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The CHAIR}~N (Brazil): I declare open the 43lst plenary meeting of the 
Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarnament. 
2. Before calling on the firs·i, t>IJeaker I should like · to revert to the matter of the 
name of the Committee and of our Conference. It will be recalled that at the meeting 
on 21 August the co-Chairrue4 suggested (ENDC/PV.430, para.l07) that the new name of the 
Committee should be "the CoiJI:Iittee on Disarmament'' and that the new name of our 
Conference should be Hthe Conference of the Committee on Disarmament•: . All delegations 
have had an opportunity to reflect and to consult about the new name and perhaps it would 
be opportune now for the Committee to take a decision. 
3. Are there any comments? I call on the representative of Mexico. 

\ 

4. Mr. CASTANEDA (Mexico) (translation from Spanish): As all the members of 
the Committee are aware, the delegation of Mexico objected from the start to the 
procedure followed f or enlarging its membership (ENDC/PV .416, paras. 43 et se.9..). As a 
logical consequence of our position in regard to the enlargement itself, we must also 
record our objection to the change in the name of the Co~nittee, which is a corollary 
of its enlargement. We do not think that it is essential to change the name now, before 
giving the General Asseobly an opportunity to pronounce its opinion both on the 
enlargement of the Cornr::dttee and the nam8 itself. 
5. I have no. objection as regards the name itself, suggested the. other day by the 
co-Chairmen, but I should like to have it put on record that my delegation takes 
exception also ~o the name being changed now before allowing the General Assembly to 
pronounce its opinion on the subject. 

6~ }he CHAI~mN (Brazil): I understand that the representative of Mexico is 
making a reservation for the record and that there is no objection to the name itself. 
That being so, I take it that the new name of the Committee is adopted. 

It was so decided. 

7. :tvir. KHALLAF (United Arab Republic): My delegation wishes to address itself today, 
though in a preliminary manner only, t o the issue of cheDical and bacteriological 
(biological) methods of warfar e . 
8. This very serious problen, which i s increasingly preoccupying world public opinion, 
has always been viewed by the United Arab Republic with particular concern. Indeed, 
we have never ceased to call and work for the prohibition of the use of all weapons of 
mass destruction, including C and B weapons. 
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9. Thus, in 1928, ny country was aoongst tho first t en to becone parties to the 
Genova Protocol of 1925 (A/7575, p.ll7). I n latGr years the United .Arab Republic voted 
f or General Assembly resolution 2162 B (Y~I) (E~~C/185 ) calling f or strict observance 
by all States of the principles and objectives of the said Protocol and inviting all 
StateB to accede to it, and co-sponsored General As senbly r esolution 2454 A (XXIII) 
(ENDC/237) requesting the Secretary-General to prepare, with the assistance of qualified 
consu1tant experts, a report on C and B weapons and the effects of their possible use. 
10. Today, I can only stress that my del egation wishe s to co--operate sincerely and 
unremittingly with all delegations in order to rid our world of a particularly 
horrifying and reprehensible weapon bef~e its vertical developNent and horizontal. 
deployment become of such a magnitude as to nake our t a sk here an almost impossible one 
to achieve. Thus , as vTe see it, our .:mdeavours will tend to bring about what could be 
described as a measure of both disarmament and non-armament. 
11. In this connexion we have been gratified by the eff orts so f ar exerted by all 
delegations towards that end and should like, in particular, to express our appreciation 
t o the delegation of the United Kingdom for the great attention and care which it has so 
far devoted t o this probl em. We should like, as well, to put on r ecord our gratitude 
t o the Secretary-Gener al, hi s r epr esent atives and the highly qualified gr oup of experts 
whose constructive collaboration and untiring efforts produced the report contained in 
document A/7575. There can be no doubt that that r eport has much ioproved our 
understanding of the issues involved and that it will gr eatly facilitate our t ask. 
12. Yet, while much light has been shed on the various aspects of t he problem under 
consider ation, we feel that we have not, as yet, made much pr ogress . We should, 
therefore; take full advantage of the pressures thc:.t ar e brought t o bear on us in an 
increasing manner by world public opinion and concert our thoughts as well as our 
endeavours towards working out an adequate solution a ccept able to all . It could be 
useful, therefore, were we to delimit cl early the nature of the probl em f acing us and 
try to clarify our points of o.gr eenent and disagreement. 
13. Our main starting point r:mst be the Geneva Protocol of 1925, not because of 
purely historical reasons, but above all because of the universally acknowledged weight 
it carries. I ndeed, there is a consensus in our Connittee on the gr eat r ole the 
Protocol has so far pl ayed and i s still called upon to play. Ther e i s a consensus too 
on the need t o preserve and further str engthen its provis i ons. 
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14. In this respect Nr. Hulley, the representntive of the United Kingdom, stated at our 
meeting on 10 July: "Time' and again I have stressed in this Committee and elsewhere that 
we attach the greatest possible importance to the Geneva Protocol. 11 (ENDCJpV.418, para.lO) 
Mr. Nulley then went on to explain why he thought that the Protocol should be reinforced 
by a new instrurtent or instrunents. And, during our meeting on 22 July the representative 
of the Soviet Union had this to say: 

ii•·• there is a good basis fron which we ~hould proceed-- the Geneva Protocol 
of 1925 which has stood the test of tiLle andll\vas a serious deterrent to the 
use of cheraical and bacteriological weapons in the Second \Jorld \>Jar. a 

(ENDC /PV. 421. para. 67) 
I 

15. One can safely say that these views are in complete harmony with General Assembly 
resolutions, and thus the problem with which we now have to deal is how to keep the 
Geneva Protocol and how to reinforce its provisions. This is a matter of controversy 
in our Conmittee and several suggestions, some of which complement each other, have been 
made in this respect. 
16. Thus, it has been proposed that countries that so far have not signed or ratified 
the Protocol should do so. This was called for by General Assembly resolutions 2162 B 
(XXI) and 2454 A (XXIII)·. Also, it was urged on Hembers of the United Nations by the 
Secretary-General in his aforementioned report. The United Arab Republic fully subscribes 
to this view and supports the proposal nade by the representative of the Mongolian 
People 's Republic for an urgent appeal to be issued by the General Assembly on the 
occasion of the forty-fifth anniversary of the signing of the Protocol to all Governments 
to accede theret o (ENDC/PV.424, par a .l05). 
17. It has been suggested furthermore that the ban on the use ·of C and B weapons should 
be applied in a wide sense so as not t o allow f or a loophole through which some of these 
dreaded nethods of vmrfare could escape prohibition. 
18. Thut has also been recomnended by the Secretary-General in his r eport, when ·he 
urges Menbers of the United Nations : 

;iTo uake a clear affirnation that the prohibition contained in the Geneva 
Protocol applies t o the use in war of all chenical, bacteriol ogical and 
biological agents (including tear gas and other harassing agents), which 
now exist or which ruay be devel oped in the future. ii (A/7575 , p.xii') 

My delegation, f or its part, supports that view. 
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19. However, sone of us d.o n ;.> t ctgr ee that :1ur endeavours s hould be nado in such o. 

dire ction. They argue that a r ecom1endat i on on those lines would we~1ken r ather than 

strer:1gthen the Pr .:;t ocol and that ·t,he United ~hticns lns no l cgc1l coBpotence t o i nterpret 

the provisions of the Prot ocol, Hhich r erz ins the exclusive right of the partie s ther e t o . 

In tho.t connexion we a r 0 r e:-_ri.ndo.:l , nor eovor, tho.t ther e exist State s Hhi ch ar e not y e t 

:H8nbe rs of the United Nations, and thf.!.t the pr op os od :.tffirr:tlltion Li ght not , therefore, 

be applicabl e to ther.::. 

20. In our v i ew, and generally speaking, i.-Jher e the scopo of nethods of warfo.r e t o be 

prohibited is concerned the provi sions of t he Pr otoc -:>1 have been interpr eted in the 

widest possi ble sense , a nd that fron the very beginning . I t i s to be expected, therefor e , 

that the proposed affirnation would reiter a t e tho.t understanding, as well as do away 

with all nisinterpretlltion in this connexion f or the future. That, in turn, would tend 

to str engthen further the Protocol. 

21. Hor eovor, if the signatories to the Protocol do , in principle , have the natural 

right of interpreting f or thenseh~es such a n instrur.!ent, by which they have chosen to 

abide , tha t in itself does not exclude at a ll -- and indeed has never ex cluded -- the 

United Nations or other conpe tent bodies from i ssuing an affin1ation clarifying or 

reiter~ting such provisions ~ This vi ew i s further str engthened by the >-!i de-spr ead 

conviction tha t th·e: contr actual rul•J s cn:::.nllting frcr.-: the Geneva Protocol have beco:r:1e 

also customary r ul 0s of internati on<:ll l a w. 
22 . A third proposal put f or wcud deals not only with increasing the nunber of s igna t ories 

to the Proto col and vii th interpreting its provisions but with elabor c.ting new provis i ons 

dec.ling with differ ent asp e cts of t he pr obl en. 

23 . That has been enph~:~sized by General .1.sssr:bl y r esolut i ons, and it was eDbodied also 

in the third r e cotmencla tion of the Secr etary-Goner a l i n his report when he prop osed 

t hat henber s of the United Nnti ons should 

;1 • • • co.ll upon all countrie s t o r ee1ch agreenent to halt the devel opT:lent, 

production and stockpiling of all chel!lico.l and 1::act eriol ogical (biol ogical) 

agents f or purposes of wctr a nd t o achieve their effe ctive elirri.no.tion fron 

the arsenal of weapon s . ;; (ibid.. ) 

24. But what precisely i s t o be include d in such an agr eenent? 
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25. At our meeting on 24 July the representative of Bulgaria said: 
11My delegation ••• is ready to contribute to every effort designed to 
reaffirm and strengthen the Geneva Protocol. But we firmly believe that this 
canbe done only by preserving its spirit and letter, and by grafting, so to 
speak, on to the Protocol's prohibition of the use of all means having a 

·.chemical and biological origin t he prohibition of production, testing and 
stockpiling, so as to achieve a total and universal ban extending even to the 
idea of ever resorting to such weapons of horror.n . (BNDC/PV.422, para. 27) 

26. The delegation of the United Kingdom, however, deemed that such a proposal did 
not go far enough, and that besides halting the development, production and stockpiling 
of all C and Bweapons a newinternational instrument should cover the issue of their 
use too. (ENDC/PV.418, para. 17 et seg.) It suggested, furthermore, that such an 
instrument should deal with biological methods of warfare only, and that it should 
include implementation provisions regarding the prohibition of their use. 
27. I should like now to comment on these points in particular~ 
28. The reasons for suggesting that the new instrument should refer also to the 
prohibition of use are not sufficiently clear to us, since that particula r aspect is 
already covered by the Geneva Protocol. de do not see that there is real advantage 
in the suggestion unless it is thought . that the proposed implementation provisions 
in the new instrUment would be needed for its correct application, since the Geneva 
Protocol does not include such provisions but refers only to the .. principle_ of 

prohibition itself. 
29. The argument that the Protocol would not be weakened by the proposed instrument 

I 

is, we are told supported by article VI of the United Kingdom draft convention, 
(ENDC/ 255), as well as by certain provisions in the preamble which refer to the 
Protocol (second, third, fourth and ei ghth preambular paragraphs) and emphasize that 
nothing contained in the convention should be construed as in any way limiting or 
derogating from obligations assumed under the Protocol by any State. 
30. We feel, nevertheless, that the apprehensions concerning the effect of the proposed 
instrument on the Protocolhave not been removed by that argument. The mere existence 
of two international instruments dealing in a more or less different way with the same 
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subject could creat<:: unnecessary confusion a.nd difficultit,s . Moreover , those f ear s 

have increased , s ince it i s proposed by the United Kingdom delegatio~ that the new 

instrument should deal with B weapons onl y . 

31. In spite of all the wei ghty arguments advanced by the United Kingdom delegati on i n 

s upport of its vL~w that we should deal at this stage with B weapons onl y, we agree 

with those who call f or the treatment of both B and C weapons together. 'oie do not wi sh 

to r epeat all the arguments that have been advanced h0r e by li1any delegations to uphold 

t hat view. S uffice i t· to say, inter alia, t hat se;)arating t hose t wo types of weapons 

i s not compatibl e with what was decided by the General Assembly i n its r esoluti ons 
already r eferred to. 

32 . Moreover such a separati on would, i t i s f eared, weaken the Geneva Protocol. 

It mi ght expose us to all the difficulties which such a differentiation would entail 

when we had to decide what exactly constitute s a B weapon and what i s considered to be 

a C weapon. Furthermore , we see no r eason v.rhy iVe should not tackl e those two methods 

of warfare simultaneously , inasmuch ,3.5 the Uni ted Kingdom del egati on itself considers · 

that an agreement on C weapons i s not too far off. 

33. Even the strengthening of article V of the United Kin[::dom draft on the lines 
suggested by the Swedish del egati on on 5 August, t o the effect that the said draft : 

"would ••• have to contai n strong pledges t o conti nue negoti ations t o arri ve 
at s i mila r restrictions on the production, etcetera , of chemical weapons . " 
(ENDC/PV.425 1 para. 40 ) 

would not , to our mind, be enough ~nd does no t convi nce us tha t we could accept 

lil"Diting our endeavours at this s tage t o B weapons only. 
34. As regards the provisions conce rning the implementettion aspect of the prohibiti on 
dea l t with in the United Kingdom draft, we would prefer to comment thereon at a 
late r s t age as these provisions would , at l·::ast to a certain extent, be affected by 

what will emerge on the various poi nts I have r e ferre d to earlier, and especi ally by 

';:he ther the new proposed interno.t i onal i nstrument will deal with only the development , 

producti on and s tockpiling of C and B weapons, or will cover a l so t he use of such 

weapons . Added to this it must be nade clear whother -·iVG will content ourselves wi th 

an international ins trument on B weapons only or include Cweapons too . Je would 
ther e fore confine ourselves now to making some particular r emarks only. 
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35. The draft does not refer to controls in the restricted sense of the word 1 on 
the grounds that it would in practice be difficult to control production of B 
weapons. Though we acknowledge the importance of this observation, we find it hard 
to admit that control in such a field is to be completely ruled out. 
36. In this connexion may I point out that at a previous informal meeting our 
delegation referred to the fact that the C and B weapons pass through different stages 

from their development to the point of their possible use. We then said that we 
should avail ourselves of these various stages to ensure an appropriate over-all 
control during some or all of these successive stages so as to achieve the purpose 

we have in mind. This, it is hoped, would give us as good a picture as possible of 
a given situation and help us prevent the worst instead of waiting for it to occur 
and then trying to control it a posteriori . through the Security Council, as suggested 
by the United Kingdom draft. \:ife therefore support the call for a closer study of this 

particular aspect of control in order to find a solution for it, as we fear that if 
no adequate control could be established over prohibition, the latter would r emain 

purely fictitious. 
37. Lastly1 we would submit that the provis ions of the United Kingdom draft which 

cover the role of the Secretary-General and the Security Council regarding the lodging 
of complaints are in need of greater precis i on especially from t he procedural aspect as 

well as concerns the results that would ensue if the Security Council were to be 
convinced of the accuracy of an alleged breach of undertaking. Greater clarity and 
precision of these provisiOns are .needed in order to ascertain the efficacy of the 
proposed agreement. 

38. Mr. PORTER (United Kingdom): This morning I should like to introduce some 
amendments to the draft convention for the prohibition of biological methods of 
warfare and _the r elated draft Security Council r esolution (ENDC/255) . tabled and 
introduced by Mr. Ivlulley on 10 July (ENDC/PV.418, para. 16 et seq .. ). We are grate ful to 

the delegations which have commented on these t exts, and in some cases we have already 
been able to develop new or modified language to meet their point s . We hope tha t 

other governments r epresented here will also comment for we rega rd this process of 
consulta tion and improvement as a continuous one l eadi ng t o a t ext which wil l be 

generally acceptable to members of this Committee . . 
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39. I have set out the proposed c;hanges in a paper which is befor0 t he Committe8 . The 

Secre tariat has also circulated the a mended text as an ,i;NDC document (EH.OC/255 / Rev.l). 

we ha ve not ye t made proposals f o r the mi ssing administrative articles VII 1 VIII and X, 
since this we belie ve .;ould be pr emature until soml:: progress has been made on the . 

articles of s ubstance already tabl e d. For t hc time being we sho~lld l ike to conce ntrate 

on t hese . 

You will notice that our amendments re!,nin withi n t h<.c framevJOrk of a conve ntion 

for the prohi bition of bi ological methods of vm.rfare . A number of de legations have 

advocated that chemical and biolot;ical ucthods of >.varfar e .should be deal t with togethe r . 

in the same document. 'I'he Committee will recall tho r easons ,,;iven by !vir • . Mulley on 

10 J ·.llY. (ENDC/ PV.418 , par a . 12 et seq . ) an9. in ear l i er statcmvnts f or drafti ng , in t he 

first instance, a convention on bi olor:;ical neapons. ·:Je cannot agree that i t is . 
. . -· .. .. 

i mpossi bl e t o dis tingui sh between chemical and bi ologica l methods o f warfare . The 

biologica l weapons is the only self~propagating weapon i n existen~e ; t hat is to say, 
1 

a v1eapon. which has t he ability t o multiply its e l f . That i s vvhy t ho e ffec t s ,of such 

weapons a r e likely to be not only horrifying but indi scrimi nate . 'iihat yve are seeking 

to prohi pit t herefor e i s , in one sense , the most inhuman of all weapons ; a living 

V/eapo n which 'seeks out people t o de s troy them. ie fully .~ympathize with t he desire , 

(~xp1·es.sed by so many delegations 1 for further work . on chemica l 'iJeapons , a nd t he 

dete r mina tion to pursue t h i s is expressed formall y in articl8 Vof cu r draft convention 

·;Jhich as ame nded cxplici tly conuni ts all parti as nt o pursue negoti a tion.D i n good faith .. 
O!l e ffe ctive measu:re ,s t o str~ngthen existing constraints on che~ical me t l1ods of warfa.rcli. 

We do no t believe h owever tha t progr8ss on a conv e ntion on cher:;ical vJa~"farc woul d be 

expedite d by s t oppi n<; work on t he draft convention on biologica l ~;arfare which i s 

c..lready before us . 
1+L In t h i s connexion we fully 'shar e · the ; obje ction o f the n~presentativc o f Swede n to 

·che use which is being made her e of t he t erm ' 'biochemical'; U NDC/}YJ' . 425 1 pa ra. 16) . 

Bi ochemistry is a dis tiJ:i,ct ,s cie nti f ic di s ciplin e whi ch lies on t he borde:dine be tween 

chemistry a nd biology. The inaccurat~ use of the a dj e ctive i 1bi ochemical11 as a kind of 

umbre lla t e rm t o cover both ·'chemical;' and " bi ol ogica l"'i$. s i mply mi s l eading. 

42 . ,{e have examined ways of stre ngt hening the cor.uni tm,;nt to furthe r negotiation i n 

<-lrticle V. On 5 August Mrs . Hyrda l pointed out t h at ti1e Hording of the previous . draft 

' 'to s t rengthen th\~ exi s ting cons traints ,on t he use o.f ch.:;mical me thods o.f .warfare " --
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could be interpreted to mean that negotio.tions would aim at a convention more limited 

in scope than our draft convention on biological weapons, which also covers production 
and possession (EN.DC/PV.425, para. 40). It was not our intention, of course, to 

preclude consideration of a prohibition of production and possession of chemical weapons. 
On the other hand we could not simply add a refer ence to production and possession in 
article V as Mrs. Myrdal suggested because there are no ;'existing constraintsi1 on these. 
Therefore we have dropped the words 11the use of" so that the article now reads: 

"Each of the Parties to the Convention undertakes to pursue negotiations 
in good faith on effective measures to strengthen the existing constraints on 
chemical me thods of warfare." 

43• I should like now to consider a more radical suggestion made by the r epresentative 

of Sweden, who proposed that article I of our draft convention should be omitted since, 
in view of the prohibition of use already contained in the Geneva Protocol (A/ 7575, p~ll7), 
it was redundant UNDC/ PV.Lf25, para. 38). The representative of the United Arab Republic 

made a similar point this morning. Mrs. Myrdal suggested further that the article 
should be replaced by something on the lines of our present article VI which, you will 
recall, is a disclaimer article concerning the Geneva Protocol. I can understand 
that from the point of view of Sweden, which became a party to the Geneva Protocol without 

entering any reservation, article I might not seem to r epresent any additional commitment, 
but the fact .remains that many other States parties to the Protocol entered reservations 
which had the effect of making this instrument a "no first use 11 agreement only. Some 
parties have taken the view als o that the Geneva Protocol .entitles them to use chemical 
and biological weapons first against non-parties. There is therefore no such thing as 
what has been called "universality of commitment" under the Protocol. Since in practice 
the Geneva Protocol means different things to different people it would be do~bly 
unsatisfactory to base the remaining articles in our convention on a first article 
which simply echoed the Protocol. We attach great importance, for instance , to the 

provisions in article III, paragraph 1, of our draft convention for a complaints 
machinery to deal with allegations of use . This, we believe , would give parties much 

greater confidence that the prohibition of use in article I would not be violated. 
However, article III paragraph 1 depends on a precise statement and understanding of the 

prohibition it is to cover, and this is provided by our article I. 
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44. Hov1ever, in order t o r:~move any i m.p:ressi on t hat article I i s mer Gl y duplicating t he 

Geneva Prot ocol we have amended it in t1L3 f;Jllo:1-Jing_ way. The, undertak i ng by a party 

not to engage i n biol .)gical met hod s of warfar e i s now qualified by tho cl au se : 
11in so far a s it may not already be co;;;,'"llitt ed i n tho.t r o:::rpect under Tr oa t i e s 

or other ins-trument s i n f or ce pr ohibiting the.: u s.:; of che11ical and "biol ogical 

method s of \varfar e 11 • 

This clausG , taken to gether with article VI, mo.kes it quite cl ear thc.t existing 

commi·:.ments under the Geneva Prot ocol and earlier i nternational agr eements a:re i n no way 

afL:c ted by our draft convention. Some countries , i n becoming part i as tc our 

convention, would undertake . adO.itional comr.,itments U.'1der articl e I ; other s \vould not •. 

All_ 1t10ulcl end up vith t he unifor m oblig2.tion nev·or in any circumstQlces t o engage in 

biol ogi cal methods of -vmrfar e . 
' '> • · '.'. ' . 

45. The definition in article I of our conventiop i s meant t o be comp:;,~ehensive and t o 

cover all possible f or ms of biol cgi cal war far 8 . I n our :cuvisod. ver sion vm have closed 

one small l oophole. It is conceivable t hat insect s su ch as col or ado "beetl es or l ocusts 

could b0 u sed t o ruin cr op s _not by killing t he pl an ts ou t ri61.t but by i nfli cting heavy 

damage on them. Ther ef or e we have extended t he ban t c covar mi cr obi al or 'J the:i:' 

oiol og;i.cal agent s cau s ing de.mage , as well as t hos0 causine; death o.r di sease .. vJe do not 

entirely understand the poi n t made by the reprosent~tive of Pol and on 14 August that our 

convent i on (),ffer s n r 0strictive int erpretati on of t he Pr ot ocol (ENDC/PV . 428 , paro. . 64). 
So far a s bacteriol ogical ( bi ol ogical) w;;:::aj_Jcns ar c concerned it o.i m.s t o be comprehensive 

and we shall be gl ad to consiclGr wnys of f illing other possible l oophol e3 t hat may occur 
t o members o f t he Ccm:QJ.i t t ee . 

46. We have modif i ed the wor ciing o f ar t i cle II( a)(i ) of our draft conventi on , whi ch 

some peopl e found confus i ng . I hope i n particular that the nov: l anguage we propo se 

meet s Mrs . HyTdall s concer n about t he right t o devel op dofance mensur 8s against 

biol ogical -vreapon s (ENDC/FV .425, par a . 42). It i s . our intonti on t o allo1.-J t h e 

devel opment of passi ve defence measures , which VJT)uld i nclude in particu~ar vncci nes f or 

pr o t e ct iQl,l ag1;1inst possi ble biol ogi cal attc.ck . On t ho :Jther hand thi s pc.r agr aph has--

t o be Hor c.lod car af ul l y i n or der t o li1:1i t the excepti on s tr::i,ctly t o def once measures 

that i s , t o me a suros r edu cing the effoctivonos:::; of 1:'. bi ologi cal.o.tto.cl<: on one ' s own 
l 

popul c.t i on. 
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We have amended the second paragraph of the .. article 
to make it quite clear that a complaint under this paragraph, as in the case of a 
complaint under the first paragraph, would be supported by all evidence at the disposal 
of the complaining party. 
48. l1e have sympathy with the Swedish idea concerning increased openness about 
activities in this field (ibic1., para. 44). 'l'he Committee will no doubt recall that a 
similar idea was broached in our working paper (ENDC/231-lf) of 6 August 1968, but when we 
examined tho implications of the idea further we came to the conclusion that this was 
essentially a matter for internal rogulation. In practice it would bo extremely 
difficult to formalize such arrangements in m1 international treaty. 
49. On 1/¥ August the representative of Japan proposed that a group of experts might 
meet to consider the pnblems of verification in the field of chemical and biological 
weapons (ENDC/PV.428, pnra. 47). Such studies have already been undertaken in the 
biological field -- I am thinking of the work of the Pug1.vash Study Group on Biological 
Warfare and that subsequently undertaken by SIPRI. We ourselves looked very carefully 
at this aspect before concluding that verification, in the sense in which that word is 
usually used in disarmament negotiations, is not possible in the biological weapon field 
and that the complaints procedure we envisage is the right answer in these circumstances. 
There may be something to be said for consideringthe question of verification in the 
field of chemical warfare, and my Government would-contribute what it could to any such 
investigation. But, as we have already made clear, we believe that in the field of 
biological warfare progress is possible now, without waiting for the result of further 
studies. 
50. We have also made one change in our draft Security Council resolution by adding a 
prerunbular paragraph which reaffirms the right of individual and collective self-defence 
recobmized in Article 51 of the United Nations Charter. This paragraph is designed to 
meet concerns expressed to us that article IV of the draft convention.might be taken to 

derogate from that right. 
51. In conclusion, may I say a word about the way we might proceed with the question of 
chemical and biological 1.mrfare? 
52. In the first place we have the Geneva Protocol, the principal legal instrument on 
this subject· in 'force at this time e.nd the point of d0parture for further measures. 
In our vieH nothing should be done here or in the General Assembly vJhich could weaken 
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it. In this c0nnexion we welcone the statGment by the r Gpresant rcti ve CJf J c.pan on 

14 August that his Government would, in certain circu."!lstE'.Dc.:-s ~ consiuor r1x!:.ifying the 

Protocol (ENDC/PV .428, parr.. L19 ); H G V•'j ry r:,<lCh hope thc.t tl:1 ::-;:;· would :Lncboc.~ consider 

ratifying it for it s ovm sake nnd i n6ap0ndontly T::' ckvolc;:,,Lnt3 h ::..: r e . He w.Juld urge 

other countries to do the same Gild, like tho repr-:.santativG of th•::l Uni ted Arab Republic, 

i-lG sli.pport the Hong::Jlim-1 prcposo.l (ENDC/FV.424., p::rn. 105 ) to rocormnend that the 

· Gerterel Assembly should aiJlX.Jal urgontly t o all Goverrui1dlGc.:; Hhich have not don e so t o 

accede to or ratify th(: Prot r) col in t he course of 1970 , the forty-fifth o.'nniversary of 

the Protocol and the tv.n nty-fifth anniver sary :; f tho Unitcc~ Nations. 

53. The General As s:::.;m~.)ly at its forthcominc.; s0ssion \Jill bo very com;cious of tho f.<;.ct 

thr:t tho que stion of chemical and biological ·v:arfar·.:: is attn,\ctinc incr0~.H..l·Jcl interest 

everyv_rhorc. The Sc,crutary-GonGral c.nd hi s consultant experts have in thoir excellent 

r eport (A/'7575) given us the scientific facts; it is now ur t o eovermwnt s' t o proceed. 

My o~m. Government ha s contributed a dre_ft convention on the prohibition of biological 

methods of warfare in an effort to get ngreement on something concratG for the next . 

session of the General As s embly. I·'lany delegations h ::we do bated th:: br.~J[ld. procedural 

question of how t o proceed with our work on chemical and biological wa:d'are -- whether, 

f or instance:~ thoro ::;hould be one conventi.0n or two interrelated c,:;nv0ntions. 

Howev<;r some delegaticms have o..lso tackled and co:;nment . ..;d on the problems of substance 
r a ised by our draft text and we are grateful t o them. \je ho~)G tc have coTilin.ents from 

ether delegations before the end o f thu so .ssi c n. irJe trust that 1.ihon this Committee 

meets Rftor the General Assor'lbly it will civo urgcmt att .. mt ion t o tho pr oblems of nrms 

control o.nd d.isarmar;1ent in the '.lholc field o f chc"1ic:9.1 :::.ncl ·:)i c:- l~igi ccJ_ 1-10apon s . It is 
agains t this background th:::.t ue ~,,'ish to press () ;1. t·-,rc:.rch; tho c.chievc:ncmt cf a 

compr,J:1ens i V 3 ban c:i1 biologicc:l methods u f wo.rfare. 

54. l"li'. IGN1~'l'IEF1<., (Canadc.): .I should like. to nnke some comment s today t o 

introc~uce our workints paper (ENDC/266) Hhich wo.s circulated this morning eml which 

contc.ins tho draft of a General Assembly r esolution on tho problem or ch'c:mi cal o.nd 

biolocical weapon s . 

55. I vTill n;; t strcdn thu ~Jatit:nco of m.y colleasues by l'<"l'egting the cor.ments which 

were me.c1o on this subj oct l;y the CC'.l1.c,dio.n del C!gcction en 31 J uly (ENDC/PV .424) but I 

should like to r oitor ;,tc tivc~' jJoint s : first, that our r ...;:schJ.tion ho.s t:;l'OHtl uut of a 

desil'G t o overcome, to the extent 1Jossil;le n11d in tb.e t::.. ~:te r ernC'1.i 11inc t( us, tl1e 
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difficulties which we seem to be experiencinc in moving for1·mrcl on this important 
subject, as well as to r eflect certnin areas which seem to be generally agreed; o.nd, 
second, it seems to us tho.t it 1-10uld be useful, if possible, to provide aome agreed 
proceduro.l basis f or discussion in the General Assembly in the light not only of the 
valuable report of the Secratary-General (A/7575) but also of the propo ~nls put forward 
in this Committ9e. 
56. I might mention as ~o1ell that '"'e have been pe.rticularly oncouragoJ in going o.head 
with this draft by remarks made by a number of my colleac,ues at the informal meeting 
which 1..fO hold on 20 J~ugust t o discuss the prel:imilw.r y r 'oport which thi s Committee is t o 
render to the General As sombly. I refer t :J the vi0v1 expressed that it v:ould be 
desiro.ble for the Co!!lln..itteo to try to put forv!ar(i. wherever possible agreed 
r ecor.unendations f or the guidance of the General Assembly. vJe are in agreement lvi th 
that view, which is fully consi stent with the OiJinion I have expressed that 1-1'8 need t o 
define and work to~omrds the achievement of common grounds and purposes . '~e believe 

I 

that the time has come now when, on this subject, we should try t o define those common 
aims and purposas with greater precision. 
57. Vlith this in mind may I offcr a brief description of the draft resolution which i s 
submitted with this aim in view. I think that thE:: first three preambular paragraphs 
are self-explanatory. The f ourth, fifth and sixth preambular parngraphs have been 
drawn directly from sections of the Secretar;-General 1 s report. The seventh preambular 
paragrapl1 speaks f or itself, while the eighth and ninth r eflect the unanimous concern of 
us all that we do nothing which would in c,ny way derogate from the effectiveness of the 
1925 Geneva Protocol (A/7575, p.ll7). 
58. Turning t o the operative paragraphs: operntive paragraphs 1 and 2 will come as no 
surprise t o my colleagues as the basis f or them was contcinod in the outline I gave in 
my st atement on 31 July. They give , I think, an indication of a common desire in this 
Committ ee t o see the val idity ru1d effectiveness of the 1925 Geneva Prot ocol upheld and 
adherence t o it widened, whatever else wo do. Opero.tivo paragraphs 3 t o 5 inclusive, 
while differing somewhat in po.rac;r.o.phing , o.ro sLu.il nr in substance t o t he operative 
paragr aphs of United Nations General Assembly r esolution 2342 (XXII) (ENDC/210) dealing 
wit h tho Secretary-Gener al ' s r eport on nuclear weapons (1¥16858). 
59. Tho skelet ons of oper ative J.)aro.craphs 6, 7 ond 8 were also conto.inod in my stat ement 
of .31 July and, therefor e , will not be new t o t ho CommittGe . They roprusent what might 
be called t he furth8r action element s of the r esolution as far as they r elate t o the 
work of the Committee . 
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60. Reserving for a L -:;, t or dato corr1ment on t h0 r ovisod dra ft conv::.:nticn 

(ENDC/255/Rov.l) just submitted and oxp lo..inud by t ho r opr osenta tiv.:.: of tho Unitod 

Kingdom, I .should like t o s ay on e or tvm words in a prblirnina ry way about the othor 

vTOrking document em this subj e ct (BiiTDC/265) s ubmi ttvd this morning in tho names of 

tho delegations of Argentins., Br u.zil, Burma , Ethiopia , India , Mexico , Morocco, 

Nigeria, Pakistan , Sweden, th0 Uni t 0d .A.rc:b Republic and Yugoslavia .• My de legation 

has had the opportunity of participating in some of the informa l discussions, with 

tho Swedish del ega. ti<..m in particular, which pr o c od e d the subJdssion of this draft 

declaration, and I wish to mak0 it cl8aT th:..t my d ulog:1 tion seos no conflict 

between thu proposals contaim:d in tho t wo vmrking docui.i0nts circulated t od.ay, 

theirs b e ing s ubs t antivu and ours b e ing ossontia lly procedural. 

61. As my authorities in Ottawa a r o still s tudying all the implications of the 

draft de clar a tion containod in d.ocumont ElmC/265 I would not wish t o offer comments 

of substance on th2. t proposc:l this morning . I v10uld s o.y, however, tha t we find tho 

draft de clar a tion Gmbodie s an <.<xtromely intc r u_s ting G.nd ingGnious appro .:.=t.ch to the 

c ompl ex l egal problems involv ed and tha t its content s morit t h u mos t serious 

considera tion of ~11 of us. 

62. Bef or e concluding my r omarks I s hould like t o offer a f o.w co1aments on anothe r 

subject of parti cul 9..r int.or est to tho c,~nadic:m d ol eg.:ttion, on wh ich a working paper 

has also be.::m circula t e d. _.i_t our l as t rnue ting you , Sir, spoc.':.kin.; as tho 

r epr osenta tive of Brazil, s ubmitte d <.1 •wr k ing p ap or on t h e con t r ol pr ovis i ons fo r 

a treaty on the n on-ar mament of t h-:: sua- bud and th::; o c uan fl oor · (ENDC/264 ). Tho 

Canadian de l egation h ::.:.s g i v <.m tho:> t papor sori ous study and I 3hould 1 ike to take 

t his o ccc:.s i on t o m<Jko sorii0 prolirdn.::~ry comments on sorno of th3 i mplica tions of the 

st ... : t e nwnts in t he paper which you, Sir 1 put fo rwar d , as my cle l ug;::. t ion sees t h em. 

63. At our meeting on 31 July 3 in discussing the pr ogress on t ho nego tiations 

conce rning tho s ea-bod, I s t~tod: 

"It is important., if n o t vi t~~l, t h,, t during this s;.;s s i on the Comrni ttee 

should ;:::.rrive a t acc ornmodc::;tion s which coul d b 0 s upportGd b y ov ery member, 

in orde r t hat our ruj)Or t to t ho n ext session of t hu Gene r a l il.ssembl y may 

cont;;,in gonorally-0.ccop ~0d r e comm,:md:::'.. t ions on this impor t :::.nt subj e ct." 

(ENDC/PV.424 , par a . 15) 
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64. On that basis the Canadian d0legation has been particularly interested in the 

comments made by various delegations r eg2rding on e t~spect of the sea-bed 

negotiations which I discusst:Hl on 31 July, tha,t is tho speoHLl rights of coastal 

States under internationu.l lavr being t c:;,k on fully into account in any arms control 

treaty (ENDC/ PV.424, para s. 22 o t so~.). Thoro would appear to be developing a 

fu.irly widely accepted vie1v that, pa:r·ticularly in the me:. tter o'f vei·ifica tion, any 
, -

s ea-bed treaty must ensure tha t the rights of a co astal State inherent in existing 

international law should be fully r esp ucted. The Brazilian working paper points 

out clearly that not only in the specific tre aty formulation but a lso in the 

detailed procedures for oa.rryi~1g out the verification of the treaty such rights 

should b e taken fully into account.. 

65. Whatever the terms of the sea-bed treaty which may be a greed upon in this 

Committee, the underlying policies and objectives of the treaty will have to b b 

fitted into the framework of existing international law. Whether or not there 
. . 

are dj_scla.ime:.:s in the treaty sta -ting that its t e rms should no t b e takon to 

repres ent conflicting views on international law, the existing fi·amework of 

interna tional relations ~ust bo the basis of the sea-bed treaty and its provisions 
. ' 

should be consistent with that law. The Brazilian -vror.King paper is a time ly 

reminder of that f<1ct ._ 

66. In conclusion I would say tha t a number of my coll e agues who have addressed 

themselves to the :problem c -:': i: ~'2 :- c;po cia l T::.ghts of ':'-oasta2. States ·-- notably -~he . 

representa tives of India (ENDC/PV.428, p ar 2.. . 14) ? E-iihiopia (ENDC/PV:-430, paras. 91, 

92 and 96) and Nigeria (~_bid., para. 4 7) ~md s orne o thors --· havu share d. tho general 

approach of thG Brazilian dol ege.tion without at the s a me time u.ttempting, at this 

stage, to formul G. to spocific treaty l anguago 3 but what you, Mr. Chairmu.n, in your 

capa city as reprosenta tive of Brazil, ha.v o cl€)arly dono is to focus our a ttention 

on th8 kind of considerations concerning tha spe cial rights of coastal States which 

must be considered in deve loping treu.ty language, witn ·particular refer ence to the 

rights of verification~ <:md it is that approach tha t the Cana•J.ian delegation would 

l j ke to support. 
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6[. Mrs~ MYRJ)li~ (Sweden): IJ.'his Committee h~:.s for mor e than a year been 

engaged in a sys t ematic endeavour t o reduce and eventually t o eliminate t he risks of 

t error warfare with chemical and biological weapons. A first step was our 

r ecommendation in 1968 tha t the Se cre t ary-Goner al should under take a study of 

chemtcal and bacteriological (biological) weapons 2.nd t ho effects of their possible 

use (EifDC/236, p. 4) . Tlw next major s t ep hciS been the publication of t hv excellent 

r eport by the Se cretary-Gener a l (A/7575) 9 an achievement which thus might ~artly be 

cr odi t 0d to this Committee ., 

68. In his foreword t o that r eport t he Socrotary-Gener~l has outlined what the 

next s t ages should be . He admirably swnmarizos tho conclusions which can be 

drawn from the exprts ' r epor t and bases on t hem three i mportant policy 

r e commenda t ions . 

69 . The first of t hose r ocoumondJ-tions ( i bid 9 p . xii) ce.,lls for r enov<a l of tho 

appeal to all Sta t e s to a ccede t o the Genova Protocol of 1925 (ibid, p . 117 ) . A 

formulation of tha t appeal inviting pr oper nction by the Gene r al Assembly should, 

we had expe ct ed , be on e of the r esults whi ~h this Com~itt0o would sta t e in its f i nal 

report, and t oday we have r oc0ivod ~ definite pr oposa l to that effJ ct from the 

Canadi an de l egation , a proposal -vrhich the Swodish deloga ti on he:::.rtily endors es . 

Tho third of t he Secre t ary-Goner a l 1 s r e commenda tions (ibid, p . :x:.ii), calling for 

fur ther disarmament measures in this f i old, should be another recommenda tion of thi s 

Committee t o t he Gon er al Assembiy . The United Kint:,dom del ega tion, through its 

ini ti ::;.tivo in submitting a draft convention on biol ogic:1l warfara (ENDC/255) , has 

offer ed a valuahlo partial solut i on 9 and the r evisions introduced t oday 

(ENDC/ 255/Rev . l ) will be given car eful study by my deleg:~tion. ThG Ccmadian 

pr oposal for United Na tions o.ction draws 2..ttontion t o the fact tho. t r eal 

disar :rnament in r egard t o ch01nica l and biological woap ons is on0 item t h e.t should 

be on the a genda of the Committee a t its n oxt s ession. 

70. The whol e sequence would be compl c: t o i f tho se cond of the Socre t ary- Gener al' s 

rccommend2.tions (A/7575, p . xi i) concerning a cle.:1r affirma tion of tho scope of the 

exis ting ban on t he use of those vrec.::.pons in war, also wor o t o be cover ed in ye t 

ano t her r e commenda tion for a cti on . 
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71. In my intorventiop. on 5 August of this yoar I indic.::-ted tha t my delegation was 

ready to co-opGrate with other del ega tions in submitting to the Committee a working 

pap~r on such a declaration, affirming as comprehensive the existing ban on 

chemical and biological methods of warfare (ENDC/PV.425, para. 36). Today my 

delegation, together with tho delegations of the Argentine Republic, Brazil, Burma, 

Ethiopia, India, :rvroxico, the Kinguom of Morocco, Nige:d2., Pakistan, tho United Arab 

Republic and the Socialis~ Federa l Republic of Yugoslavia, has the honour to submit 

a wor~ing paper of the kind onvis~god. 

which is now before the Committee. 

I .J.m referring to document ENDC/265, 

72. The reasons and purposes of a declaration along the linus containod ·in tho 

working paper were <axplainod at length in li1Y previous statement. 

lim~t my statoment today to a few points. 

I can therefore 

73. Let me recall, in tho first ~lace, that by suggesting such a de clara tion we 

draw a sharp distinc~ion betw6en measures to prohibit the use and measures d~signed 

to prevent the production, stockpiling and dissemination of B and C methods of 

warfare. We look forward to further considerable work on tho whole _subject of 

elimination of these weapons, based inter alia on the United Kingdom draft 

convention. 

74. As we and other delegations have explained before, however, we beliovo it is 

unnecessary to introduce a new treaty instrument to cover a lso tho aspect of 

prohibition against use. It h<:::,s soomod t o us more advisable to deal with that 

aspect through a solemn doclaration. The nood and purpose are not to legislate;-

the law is ~here. What is needed is to .D.ffirm and consolid.:cte . the existing law 

about non-use and to do that through colle ctive action in the United Nations General 

Assembly, a . step which wo .::.re convinced would servo tho political purpose of 

facilitating universal adherence to the Genev2. Protocol. 

75. If the l11w restsd exclusively on tho Goneva Protocol of 1925 it might perhaps. 

have been arguGd th·c").t it would be for the parties. to that Protocol to perform this 

task. As we all know, ho·wever, and as I ho..d occasion to say in my oarlior 

statement .. and as has been confirmed by so many other sp~akors, the ban on B and C 

methods of warfare is the outcome of a long process, involving many internetional 
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instruments from the nineteenth cc,ntury up ·t o and including Goner Cl.l 11.ssembly 

resolutions in 1966 and 1968 . The cumulativu e f fe ct of all t his and of tha r espect 

paid t o it in actu<J.l pra ctice is a rulo of cus t omary-- I emphasize 11 customary11 --

interna tiona l l aw. Thi s viow i s widely su:pp0rtod as indicc t ed mos t r e cently in 

the sta t ement ma,dG t oday by thG r 0prcsenta tivo of t he Unit8d Arab Republic. To 

a ffirm and consolidate such a rule i s a t ypo of t ask propor for c:.n organ like the 

GenerCl-1 Assembly, and a t ask which it has performed bGfore. The Goner a l Assembly 

al so comprises prac tically all Statvs which ar e parties t o th~ Genev a Protocol. 

76 . LGt me now briefly comment upon t hG t oxt of th0 working paper . 

77. ThG first preambular para6rap~ r e f ers to tha t a lmos t ins tinctive reaction of 

horror that has ahra ys been evoked in the minds of mun by the use , or ev on t he 

prospect of the use , of biologica l and chemica l weapons. 'de b;;l i ove , of course, 

tha t the r e ar e v ery solicl rationa l r o::::.sons for the ban on B and C me thods of 

warfare . NGv ertheless, this spontc.noous r o.:1ction of horror o.nd of condemna tion 

i s , in our view, a human s i gn of he .s:.l th Emd a nc,ture.l and sound s t arting poi n t f or 

t ho d eclar a tion. 

78 . The sG cond pr eambular paragr aph spells out tho s i gnificant f ;::,ct tha t t ho 

e ff<Jcts of B cmd C me t hods of w2.rfare can oft en no t be r es tricted t o specific 

military t ar ge t s . Thoy ar e ther eby likely t o conflict with t hat f undamonta l rule 

concerning the conduct of we.rfar o Hhich r equires b<JlligGr cmts t o d i rect their 

a ctions against combat an t s and t o r ofr ain f r om ,:ctions against non-combn t an ts . 

It is furthGr gener ally r e cognized th~t any use of B ~nd C me t hods of warfare 

en t a ils the a lmos t .::mtomc:.tic ris k of retaliation and t hGr alJ;y os caL~tion . 

developed in my 0arlier intervention, this r i sk of es ca l a tion i s cons picuous until 

we ge t an authorita t ive s t a t c:men t concerning t he scopo of t ho ban, di ffer ent 

parties in a conflict perh~ps ot herwise interpre ting th8 scopo di f f er ently. 

79 . The third pr ec:mbular p.::.r agr a:ph r ecalls th::1 t t her e i s a l ong chain of 

ins truman t s which h.::~ve banned some or all of thvse mo t hods of warfc::.r e . Reference 

i s also made t o instruments which do no t dire ctly prohibit but sook t o pr ev en t the 

use of t hes e me thods of w::..rfaro . A cas.:; in l)Oint is Protocol III of 1954Y t o tho 

y Uni t ed Na tions Tr eaty Series , v ol. 211? p . 364 . 



CCD/PV.431 
23 

(Mrs. Myrdal, S>i-Jden) 

BrU,f?S!.ll.S Treo.ty~of 1948, which stipula tes in Articlo I, referring to the F0deral 

Re:public of Germany, thc~t it sh.:1ll not manufacture in its terri tory atomic, 

biological, and chemical weapons, and which defines -- in an ann0x -- a chemical 

weapon asg 

"any equipment or apparatus expressly designed to use, for military 

purposes, the asphyxiating, toxic, irritant, paralysant, grouth-regulating, 

anti-lubricating or catalysing propertios of any chemical substance"? 

and a biological weapon as~ 

"any equipment or appar..::.tus expressly designod to use, for military . . 
purposes, harmful insects or other living or dead organisms or their 

toxic products". 

80. The fourth preambular. paragraph in .the . draft d.ecl:~.ra tion notes - the wid-e support 

that has been given to the GeneV'a P-rotocol through formal accessions :md thr·ough 

declarations by States. It further points to the significant fact that the ban on 

B and C methods of warfare has commanded broad respect in the practice of States. 

It may be useful to keep in mind in this context th ~ t these weapons were oven not 

used throughout the difficult period of the Socond World War. 

81. The logical conclusion, and one th L1 t has much support in international law 

doctrine, is that the cumulated effect of tho circumst<.lnces invoked is to create :. 

customary rule of in terns. tion:d l aw, va.lid ergu. omnes. There has been some 

difference of opinion voiced as to th0 scope of tho existing ban. The weight of 
opinion <lnd of re G.son, howev13r, is tha t tho oxis ting rulEJ comprehensively covers all 
methods of biological and chemical warfare. It is crucially important tha t this 
be authoritatively declarod to avoid the risk of varying interpret~i. tions and, 
inherently, of retaliation ,:md escalation. This is done in the fifth preambular 
paragraph and in the oper:::. tivc; part of the working paper, where use is made of the 
modern and scientific definitions offered to us in tho experts' roport. .As .is made 
clear in that report, these definitions o.ro int.;mded to be comprehensive , thus 
covering also harassing agents, such c.:.s t ec:.r gas, and agcmts which act as herbicides. 
tt has further seemed important to make it clear in the text that th~ ban concerns 
international armed conflicts and consequently does not ap~ly to internai domestic 
riot control. 
82. A decli..;.ration such as the one contempl 3- t ed in 'th0 working paper would obviously 
be of greatest value if adopted by general consensus. As is stated in the last 
preambular paragraph, it would enable St-at-es t-cr ' d.emonstrate their determination to 
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refrain ·from the use · of any bioloc;ica l o r chemio2.l me t hods of warfa r e -- and the.t 

r e fers t o a ll Sta t es 1 s inco all ar e po t enti 2.lly cap::.ble o f pr oducing s uch raeans of 

warfa re. 

83 . Conside:ring the evidence a,v::~ilabl c: c once rning the compl e t e pr ohibition o f 

chemic.:::.l ancl biol ogica l me thods of vTo.rfa r o ; 'considering the vi tal and r a tional 

re:1sons for s uch a corrrpl :::: t e bc:.n and cons i dering , l as tly, t he d emand of world opinion 

f or such a ban, it is no t t oo much t o hope t !L· .. t o. c on sensus will emer ge both in this 

Commit t ee 2 .. nd in the wide r co,r;rnuni ty of t ho Uni ted N c~ tion s and tha t 'ih~ de cL,r:::~ t .i on 

will be adopted. 

The Conference decid0cl t o iss uG t he fo llowing communique : 

" The Confe r ence of t he Committee on Disa r mament tod~ty held its 4 3ls t 

plenary mee ting in ths Pa l a is d e s N'o.tion s , Gen eva , unde r t h8 chairmanship 

of H.E. Ambass<.:'.dor Se r g i o Arir!ando Fra z ao , r epr esent<J.tive of Br azil. 

"The Confe r ence d e cide d th:.. t henceforth its nam.:; would bv the 1 Confe r ence 

of the Committee on Di sar mament'. 

" Statements wer e made by t ho Ch~:.irman and by the r epr esent a tives of 

Mexico , the United Arab Republic, tho United Kin_;dom, Canada a nd Sweden. 

"The d ;.; l ega tion s o f iii' [scm tina , Br azil, Burma , Ethiopi a , India. , Mexico, 

Mor o cco , l\figeri co,, Paki s t u.n, Swed en , tho Uni tucl Ar ab Re ;mblic a.nd Yugos l avia 

s ubmitte d a working ~aper on a p r oposed d e cla r a tion by the United Na tions 

Gen e ral Assembly r ee:,arding pr ohibition of tho u s e of chor.,ica l and biological 

methods of war far e (EJ.iiDC/265 ). 

" The d e l egation of Canada s ubmi ttod u. d e cui:J.en t con t a ininc; a dr cO.ft United 

N'c~tions Gen e r a l AssE::mbl y r esolut i on on chemica l and bact erio l ogica l 

(bi ol ogic c:l) warfa r e ( EIJDC/266 ). 

"The del egc:ti on of the Unito<J d KintSd om submitted a r evised draft convention 

fo r the pr oni b ition of biol ogica l me thods of wa r fare and a n a ccompanying draf~ 

Se curity Council r e s olution ( ENDC/255/Rov, l) . 

" The n ext iilo e ting o f the C~mference wi l l b e h e ld on Thursday, 

28 Augus t 1969 , -J.t 10.30 a . m." 

Tho mee ting r os e at 1 2 noon 




