary-General of the U~ted 
Nations, to the experts who compiled the report and to the members of the United Nations 
Secretariat for the great and useful work which they have done. 
64. The Soviet Union has always steadfastly urged that the peoples should be saved from 
the threat of chemical and bacteriological warf2~e and that everything should be done to 
solve the problem of the complete and effective prohibition of chemical and 
bacteriological weapons. It was precisely with these aims in view that this question 
was raised as one of the most important tasks in the Memorandum of the Soviet 
Government of l July 1968 on some urgent measures for stopping the arms race and for 
disarmament (ENilC/227).. That Memorandum contains an urgent appeal to all States to 
consider once agai~ ways and means of securing the observance by all countries of the 
Geneva Protocol of 1925 for the prohibition of the use of chemical and bacteriological 
weapons (A/7575, P• 117). 
65. We note with satisfaction that during the discussion of this important question 
both in the Committee on Disarmament and in the General Assembly of the United Nations 
the delegation of many countries expressed themselves in favour of taking steps as soon 
as possible to exclude chemical and bacteriological means of warfare completely and for 
ever from the life of mankind. We listened with great interest to the statement made 
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today by the representative of Poland on the subject of chemical and bacteriological 
weapons, and we must quite definitely emphasize that the conclusions and positions 
which have been expounded today in the statement of the representative of Poland meet 
with our full support. 
66. The report presented by the Secretary-General of the United Nations, in describing 
chemical and bacteriological means of warfare as weapons of mass destruction, notes 
that these weapons stand out in a class of their own among all armaments, since they 
are the only ones which exercise their effects solely on living, organic matter 
(ibid., para. 371). The particular danger of chemical and bacteriological (biological) 
weapons consists in the fact that their large-scale effects could lead to disastrous 
and irreversible consequences for the balance of nature. 
General states: 

The report of the Secretary-

"The momentum of the arms race would clearly decrease if the production 
of these' weapons were effectively and unconditionally banned. The'ir use, which 
could cause an enormous loss of human life, has already been condemned and 
prohibited by international agreements, in particular the Geneva Protocol of 
1925, and, more recently, in resolutions of the General Assembly of the United 
Nations. The prospects for general and complete disarmament under effective 
international control, and hence for peace throughout the world, would brighten 
significantly if the development, production and stockpiling of chemical and 
bacteriological (biological) 2~ents intended for purposes of war were to end 
and if they were eliminated from all mil-itary arsenals." (ibid., para. 376) 

67. Thus, if we wish to save mankind from chemical and biological means of warfare, 
it is necessary to prohibit them completely and for ever. To that end there is a 
good basis from which we should proceed -- the Geneva Protocol of 1925, which has stood 

l 
the test of time and was a serious deterrent to the use of chemical and bacteriological 
weapons in the Second World War. Since the Second World Vvar a further number of States 
have acceded to the Geneva Protocol, and its international importance has been reinforced 
by United Nations General Assembly resolutions 2162 B (XXI) of 5 December 1966 (ENIJC/185) 
and 2454 A (XXIII) of 20 December 1968 (ENDC/237), which called for "strict observance by 
all States -of the principles and objectives" of the Geneva Protocol and invited all 
States to accede to it. 
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68. It is pointed out in the report of the Secretary-General that the Geneva Protocol 

established 
" ••• a custom .and hence a sta...'1dard ·. of international law, and in practice most 
States have adhered to the principle that no one should resort to the use of 

such weapons." (A/7575, para, 7) 
In advocating the complete prohipi ti<?n of chemical and biological weapons, the Soviet 
Union considers that accession to the .. Geneva Protocol. by all States which have not yet 
become parties to it is a matter of importance and urgency, The Secretary-General 
also found it necessary in his Foreword to the report to "renew the appeal to all 
States to accede to the Geneva Protocol of 1925." (ibid., P• xii) 
69. The discussion which has developed in the Coii!I!littee shows that the members of the 
Committee agree in holding the opinion that the question of the prohibition of chemical 
and bacteriological weapons has a top priority. We have heard a number of interesting 
and informative statements on this problem. Some delegations have submitted specific 
documents to the Committee. At today's meeting the delegation of the People's 
Republic of Poland submitted a document (ENDC/256) which in our opinion deserves the 
closest attention and consideration. 
70. At one of the previous meetings the United Kingdom delegation tabled a draft 
convention on the prohibition of biological methods of warfare (ENDC/255), which is 
being thoroughly studied by the Soviet delegation. Reserving the right to comment on 
the proposals submitted by the United Kingdom delegation in greater detail later, we 
should like today to set forth some considerations of a general nature. 
71. ~he United Kingdom proposal puts forward the principle of treat~ng the prohibition 
of chemical weapons and that of biological weapons separately~ The United Kingdom 
representative, Mr. Mulley,, said as far back as last year (ENilC/PV .381, para. 91) that 
it was necessary to start settling the question of the prohibition of chemical and 
biological weapons by concluding a separate agreement relating only to the prohibition 
of biological weapons. Speaking at the Committee's meeting on 10 July this year, he 
confirmed that position by stating that 
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jj if \-re try to tackle biological and chemical methods of warfare 
simu~taneously, far from making progress on both fronts ,_,re shall not 
make the rapid progress.we want and, I am sure, the whole world wants.L 
(ENDC/PV. t..J-8. para .13) 

In this connexion Hr. Hulley emphasized that --
;• ••• since chemical weapons pose a more difficult problem than biological 
weapons, .•• the right course is to make a start by banning not merely 
the use but the actual production and possession of biological 
weapons 11 (ibid.) 

72. The question arises whether the approach suggested by the United Kingdom side 
will be a correct one. It is no accident that for many decades chemical and 
biological means of \:m.rfare have been treated together, and the prohibition of the 
use of these types of weapons represents a single, generally-recognized rule of 
international law. The problems of chemical and bacteriologjcal weapons are treated 
jointly not only in the Geneva Protocol of 1925 itselfJ but also in a number of 
important resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly, including those 
resolutions to Hhich I have already had the honour to refer, namely 2162 B (XXI) and 
2454 A (XXIII). 
73. A number of objective factors substantiate this joint approach to the problem 
of chemical and bacteriological weapons. 
74. First of all, both these typesof Heapons are means of mass destruction of human 
beings and are solely designed, as the report by the experts indicates, to strike down 
the forces of belligerents and the civilian population and to destroy organic matter. 
Neither chemical nor biological means of warfare damage industrial or military 
installations, structures, etc. Incidentally, that is the difference between those 
means of warfa.ie and the other type of 1-1eapons of mass destruction nuclear weapons. 
75. That the problems relating to chemical and biological \veapons should be treated 
and settled together is also confirmed by the fact that in a number of cases it is 
extremely difficu~t, and in some quite impossible, to draw a distinction between 
particular agents. In this respect the report of the United Nations Secretary-General 
says: 

1:All biological processes depend upon chemical or physico-chemical 
reactions, and what may be regarded today as a biological agent could, 
tomorrow, as knowledge advances, be treated as chemical." (~L7575. para.l9). 



ENDC/PV.421 
25 

(~'Ir. Rosh chin. USSR) 

76. It is connnon knowledge that the means of delivery af both chemical and . 
bacteriological agents are practically the same. This is also pointed out in the 
report of the United Nations Secretary-General: 

,;Bacteriological (biological) agents can~ in principle, be loaded 
into the srune type of munitions as can chemical agents. 11 (ibid., Para· 71) 

It is also known that in the armed forces of many countries the same services deal 
with questions relating to chemical and to biological means of warfare and protection 
from them. 
77. No doubt members of the Committee will .recall that. when, at the suggestion of 
Poland (ENDC/PV.J85*, para.70), the question of preparing a report on the effects of 
the possible use of chemical and bacteriological weapons was being discussed last 
year, an attempt was made to separate one question fr?m the other and conduct research 
only on one of those means of warfare (ENDC/PV.J87, paras. 9 et seq.). However, that 
proposal had no success and was rejected, and the. Committee unanimously approved the 
decision to .ask the United Natio.ns Ge'neral Assembly to request the Secretary-General 
to preparea report on the effects of the possible use of both chemical and biological 
means of warfnre (E}IDC/236, p.4). This propo~al was later adopted by the General 
Assembly (resolution 2454 A (XXIII)) • 
78. The attempt. to di:vide the problem into two parts and to deal at the present time . 
only with biological means of warfare would result in the problem of the co~lete , 

prohibition .of chemical weapons being virtually postponed indefinitely. The question 
arises w}?.et;her ,the prohibition of biological weapons ,alone would not l ead to . ' . " .. . .. , · . . 

intensifying the chemical arms race •. This question stems from the f ear ·l est there 
should come about a sit uation fraught with serious consequences . It cannot be denied 
that the danger: of chemica+ weapons being used is, precisely in present-day circumstances, 
more real. The~e weapons have been used on many occasions and on a fairly large scale. 
The report cite s figures giving the number of casualties resulting f rom the use of 
chemical weapons among the belliger ents during t he First Horld War. Even t he chemical 
arms r ace i tself in t hese days r esult s in victims, i n the poisoning of human beings 
and animals. The danger inherent in the production and stockpiling of such weapons 
has been given vdde publicity at the pre~ent time , even in the last few days, and has 
aroused justifiable concern in public opinion in vari ous count ries of the world. In 
r egard to t he use of bi ological means of warfare, t he Secret ary-General' s r eport 
indicates that ;:There i s no military experience of the use of bacteriological (biological) 
agents a s weapons of war " (A/7575, para. 38) • 
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79. In comparing chemical and ba cteriological Heapons we have no intention at all of 
underestimating the importance of the problem of prohibiting biological weapons ) but 
we should like to emphasize in the clearest possible manner t hat the prohibition of 
biological ~omapons alone, without the simultaneous prohibition of chemical means of 
warfare, would . be ~orrong, because the product ion and stockpiling of chemical vreapons 
would in fact remain outside the prohibition . 
80. At present a number of countries are conduct ing, and even int ensifying, research 
work 1dth a view to creating chemical substances many times more l ethal than those 
used in the past. The Secretary-Genera l 1 s r eport s tated that -

"The part i cular threat posed by chemical weapons today derives from the 
existence of new, and f ar more toxic, chemical compounds than were known 
fifty years ago. ii (ibid. , para .15 ) 

81. It has been asserted here that it is necessary at present to deal with biological 
weapons alone because , allegedly, the prohibition of the production and stockpiling of 
chemical means of warfar e is a difficult mat t er. However, no well- founded arguments 
have been put for~orerd in support of this assertion. The question arises, why is it 
more difficult to prohibit chemical ~omapons than biological weapons? In our opinion 
there ar e at the present t ime equal possibilit ies for the simultal'!:eous prohibition of 
chemical ~nd biological weapons, provided there is t he goodwill and t he desire to do 
so on the part of States. 
82. That approach i s also shared by the authors of the Secretary-General's report and 
by many members of the Connni ttoe . Thus, the representative of Sved<.m, Mrs. Myrdo.l, 

speaking on 20 August 1968 against the separate treatment of chemical and biological 
weapon~ emphasized that all exist ing types of chemi cal and bacteriological weapons 
should be included in one category. Allow me to quote from her statement: 

.! The Swedish delegation want s t o state t hat to our mind the vreightier 
arguments speak in favour of an att empt not t o separate the treatment of 
B \veapons from t hat of G \veapons. " (ENDC/PV.39l. para. 2J,) 

Today we have also heard the point of view expres sed on this question by the Polish 
representative , vrho convincingly showed in his stat ement that quest ions relating to the 
production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological weapons should be dealt 
with t oget her. 
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83. The Soviet delegation supports the recommendation of the United Nations Secretary-
General that all countries should 

10 ••• reach agreement to halt the development, production and stockpiling of all 
chemical and bacteriological (biological) agents for purposes of war ,and to 
achieve their effective elimination from the arsenal of weapons. 1i 

(A/7575 I p. xii) 
84. 'i-Je should like also to emphasize that the division of the question of the 
pro~bition of chemical and bacteriological (biological ) weapons into two parts would 
lea_d to the ueakening and undermining of the Geneva Protocol 5 in \·lhich both of those 
questions are dealt with simultaneously. Apparently it is no coincidence that the 

· .. 
United Kin~dom draft convention proposes the undertaking anew of the obligation not to 
use biological weapons, as though no such prohibition existed, although, as we kllow, 
it is quite definitely l aid do~m in the GGneva Pr otocol of 1925. 
85. VIe should like once more to emphasize most st rongly tha t our task is ~ot only to 
prevent the weakening of the Geneva Protocol but also, and on the contrary, to seek 
to strengthen it thro~gh it~ strict .observance and the a ccession to it of all States. 
86. __The position of the Soviet Union on the quest ion of chemical and biological 
weapons is clear and definite . The Soviet Union is in favour of the effective 
prohibition of chemical and biological means of warfare. At the session of the Supreme 

:: ..... . 
Soviet of the USSR on 10 July this year the l!Iinister of Foreign Affairs of the Soviet 
Union, :Hr. A.A. Gromyko, expressed the hope that-

"··· this question will be settl ed by States with all the r equisite 
responsibility, and that in the not too distant.future an appropriate 
agreement, confirmed in accordance with international l egal 
procedUre, will be achieved. ,; 

The Soviet ·delegation i n the Committee i s prepared, f or its part, to do everything 
possible to a chieve that important , noble and humane goal. 

87. M:r. KHA~ (Uriited Arab Republic ): Hy delegation joins you, 1'/u-. Chairman, 
and the representatives of Pol and and the Soviet Union in extending warmest 
congratulations to the .United States peopl e and to t he Unit ed Stat es del egation here 
on the occasion of the successful landing of the men of Apollo 11 on the moon. He have 
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all beer folloHing them with admiration, wishing them a safe return and hoping that 
their achievement will help in furthering the cause of peace and the spirit of 
brotherhood among men. 
88. My delegation followed with attention the statements made today. Needless to say, 
we shall study them with the utmost care and comment on them in due time. 
89. At the outset of my statement today I should like, on behalf of the Government of 
the United Arab Republic, to extend to the delegations of Japan and the Mongolian 
People's H.epublic a most cordial welcome on their joining the Eighteen-Nation Committee 
in Geneva. v[e see in the choice of those two nations for participation in our work a 
clear recognition of the useful role they are called upon to assume in the achievement 
of our common task; and we are looking for\Iard with expectation to their contributions 
thereto, which, we do not doubt, will be both valuabl e and constructive. In that 
connexion I should like to assure the del egations of Japan and the l4ongolian People 1 s 
Republic of our sincere wish for the closest co-operation in the fulfilment of our 
joint endeavours. 
90. I should like, furthermore, to express the hope of my delegation that any further 
enlargement of the Eighteen-Nation Committee will be contemplated on the basis of 
maintaining the negotiating character of tne Committee as Hell as the geographic and 
political balance, which have proved so fruitful t o our work here in the past, and 
t hat the established right of the Gener al Assembly to manifest i ts views on the 
question of the expansion of membership will be upheld. 
91. Before proceeding further in my statement, I should like alsc -Go address a warm 
welcome to the representative of the United States of America and one of our co-Chairmen, 
Ambassador Leonard, and to wish him every success in his mission. 
92. Since the t ime availabl e to this Commit tee before preparing i ts r eport to the 
General Assembly i s rather limited, it wou~d seem best to use that time in a rat i onal 
mamner by concentrating our efforts on certain particular i tems amongst whi ch i s 
the prevention of an arms r ace on the sea-bed. During our spring session this year, 
draft treaties pertaining to this important subject Here tabled by the Soviet Unio~ 
(ENDC/240) and the United States of America (ENDC/ 249) r espect ively. Hany delegations 
amongst them that of t he United Arab Republic (ENDC/ PV.403, paras .E_ et seg .) - - have 



ENDC/PV.42l 
29 

(:tv:r. Khallu.f 2 United Arab Republic) 

already commented on the Soviet draft. He now feel that we should take our thoughts a 
step forward, if only in a provisional manner. 
93. While we do not see the need to reiterate the great importance of' the item, we 
nevertheless deem it useful to try to delimit the nature of .this particular problem. 
The sea-bed treaty is generally considered to be only a preventive measure and not a 
curative one. As such it will join other similar treaties that have been successfully 
negotiated before. 
94. Wi~h this in mind. we must moreover remember tlli~t this treaty will not transform 
the seas and oceans into a peacef ul area, since it is meant to deal only with 
prohibiting the use of the sea~bed for military purposes. It is not intended to cover 
military activities on the surface of the sea, or in t ·he even vaster region between 
the surface and the ocean floor. Thus these two areas will remain infested ·with 
highly-sophisticated weapons, both nuclear and conventional. This grave limitation 
is a cause for regret, and if we wish , in spite of this apparent shortcoming, to bring 
our negotiations on this item to an early and fruitful end, it t-rill be due to our 
belief in the utility ofproceedihg by many gradual steps towards general and complet~ 
disarmament. In this connexion one is tempted to link ·t he sea-bed treaty to the non--
proliferation Treaty (ENDC/226 :~ ), especi<1lly if \.J'e consider the endeavours of the 
nuclear-weapon States to bring about the former as an application of articl~ VI of the 
non-proliferation Treaty. 

\ 
95. Concerning the scope of military activities to be prohibit ed, the two draft s 
before the Co:mrni ttee present us vTith tuo differ ent proposale. T}J.e Soviet draft calls 
for complet e demilitarization, incl uding conventional weapons and weapons of mass 
destruction, whereas the United States draft refers to the latter type only. He have 
carefully studied the reasons and wei ghty arguments presented by t heir r espective 
sponsors. We have, as well , t aken note of t he deliber ations sc far in t his Committee, 
where a variety of other proposals have been thought fully presented. These have 
ranged from a general .prohibition subject to a f ew exceptions, t o one comprising 
weapom of mass dest ruction as t.rell as conventional '1-Teapons to be agreed up em i n a list, 
to a prohibition of weapons of mass destruction in c. first stage ·i:,o be followed by a 
ban on conventional weapons at a l ater st age . 
96. The delegation of thG United Arab Republic has c.lready stated its basic position 
on the probl em, ><hich is r;to prohibit all military vTeapons and milita.T'IJ activit y on 
the sea-bed;; (ENDC/PV .403 , para. 34), and the r easons- f or such a position are manifold. 
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97. To begin with, the limitation of the pr evention of an ar1:1s race on tho sea-hed to 

nuclear weapons ancl other ueapons of mas s de structiun only, 1tJhile leaving the question 

of conventional military u ses in abeya.hce~ ca1mot be looked upon vrith equanimity, as 

it would pose with time an inevitable and eve-r:--increasing threat which does not rt!spond 

to the v:orld-wide desire that the sea-bed be re served exclusively for peaceful purposes . 

9 8. Fu::-thermore, it would seem to us that the problem of verification might not prove 

so Ciifficul t as appeared at the beginning, for we would think that conventional rr.~.J.~.tar:7 

activity will practically be confined; at l east for some years to come, to only a ver:r 

l5_r;Uted part of the vast sea-bed and ocean floor and will not cover it all. Our 

rea soning is that nature itself imposes these li.rnitations; for there are certain dep·~hs 

beyond which man is not yet prepared t o venture. If to that VIe add further limitat·l.ons 

i mposed by the geographical location and strat egic considerations -- after all, such 

installations will be put in chosen sites only -- the part of the sea-bed open t o 

u.ilitary activity would perhaps have shrunk to such an extent as to render the issue 

of verification much easier of approach. 

99. Moreover, could not verification be carried out pr~~arily, but not exclusively, at 

the very surface of the s ea, at least in the early stage s of a treaty? It appears to 

u.s th3.t the mo st likely way to a given spot on tho sea-bed i s via the surface of t~1e 

sea directly above it, arlcl that the ngglome.i~ation of ships 111ith their particular 
contours, cra.nes and gear i n a sens i t ive o.rea of the high sea s for days, if not \1'eeks 

O .£' month s , could hardly e s cape ot.:r vigilanc3 . 

100 .. Lastly, t o po s tpone the i"SU8 of lJrevent i ng ~ - conventional arms raco on the sea-bed 

col).ld only clear tho V!ay for the ultimate p erfectinG and prolifer a tion of the se arms 

t o such an c'A~ent e.s to render later agr eement with a vievl t o their limitation a mJ st 

d.if:icult i f not altoget her ir.rpo ssible task. In this conncxion I need hardly point, t o 

the example of the compr0hensive test-ban treaty, vrhich, so nany years after the l:.i..mited 

Jvloscow Treaty (ENDC/100/Rev.l), still eludes agreement . 

lOL Let me assure the Committee that it is not my intention t o :minimize the many and 

vo.ried. difficulties to be encountered in this r esp ect, Quite on the contrary, I m;:re1y 

vri sh u s to servG p eace well, and to do so we nu st l ook at the problem fro rn. all its 
different a spects, 
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102. Having said that, vJe strongly believe it advisable , in case no agreement on the 
scope ns envisaged by us emerges from our deliberations here, that the principle of 
general prohibition be clearly enunciated in the sea-bed treaty, which •rould then be 
susceptible to some exceptions. This is an idea first suggested by }1rs. }1yrdal, the 
representative ofSweden, during our meeting on 22 :~pril (ENDC/PV.405, paras.72, 77). 
Of course, we unde~stand these exceptions t o be based on certain criteria to be agreed 
upon by all. 
103. Hhen comparing further the Soviet and United States drafts on the question of the 
scope of prohibition, one can see that the difference goes well beyond the typE:: of 
weapons to be banned from the sea-bed. Thus, while the Soviet dra;'t, in the first 
paragraph of article 1, establishes the principle of prohibition and f ollows it in the 
second paragraph by the specifics of that principle , the United States draft does not 
refer to a principle but tackles the specifics only. For reasons already mentioned, 
the delegation of the United Arab Republic i s in favour of the fir st approach. 
104. Horeovor, the wording of the Soviet draft does not mention clearly who it is that 
i s to implenent the prohibition; \Ihile the United States draft r ef er s clearl y t o 
"Each State Party to this Treaty11 • Here we should prefer the l atter wor di ng. 
105. Furthermore , the United States dr aft, unlike the Soviet dr aft, sets for t h i n 
paragraph 2 of article I the various forms of prohibition when it states: 11to r cfro.in 
from causing, encouraging, f acilitating or in any way participating in the activities 
prohibited by this Article." That precise and comprehensive formulation is acceptable 
to us . 
106. Lastly, both drafts comprise many terms in the first article as well as in some 
other articles ~1ich need t o be clarif i ed without undue rigidi t y. My del egation deems 
this point to be of particular importance if we are t o understand clearly our future 
obligations and rights under the provisi ons of the treat y , 
107. l should like now t o make a few comments on the area to be covered by the prohibition. 
The delegation of the United Ar ab Republic has noticed wit h satisfaction that both the 
Soviet and the United States drafts agree that tl1e delL~tation of the area to be covered 
by the prohibition would serve the purpose of this treaty only and would in no way 
prejudice the position of any State concerning t he width of territorial water s or any 
other controver si al poi nt r el a t ed t o t he l aw of t he soa s . This conver gence of views has 
been ~mpported by a cl ear consensus in the Committee , and we consider t his t o be a posi t ive 
and r ealistic approach which would gr eatly f acilitat e our t ask. 
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108. Another lJoint of consensus in the Cornuittee is related to the common desire that 

as large an area as possible should be covered by the prohibition. In the course of 

our discussions during the spring session some delegations i_)ointed to th0 inter-

relationship between the scope o f the prohibition and the areo. of th~, prohibition. 

\IJe think that this relo.tionship uxists. But we believe, moreover, that there exists 

another relationship too --- namely, that between tho security requirements of the 

coastal States and the military uses of tho high seas. In our opinion the u:..rrestricted 

deployment of mobile naval power by some Sto.t es makes it more necessary f .:)r other 

coastal States, particularly the less powerful, to rely on their national potential for 

defence in the maritime zone contiguous t o their s ea shores. Thus the retention of 

a part of the sea-bed for defence requirements would contl.nue to be l Ogical and 

appropriate until measures for general and complete disarmament were·adoquately agreed 

upon with regard to the uilitary uses of the high seas. 

109. The delegation of tho United Arab Republic considers tho twelve-mile limit proposed 

for this zone in the Soviet draft to bo a reasonable one. This is a limit which coincides 

with the \.lidth of the territorial waters of many small countries, including my own. 

But we certainly believe too that , for the puryose of a treaty on arms prevention on 

the sea-bed, countries -.!hose territorial waters are less than twelve miles \·ride should 

enjoy the same rights :\s those whose territorial vm.ters nre of that width. During the 

neeting on 8 May i\.mbasswlor Roshchin, the r uprosentntivo 0f the USSR, stated: 

"The Soviet proposal for tho establishm0nt of n twelve-mile maritime zone is 

based on the pr.:;mise that such a zone is to bo estcblished for r,ll coastal States 

irrespective of the 1-ridth of 'their territorial waters. Conseque,nt1y, also ibo.se · 

States whose territorie.l Haters are unclur twelve m.ilcs would be protected by the 

tHe1vo-mile zone ostablishecl for the purposes of this treatyu. 

(ENDC/PV.409. para.35) 

110. It is also the belief of my delegation that the establishment of such a maritime 

zone is totally divorced from questions of sovereignty ~~ the territorial waters or 

sovereign rights in the continental shelves. These rights, established under 

international law and inter~tional agreement, thus remain unaffected. 
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111. Hy delegation listened with the utmost attention t o the statement made by 
Ambassador Asnkai, the representative of Japan, at the last meeting of our Committee, 
He suggested (ENDC/PV.420, paras-11:· ; 15) that the ar en of prohi~ition, vrhich in his 
opinion should be in terns of denuclearization, should exten& to the s0e-bed and the 
continental shelf of the territorial water s . Thus the entire sea-bed and ocean floor 
would be free from nuclear weapons of mass destruction. Conceivably the prohibition 
would not interfere with conventional weapons in the territorial waters of constal 
States.. This imaginative suggestion is being studied most attentively by my delegation. 
112. I can only point at this stage to the various implications of this suggestion in 
relation to nuclear disarmament measures by nuclear Powers and t o its link with the 
non-proliferation regime contemplated by the non-proliferation Treaty. In our opinion 
we still have to listen to more comments, especially from the Japanese delegation itself 
as well as from nuclear Powers. One aspect of the question would be -- as the 
representative of Japan himself pointed out the enormous problems with regard t o the 
establishment of a workable system of inspection and control. This problem could acquire 
a more serious character since the implications of the Japanese suggestion might conflict 
not only vrith the security needs of a country but also with sovereignty considerations 
in its t erritorial waters. 
113. I now wish to tackle the question of verification. In attempting to f ormulate 
treaty provisions in this field we must be guided by the very nature of the sea-bed 
environment, We would agree with the view expressed by some delegations tho.t all-out 
analogy with outer space or J~ntarctica should have its limits. The sea-bed and ocean 
floor are inseparable parts of the world oceans and seas, on the coasts of which most 
countries are situet ed , e.nd thoy are used by these in one forn or another nnd in various 
degrees . Host members of the international comr.runity are, by virtue of tlri s fact, 
maritime countries. Few countries are ;';ntarctic Povrers nnd oven f ewer ar o space Powers. 
114. ~ system of verification and inspection, in order to bo both \~rkable and attractive, 
should theref ore take into due consideration the manifold interosts of the large part 
of the community of nations. In tlus light it becomes of the utmost importance that such 
a system should be tailored in such a way as to nfford every country, even a small country, 
an opportunity to put it into operation whenever it deems it necessary. The right to 
inspect should therefore ncquire , as fnr as possible, practical value for all. Without 
that a non-ar:rnrunent agreement on the sea-bed would fall short of enlisting the wide 
adherence 11hich is an essential factor if it is t o be menningful. 
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115o Consequdlltl~/ VJo do net believe that small countries would be sufficiently persuaded 

to adhere to.an agreement whose system of verification was based only on the right 

of every State to observe the acti,;i tics of others on the sea-bed; for that right is 

already in existence under present international law appl:i.cable to the high seas. 

Inde;ed, article III of the United States draft recognizes that fact when it states 

that "tho Pa:tb.cs •• " remain free to observe activities of other States ••• 11 , 

· Furthe!'!Ylore 1 the c:xer~isc~ of such a c:':'.ght· 1XC- _,: ha.,re o. uc,::..niuc:;fv.l and pu,G U .nl value 

for a small CO'll1try only if it is afforded assistance by some other country or through 

oome i:r:ternational ori'angements. 

116, A oystem ba.sed :r;;-rimarily on observation is not a';leliorated by providing for an 

undertaking on the part of the suspected State to consult and co-operate to resolve 

the question; for co1multation and co-operation are by _definition dependent on the 

wiJ_l of the suspectsd State, and they constitute a stagr) subsequent to the stage of 

obser-vatio:, 1. 1 on whj_ch I have already expressed my delegation's misgivings. 

~-17. V!e also find some: difflculty in 1:nderstanding thu reasons for making the r8vision 

of the veri L.cation .systeill envisaged by the Ur,ited States draft more rigid than 

revision of otho:::- provisions of the treaty, somG of whir:h are. very fundamental indeed. 

}~:,r, while all oth8r proYisions could be amended at any time in accordance with 

article IV 1 ·iJ1c re'riLLon of tho system of verification is to be carried out exceptionally 

tbrous;h the p~oced:uro of c. review r~onference to be held five years after the entry into 

fcrce of the treaty. 

ll8. Furthermore:: 1 we find some a .. mbigui ty with regard to tho provisions on consultation 

and Cl.l-·op:ration :i_n the Unitod States ctraft. Cie assume, howe:~ver, that these 

::cnsultE>.tiom:; Rre supposed to tal-<::c place between the suspecting party and the party 

nLi(;h is susp,'·cted to ~1ave emplaced the p1·ol1ibited weapons. But what would be the 

s:.tual-ion j_f the 2 atter refused to co-operate in these consultations? Another 

q•).estion: is it c::mceived u.ncler the Uni toG. States draft that certain measures are to 

be token in the territ<Jrial waters of a State when alleged suspicions are related to 

the sea-bed nnz..:or those territorial waters of those waters are covervd by the 

pTohibiti.un; and VIO<lld those measur()S be taken after the permission of th0 coastal 

S C.a.te ·had been aq_uj_r:ed, or irrespective of that permission?. I think it would be 

t::3eful to hcn.r some clarification on these and other related questions. 
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119. We have also studied with great attention the system of verification proposed in 
article II of the Soviet draft, and listened to the various comments made on that 
article in the course of the spring s ession. 'vie believe that the principle of 
accessibility to the installations and ~tructures goes a step further in making the 
system more e ffective. Our main d.iffic~lty, how.::ver, with the proposed Soviet system 
lies in tho fact that it does not afford a p~acticnl opportunity for :ned;ium and smal,l 

Powers to exercise th0ir rights of verification and inspection. 
120. Faced with those difficulties in both the Sovie t c.nd. the American drafts 1 ~'ie find 
ourselves in no pos ition but to insist on providing f or certain provisions in any 
verification system which would make such a system non-discriminatory and workable 
for all. We have thought, together with others, that one method of achieving tt.ts 

• • • • •••• •• ·-·· ·· ••• f 

could be by way of making vvrification thrqugh access available t o any State party 
to the treaty, through its own means or with the full or partial assistance of any 
othe r .S tate party t o . the treaty, i f s o r equested. When it become.s f easible 7 such 
verification could also be carried out by an appropriate interna tional agency or 
arrangement. 
121, We believe that that i s the minimum provision necessary t o give meaning t o the system 
of verification, at l east for small and medium-zized Sta t es. · Meanwhile we r emain open-
minded and ready t o hear the comments of other delegations in our effort t o s ecure a 
verif~cation system that is equal in its practical application• 
122. It i s the obj?ctive of my del egation, while we are engaged in this r a ther comparative 
appr oach to the two t exts bef or e t he Committee , t o try t o find more grounds fo r an 
agreement which would best secure man' s bene fit and betterment in this vast and promisi ng 
hun1an envirorunent. 
123. We would also support the i deas expr essed a t pr evious meet ings by som0 del egations 
r egarding the inclus i on in the pre~nble t o the treaty of certain passages from t he 
United Nations r esolut i ons on t he questi on of t hE:: sea-bed. · 'J!e r efer i n particular t o 
Gene r al Assembly r esolution 2340 (XXII ), which expressed t he mindfulness of t he Gener al 
Assembly of -

"••• the importance of preserving the sea- bed and the ocean f l oor, and t he 
sub-soil t her eof ••• f r om actions and uses which might be detrimental t o t he 
common i nterests of mankind11

1 
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and t o General Assembly r es olution 2467 A (XXIII), in which the Assembly expressed its 
conviction that exploitation of the sca-b0d -

"••• should be carried out for the bene fit of mankind as a whol e , irrespective 

of the geographical l oca tion of St a t 2s 1 t aking into account the special inter est s 
and needs of the devel oping countrics 11 • 

124. My delegation would find a refe r ence to s ome s pecific purposes of the Charter 
pre f e rable t o a general r e f er ence t o t he Charter, s ince wha t we propos e t o do , while it i s 

in full conformity with th0 Charter, would go beyond t he Cha rte r in t he limita tions it 
would i mpos e on freedom t o use t he sea- bed and the ocean floor f or military purposes . 

The Confer ence decided t o issue t he f ollowing communique : 

"The Confer ence of the Eighteen-Nation Commi ttee on Disa r mament t oday hel d 
its 42l s t plena ry meeting i n t he Falai s des Nations , Geneva , under the 
chairmanship of H. E. Ambassador Alhaji Sule Kol a , r epres entative of Ni geria . 

"Statements we r e made by the Chairman and by the r epresentatives of Poland , 

the United States of America , the Union of Sovie t Socialis t Republics and t he 
United Ar ab Republic. 

11T.he r epr es ent ative of Pol a nd submitt ed a working paper conce r Ping t he 

r eport of the Secretary-General of 1 J uly 1969 on cherJical and bacteriological 
( bi ological) wea pons and t he e ffects of t hei r possi bl e us u (A/ 7575) (ENDC/ 256) . 

" The next meet ing of t he Conf0r cnce will be hel d on Thursday , 2Lr July 1969 , 
at 10.30 a.m." 

The m0eting r os e a t 12. 35 p.m. 




