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Th·,;:; CH!JRN:'.I'J ( C[:.nade.): I declare open the 434th :Jlenary meeting of the 
Conf.:;r ence of the Coinmittao on Disc.rmament. 

2. Hr. ECOBESCO (Romania) Ccranslation from Fr8nch) : In its previous statements 
the Romania."'1 delegation has explained its position of principle concerning the 
demilitarization of the sea-bed e.nd the ocean floor. Today we should like to deal 
once more with some of the aspects of this complex question. 
3. Interno.tional action to prevept the penetration of the military factor on the 
sea-bed o.nd the ocec.n floor is closely linked with the much greater problem of the 
use of .the sea-beJ. ancl the subsoil thereof solely for peaceful purposes • . In fact, 
this is the essential obj ecti vo vJhi ch the United Nations has set itself and towards 
which the efforts of States, including those exerted within our Committee, must be 
constantly directed. This is clearly shown by tho discussions in the United Nations 
and by General Assembly resolutions 2340 (XXII) and 2467 (XXIII), entitled: 
"Ex1:uunation of the question of the reservation exclusively for peaceful purposes of 
th8 sea-bed and the ocean floor, and the suiJsoil thereof ·; u..rtderlying the high seas 
beyond the limits of pre s0nt national jurisdiction , and the use of their resources in 
the interests of mankind". 
4. Analysis of the provisions contained in the aforesaid resolutions makes it 
possible t o ascertain the guiding lines of the regulations which the world community 
of nations is called upon to adopt in this regard. 
5. First of all there is the requirement that the :sea-bed and the ocean floor 
situated _beyond the limits of national jurisdiction should serve exclusively the 
needs of peace and progress of all peoples. Thus the sea-bed should be safe from any 
act or use calculated t o prejudice the interests .of mankind as a whole, It is from 
this point of view and with such an aim in mind that it becomes necessary to set up an 

, effective barrier against ".,he extension of the arms race _ _: that plague of the present-
day world -,- to the soil anci. the sub-soil of the -seas and-o ceans. 
6. Secondly, the exploration and exploitation of the resources contained in the 
sea-bed an.:l the ocean floor should be conducted: 

11 ••• in accordance with the pur-poses and principles of the Charter of the 
United Nations, in the intere st of maintaining international peace and 
sacurity and for the benefit of all mankind. 11 (General l~ssembly re solution 
2340 (XXII)) 

The stipulations 1..Jhich I have just cit~d are therG t o show 1.Ji th the greatest cogency 
that in the present conditions no field of international co-operation cc.n evade the 
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graat principles of international l aw which are l aid down in the Char t er and theref or e 
demand general respect -- namely, national independence and sovereignty , equal rights 
of peoples and States, non-interference in internal affairs, territorial integrity 
and mutual advantage. 

7. Thirdly, and as 8. natural consoquence of the principle of equal rights , the 
international system which should govern t he sea-b~d and the ocean f l oor, both where 
activities relating t o peaceful use and bans of a militnry nature are concerned, must 
be established with due r egar d to the existing legitimate pr erogatives of the various 
States. Such a system should be set up in such a manner -- to use the words of 
Genere.l As sembly r esol ution 2467 B (XXIII) -- as : 11 t o avoi d infringement of the other 
interests and established rights of nations with r espect t o the uses of 'the sea". 
It i s more particularly necessary to ensure respect f or the sovereign rights of Stat es 
over tho continental sh alf and over the nP.turnl riches of the ar ea wit hin the limits 
of their nGtional jurisdiction, as '\.Jell as r espect f or t he international standar ds in 
force ,,rhich define the status of the high seas. 
8. Fourthly, any practical regulation r equires the co- operation of all the 
inter ested count ries, their consensus. J:n agr eement calculat.:;d to prevent or limit 
militar y activities on the soil and subsoil of the seas and oceans , as an important 
component of the over-all r egulation of which I have j ust spoken , should be the r esult 
of pc.instaking negotiations both in the Committee on Disarmament and i n the United 
Nations . 
9. Those are the main considerations underlying the participation of the Romanian 
del egat i on in the discussi ons taking pla ce in our Committee with a view to working out 
an international i nstrument on the demilitarization of territories under the sea. It is 
our conviction that it would be not only useful but also necessar y t hat the consider ati ons 
whi ch we have briefly outl ined here and which, a s has been shown by the discus si ons 
which have taken plF.lce so far , accord with the concerns oxpr essed by other delegRtions, 
should be r eflected -- as f ar a s their substance i s concer ned -- bot h in the preamble 
and in the oper 2.tive part of the future tre~?,ty. 

10 . I turn now to the principal dements of the agr eement which we ar 0 called upon to 
draw up, namely tho nature of the ban; the area t o be cover ed by it and the methods of 
ver i fi cation . 

11. '..lit h r egard t o the natur e of the ban , the Romanian delegation consider s, c: s it has 
already s t at ed on ot her occasi ons , that the most affGctivo solut i on uould consi st in 
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the banning of all military activit i es on the sea-bad. We think that if f or one 
reason or another it were not po ssi bl o to achieve this objective in a firs t phase, it 
would be particularly important to insert in the treaty claus~s intended to define 
with precision the .finnl obj ective -- complet e demilitarization -- and t o guarantee 
progruss towards its attainment. In practice , n solution t o this problem could pe 
f ouncl. by applying, mutatis mutandi s, the provisions cont~ined in article VI of the 
Trct'.ty on the Non-Prolifer ation of Nuclec.r ~Jeapons (ENDC/226*). 
12. Ls for the geogr aphical scope of the ban , we suppor t the view which i s widely 
shared i n t he Committ0o that, on the one hand, the ar ea should be c. s ext8nsive as 
possible and that, on the other hand, due account .should bG t akan, when fixing its 
limits, of the security inter ests of States as well as of their existing right s . Like 
mo st of tho States participati ng in the work of the Committee , the Ro!Th.'Uli an delegation 
i s in favour of the ar ea t o be covc:r ed by the treaty be:;ginning e.t a di s tcmce of twelve 
nautico.l miles from thu coast. 
13. Ii.t the same time \.J8 Hish t o make it clear that the raari t i me band thu s delimited 
should sGrve exclusively the purposes of this t r eaty. I t co.nnot and should not i mpc.ir 
in any way t he acquired rights of t l1e variou s States or be i nterpreted c.s establishing 
a pr ecedent which could affect existi ng r egulnt i ons or other rules of the l aw of the 
sen . In particular, we have in mind the soverei gn rights of States over their 
continental shelf which are r ecognized in the Convention on the Continental Shelf, done 
at Genova , on 29 ~pril 1958~ t o which Romani a i s a party. It i s in this cont ext that 
we wish t o draw att ent i on to the fir s t thr E;le paragr aphs of article 2 of t lw.t Convention, 
which r ead as follows : 

111. The coastal State exor ci ses ovor tho cont inental shelf sover ei gn 
right s f or the purpose of expl oring it and expl oiting i t s natural r esources . 

, 2. Tho rights r ef erred to in paragr aph 1 of thi.s nrticl o are exclusive 
,-i n the sense thnt if thu coast al Stat~ does. not cxplGr~ tho cont inental sh•df 
or ox1)l oit its natural r esources , no one !!lay unck;rkJ:o tht:: st~ activit i es , or 
Bake a claim to t he contiw:mtal shelf, without the e~Qruss consent of the 
coast e.l State . 

3 . The rigb,t s of the coast al State over t he continantal shelf do not 
dep;.;;nd on occupr.:.tion , effecti v:o or noti onal, or , on any expr ess iJr ocl amat i on". 

~/ Unit<.:d Nations Treaty Series , Vol. 499, pp . 311 ct s<Jq. 
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14. - tn.· ord.ar to --eiimin.'ata any sourca of rnisunJ.0r standing, the Rolilanian del egation 

consiO.ers the.t it is a bsolutely e sseritirtl t :J i ncl ude en axplici t pr.wisi on i n the 

opGrative par t of the :futura tr~aty to the effect that none of its provisions should 

be i nterprek:d as i mpairing the sover d gn rights exercisGc~ by a coaste.l Sta t e , undar 

the existing rules of i nter nati ona l lm.,r, ovar tha continentc.l sh elf. 

15. Lastly, i n r egnru t o thu questi on of verification, iv8 shoUl2_ like t o r 3call that 

in its statelilent on 31 July the Romctnio.n delegation sai d that i t wE>.3 : 

" .•. in favour of th0 esk ,bli shment of e.n effocti v,:: int ernatiorw.l systc;;m of 

cuntr ol which '\voulrl b~; cP.rried out through an o.ppr opriate body d.:::si c;nud t o 

serv;:; exclusively the purpos0 of verifying fulfilment of the oblig1:0.t i ons 

nssu.rnod under the treaty. 11 (ENDC/PV.4if4, ;Jara . 85) 

On the same occas i on t lw Romanian d3l egati on '.1ecl ar od : 
11It GOes without saying that all States expr essing t h o desire t o do s0 must 

have the opportunity of participati ng in such control machiner y . It i s also 

necos s1:0.ry for the system of contr ol establi shed by the treaty t o t ake into 

account the inter est s of all States , l ar ge and small, without any di scrimination 

Hhat soever: i n other words , the provisi on s concerning contr ol must give 

expr essi on to the actual equali t y of the Stat0s par t i cipating in t he futur e 

agr eement . 11 (J-biJ. .) 

16. vie are convi nced tha t the verification system thus conceived would be both 

effcct:L ve and impartipl by offeriag all Parties the guar antee t:1at the p r ovi s i ons of 

tl10 t:rGaty would be implemented in acco r dance ivi th t heir spirit and th3ir letter. I.t 

the so.rao time i t '\voulc1 cr ae.te conditions for 8I'fective participe.tion in the exerci se of 

contr ol by snnll o.nd mediUlil- s izoJ. countries which, in view of the t-:;ch.nol ogical gap 

sep nr ati nr; them from the lilajo:c Power R ~ do not have the nec•3ssar y means to make sure by 

thelils0lvos that the nrr eenent t o which they are po.r ties i s r espected . 

17 . In so far as the contr ol pr ovi s i ons ar rJ concer ned , vie consider that particular 

attention will have to be given t o t hoir affects on t h e continentnl sholf . To put it 

more cl early, n.cc,.;unt Hi ll havo to be td:en of tho need to harmonize tho ::;Jr ovi si ons 

concer ning contr ol ui th tho rules gov or ning the continental .sh,:;l f systm:1. Unlike the 

ter ritories und.3r the sea l ocatud bGyond the l ::_mi ts of nat i onc.l jurisdico.ti on, i-Ihich 

ar e not as ye t gove1~nod by cr ystallized r ules of internati onal lm.,r, the marine soil 

ancJ. 'subsoil withi n the limits of nati 0nal juri sdi ction c:)me wi_ thin the sco:tJe of cl early 
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defined rules of international law. For exampl~, access t o those territories is 
already the subject of certain regulati ons , vfith which the agrdement on demilitarization 
must not cl ash. In this connexion we think it u seful to r ecall the pr ovisi ons of 
paragraph 8, article 5 of the Convention on the Continental Shelf, accor ding to whi ch 
11 the consent of the coastal State shall be obt nined i n r espect of any r esGar ch 
concerning the continental shelf and undertaken there. 11 

18. 'rlle basic requirement concerning the consent of tho coastal Stnto is also repeated 
in :resolution 2467 D (XXIII) of tho United Nations General Lss0mbly r el ating to tho 
International Decade of Oceo.n Expl or ation , .The fir st par agr aph of tho oper ative par t 
dealing vJi th scientific r esearch nnd explor ati on within t he framework of t he pr ogramme 
which i s the subj ect of that resolution pr ovides that: 

ti all such act ivities f alling under tha national jurisdiction of a 
State shall be subject t o the pr evious consent of su ch State , i n accor dance 
\Ji th international law". 

19. If the consent of the coastal Stat e is sti pulated as a frn1damental condi tion in 
r espect of r esear ch of a scientific nature , obviously it is all the more necessary when 
i t i s a question of activities t o verify how t he commitments assumed by States under 
the terms of the future treaty on demilitarization of the territor ies under the sea 

I 

are carried out. 
20. Those are the r easons f or which the Romanian del egation, t ogether with the 
del egations of Brazil, of your ovm country, :t--rr. Chairman, of Ar g.:mtina and of other 
States , declar es itsel f in f avour of the i dea of incorporating in thG t r eaty a cl ause 
dealing with the consent of the coastal Stat e , which sh8uld pr ecede cont r ol ooperat i ons 
on the continental shelf. 
21. I n conclusi on , I should like t o e~Jrass the convict i on of t he Romani an del egati on 
that , thanks to common efforts exer ted in e. spirit of cl.:;~se co- oper ation and taking 
i nto considerat i on the interest s of all countries , it will be possi bl e f or u s to 
r ecor d pr ogr ess i n drafting a treaty on the demilitari zation of the t arritories under 

the sen . 

22 . Mr . CHRISTOV (Bulgaria) (transl a t ion from French) : I should l i ke t o speak 
t oday on tha question of chemical nl1d bnctor i ol ogicetl (biol ogi ce.l ) vJOn:Jons . To begi n 
with, may I be permittecl t o r ef er oncG again t o tho r epor t of the Secr otary- Gener al 
(1../7575), and in par ticular t o the for war d , i n \vhich U Thant r ecalls t hat a year 
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ep_rlier he ha d stated -- and I quote hi s wor ds -- "tha t the internationa l community 

was not sufficiently con s cious o f the dnngar s inher .ent ir.. this new type o f We f'.pon o f 

mess murder" and that "due attention had not bean f o cusecl on this v ;:;r y s orious problem." 

(ibi d ., -) .viii) 

23. Ce r tcin indico.tion s might l .:;ad one t o think th~tt j_Jrogr css has be n made since 

them ~'.ncl., now thnt international Oj)inion i s bett er infor::lOd , t ha t avmrGn ess of the 

danr~or hn s increased . Ue; should like that t o bo so . Thc.t v:oulcl undoubtoclly represent 

a positive feet, in s o far as it mif;ht h elJ.) t o incroe.se the ~~re ssure o.i mocl e.t 

eliminatinr; C and l3 H0c:.pons from c.r senel s . But it mu s t nos b0 f or gott0n ·chat even if 

that He r o true it 1.-Jvuld !Je be ce:uso tlw c1r.nger i t sol f has becona mor 0 t hroo.t cminc and 

ha s to.ken on much Ii\cr :=-~ nlo.rming n spect s . 

24. InJeed , the n8vr3po.pol....-s mmow1 c.:.:. nl m.::;;;t c~o.ily that tom:w of s cientis ts and 

r esearcher s a r a wor k ing f vv -Jri shl y t o find i"lO\J and nor -.; doaLny ch 0mi cnl sub s to.nces 

nnd mor e effectiv..; biol ogica l agent s , tha t .stock s o f gr.ses -,.nd ~1oi sons h :..WG been 

accu:nulated in d -:msely pcpulat-~c: ar .:., ::ts o f WE.3tar n Europ e and that plans hnv;; been 

dra\m up by NJ .. TO f or \Jhr,t i s nJd ..:;stly called 11non- convention r.l wa r 11 • 

25 . In c Grtain countries th0 que sti on o f the s t ockint_: ofch emi cnl f\nd bact eriologi cal 

weapon s has cau sed quo.stion s t o tie R.sked i n p arliament and seriou s conc0r n a t governmental 

l evel. ~~nc~ 1.-1ha t i s r ::.thur s i gnificant i s the i'P..ct that t hose r 0spon s i bl e f or su ch 

p r ep a r ntion s no l onger tak e the trou bl e to deny r evalat i :) n S of tha t kind . On the other 

hand , wu o.r e :)ft,3n g i vcm the c:xplanation t ha t con s i r].ar nti on s of high strategy are 

Lwclvod in th·"' e l aboration c1 f those phms f o r non- conv,:mt 'ional war nnc1 t hC.t the use 

:Jf ch cnical and biol ogi cal we apons is, n.fte r o.ll, merely c:; normal consequence of the 

p r ogr ess mad0 by the sci ence of mass destructi on by incr dc.si nt;ly lnz.w.ni te.rian menns , 

su ch G::: gasos , po i s ::ms [tnll p l ngue . 

26. International opinicn h as , o f course , r eacted str ongly t o th-:::· se tr.~nrJ~; . I am 
( 

thinking in p articula r o f r esolut i on s 2162 B (m) (ENDC/185 ) and 2454 A (XXIII) 

(ENDC/237) of the United Nation s Genaral .'\.ss8nbly. But we dsc knovT thnt sever al 

cou ntri,.;s -- nnd nm.~mg then th0 me s t po\-rcrful -- h nve s ::- f p_r not rcspcnL~_Gcl t o t ho 

p r 0ssing HlJp oals to imlJl err10nt t ho s e r osclutLnls , \-Th i ch i nvi ~8 ell s-s-~tes t o a cce:de t o 

t he Gon eve Pr ot occl ( :/7~75 , :;J . ll?) · and t o cbscrve stri ctl y H, s )ri ncipl os , which 

condemn c.ll ·action.s C'mtrr·.ry to th·:.: objuctiv0:3 of t h 0 Prot~J col. 
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27. It is to this fact that, in our view, the words of the Secretary-General apply 
when he states: 

HQnce again, I would like to add my voice to t hose of others in urging t he 

early and complete implementation of this r esolution."-- that is r esolution 
2162 B (XXI) -- ·liHowever, in my opinion, much more is needed ••• 11 • (ibid., p. viii). 

28. Undoubtedly we are now at the crucial moment when, indeed, ;1much more 11 must 

be done. I believe I can say that at present our task is facilitated because we do 
not have to search for what i s t o be done : we have to agree on how to do it. Unlike 

other disarmament problems for which s olutions mus t be f ound , in the case of C and B 
weapons there exists a decision which has the force of irrefutable internat ional law, 

namely, the Geneva Protocol of 1925 . And if, as a result of evolut ion of the problem, 
it is necessary to do more , the path we must take is marked out. The Secret a ry-General 

has s ummed up in a master ly and apt manne r both the t ask and the means of fulfil ling it, 
in the three points forming the conclusion of the f oreword to his report. We consider 
that the urgent measures which he r e commends belong t o one and the same category: 
they concern a singl e problem and should be cons i dered as a whole , as forming part of an 

integrated programme . The discussions whi ch have t aken pl a ce in t he Committee have 
s hown that there a r e certain divergences of view regar ding t he measures recommended by 
the Secretary-General • . If quasi-unanimity exists r egarding the need to renew the 
appeal to all States to accede to the Geneva Pr otocol -- and it could not be otherwise 
in view of the r esolutions of t he United Nations General Assembl y -- certain delegations 
have expressed r eservations with rega r d to point 2 and have s ubmitted s uggestions 
concerning t he propo.sals contained in point 3. 
29. I have ventured to make these observations because , in the opinion of my delegation, 
any initiative ai med a t solving any problem rel a ting to C and B weapons mus t be made on 
the basis of t hat programme , founded upon t hose t hr ee points , and must be capable of 

i nt egrat i ng them and of bei ng int egrated with them adequa t ely. 
30. Having said that, I now propose t o make a f ew more spe cific remarks. The 
Bulgarian delegation i s among those which have. definitely a dopted a pos ition i n f avour 
of an ove r all examination of the problem of C and B wea pons and agains t t he proposal 
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to deal only with B weapons. It should be noted incidentally that more tha n fifteen 

delegations, unless I am mistaken, have expressed the same view, and that repr esents 

a big majority. 

31. I do not wish to revert _to the arguments U~NDC/PV.422, para. 15) which my 

delegation, besides many others, advance d in support of its point of view when we made _ . ·. . • w ' ' 

our comments on the draft convention ( _:.:l'TDC/255 ) submitted by the United Kingdom. 

Nevertheless, I should like to r~call the comments made by the r epresentative of. the 

United Arab Republic on 26 August. Spewcing of the apprehe nsions f elt by the majority 

of delegations concernin;- t he e ffect on the Geneva Protocol o f t~1e instrument proposed 

by the United Kingdom delegation, Ambassador Khallaf said: 

"The me r e existence o f two international instru~ents dealing in a mo r e or 

less differe nt way with the s ame subject could create unnecessary 

confus ion and difficulties ••• ;; (CCD/PV.43l, para. 30) 

; 1 ••• suffice it to say, inte r alia, tnat s eparating those two types of 

weapons is not compatible with ~-vhe .. t was decided by the General Assembly 

in its resolutions nderred to. ; r (ibid., para. 31) 
1'l,loreover s uch a sepa ration vJoulC., it is f ear ed , '!Jeaken the Geneva 

Protocol. It might ex pose us to all the difficulties which such a 

differentiation twuld entail when vte had to decide 1iJhat exactly constitute s 

a B weapon and what is considered to be a C weapon • . , (ibid., para. 32) 

32 . Several othe r delegations ha ve macle s imilar comments. If I mi ght be permitted 

to sum up the substance, I would s ay that, in my opinion, t he apprehensions and 

r e s e rvations t o which the United Kingd~m draft gives rise are l egi t imate a nd justified 

in t he high es t degree,. because , above all , t he prohibition of B wea pons as well a s of C 

weapons exists. As the r c:presentative of 3weden, Hrs. i·1yrdal, said on 26 August : 
11The need and purpos e a r e not to legis l a te; the l aw is the r e . ·,ihat i s needed is t o 

affirm and consolidate the existinc; law about non-use ••• " (ibid. para 74). The 

proposa l to l ay down a new juridica l prohibition conce rning B we a pons , in spite o f . t he 

already existing prohibition, would undoubtedly v1eaken the existing law and creat e a 

new situation in l a w and in f a ct. 
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33. To seek to elaborate a new convention on B w~apons to the exclusion of C weapons 

would, in our opinion, involve quite obvious risks: it would imply, in the firs t 

place, that the prohibition procl&imed by the Geneva Protocol does not conce rn B 

weapons, which, whatever may he said, would deal th& Protocol a serious blow, and 

p:~vcnt, or at l east delay, the accession to the Protocol of those States which have 

n~t yet acceded to it. 

34.. Secondly, it seems to us that the r e is nothing to justify giving priority t o 

B weapolh~ and thus diverting the attention of world public opinion from the proble ms 

posed by C and B weapons as a whole , moreove r at the ve ry time whe n it is necessary 

-Go mobi:i..ize eve ry forC8 1 eve ry conscience and every will in order to ,succeed in 

elimina t ing the danger. 

35. Basing oursel'.res on thic: convict ion, we have given particular attention to the 

revised draft (ENDC/25_5/Rev.l) s u bmi tted to us by the del egation of the United Kingdom , 

and I must say straight away that in s pite of the effort which has heen made and 

whicl1 we fulJ.y 3.Pl);:-e ci a tc, the ame ndments made t o the initial dr aft do no t change 

anything in regard to t he: subst ance of the problem. Certainly we have noted i n the 

ame nded t,3xt, as well as in the statement of the r epres entative of the United Kingdom , 

a C3rtain number of new e l ementa, particularly those r e lating to the nature o f t he 

Gen0va Proto:::ol as the p :r-:i.ncipa l jur~dical instrument at p r esent in force . And we 

agr30 wi. th itmbaas3.dor Pnrte r when h e s ays: nin our view nothing should be dona hG r e 

o r in the Gene r al Assembly which could weaken it. ' ' (fCD/PV.43l , para . 52) On the 

other hand, we are unable to understand the passage in the same statement whi ch r eads : 

llJvlany delegations have debated the broad proce dural question of hovv to 

proceed with our work on chemical and bi ologica l warfa re -- whether , f or 

instance , the r e should be one convention or two inte rrelated conventions." 
'• b " J r3\ 
\~.::_c~!.....J?~?-2- ' 

36 . I mast aay t~at :i.t is i!'llpos ,si bl e for u s to thin!c t hat the opposition which has 

be:m me.nifested in the Cotr.'nittee to the Unite d Kingdom draft ca n be r e duced to a . 

s impl e qt<estion of procedure -- i f , indeed, that is the meaning o f the passage to 

whJ.ch :;: ha ve r efe rred . As for my de l egation, I must s ay wi th all due i'e s pect that , in 
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fact, what is concerned is not a. quc:stion of procedure but a cardinal problem, a 

fundamental problem, because , as I said in my stat(;ment at our m.:::: eting on 24 July, we 
are sincerely convinced that thv fact of dissociating bacte riological weapons from 
chemical weapons would by itself -- to speak only of that a t present -- be detrimental 
to the Geneva Protocol and hinder the application of its principles and th0 pursuit 
of i ts obj ectives (ENDC/ PV.422, para. 24). 
37. On 26 August the Committee had before it two other documents conce rning problems 

raised by the neod to avert the danger r epr esented by chemical and biological weapons, 
namely, document ENDC/ 266, submitted by yourself, Mr. Chairman, in your capacity as 
a l eader of the delegation of Canada, and document ~NDC/265 submitted on behalf of 

twelve Power member s of t he Comrnittee by the delegation of Sweden. 
38. Those documents are b0ing studied by my Government and for the time being I shall 
confine myself to making a f ew preliminary r emarks. 
39, A first remark which w2 f eel we can make with satisfaction concerns the obvious 

car3 taken in preparing both the ca:nadian dr~ft r esolution (:;.;NDC/266) and the working 
paper on a proposed declaration by the General AssGmbly submitted by the t welve Powers 
( :ENJC/265), to place and integrate theli1 within the framework of the Secretary-
General' s thr;.;e r ecommendations, made at the ond of the r eport .1/7575 . 
4o. As I tried to ex plain at the beginning of my statement , ':Ie s ubs cribe to those 
r e commendations which we consider to be as a vvhol e a compl ete programme of articulated 
measures -- a programme which , once carried out, will provide an adequate solution t o 
the problems posed by B andC weapons . Thus tho obsc: rva tions which I propose t o make 
on the subject of the t wo documents in question ,'iill bv made on that basis or, in other 
words , with duG r egar d to the link which, in our opinion, shoulu exist between the 
r e commendations of the Secr e tary-G-:neral and any init iat ive to be undert aken to promote 
the measures which he urgontly calls for. 

41. Those measures , as everyone knows , include acc"'ssion t o the Geneva Protocol, the 

affirmation tha t the prohibition contained in the Protocol c;:tpplies to all chemical a nd 

bact<:: riological (biological) agents , and m"'asures desi gned to put an end to the 
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production and stockpiling of all chemical and bacteriological (biological) agents 
and .to eliminate those agents from arsenals. 

42. Considered from this angle, document ENDC/266 submitted by the delegation of 

Canada is, in the opinion of my del egation, of definite inte r est. Neverthel es s , and 
subject to further exarnination, I should like to make two comments. 
43. The first relates t o the fifth paragraph of the prewnble. Certainly we fully 

share the sense of horror generated by the idea tha t bac~eriological (biological) 
weapons could be deliberately used about which the report of the experts speru{s in 
paragraph 371. But is there any need to s ay that the idea of the use of chemical 
methods of warfare also generates the same sense of horror? 

44. We are convinced that C and B wea pons must always be regard~d, on account of the 
horror which they arouse and in every respect, as weapons balonging to one and the 
s rune ,ca t egory, as is done for instance , in document ENDC/265 submitted by the. twelve 
delegations, the first preambular paragraph of which declares that: 11chemical and 

biological me~hods of warfare have always been viewed with horror and been justly 

condemned by the international community. 11 

45 . My second r emark concerns paragr aph 7 of the operative pa rt of document ENDC/266 , 

a ccording to which the General As s embly: 
11Commends . the draft Convention on the Prohibition of Biological 

Methods of Warfa,re s ubmitted py the United Kingdom and urges the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee on Di s armament to complet e work on this 
draft Convention a t a n ear l y dat e." 

46. A few moments ago I stressed the fact tha t most of the r epresentatives who have 
commented on the United Kingdom draft voiced the f ear that dissocia tion of B and C 
weapons would not f ai l t o crea te confusion and difficulties a nd, a bove all , t o 
pre juqice the Geneva Protocol . 
47. The gr eat ma j ority of del ega tions , i ncluding my own , have decl ared th'rmsol ves in 
f avour of a s imultaneous examination with a view t o finding a global solution t o the 
problein of B and C wea pqns because they ar~ convinced , especially a f t er studying the 

r eport and t he conclus i ons of the Sec:r;e tary-:Gener a l , t hat t he pr obl em of C and B 

weapons i s a s i ngl e and i ndivis ible pro bl mn. 
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48 , To conclude my observations on this point, I must say that paragraph 7 of 
document ENTIC/266 gives rise to very serious reservations on the part of my delegation. 
vve very much doubt that, as it stands, it can serve the highly praiseworthy purposes 
which the delegation of Canada had in view in submitting this document intended, in 
the words of the introduction: 

"'l'o facilitate consideration at the XXIV United Nations General 
Assembly of that part of the Report of the ;].'(JC on chemical and 
bacteriological (biological) we,rfare." 

49 , I shall now say a few words on document E:!'1DC/ 265. First of all I must point out 
that at present we are studying it, as well as the remarkable statement with which 
Mrs. Myrdal introduced it, with the greatest attention. 
50 . In her statement of 26 August the representative of Sweden stated that the working 
document submitted was in keeping with the recommendations of the Secretary-General and 
more pa.rticularly with the second of those recommendations ( CCD/PV .431, p~a. 70 et seg.). 
51. As will be remembered, the Secretary-General urges the ~:iembers of the United Nations: 

"To make a clear affirmation that the pr ohibition contained in the Geneva 
Protocol applies to the use in war of all chemical, bacteriol ogical and 
biological agents (including tear gas and e ther harassing agents), which 
now exist or which may be developed in the future;" (A/7575, p.xii) 

52 . Like the first recommendation! this se cond recommendation is ba sed on the Geneva 
f rotocol, an unchallengeable instrument of inter national law, which contains clear and 
1.mequivocal provisions concerning pTohibi tion of the use of all chemical and 
hacteriol ogical weapons , a valid i ns t rument, if ever there was one , the force and 
i mportance of which continues to be r eaffirmed unanimously by the international 
community and by the adoption of the resolutions already quoted. 
53 . It is f or thes e reasons that we never cease r eiterating our conviction that the 
acce ssion of all St ate s to the Geneva frotocol would be the best and surest way t c get 
the prohibition of the use of chemical and bacteriol ogical weapons universally accepted 
and recognized. 
54 . The sponsors of document cl~DC/265 propose t hat, in order to attain the same 
('Djecti ve, we should t ake a somewhat dif f erent path. \vhile recognizing the important 
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role played by the Geneva Protocol, the sponsors ta.ke into consideration the fact 
that several other successive international instruments have prohibited or sought to 
prevent the use of che!IlicCl.l and bacteriological weapons, which leads them to recognize 
in the fifth paragraph of the preamble to their draft that: 

"••• a customary rule of international law prohibits the use in 
.international armed conflicts of all biological and chemical methods of 
warfare, regardless of any technical developments." 

In commenting;on this provision, Mrs, lViyrdal said, among other things, thatt 
"The logical conclusion, and one _ that has much support in internatioba.l 

law doctrine, is that the cumulated effect of the circumstances invoked is 
to create .a customary rule of international law, valid erga omnes." 
( CCD/PV •431; para.Sl) 

55. · It is on the basis of this customary rule of international law that the sponsm·s 
ask the General Assembly to condemn and to declare as contrary to international law 
the use in international _armed conflicts of chemical and bacteriological weapons • 
.And it is precisely in this connexion that we ask ourselves whether such an approach to · 
the problem i~ in keeping also with the aim of preserving the place and the role which 
the Geneva Protocol has had, which it still has and which we wish to see preserved for 
it. I hasten to add that in posing this question I do not wish to take up a definite, 
or still less, a negative position in regard to document ENDC/265, and I ask the 
sponsors nf the draft to b~· good enough t o understand our prevccupations, as we · 
understand theirs, particularly-since I believe that in the present instance these 
preoccupations are common t o all of us. 
56. We appreci,ate all the efforts, and particularly those of the Swedish delegation, 
aimed at strengtheiling and consolidating the prohibition of the use of chemical and 
bacteriological weapons. We share the conviction of the co-authors that a solemn 
_declaration by the General Assembly would have great significance. It is certain 
that such a declaration by the United Nat~ons condemning and declaring as contr~ to 
international law the use of any chemical or bC~,cteri"logical weapon would have a 
p(lsitive effect. Nevertheless the main objective, which has absolute priority, must 
remain that of securing the accession of all Stat es t o the Geneva Protocol, since 
universal accession t o that international instrument would be the best guarantee 
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against the use- of chemical and bacteriological weapons -and would open the way tO 
other measures, such as ·those advocated ih the third reconimendation of the Secretary-
General. · E'or this reason we assuoiate (")Urselves with all those who have supported 
the proposal made by .bmbassador fugersuren, the representative of the Mongolian 
Pe0ple 1 s Republic, that we ask the General Assembly to launch, on the occasion of the 
forty-fifth anniversary of the Geneva Protocol, an urgent appeal to all governments to 
accede to it (ENDC/PV,424, para.l05). 
57. In a few weeks' time the General Assembly will set about the ex~ination of the 
problem of chemical and bacteriological weapons. In view of the importance and 
topicality which this problem has acquired as a result of the preparations being made 
in certain v~estern countries and of the high feeling these preparations have aroused 
throughout the world, we have no doubt that the General Assembly will give this matter 
the greatest attention. vve are sure that other ideas, other suggestions and new drafts 
will then be discussed . and will increase -the chances of achieving rapid results. 

58. ·Mr. ABlViED (fak.istan): On 19 August the representative of Pakistan expressed 
the views of the Pakistan delegation on a nun1ber of issues before th~ Committee 
(ENDC/PV.429). In my intervention t oday I propose to present our preliminary views 
on the issue of chemical and bacteriological (biological) methods of warfare, a subject 
which has received a good deal of attention in the Committee. 
59. I wish at the outset to record our appreciation of the ex_eellent report of the 
Secretary-General (A/757 5) and the work carried cut by the group of consultant experts 
and its Chairman, lVIr. £'pstein. It is an exhaustive , though fearful, account of the 
biologi cal and chemical agents of warfare, the effects of their possible use and the 
economic ~d security implications of thei~ devel0pment, acquisition and possible use. 
60 .. The report brings into sharp focus the fact that C and B weapons, like nuclear 
weapons , are weapons of mass destruction and ,pose an equally great, if not greater, 
danger to mankind. 'I'he danger arises primarily from the fact that .almost all 
countries can develop, produce and acquire those weapons. 'rhey do not r equire the 
enormous financial and scientific r esources that are needed for nuclear weapons. 
They can be ~produced cheaply, quickly and secretly in small laboratories or factori es. 
As a matter of . f act, for the producti on of chemical weapons no great secrecy is required 
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as chemical plants in a country can easily, at short notice, manufacture and supply 

such weapons. No new means of delivery have to be evolved for C and B weapons for 

they can be delivel:'ed by existing mean~ such as artille:::-y, aircraft and missiles. 

61. The report paints a terrifying picture of the effects of the possible use of such 

weapons on living things. Indeed the effects of the use of such agents in a conflict 

cannot be fully f()reseen. lt is not difficult, howe7er, to imagine that once such 

weapons were used the effects would be far-reaching and devastating. Their use would 

not only upset the bclance of nature in the immediate area of their use but, in the 

case of biological weapons, would cause havo c possi.bly throughout the world. The 

report also clearly brings out the fact that any protection and defence against these 

weapons would involve enormous cost and at best would be of limited effectiveness. 

62. ]fjy delegation fully endorses the three r e commendat5.ons made by the Secretary-

General in his foreword to the report. Accession by all States to the Geneva Protocol 

of 1925 (ibid., p.ll7) would offer an effective guarantee against the use of C and B 

weapons. Further, we have no doubt in our mind that the Protocol prohibits the use 

in war of all chemical and bacteriol.ogical (biological) weapons, including tear gas 

and other harassing agents, which· now exist or may be e,rolved in the future. .We are, 

the::-eforer in agreement with h1e second recommendation of the Secretary-General that a 

clear affirmation t o this effect should be made. 

63. While the Geneva :J?rotocol of 1925 prohibi tf:l the use of C and B weapons, there are 

no agreements in existence prohibiting their devel opment, production and stockpiling, 

rrhe need for such an agreement is obvious ahd is universally r e cogriized . 
support the third recommendation of the Secretary~GAneral. 

We therefore 

64. Any such new agreement should be confined to the prohibition of the development, 

production and stockpiling of those weapons because ~ as ctated by the Swedish delegation 

at our meeting on 5 Au~st : 

" ••• any new agreement repeating the pr0h5 .. bitir'n agains t use contained in the 

Geneva Protocol might risk, or might be taken by. some to risk~ undermining 

the ban contained in that Pr otocol. 11 ( ::ill'IDC/PV.425, para.28) 

65. In the opinion of my delegati~n any new agreement in this respect should therefore 

proceed from the point that the use of such weapons is already prohibited and that only 

the additional measures of prohibiting t h':lir development, production and stockpiling 
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remain to be undertaken. Perhaps what is needed is the formulation of a second 
Geneva protocol of 1 say, 1970 for that purpose. The Geneva Protocol of 1925 and the 
suggeE:ted second Geneva protocol would then effectively protect the human race as well 
as 2.nimal and plant life from the sco'..lrge of C and B war. 
66. Iviy delegation expresses its sincere appreciation of the initiative taken by the 
United. Kingdom delegation in presenting a draft conver:tion and accompanying dra,ft 
Security Council resolution on the prohibition of biological methods of warfare 
(ENDC/255/Rev .l). In this intervention I do not propose t o disc,,_ss all the issues 
which the separation of C weapons from B weapons r:1-ises. However, rny delegation wishes 
to rea£firm its view that C and B weapons should continue to be dealt with together, 
w:i th t:he objective of prohibiting their development, production and stockpiling. They 
have been dealt vdth together in the Geneva Protocol and in subsequent international 
::1egotiations on the subject. Both are weapons of mass destruction. 
Secretary-General's report states: 

Moreover 1 as the 

"All biological processes depend upon chemical or physico-chemical 
reactions, and what may be regarded today as .· a biological agent could, 
tomorrow, as lmowledge advances, be treated as chemical." (A/7575 1 para.l9) 

67. Lastly, a time-table suggesting the conclusion of an agreement prohibiting the 
development, production and stockpiling of biological weapons prior to the conclusion 
of such an agreement on chemical weapons could have extremely unfortunate consequences 
by accelerating an arms race in this field, 
68. ·Pending the conclusion of an agreement prohibiting the development, production and 
stockpiling of C and B weapons, there is an urgent necessity for ensuring against any 
possible use of those weapons in warfare. That necessity will remain until the Geneva 
Protocol is acceded t o universally. vie fully share the view expressed by lvirs. Myrdal 
at our meeting on 26 Augus t that: 

~~~~hat is needed is to affirm and consolidate the existing law about non-use 
and to do .that through collective action in the United Nations General Assembly, 
a step which we are convinc.ed would serve the political purpose of facilitating 
m1i versal adherence t o the Geneva Protocol." ( CCD/PV. 431, para. 7 4) 

69. My delegatio::1 has therefore co-sponsored the working paper on a proposed 
declaration (ENDC/265) which was 5_ntroduced in the Coii:lmittee by lVJTs. Myrdal on 26 August. 
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The purpose and intent of the draft declaration needs no elaboration as it was fully 
explained with characteristic clarity by the representative of Sweden. :My delegation 
earnestly hopes that the Committee will recommend its adoption by the General Assembly. 

70. 1tr. BOZINOVIC (Yugoslavia): Since the work of our Committee is to last 
somewhat longer than was expected, my delegation would like at this stage in our 
deliberations to present some preliminary views on chemical and bacteriological weapons 
and on the sea-bed. 
71. I will deal first with chemical and bacteriological weapons. There is a series 
of international instruments which present a scraightforward expression of a universal 
desire to put an end to those weapons. The Geneva Protocol of 1925 (A/7575, p.ll7) is 
a basic document which has been followed by several other international instruments, 
including, among others, United Nations General Assembly resolutions 2162 B (XXI) 
(EN.DC/185) and 2454 A (XXIII) (ENDC/237). Yugoslavia is a signatory of that Protocol 
and voted in favour cf the resolutions just mentioned. Those documents represent for 
us, as for a number of other countries, a point of departure in our deliberations on 
C and B weapons, 
72, During the current discussions in the Committee on Disarmament the question has 
emerged whether or not the Geneva Protocol encompasses the prohibition of the use in 
war of all chemical and bacteriological means of warfare. Our understanding of the 
scope of the Geneva Protocol is that its prohibition covers all chemical aod 
bacteriolo'gical weapons. Nmny representatives have elaborated on that aspect of the 
issue at somewhat greater length. I will not, therefore, cover the same ground and 
repeat the related arguments. vfuJle regretting, however, the absence of a common view 
on that p~int, I should like to emphasize particularly in this connexion the fact that 
the report of the Secretary-General of the United Nations on chemical and bacteriological 
(biological) weapons and the effects of their possible use (A/7575), as the latest and 
a very authoritative document, t o which I shall refer again, clearly confirms the thesis 
that the prohibition in the Geneva Protocol applies to the use in war of all chemical 
and bacteriological agents, spelling out that it also includes tear gas and other 
harassing agents which are now in existence or which may be developed in the future. 
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7,3. The report of the Secretary-Genf:ral represents for usJ as it does for ne.ny._other 
countries! a docum~nt of part:i~ular iBportance in our efforts to achieve tangible 
result$ in the field of _ chemical and bacteriological weapons • . My delegation .highly 
appreciates the contribution of the gr oup of experts which has prepar ed the report, 
and especially the ·contribution of the Secretary-General, who has r 0nder ed-us great 
service bj formulating recoi1r.1endations for · further action and ·ror undertaking concrete · .. :. 

neasuxes which woUld be - - to quote his words from the rep·Jrt ;; . . • i n the interests of 
enhancing the security Qf the peoples of the world.,; (ibid., p.x:ii) Tho Yugoslav 
delegation fuily supports the three recommendations made by the Secretary-Gener al in 
the f orWord .to the report. 
74. In accordance Hith the basic position of ny country relating t o the prohibition 
of the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons, the Yugoslav 'delegation has joi ned 
the Sl>Tedish initiative as one of the twelve sponsors of the ·working paper (ENDC/265) on 
a proposed declaration by the United Nations General Assenbly regarding prohibition of 
the use of chemical and biological methods of warfare. The essence 'ai.tcl significance of 
that J:)roposal were presented in this Conni ttee in an i mpressive rianner by the 
representative of Sweden, Nrs. Hyrdal, at our meeting on 26 August (CCD/PV . 431, 
paras·.?l et se_g_.) and it would be diff icult for ne to eipand further on that. I should 
merely like to express the hope of r::.y delegation that the docUElent will r:eet i·U th the 
general or very wide support of delegations both here a'nd in the General Asseobly of 
the United Nations ~ 

75. In connexion with the first r ecor:.nenda tion of the United Ha t i 'ons Secretary-Gerie.r al 
in the r ep-ort -- 1'to r enew the appeal to all States to a:ccede to the Geneva Pr ot ocol of 
1925'' (!i/..75.75, p.-Xii) -- r:1y delegation fully 'supports the proposal of the representati ve 
of the Mongolian People's Republic, Iunbas~ador Duger suren, at our neeting an 31 July, 
which has already been vTidely supported in the CoDinittee , to invite countries which 
have not done so to ::recede to the Geneva Pr ot ocol of 1925 in the course of 1970, that 
is'; ori the occasi on of the forty-fifth anniversary of that Protocol (ENDC/PV .424, 
para.l05). 
76 . Such a request -is in full accordance with suggestions that Yugoslavia ha s m&de in 
conne:x:i.'oh with the twenty-fifth <:\hhiversary of · the United Nfl tions . l:ath r egard tO t he 
r enewing of that appeal and to the third recoiJIDendation of t he Secretary-Ganer 8.l in his 
report, my delegation is gr ateful for the efforts made by the Canadian delegation i n 
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presenting a draft resolution for the General Assembly, contained in docuoent ENDC/266 
of 26 August 1969. My delegation is n·ow studying that draft vJith the greatest 
attention. 
77. I should now like to dwell upon the third recommendation of the Secretary-General 
(A/7575, p.xi.i), the ain of which is to secure the prohibition of development, 
production and stockpiling of all kinds of chemical and baQteriological weapons f or war 
purposes, as well as t o secure their elimination from existing arsenals. In connexion 
with this question I should like to express the appreciation of my delegation for the 
special efforts made by the United Kingdom delegation in submitting (ENDC/PV.418) the draft 
Convention for the prohibition of biol ogical methods of warfare and the related draft 
Security Council resolution (ENDC/255) and (CCD/PV.431), at our meeting of 26 August 
the r evised draft of that document (E~IDC/255/Rev.l), thereby contributing t o f ocusing 
our attention sharply on several problems r elating t o the prohibition of chemical and 
bacteriological weapons which require adequate solutions. 
78. The main question which has arisen in the course of our deliberations in the 
Committee has been whether we should proceed with separate or joint treatment and 
solution of the probl ems of chemical and bact eriological weapons . We have endeavoured 
t o study with the greatest care all arguments and reasons brought f orward by the 
United Kingdom delegation in favour of the separate solution of the problem of t he 
prohibition of bacteriol ogical weapons, and I can say that many of those argument s 
carry weight, parti cularly if taken separat ely. However, if we try to l ook at t he 
matter mor e from thE: point of view of the very aim that we wish to achieve, as well as 
from the point of view of the advantages and disadvantages of one or the other approach, 
and take into a ccount at the same tine the appropriat eness of t he moment for achieving 
that aim, 1ve believe -- and this vi e1.o1 has been expressed by many delegations already 
that cheraical and ba cteriologi cal weapons should not be separ ated in this case . 
79. We find as very strong arglli~ents in f avour of t hat thesis the fact t hat these 
weapons have been treated jointly and their use prohibited j ointly in the Geneva P~otocol 
of 1925; then the f act that they ar e treat ed j ointly in the two resolutions of the 
United Nations Gener al Assembl y , r esolutions 2162 B (XXI) and 2454 A (XXIII), and also 
in the report of the Secr etary-General . Furthermore, those weapons ar e j ointly treated 
in the proposals on general and complete disarmai1lent submit ted by the Scviet Union 
(ENDC/ 2/Rev.l and Corr.l) and t he United St ates (ENDC/30 and Add.l-3), and so on . 
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80. The United Nations Secretary-General says in r..is repor t : 

nAll bi?logica:i.. processes depend 11pon chemical or phys i co- chemical 

reactions, and what may be l 'ugcn·ded -c ou.ay as a bi ol ogi cal agent could, 

t omorrov11 a s lmo-v1ledge advance s , be treat ed a s chemical. '' (~757~:Fa .:h2). 

In another part of the sar;e r epor·t t he Se cretary-Gener a l says: 

;'All weapons of Ha r a:'e destruc tive of huiuan life, but chemical and 

ba ct eriologi cal (bi ological) weapon s s t and. in a cJ.1.s s of t heir own us 
arrJ.a.ments which exP-rcise thei~ effe ct s solely on living matter.;; 
(j.bid., pa:::-a , 371) 

By this , na tura l l y, one does not nean t o say t hat ther e :.s no dif f erence between 

chemical and bacter i ol ogi cal W8ap on s . However, it seen1s pretty evi dent t hat the 

adoption of a convention which Hould r ef er s ol ely t o bacteriol ogi cal weapons could 

create difficulties even when one wa s t r y ing to del imit what would f all unde r t he 

prohibition a nd what \-.rould not , A partia l s ol uti on would a l so have its weak point , 

s i n ce t he unresolved pa:;.·t of the pr obl em -- that of chenical 1.,reap nns , t he horr ors of 
which peoples .have already experienced-- could. have t he same destiny as undergr ound 

nucl ear t est s . The fin 1 obl igat i on t o find a subsequent sol ution r.r:i.ght not poss ess 

sufficient strength and might thercfm:e r emain uufu1filled . 

81. Hy delegation a t tache s gr ea t 1mportan~e to the solution of the pr obl ems involved 
:l.n t he t hird r e comnenda t i or1 of t he United Nati ons Secr e t ary-Gener al._ VIe a r e aware of 
t he f a ct t ha t i t comprise s a l so deli cate p:robl ens of cont r ol ove r the pr ohibi tion of 
lJroducti on and s t ockpiling of chemical and ·oa cteriol ogi cal weapons . As far as one can 

see from the debat e in t his Com:mi t teej i t appeo.:rs that s ever al a spects of tha t 
pr obl em need f urther el abor ati o:.1, s t udy and suggest i ons . Conplicated pr oblems a r e 

i nvolved, _a l though we hope t hat t hey \:ill not prove to be i nsol ubl e . Hy del egat i on 

i ntenC.s t o f ollovl Hi t h the gr eate s t atte11tion f urther devel opments in t his f i e ld and 

t o s t udy al l s r<.gge s t i ons and v:i.ews which mi ght emer ge , and -vre shal l endeavour for our 

part t o contribut e to-wm~ds t he s olution of those problems . 

82 . Bef or e passing t o t he ot he:r s ubj ect I should l i ke t o s t ress particularly tha t the 

Yugo slav del egation i s of t he view t hat r e l a tively f avourabl e condi tions prevai l at 

p r esent for t he achievement of sone pr ogress in the fi el d of cher.}:ical and 

bact er i ol ogi cal .weapons i n order to strengthen t he existi ng pr ohibi t i on of the use of 

t hose Wea pons and t o SUppl Ement i t by i nc1ispensabl e mea sures f or t he pr ohi bi t i on of t heir 



- - - --- ~~·-·- -~-~--- ·~--·-

CCD/PV .431.;. 
25 

(M!:_. Bozinovic_,_ Yugoslavia) 

development, production and stockpiling, as \.·Tell a s for achieving their effective 
elimination from existing arsenals. The successf~l achievement of t hat objective would 
at the same time oean an importan·L step f orward in the f ield of partial disarmament 
measures, and since it woUld in itself have a substantive val ue it i s norn.al t o expect 
that it would create better conditions f or further progress in the field of disarmament 
and for the liuprove~ent of existing international relations. 
83. Passing now to the second problerr., the prevention of an a~s r ace on the sea-bed, 
and before dealing with s ome specific questions and possible elements of an agreement 
concerning the sea-bed, I should like to express our gratitude t o the delegations of 
the Soviet Union and the United States f or their r espective draft treaties on the 
sea-bed, the ocean floor and subsoil thereof (E1mC/240 and E~IDC/249 ) , as well as to 
many other delegations which have contributed t o clarifying various aspects of this 
problem. Their statements have helped us considerably in our understanding and in 
f orming our views and positions in connexion with the problems of the sea- bed. 
84. I should also like to point t o the existence of the two r esolutions of the 
United Nations General Assembly on the peaceful uses of the sea-bed, resolutions 2340 
(XXII) and 2467 (XXIII), since they represent the expression of the strivings and aims 
of the countries of the world concerning that environment. I n connexion id t h this 
issue one should, I believe, be aware also of the effor ts at present being exer ted in 
the United Nati ons Corrmuttee on the Peaceful Uses of the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor 
beyond the Limits of National Jurisdiction with the aim of el abor ating a declaration of 
principles or a convention on the peaceful uses of the sea-bed, which mi ght have a 
bearing upon some questi ons r elated to t he inpleiUent ation of a sea--bed treaty . 
85. Starting from the fact that the sea-bed, the ocean f l oor and the subsoil thereof 
r epresent the common heritage of mankind and that it should be :in t he inter est of all 
peoples and Stat e s that the environment be used exclusively f or peaceful purposes and 
be kept free for explorati on and expl oitation in the inter est of all countries , 
Yugoslavia has taken a gener al position in favour of its demlitarization. In the 
Political CoruDittee at the t wenty-third sessi on of the United Nations Gener al Assembly 
the Yugosl av r epresentative stated : 
part of the · surface of the gl obe . ;j 

nwe must not allow t he ar ms r ace t o spread to that 
(A / C.l/PV .l593, provisi onal.,_p. 56) And further : 
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11Yugoslavia is in favour, in principle , of th~ comple te prohibition of 

militarization o f the s ea -bed beyond the limits of national j urisdicti on, and 

espe cially in favour of tht:' t .-_ tal_ pr ohibition on stationing nuclear weapons and 

other weapons of mass d<::struction on th.:: s 2a-boJ anC. ocean floor. '1 

(ibid. ) 

86. )0 still maintain this basic position , a nd this brin1; s me to the questi on of the 

s cope of the prohibition. It would l ogically flow from what I ha ve just sai d that we 

would like the treaty to pr ohibit th.:: er:!placement on tho sea-bed, ocean floor and t h e 

subsoil the r eof of all weapons of mass destruction as well a s conventional weapons , 

i ncluding i nstallati ons , military bases , fortifications or other structures which 

could s e rve as a basis for t he 2xtension of tho arms race t ,J this environme nt. 

87. We beli eve that through a comprc;hcnsiv.:: treaty one would best securo fulfilment 

o f the resolutions of the Unite d Nati ons Gone ral Assembly on the r es erva tion exclusively 

for peaceful purposes of this envi ronment . How-::;ver, i.'le also feel that there is need 

to consider the possibility of ex emption from prohibition o f t e chnica l n10ans or 

equipment used for communications, control of submari ne navigation and navigation i n 

general as well as for othor p..::ace ful purpos .:::s, but some o f which al so serve as a means 

of passive def,mce . We be l i eve that those means vwuld not hamper peace ful activities 

of 3 tates, and s o should not be prohibited . 

88. There is also t!w othe r approach, mo r e limit8d in scope , by whi ch the emplacement 

of only nuclear wea1:;ons and o the r weapons of mass destruction would be prohibite d . 

The achi .;jv ,.;ment of such a limited t r eaty would a pp0ar to b'2 easie r . Howeve r, wo 

belie ve tha t no matte r how much we a ppr ;)ci a t ;.; a ste p forv-tard in t hi s r egard we must 

try to evaluate all thv a spects r c l 8vant t o this st ej_,~ . Tha t i s ~;,rhy I would a l so like 

to point out some of t he weaknJ sscs of this a pproach s:.J that we can have constantly 

be fore u s all r eL ::va nt e lemtmts . The r e i s fi r st of all a weakn...:ss o f a gi.O ne r a l 

na ture in such a treaty , that i t would be too modest in scope . ouch a ste;J a ppears 

t oo limite d in r elation t v the r ea l n <:: eds o f t h e pr es.:;nt-da;y world . The r e i s a 

fee ling that eve n if we vve r e fully succe s s ful i n implu aentin ::; s uch a treaty its 

positive e ffe cts might be l ost , it mi ght h::: easily neutralized by the unli mi ted na ture 

and s pe e d o f the arms r a e _-: . 
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89. Apart .from this , we would like: to draw attention t o the dang(3 r t hat such a limited 
prohibition could stimulate th.:: arms race in those weapons which would not be 
prohibited. 

90. Then, h"'rc again, the experi .:::nce with t he limited nuclear test ban Treaty of 
1963 (:GNDC/ 100/ Rev.l) repres ents a s ..; rious warning . The obligation to reach a 

comprehensive test ban has not been fulfill ed although six y0ars hav& already elapsed . 
So far we have failed to be convinced by the argumJnts pros~nted that it would not 

be possible to reach a compr0hensive t r eaty on the s ea-bed now. Tho idea of a 

limited agreement even in this case mus t ce rtainly mako us wonder how we are to progress 

when we come to the real disarmament measures on t he s Jas themselves , on the continents 1 

in tho air and beyond wher e a real arms race i s ras ing without any limitat i ons. 
9L A treaty in this field must clearly make sure t hat t he emplacement on th0 s iia -bed 
of all nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction should be prohibited 

first. However, unless the prohibition of conventional weapons wcrv also ensured as 
a next s t ep, a nd very soon, the value of a limited treaty would bo furth;::r diminished , 
the more so since, as already pointed out, such a treaty falls into the ca t egory no t 

of r eal disarmament measures but only of so-call2d collat 2ral or non-armament m-.:: asures . 

92. As t o t he band which W)Uld be ex empt from the prohibition we believe that a 
zone of t wolve nautical mil t:s might corres·.:Joml t o tho needs o f a gr eater maj ority of 
coastal States, and would interfer e l east with the existing international rules . 
However, we , like many othe r dele0ations, believe that th.:; accept ancs of this band 
should not prc juclice the existing int-.:rnati Jnal norms , rulvs and rights o f Stat2s wi th 
r egard L .J the: t erri to ria l sea a nd continenta l shel f . 
93. So far, it appears tha t the zone of twelve 1:1ilus s hould b(;;' measured fr·)m the 
base line , as foreseen i n the · Convtmtion on the ·rerri to rial Sea and tho Contiguous 
Zone of 19585/ But that, t oo , s0ems t o need further clarification. 
94. Now I should lik0 t o turn brie fly t o the probl em of cont r ol. We believe that 

control of the implementation of tho t reaty obligati ons should be based on t he concept .· 
of f r ee access to and inspe ction, including t he necessary consultations , of all 

installations and equipment on t h.:; sea-bed and ocean floor outside the exempted zone . 

Sf United Nations Treaty Seri es , Vol. 516 , pp. 205 e t s eq . 
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95, It appears that br tho time being ) nly a very small numbe r of States aro capable 

o f exercising or miGht be interested to exercise cuntrol on all geograj_'Jhic points of 

the seas and oceans. l'1oc3t of tho countries Ll~Jparcmtly do n~)t hav;.; at th8ir disposal 

the necessary means for such control. For many countries intorcst in participation 

in control 1iWULl p;)rhaps bo limited to Uw continental shelf and s eas in their 

vicinity. That is why we believe tho r () is 2ood reason to conside r l eaving open in 

the treaty the possibility also f o r c .:mntrL:s to exorcise t h.:;ir rights in relation 

to control through an oventual inte rnottional control organization. 1c are o f course 

aware that it would no t b8 rational t o create immediately a n inte rnational o rganization 

for that purpose; . •,hat we have in mind is a provision which would ope n the 

possibility f or the future • 

. 96. 1~part from these aspects of t he C·')ntrol issuo t her e are others , some of which 

I would l ike to mention. 

97. The control which wouJ!d be qxercised in th8 zone o f the contine ntal shelf would 

normally be of particular intcrcs t t o t he coastal States . Th o question of t hc manne r 
I 

and the degree of participation of such Stat..:s in control in this case should in our 

visw be the subject of our further study and more detailed examinati on. The~ worki ng 

paper submitted (ZNDC/PV. 433) in this regard by the r o:;:)r os ont ativo o f Brazil, 

rl.mbassador Frazao, em 21 "'lugus t ( ;!;NDC/264) is a valuabl·J contribution in this respe ct 

and deserves our full a ttention. Hy Gove rnrac nt is studying it with great care . 

98. The r olc of small and mvdium-sized countrios in t h v exercise o f control has also 

been mentiont:d . One means o f th--ir activo contribution t o tl1o control might be 

covered by a provision rcquosting ::~.11 8to t os partic;s to the treaty t o inform other 

s i gnatories o f activi tics and ..;v ents noticr" d .Jn the high s eas which might deserve 

attention in connexion vrith thi•s treD.ty . Such information, c:Jntaining ne cos sary data, 

could help tha implementation o f control unJa r the treaty. 

99~ Apart from this, wo b.Jli ev o that on~ should also c-:msir'lo r the possibility o f 

introducing an o bligation t hat all countric;s which ha v,; ca rrivd out control o f a 

ce rtain obj ect in r :.Jlation t o a sea-bc:d treaty should make ;JUblic the r esult o f 

s uch a step. In this way perhaps t11<J i mpl omentation o f the treaty would bo made 

easie r. 
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100. l:Jhile making these f ew observations, my d..:::legation would like to stress again 
its readiness t o strive actively for t he best possible solution of this problem without 
l osing sight of th8 fact that we have before us many other tasks also in the field of 
r eal disarmament measures where we still do not s ee any progress although w.;; are all 
fully aware that such progress wcmld be i n the inter est of all the peoples of the world. 

The Conference decided t o issue t he following communique: 
"The Conference of th e) Committee on Disarmament today held its 434th plenary 

meeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva, under the chairmanship of H.E. 
Ambassador George Ignatieff, repres entative of Canada. 

iiStatements were made by the ropres entatives of Romania, Bulgaria, Pakistan 
and Yugoslavia. 

11The next meeting of the Confer ence will be held on Tuesday, 9 September 1969, 
at 10.30 a.m. 11 

The mee ting rose at 12.05 p.m. 




