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Le The CHATRMAN (Japen): I dsclare open the 491st plenary mesting of the

Conference of the Cemmittece on Disarmament.

Re Mr, LEONARD (United States of America): Our work during this sessicn cn
chemical and biological weapons has, in cur view, been both c¢ncouraging and
disappcinting. It has becn oncouraging because there is under active consideration
a practical propesal to prohibit the development, production and stockpiling of
biological weapons. I rcfer, of coursc, to the draft convention submitted by the
United Kingdom (CCD/255/Rev.2%*) and now supported by the United States and others.,
Specifically, we arc encouraged because no delegetion has said enything this year
which indicatcs to us that this is an unsound provcsal.

3. With respeet to chemical weapons we arc cencouraged because a number of
delegations have begun a scericus offert to learn ricre about the complex military,
technical and other factors which must be studicd and uxplored before rcal progress
can be made. On the other hand, there has becn an unwillingnoss on the part of some
delegations to pursuc this irportant effort as well as to scize the opportunity to
negotiate a comprehensive internationel convention on biological weepons, A number
of delegations have belittled scrious study of the inherent problems in the field

of arms control of chemiczl wcepons by asscerting that political deeisions must now
be taken and that technical studics are merely cxcuscs for feiling to meke progress.
4. The reascns for United Statces support of the United Kingdon draft convention
have becn stated in the past. I shell not take the tiwe of the Committee to restate
them. The United States Government, iﬁ ossence, took a decision to renounce the
production and stockpiling of bioclogical weapons, supplemented by a deeision to do
the same with respect to toxins becausc of their close affinity with biologicel
weapons, I might add that this wes a politieal decisicn, onc based on all relevant
factors: political, military and technical, As nany roprescntatives know, our
decision was the product of nine menths' intensive study. It is our hepe that other
governments will soon be nropared to make the same politicol decision and join in en
international convention which would meke the renunciation of biologiegl warfare
broadly binding thrcoughout the inturnational comwunity, Wo arce dissppointed that
other key countrics have nct so far been ready te take this positive step.

5. Let mc discuss now sorw: cf the reasons which have been advanced to justify delay
in negotiating a biologicsl warfare convention. In rosponse to our explanation that

there arc intrinsic differencas betwecon biclogical and chenical weapons which justify
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their separate treatment, we have been teld that both those types of weapons are
weapons of mass dectruction and therefore 1ust be dealt with simultancously. But it
is simply not accurate to give the whole class of chemical wcapons the lebel of
‘weapons of mass destruction. Is an incapacitating chemical agent a wespon of mass
rdestruction? I think not. Morcover, is it suggested that all weepons of mass
;destruction must be treated simultancously? Is it seriocusly to be considered that
énuclear weapons, which are unquestionably weapens of mass destruction, must be
ieliminated at the same time as biologicel and chemical weapons or the latter will not
be dealt with at all? Again I think the answer is negative,
56. It has been suggested to us olso that, logically, chemical and biological weapens
%should be treated together becguse they are aimed at the destruction of living beings.
i That seems to us a superficial argument. Bullets arc aimed at injuring people, as
gare shrepnel and virtually a1l weapons of war. But surcly that is not an argument
§for treating 211 weapons in onc comprchensive instrwacnt,
%7. We have also been told that implementation of the United Kingdom proposal would
%undermine the rules embodied in the Geneve Protocol (4/7575/Rev.l, annex VI) because
%the Geneva Protocol deels with both kinds of weapons, That, frankly, is incomprehensible
?to us. The Geneva Protocol outlaws the use of both types of weapons. It would of
%course strongthen the Goneva Protocol in every possible respect if we could
%immediately conclude an effective and reliable treaty eliminating both types of
gweapona. That, however, is not possible and we do not know at this time whether or
Ewhen it will be possible. Under these circumstances it scems to us self-evident that
éit would be a strengthening, not a weakening, of the Protocol to climinate either
?class of weapon. If cither class wers slimineted, then surely it would be less
ilikely that that type of weapon would be utilized, and thus the Geneva Protocol would
ébe strengthened to that extent. '
8. However, the distinguished represcatative of the Soviet Union has told us on a
;number of occasions that implementeticon of the United Kingdom proposal —
: ... constitutes a direct denger in that it will promote the build-up by

Stetes of arsenels of chemicel weapons and increase the risk of the use

of such weapons in intoernational confliets.® (CCD/303, para. 3)

‘That assertion cannot bc supported cither by expsrience or by logic. As to experience,
;I can state that the United States has completely halted the production of biological

weapons since President Hixon's statement of last lNovember — 2lmost a year ago.
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During that time we have not produced any lethal chemical weapons cither, and we are
not producing them at this time. We wondi:» what the representative of the Soviet
Union could have in mind, If what is heppening in the United States is not relevant,
which countries does the Soviet representative belisve would be stimulated to greater
production of chemical weapons by the adoption of the United Kingdom draft
convention?

9. That is, of course, a rhetorical question. "e do not believe that any country
will be stimulated to greater production of chemical weapons by a treaty obligation to
renounce biological wespons. The logic of this asserticon is cvident, since the two
classes of weapons have different functions. Biological weapons are unquestionably
weapons of mass destruction., In view of the time requircd for thom to take effect,
they do not have much utility as weapons of retaliation or deterrence. Chemical
weapons, on the other hand, have been utilized in the past as tactical weapons. They
have an immediate, not a delayed, effect; they arc more predictable and controllable
in their action; and they are thus effuctive retaliatory weapons — weapens whosc
possession by onc Power deters their use by some other Power; they ere primarily
battleficld weapons. Accordingly, thc two types of weapons broadly serve differcnt
functions and it is unsound, therefore, to ccnclud: that if you give one of them up
you can mekc up for that by increcsed production with respoct tc the other.

10. We have cxplained all of this sarlicr. Nevertheless we have continued to hear
repetitions of the argument thaot giving up biological weapons would stirulate production
of chemical weapous. Lot us leave behind the pericd in which such arguments are
substituted for genuine anclyscs of the relevant factors, whether they be political,
militery or technical.

11, Before concluding this sccticn of my statement on biological weepens I should
like to summarize the e¢sscatisl reason why the United States believes that biclogical
weapons can and should boe treated soparately from chemical weapons. Basicelly,
biological weapons are different from chemical weapons; and that truth has been
demonstrated by over fifty ycars cf history. Nc amount of argumentation can persuade
us that the two types of weapons src the same when one has been made use of in warfarc
and the othoer has not.

12, Pleasc ncte that I have said that the two classes of woeapons are different, not
that one is more impcrtant or more urgent or more dangerous than the otheor, That is

not where we basc our argument in favour of seperate treatment for the twe classes,
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Both are important; both are urgent; both arc dangerous. But one class presents a
relatively simple disarmament problem; the other prescnts a very complex task, One
cen be dealt with rather quickly; the other cannot. That simple truth, based on
years of history and the unavoidable facts of contemporary lifle, lies at the heart of
our attitude towards the control of chemical end biological weapons.

13, Turning now to the controcl of cherical weapons, I have already said that we are
pleased thet this Committee has begun its investigation of problems that must be
looked into if we scriously hcpe to echieve workable prohibitions in the ficld of
chemical wegpons. In particular, I refer to such contributions as the working papers
of Canada (CCD/300), Jepan (CCD/288; CCD/301), Itely (CCD/289; CCD/304),

Sweden (CCD/287), Yugcslavia (CCD/302), the United Kingdom (CCD/308) and others.
waevor, those papers obviously represent only a beginning. It will take time to do
the resegrch required in order to give sensible, helpful answers to the important
questions posed, for exarple, in the Canadian working paper. For our part, we shall
study these working papers carefully and shell attempt next yoar to carry forward

the essential cxploration of ell the technical, military and political problems
involved, '

14. I said that it will teke time to geot seriously into 211 the problems of chemical
weapons, and that we have recently only just begun to do so. Naturally the question
arises, how much time might be required before we arc in a position actuelly to

frame a draft instrument prohibiting manufacturce and stockpiling of chemical weapons?
No one cen enswer that guestion. We hope, of course, that it will take less rather
than more time., However, if we arc to be realistic we must appreciate that in the
case of other important agrecments in the arms—control field it took many years before
there was a sufficient degrec of understanding, a sufficicent breadth of conscnsus,

to ripen into concrete agroenent. A test ban was first proposed in the carly 1950s.
Technical expertise was gained in the lete 1950s at a Geneva mecting of experts;
negotiations toock placc both in the late 1950s and in the carly 1960s; but, as we all

know, a pertial test ban wos concluded only in 1963 (ENDC/100/Rev.l).

- 15. I cite that point not to demonstrate that any particular number of years must

necessarily elapsc before the international cormmmity is able to record o broadly-
accepted international agrecment on chemical weapons. I mention it only to remind
us that we have a long and difficult road ehead, particularly since the terrain we

must traversc is virtually uncharted.
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Mr. Roshchin said:

factors play a part,* (COD/PV, 486, para, 38)

That statcuent has our complete agreconent,

chemical and bacteriological (biolcgical) weapons.,®
The draft, however, contains no definition of what is a ch
importent matter. Is it intended to prohibit only weapcn

thet have alrcady been filled with chemical agents? Is it

rmunitions but have not yet been placed in munitions —e sub

thet had beecn transported from the factory to the front.

_—

e

16. One thing, however, is absolutely cortain if we arc to reach our gool. We shall
not be assisted by statoments such as thesc made on a number of reeont occasions by
the sponsors of the socialist draft treaty (4/7655), to the cffeect that teehnical
studies arc excuscs to avoid prcgress, It would, aftoer all, bc at least equally
plausible to suggest that the sponsorship of an impractical and seriously defective
treaty was motivated by a desirc to avoid progress. However, we noticc at least

one cncouraging statement from the Soviet delegetion., At our necting cn 11 August

LI elaborating and agreeing cn forms and mcthods of control is a complex,

lavolved process in which mumercus political and military-tcchnical

17. It follows fron what I have said about the necessity for detailed, scrious study
of the probloms of contrelling chordeal weapons thet the draft convention put forward
at the Genergl Assenbly by the Sovict Union, two of its constitutont republies, and
six of its allics simply does not measurc up to its proclaimed objcctives. It does
not begin to cope with the problens inherent in the task of controlling chemical
weagpons, and therefore it camnot possibly be a basis for negotiation,

18. The inadequacy of this socialist draft treaty is particularly evident in two
areas. First, it is irpossible to ascoertain fren studying the text, or the
explanations that have boon given to us, what is being prohibited. Second, whatever
is being prohibited, thc neans of verification are virtually non-existont.

19+ Article 1 of the socialist draft conventicn statos that cach party ~-

"« undertakes not to develop, produce, stockpils or otherwisc acquire

~
L

=

unlimited stockpiling of chemical substances which have boen nanufacturcd for use in

I=l
(=]

and nerve agents? What is tho intontion of the draft with respect to chemicals which
arc used in industry but can alsc be used dircetly to inflicet casupoltios on the
battlefield? I refer, of coursc, to substances like chlerine and phosgenc, which we
all know were effective in past wars, Chlorine, for CXaiple, was effectively used

in the battlc of Ypres when the gas was released from ordinary industrial containcrs

(lir. Leonard, United States]

]

rleal weapon, This is an

tances such s mustard gas




| & result of this convention all — and I emphasize #all® -~ chomical and

.
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20, Those arc not abstract quesiions. They must be considered and they must be
answered. We say, not that they are inscluble, but that we shall arrive at sound
solutions only after scrious stuly -- study along the lines suggested by our Canadien
and Itelian colleaguss, and by yourself, Mr. Chairman.

2l. With respect to the scepe of prehibition, the socialist draft is obviously

defective in yet another way. DMe. Roshchin told us at our meeting cn 14 July that as

bacteriological wecapons "would bz destroyed and would ceasc to exdisth
(CCD/PV, 478, pzra.126). He ccntinued: #That understanding stoms clearly from the

droft convention proposed by the socialist States and no additions or changes in the

text are required.® (ibid.) I take it that we may assume not only from the statement
I have just quoted, but from other statements of the Soviet Union as well, that tear-gas
munitions are considered by tho Soviet Union to be chemical weapons,

22, Is it, then, the proposal ¢f the Soviet Union and of the six other countries
associated with that proposal that all tear-gas munitions, which have been used to
maintain internal order in over sixty countrics, arc to be completely eliminated?

If that is not their proposal, then surcly somc standards or limits as to types and
amounts of tear-gas munitions tc be posséssed would have to be worked out., And
surcly there would have to be some procedure at the very least for reporting, or

for control, regarding the tear--gas nunitions retaincd. But we sec no such provision
of any sort in the socialist draft conventicn. So perhaps it is not incorrcct to
assumec that this craft contemplates the c.uplete elimination of all tear-gas munitions.
We would welcome clarification.

23. I have said that the sccond major deficiocncy of the socialist draft convention
is that it is secriously lacking in provisions for verification, That remark takes
account of the emendment proposad by the Polish delegation and others, whereby it

is expressly recognized that States may lodge complaints beforc the Security Council
(CCD/285 and Corr.l). As we have pointed out before, a provision recognizing the
existing right to make a compleint to the Security Council is inadequate for
prohibitions on production and stockpiling, becausc it may not be known whether or
not there are grounds for complaint until it is too late.

24, With respect to the basic question of verification, we must point out that this
is indeed a real and a scrious problen. The Soviet representative has stated on
soveral occasions that the ability to retaliate against the use of chemical weapons

is a deterrent to their first use by others. I take that to be the meaning of the

- """----IIIllllllllllllllllllllll‘
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Soviet delegation's working paper (CCD/303), which states that the existing reservations
to the Geneva Protocol providced the basis for a warning to the ixis Powers in the
Second World War. Let me recall the statemoent then issued by President Rooscvelt,
on 8 June 1943, 1In that statoment ths Prosident of the United States promised
Tfull and swift retaliation in kind¥, and warncd --
"eee the Axis armics and the Axis pecple in Eurcpe and Asia that the terrible
consaquences of any usc eof these inhunance methods cn their part will be

brought down swiftly and surely upon their own heads®.

@
(3]

25, Since the Sovist Union is apparently of the same view as the United States with
respecet to the relationship between the cbility to rotaliate and the ability te deter,
we must assumc that the Soviet Union maintains substantial stockpiles of chemical
weapons fcr possible use if it is attacked with chemical wegpons., However, as must
be evident fron the working paper which the United States submitted on 16 July
(CCD/293), it is extremely difficult tc know, for examplc from photographs, what
quantity of chemical agents or muniticns has been manufactured cr is continuing to be
menufactured in any industrial country. In these circunstences the United States
would have no way of knowing, if the socielist draft convention were to be adepted,
whether 211 or only a fraction of the cxisting chemical weapons possessed by the
Soviet Union had been destroyed pursuant te the treaty, or whether the Seviet Unicn
was continuing te produce chemical munitions or was retaining a capability to produce
chemical munitions quickly end sserctly. Thus what the Soviet dolegation is calling
for is not so much 'a political decisicn® as ‘an aet of faith.®

26. It is often said that chemical wespons are not likely themsclves to be declsive
weapons in modern war, That is to say, it is somotimes assertad that if one side in
a major conflict had rctained scme chemical weapens but the other side had not, that
would not meke the difforcice betwecn victory or defcat. It is therefore concluded

ercst of taking an impertant step forward in

=
(¥
[
8]
ct

that risks may bo accepted in tho

the ficld of arms control.

27. We subnit that that is scriously dofective roasoning. It has been a fundamental
principle of our negotiations in the last decade that arms-contrel agreernents are to
be fashioned in a way that avoids granting a significant advantage to one party or
another, Without doubt, the retention of significant quantities cf chemical weapons
or agents by onc side, which would bhe possible without detection under the soclalist
draft convention, cculd give a significant adventage to one side and a significant

disadvantage to the other. Such a treaty would be an unsound measure.
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28, The question arises, what would be adequate verification for a comprehensive
chenical-weapons cenvention? Ia ell frankness we must respond that we do not know
the answer to that question. Oaly futurc study — detailed and seriocus study by
many countries working hers in a realistic way on all the elements of the problem —-
will in time provide the answer.
29. The international community has recently concluded onc treaty which dces contain
procedures for reliable internationel verification. That is, of course, the
non-proliferation Treaty (ENDC/226%). An interesting parallel coxists between that
treaty and the problem of a chenical-wcapons convention; although the distinctions
are, of course, also apparcnt. In both situations it is important to considef the
means of contrelling materials which go intc the weepons: in the case of nuclear
weapons it was decmed essential to have controls applied over fissionable materials;
in the case of chemical weapcns there is inescapably a problem of what control should
exist over the agents, such es nerve agents and musterd, which would go into chemical
munitions. The non-proliferction Treaty shows us a kind of verification which the
Soviet Union considered apprcpricte, indecd necessary, on the territory of other
States in order to gain assurance that other parties were not making weapons contrary
to the prohibitions of the treaty.
30. I should like to call attention to another provision of the socialist draft
treaty — that is paragraph 3 of article 7. According to the text in United Nations
document A/7655, that paragreph says that the sccialist convention would onter into
force after the deposit of a certain numb.r of instruments of ratification,
%, .. including the instrurents of ratification of the Governments of States
which are permanent members of the United Nations Security Council and of other
Governments designated as depositaries of the Convention.®
We wonder what would be the prectical result of that provision, Is the Soviet Union
proposing that a comprechensive prohibition on chemical and biological weapons should
come into force only after it is ratified by cach permanent member of the Security
Council? In other words, is tke Soviet Union suggesting that each permanent member
may determine vhether or not tris treaty ever cntors into foree?
31. I would not mention this matter if it were 2 mere technicality related to the
so-called formel or final provisions of the draft treaty. In fact, the question of
which countrics, and how meny, arc csscential parties for any arms—control treaty is

a matter of basic significance. I find it curicus, therefore, that the socialist
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draft uses this highly unusual formulation —- indeed, I know of nc preccdent for
it —, since the Soviet Union and its allies were prepared to accept the ratifications
only of the United States, thc United Kingdom and the Soviet Unicn as sufficient for
the limited test-ban Troaty and the nuclear non-proliferation Treaty to come into
force, The extraordinary and unusually cumbersome procedurc for the socialist draft
coﬁvention cn chemieal and bactericlogical (biclogical) wespons to come into foree
suggests et the very least that the Soviet Union mey not actuslly assign that degrec
of urgency tc the problem of thosc weespons that the represcntative of the Soviet Union
has claimed on a nuwiber of occasions.
32. Permit me to quote one such statement:

"In view of the danger, increased in recent yecars, of the use of chemical

and bactericlogicel agents of warfare, and in view of the creation in several

countries of particularly destructive weapons of this type, the problem of

their complete prohibition has become extremely urgent® (CCD/PV.449, para, 41).
frankly, I find it difficult tc reconcile that rcmark with the unusual formula

proposed for the coming into effect of the sceialist draft convention.

33. Much has been said in this Committec about the need to take political decisions.
It is indisputablc that governments must at some point teke politicel deeisions with
respect to arms-contrel treatics that are ripe for conclusicn., On 18 August the
distinguished representative of the United Kingdom explained at considcrable length
what inevitably must be involved in the process of making respcensible political
decisions (CCD/PV.488, pora. 16). Those comments sccm to us particularly wise and
revealing, ond the United States delogation associates itself fully with them.

34. Vhen the question of political decisions arises it is slso relevant to consider
what political decisions have already been teken by impertant participents in
negotiations. Permit me to summarize the political decision which has alrcady been
taken by the United States. That is a docision to renounce the producticn and
stockpiling of biclogicel weapons and tc work as hard as possible for a broodly-—accepted

internationsl agrecment in which others would join in renounecing biological weapons,

Thet decision was token in the belicef that o biclogical-wcapons treaty right be f

elaborated and concluded, provided there was good will on all sides, in the reletively |
near futurc. That decision was accompaniced by a decision tc work within this
Committee in a serious way cn the preblems that may permit us in time to achieve

further prohibitions regerding chemiccl weapons.,
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35. It seems to us that the dscision teken last year by the Soviet Union was a very
different sort of political decision. It was a decision to join with its allies in
submitting to the General Assembly, at a time when this Committee was in session and
had under consideration the subject of chemical and bioclogical weapons, a draft
treaty which by its sweeping character had on immediate superficial political appeal
but which swept under the rug a greest many difficult problems. And at the same time,
apperently, the Soviet Union decided to oppose in this Committee the detailed
technical investigation of thes: problems, a greater understanding of which could
permit us to make real progress with respect to a treaty on chemical weapons.

36. As I indicated earlier, th: United States does agree with one of the principal
points made by the ropresentative of the Soviet Union during these debates. This is
the point that the possessicn by onc or another nationa of chemical weapons can
deter the initiation of their use. We do not agrec, however, that this applies to
biological weapons. We believe that governments should study sericusly the politicel,
technical and military considerations which should lead them to join the United States,
the United Kingdom and other countries in deciding that biological weapons need not
be produced and stockpiled end thus kept available for roteliation.

37. We have.taken our far-reaching decision bascause of our assessment that
biological weapons do not have an offective retaliatory cepability — an assessment
that all countries and mankind as 2 whole would be better off if we were to take a
political decision that even the use of discase as a wespon of war by one country
would not result in additional disease beiig visited upon mankind by other countries.
We continue to hope that still more countriess, including the Soviet Union, will be
prepared to teke this decision. When that happens we shell bs able to take an
important step forward — the negotiation and conclusion of a treaty banning the
production and stockpiling of bi.clogical weapons. Such a step would be an important
strengthening ¢f the Geneva Provoccl, which President Nixon has just submitted to the
United States Senate for advice and consent te ratification; and it would be e
significant encouragement to us in our offorts to make progress as rapidly as we can

towards a treaty on chemical weapons.

38. Mr. NATORF (Poland): Today we should like to make some commenis concerning
the total elimination of chemical and bacteriological means of warfare. For a number

of years, in statements both here and in the General Assembly, the Polish delegation

: has clearly expressed its views on those weapons of mass destruction., However, since
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the Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs of Poland, Mr, Josef Winicwicz, made a
statement on this subject in this Comrittee on 14 April (COD/PV.46L), certain
developments have taken place to which we should now like to refer,
39. On 21 May the World Health Assembly, in its resolution WHA 23.53 entitled
“"The repid prohibition of chemical and bactericlogical (biological) weapcnsi,
declared:
",.,. the use not only of chemical and bacteriologicel (biclogical) weapons
but also of any chemical and bacterioclogical (biological) agents for the purposes
of war might lead to a disturbance of ecclegical processes which in its turn
would monace the exdistence of modern civilization',
I should like to stress the words "any chemical and bacterioclogical (biological) agent
for the purposes of warh,
40, It is gratifying to note that the declaration coancerning the scope of the
Geneva Protocol of 1925 (4/7575/Rev.l, annex VI) prepared by the twelve non-aligned
countries (ENDC/265) and adcpted by the General Asscmbly in its resolution 2603 A (XXIV)
(CCD/275) is steadily gaining ground. Progress is clearly demonstrated by the votes
obtained by the two rescluticns. The United Nations resolution of 16 December 1969 was
adopted by an overwhelming majority of oighty votes in favour to three -against; but
resolution WHA 23.53 was adopted unanimously by the World Health Assembly; and that
is an extremely encouraging sign, That is particularly true if we kcep in mind that
the World Health Assembly is the most competent international pedy for the evaluation
‘of the conscquences of the use of thesc weapons in international conflicts. f
41. Another positive devclopment is the reaction to resolution 2603 B (XXIV), in
which the General Asscrbly ianvited all States which have not yet done so —-
"... to accede to or ratify the Geneva Protocol in the courss of 1970 in
cormemoration of the forty-fifth amniversary of its signing and the

twenty-fifth ammiversary of the United Nations".

We appreciate the anncuncement made by the representative of Morocco (CCD/PV,466, para. 81
and by the representative of Japan (CCD/PV.471, para. 30) that their countries had i
ratified the Geneva Protoccl, We understand that Brazil has alsc become a party to !
the Protocol. Ue hope that in the very ncar future the Geneva Protocol will become
an instrument with wniversal adhcerence, In the neantime we must note with regret
that out of the twenty-six members of this Committes one has shown some reluctance
in this regard. Different rcescns have becn advanced in order to justify the
hesitations of the Unitcd States Government in this important ficld., According tco

the International Herald Tribume for 25-26 July,




CCD/PV.491
16

(Mr, Natorf, Poland)

#“The United States Goveranent's inaction on the Protocol fosters the

impression thatit intends e continue tc utilize methods of warfare in

Indochina thaf have been wi.dely condenned at home and abroad and which

should have been cbandoncd leng age by a nation that prides itself on its

adherence té humanc steanderds of conduct.” (page 8)
42. We of Poland sincerely believe that the same motive plays a considerable role in
the attempts to split the two main compcnents of the Geneva Protocol by proposing =2
convention solely for thoe prohibiticn of biologicel weapons, which in fact would not
only fail to solve the problem of the completc prohibition of chemical and biclogical
weapons but would mean, in essence, the legalization of the usc of scme chemical means
of warfarc.
43, May I be permitted to recall the statoment made on 14 April, during cur spring
session, by the Polish Deputy Foreign Minister, Mr, Winiowicz, in commenting on that
important problem? He said:

HEither we concentrate our efforts to ban effectively and uncconditionally

all chemical and bectericlogical (biological)_mc—ans of werfarce, thus

contributing to disarmenens, or we indircetly, by omission, justify the

miscalculated and dangerous pelicy of the continued usc of chomical means

of warfarc, whatever benevelent cxplanation the users of such weapons might

give." (CCD/PV.464, para. 15)
44, May I, at this juncturc, oxpress the hope that the United Stetes will soon ratify
the Gencva Protocol of 1925 as understood i resolution 2603 L (XXIV), thus confirming
the vote cast by the United States delegation at the World Hecalth Assembly in favour
of resclution WHA 23.53 and conuributing substantially to the sclution of the problem
to which I have just roferred?

45, It can be scen that we are still faced with a problem requiring a political
solution, and that the amount o scientific date provided for our use by experts in the
informel mectings of this Commivtee will not solve the question, The Polish delegation
has studied carefully the contributicns made by the experts who have participated in our
meetings; but we cannot fail to note that in the final analysis their findings or
advice alweys supported the political stand of their respective governments. Of course,
we too could call upon experts o provide technical data and drow attention to the
numerous difficulties connected with the verification of = ban on biclogical means of

warfare, An exanple of this was given at our mecting on 28 July in the statement made
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by the delegation of Czechoslovakia (CCD/PV.482, paras. 23 et seq.), but in that case
with the will to contribute positively to the soluticn of the problem before us.

That is why the Czechoslovek statencnt cnded with practical and realistic proposals.
We are convinced that if the course of action I have menticned is followed by the
Western Powers, it will not bring us any closer to o generally-acceptable sclution,
46. It is not surprising that thc question of chemicel and biclogical wespons occupies
a prominent place in the deliberations of cur Cemmittes. Fer the first time we are
faced with the possibility of the complote eliminaticn of the weapons of mass
destruction which exist in military arscnals., That fact alcne adds weight tc our
responsibility, and the time factor cannot be neglected. When we started our work in
the spring we had befors us the draft conventions submitted for our consideration and
discussicn by the delegation of the United Kingdom (ENDC/255/Rev.l) and the delegations
of nine socialist countries (4/7655). BZach of thosc documents represented a different
approach. Our task wes then to try to work cut an enswer tc the gquesticn which of the
two epprocchaes was likely tc produce the results requested of us in resclutions

2603 L ond B (XXIV).

47. We are heppy to ncte that almost =11 the delegations have addresscd thc

Committee on this questicn. At this tine we can ssy without any risk of errcr that
enly the United States and its closest ollices have declered themselves in favour of
the draft treaty submitted by the delegeoticn of the United Kingdom, which deels with
biolagicel means of werfere only. Although the United Kingdon delegation made some
attempts in the course of last yesr to irprove some espects of its draft (ENDC/255)
which lent themselves to criticism, some delsgaticns beliove that the decision of

the United Kingdom Governnent, announced cn 2 February, that it no longer regarded

the use in wer of CS gas as covered by the prohibiticn on chemicel weagpons contained
in the Geneva Protocel considerably undermined the credibility of the United Kingdom!s
declared attempt to strengthen the (oncva Protceol of 1925, The inclusion in the
draft treaty of the prchibition on toxias in addition tn biclogical means of warfare,
es preposed by the United States delegation at the 474th meeting (CCD/290), although
improving the text, did not elter the fundamentel weakness of the United Kingdem
document.

48, It has now bacome obvicus that very wide support has been voiced for the more
comprehensive soluticn based on the »nropesel contained in the draft conveation of the

nine scciglist countries, In response te the wish expressed by e number of delegaticns
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at thé twenty-fourth session of the General Assembly and by a number of speakers at
this Conference, impertant additicins to the draft convention of the socialist
countries have been put forward by Hungeory, Mongolic and Poland (ccb/285).
2. We recognize alsc that som> efforts have been deplcyed by the other side,
including the United Kingdcm delegaticn; but to our regret the conclusions drawn
from a number of interesting anilyscs concerning the verification of chemical weapons
have not been encouraging.
50. In admitting that the question of the elimination of chemical and biological®
weapons is de facto a problem calling for a pclitical deeision, the United Kingdem
delegation points out a numbef of consideraticns which governments must take into
account in arriving et a deeision of that kind., I quete from the statement made by
the United Kingdom delegetion at the nocting of our Committee cn 18 August:

fiThere are militery considerations, including the naturc of the weapon

in question, and, mcst important perheps, there are considerations of

international security,® (CCD/PV.488, para. 20)

It is precisely these considerasions which call for the carly elimination of all
chemical and bacteriological (brolegicel) means of warfare from national armouries.
In confirmation of this, permit me to queote the rclevant part of the report of the
Secretory-General, as follows:
iBecause chomical and bacteriological (biological) weapons are

unpredictable, in varying dogree, eitheor in the scale or duration of

their effects, and because n~ cortein defence can be planned against

them, their universal elim’nation would not detract from any netion's

security.% (&/7575/Rev.l, perc. 374)
The report states further, in the same paragraph:

"In shert, the develepment of o chemical or bacteriological (biological)
ermoury, and a defence, implics an cconomic burden without necessarily
imparting any proportionatc componsatory adveontage to security. And,
at the same time, it imposes a new and continuing threat to future
international security.® (ibid.)
51. How that all the militerily-significant ccuntrics have acceded to or have
entered upon the procedurce for ratificatisn of the Geneva Protocol of 1925, to speak
of militery considerations in connexion with chemical weapons doos not seem to be an

act of good faith towards Statcs partics tc this internationsl instrument. In the
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light of the numercus United Nations resolutions inviting those who have not yet
doene so te accede to the Geneva Protoccl, it has been reccgnized that govermments
responding to this eppeecl are taking an important pclitical deeision, including an

act of good faith as understood in the laws of trectics,

52. The Polish delegation notes with rogrot that, despite so much discussion in this
Committee, egreoment has still nct been roached on the basic issue of sinultancous
treatment of chemical aond biclegiesl woapons. We have, however, created an

atmosphere in which the probler can be studied in depth with well-intenticned polemics
and through careful consideration of cny rationsl solutions —- ond here I can only
add that, in spitec of the repotition in Mr. Leonard's stetement todey of the well-known
position of the United States on chemiecsl and biolegicel weapons, we still consider
that an atmosphere has boen created in the Conridttec which allows us to bc reasonably
optimistic as for as the future is concerned, We bclicve it is felr t- say that the
Conference of the Committoe on Disarmament, since it hes come to grips with the
problem of chomical and biclogical weapens, has boen gencerally recognized to be

galing with a gquestizn of high pricrity with sericus chancus of success in this
particularly impertant aspect of gonersl and complote disarmoment.

53. It is tino, thercfors, thet we bogen in carncst cur scerch for ways of rcaching
gencerally-accoptable soluticns. 4 number of interesting proposals by several
non-aligncd members of the Cormittec have been put forward with a view to helping in
the elabocraticn of a forrmula gencrelly accopteblc to the nembers of each group
reprosanted in this Cormdttee. We highly value tihe constructive spirit of the
statements of the dolegotion of Sweden at our necting on 21 July (CCD/PV.480), the
delegetion of Mexice at our ncoting on 23 July (CCD/2V.48l), ond the delegation of
Morocce on 28 July (CCD/PV.482), including the working peper submitted by that
delcgation (CCD/295);: +the stetement of the delegaeticn of
(CCD/PV,4E5) and its werking paper (CCD/302); aond, lastly,
statenent by the delege
(CCD/PV.490). One cormen feature manifested in those stotements, besides the attempt

ugeslavia on 11 August
the very constructive

aticn of the United Arab Ronublic at our meeting on 25 August

to suggost formulas to constitute the base of an accepteble solution, is that they
moke it quite clear that it is nocessary to mointein o balance in considering the
political aspcets ¢f the problem of the prohibiticn of the develepment, production znd
stockpiling of chemical and bacterizlogicel weapons and the technicel aspects of the

sroblem of verification of such a prehibition,
A I
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54. -Hany of the proposals erc put forward with a viow to developing the system of
guorantee envisaged in the draft coaventicn of the nine socialist ccuntries. Poland,
as a co-author of that draft and of the werking paper (CCD/285) concerning tho
procedure of compleints to the Security Council for the investigation of cases of
violation of the ccnvention, belisves that many of those proposals are very
thoughtful, deserve careful consideration and in scme cases form the basis for
further negotiaticns. We are happy to join those roprescatatives who have favourably
commented on these proposals, We would simply like teo add that the Swedish formule

of verification by chellenge, when properly applicd, can broed positive solutions,
In example of this was the dismissal by an intcrnational commission of the accusaticn
of genocide suggestad remotely against the Government of Nigeria during the civil

war in that country.

55.. We undorstand that certain proposals contained in the working paper prescnted by
the Yugoslav delegeaticn (CCD/302) come close to previous Swedish suggestions; and we
note with interest that they also develop in an interosting manner the nction of
national mecans of verification onvisaged in articles 4 and 5 of the draft convontion
proposcd by the sociaolist countiries,

56, As it has donc in the case of all working documeonts subritted to this Conference,
the Polish delegation has carefully studicd the working paper (CCD/295) prescnted by
the delegation of Morocco. We highly apprecicte the thoughtfuliness it dencastrates
in advancing suzgoesticns that lay the groundwork for a generally-acceptable soluticon.
I would venture to suggest that negotiations be undertaken for the preparation of a
juridical document along the lines suggested in the Moroccan paoper. We are convinced
that reasonable guarantecs and safeguards for both biclogical and chemical weespens can
alsc be claborated that would, Tor oxample, ocnter into foree for a preciscly-prescribed
period -- a test period -- during which oxperience could be gaincd that would show
whether corrections were necessary for the future strengthening of safoguard mcasures,
The possibility of establishing a not—too-distent date for a revicw ccnforence
specially devoted to the purposc of updating the guarantec system could also be

taken into account.

57. We are of the opinion that that suggestion corresponds to the spirit and
principles incorporated in the nemorandum cf the twelve non-aligned countries on the
question of chomical and bactertclogical (bioclogical) methods of warfare (CCD/310)
submitted to this Committec at our last plenary meeting, Heedless toc say, the Polish

delegeation welcomes that document and will- give it thoe attention it descrves.
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58, Mr, GARCIA ROBLES (Moxicc) (interpretation from Spanish): I have the

honour to present the document which has just been circulated under the symbol
CCD/313 and conteins a draft comprehensive programme of disarmament prepared by the
delegations of Mexico, Sweden and Yugoslavia, for the purpose of facilitating
fulfilment of the mandate which the General Assembly of the United Nations gave to
the Conference of the Committes on Disarmement in its resclution 2602 E (XXIV)
(CCD/275), approved on 16 December 1969, in which, moreover, it expressly requested
the Committec to report to it on this subject at its twenty-fifth session. As a
background tc that resclution and to the draft programme tc which I have just
referred, mention should be made of suggestions advanced in this connexion last year
by the delegations of Italy (CCD/245, 263) end Romenis (CCD/PV.400, paras. 75 et seg.),
and the proposal made by the Secretary-General in the introduction to last year's
annual report (A4/7601/Add.1).

59. 1In the preparation of the drafi the co-sponsors have berne that background very
ruch in mind, as well as the Hetherlands working paper of 24 February (CCD/276); the
relevant paragraphs of the Mexican working paper of 5 March (CCD/277); the results
of the informal discussions which were held, on the initiative of the Italian
delegation, in April by a number cf delegations, including the three co-sponsors of
the draft programme which I am now presenting; the ideas on the question conteined
in the statements of almost all representatives hore, a number of whom, including
the two co-Chairmen of the Committece, have made statements entirely devoted to tune
question we are now considering; and, lastly, the exchenges of views in which we
have been actively participating during the past two wecks with the represcntatives
of the nine other non-aligned couiries,

60. Having thus briefly outlined the background to the document, we think it would
now be appronricte tc say a few words concerning its content and its presentation in
the form of an introduction and five scctions.

6L, It secms to us worth while tc begin by saying that the term ¥disarmament” is
used in this document, as it has been used in various foruns of the United Nations,
in its generic sease -- that is, as a toerm that encompasscs end moy designate any
type of measurcs relating to the metter, whether for the prohibition, for the

limitation, for tho reduction or for the elimination of armaments.
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62. The introduction is designcd principally to summarize the essential provisions
of Genereol Assembly resclution 2602 E (XXIV) in self-oxplanatory terms. We nced
thercfore only stress the two gonarai conclusions which, in the opinion of the
co-sponsors, logically and inevitably derive from thot swmmary: that the comprehensive
programme of disarmament should embrace nct only the work of the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament but also all nogotiaticns and other acts deeling with the
question, whatever mey be the form or the forum in which they may take place, and that
the programme should inelude effective procedurcs in order to facilitate the
co-ordination of such activities, thercby evoiding duplication of effort and ensuring
that the United Nations General Assombly should be kept informed of progress and thus
be in a position properly to fu.fil its functions, including the constant asscssment
of the situation.
63. Tho aim of the programme is deseribed clearly and coneiscly in the first secetion
of the documont: to achieve tangible pregress in order that the goal of general and
’completc disarnancat under effective internctional control mngy become a reality in a
world in which internaticinal peace and sccurity prevail and economic and social
progress is a reality,
64. Regerding the twelve yriLciplas included in section II, we think it is only
necessary to stress —— since thiir wording is quite clear —- that in the first of
those prineiples we have wanted to meke it quite clear that the measures referred to
in the programme should be carried ocut in accordance with thc Joint Statement of
Agreed Principles for Disarmamcat Nogotiations (BNDC/5) approved in September 1961
by the United States and the Scviet Union, and with due regard, furthermorc, to the
obligations assumed undoer vorious disarmament treatics in force, the relevant United
Nations rosclutions and all ncw clements and possibilities in this field. In the
sceond principle we have stressed with equal clarity the often-agreed-upon priority
for measures of nuclear disarmanent, coxtending it teo othor weapons of mass destruction
and at the same time spccifying that it should not be interpretcd as preventing the
adoption of any other disarmament mcasure whencver this is ripe for agrecment.
65. That sscond principic is of speeial rclevance for the correet intorpretation of
the execution of the various mcasurces wveferred to in sceticn ITT, entitled #Elemonts
and phases of tho‘prsgrammc“. It should =2lsc be borne in nmind, in this connoxion,
that the intention of the co-sponsors is that all the principles set out in section II
-— all, I rcpeat — must porform, with rospect to the activities designed to put into
practice the concrete measurcs set out in section III, the same rolc which the United
Naticns Charter assigns to the principles it cenacts. In other words, they should

sorve as a standard for everytking thet is done.
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66, Concerning the last two sections of the programme, I bolicve the only comment

I need add is that, while specific recognition is given to the close relationship
existing between disarmament, intournational security, the peaceful settlement of
disputes and the crecation of an atmosphere cf trust and confidence among nations, it
has also becn clearly brought out that progress in any of thosc categorics of measures
should not be subjecct in any way whatscever to progress in the cthors.

67. In conclusion, I should like to say that the co-sponsors arc convinccd that the
document which thcoy are submitting fernelly today for the consideration of the
Conference of the Committec on Discrmarent is a working instrument which, whatever
may be its cther merits, at least defines o programme which is at the sanc tinme
realistic and ambitious, deoteiled and flexible., In brief, it is a draft which we
wenture teo.hope will cnable the Comrdttec to fulfil the mandate entrusted to it by

the General Assembly in resolution 2602 E (XXIV) and will, if approved by the Asscribly
at its forthcoring sessicn -~ of course with the amendments which its Merbers consider
proper -- put thg disarmament negetiations back on the right path so that progress can
be made in the field not only of collateral measurcs but also of measurcs that arc an
integral part of the process whosc objective is general and cormplete disarmament under
effective intcrnational control, which is still, as the General Assembly itsclf has
reiterated, the most important question facing the world today and the goal which best
nects the aspiraticns of 211 the peoples on carth.

68. That is why we aorc convinced that approval by the Assembly of a comprehonsive
disarmomcnt progromme will hcld pride of piace among the various actions by which the

United Nations intends to celcbrate its twenty-fifth anniversary.

., Mr., KHATTABI (Moroeco) (intcrprctation from Fronch): Today I shall make a
few comments on the subjcct of a doteiled disarmament programme in the light of General
Assembly resolution 2602 E (XXIV) (CCD/275). In declaring the decadc beginning in

1970 tc be the Disarmament Decade, tho United Nations General Assembly entrusted to the

Conforence of the Committee on Disarnament the task of working out ——
"... a comprehensive programme dealing with all aspccts of the problem of the
cessation of the arms race and gencral and complete disarmament under effective
international control",
At first sight that resclution seoms to request us to draw up a plan corprising
classified subjects that can be examined and discussod by this Committee. That
conception of a detailed disarmament programme leads us to put a somewhat awkward

questicn: What practical use could there be in such a progromme of work intended
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either to replace-the agenda of the Committee adopted in 1968 (ENDC/236, p. 2) or to
coexist with cother initistives of the past intended to clessify the varicus aspectls

of disarmament? To enswer that gaestion we nust ccnsider first of 21l some points
relating to the idea itself of a Hrogramme for the cessetion of the crms race and

for disermement.

70. -The Joint Statement by the Soviet Union and the United States of 20 Septumber 1961
(ENDC/5) rocommonded amcng other things the implementetion of o Fprogressived
disarmament programme "by stages' onsuring that such disarmament should be genereal ond
complete and accompenied by the adcption of rolisble prccedurss for the peaceful
settlement of disputes. That Statement, which was adcpted shortly afterwerds by the
United Nations Genersl Assembly (resclution 1722 (XVI)), thus faciliteated the
preparation in 1962 of two draft trestics submitted respectively by the Scviet Union
(ENDC/2/Rev.1l) and the United States (ENDC/30 and Add. 1-3). Those two texts contain
wide and ambitious programmes reflecting in some sort the legitimate aspirations of
the international community and its growing hope of life in a peaceful world freed
from the danger inherent in tho constont improvement of ever nore terridle wegpons.
71. It did not teke lcng for the reclity -- which is often harsh -- of the
international political context end for the difficulty and complexity of the problom
of disarmament to prove thet it wes ilmpossible to achiove at a singlc stroke =z

sclution to this problem, which requires the adoption of mcthods that are for more

flexible, more realistic and more adapted tc the very nature of relations between
States, ond especially tc the circumstences in which negetiations on any particular
disarmement measure might be started., The result of thot reclity is that the two

texts I have just mentioned arc neow no nicre than o heppy ond remcte memory; the notion
of "general and completo disarmenent’ has been replaced in practice by that of
fecllateral disarmament measurcs?; the word "climixdation" has yiclded its place to
words like "prevention® or #limitation®; while the rece in a1l kinds of armements
continues ot its usual pace end reaches disturbing properticns each year.

72. After thet past experience -- during which some significant successes in
preventive disermament measures werc none the less rogistered —- we are now again faced
with the awesomc duty of drafting a detailed programme to guide us forward towards
disarmemcnt.

73. In the important statement 1i Thant made in this Comrittec on 18 Februcry (CCD/PV.450)
he reminded us that components ¢ that preogrammc are already in scme of our documents.
Since then verious delegations have condeavoured tc identify the components of o base

on vhich a detailed progromme coald be drafted. Ideas on the nature and character of

that programme, the method to be fellowed, and the woy to classify the various questions
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have been put forward ot this sessicn; ond thereforc the Committee now has before it
a number of definite proposals for the drafting of the programme.
T4, My delegaticn does not intend 2t this time to speak in detail on the proposals
before the Committee. That is why I shell limit myself today to moking scme comments
on certain special aspocts =f the guestinn befeore us.
75. The clusc links which exist between progress towards disermement and the problems
of internetionecl security and the meintenance of peace are an indisputable fact.,
However, one mcy wonder how far that intordependence could influence the efforts
exerted in both directions, In that ccrnnexion I should like teo quote her:s two comments
of particuler interest te ny delegetion. ;
76. The first, made by the head of the United States delegation during the meeting of
the Conference cf the Comittee on Disarmament on 23 Juhc, was this:

Tour subject is inextricebly bound tcgother with basic national security

concerns, with allisnce end trecty commitments, and with other facets of

foreign, domestic and idoolegicel policies.” (CCD/PV.472, pore. 11)

That comment clearly illustrates the complexity and diversity <f the problem of

disermement, which should give us food for thought in cur cfforts tc work out a
detailed disermament prograrme.
77. The second comment was made by lir. Roshchin of the Soviet Unicn. Referring to
the opinion expressed by certain delcgations that progress could not be made in
disarmament unless parallel sclutions were found in the fi:ld of international peace
and sccurity, hc said that —-
#Such an approach would result in the Committec's having cither tc concern
itself with the clabcration of subject-matter outside its é;mpetence or to
hold up sgresment on disarmament messures pending the favourable developnent
of internationel events and positive results from the work of international
bodies secking ways of ensuring peace and international sceurity.™
(CCD/PV.486, para, 24)

78. To that pertinent comment we would add thet sclid foundations for the maintenance

of peace and the preservaticn of internaticnal scecurity have ﬁﬂtuaily existed since
the promulgation of the United Wetions Charter. The General iséombly has adepted a
number of resolutions on the subject., Ls an cxample I may cite resolution 1815 (xviI),
which defines the prineiples on which fricndly international rclations should be based.
Those prineiples, which since 1964 have been under examination by a special committec,
concern non-recourse tc feorce, peaceful settlement of disputes, non~intervention, and

so on. It is therefore important to strengthen the United Nations and te increase its
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effectiveness by a1l possible means, including strict compliance with the undertakings
and obligations flewing from the Charter, the decisions of the United Naticns and
international agroementé. Needless to say, the adopticn of noew disarmament measures,
particularly in regerd to weapons of mass destruction and thc cessation of the arms
race, contributes greatly tc the improvement of international relations,
79, Participetion in disarmamens negotiaticns by &1l the nuclear Powers has beon
rightly omphasized by most delegaticns. The reopresentative of Jepan went even further
by expressing the hope that —

",.. the Governnents of the People'!s Republic of China and the Republic

of France will take part in international disarmament negotiations as

soon as possible."” (CCD/PV.471, para. 34)

Yet we dc not see how we can imazine the participation in thc near future of 211 the

nacleer Powors in these ncgstiations, Examination of that delicate question is
probably far beyond the competenze cf our Cormittee. Rut, since the General Assembly
has instructed this Conference t> draft a programme bearing upon all the aspects of the
| problen, onc can only wonder what measures cculd be thought of to induce a State such
| as France —— which is distinguisied nct only as a nuclear Power but even more by its
" influence as o permanent member >f the Security Couneil and by its political, cultural
; and moral wcight in internaticonal, Surcpean and Mediterranean affairs — to teke part
in the disarmament ncgotistions. In eny event we must hepe that all the Powers capable
of contributing offcetively tc the solution of this complex and important problem will
be able to sit at the ncgotiation table, eren cutside the Conflercnce of the Committee
on Disarmament if that is nocossary in order to achiceve substantial agreements of
world-wide scepe.
80. Many dcolegations have cmphasized the noed to give so-celled conventional
armements their appropriate place in the disarmement prograrme. Mr, Leonard even
devoted his ontire statement of 13 August (CCD/PV.487) tc that questicn, and at the
same time submitted to us a werking paper (CCD/307) conteining among other things the
list of principles established ty Mr. Fcster te guide regional arrangements for the -
limitation of armaments., Thet text, as well as the full range of the ideas expressed
by the head of the United States delegation, calls for thoughtful study sc that it cen

be discussed thoroughly on ancther cccasicon,
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8l. Nevertheless, I fecl I must meke a preliminary remark now., The slowing-down

of the arms race is & principlc which 1y country has alweys defended ardently. Yot

I must emphasizce that the concept of regicnal limitaticn of conventicnal arms might
in certain cascs bc deceptive and meaningless, perticulerly when it closely affects
the security and the vital interests of certain countries which seek only to defend
themselves against aggression, to rcpcl foreign occupation, or simply to rcassert

a lawful right that conforms with the principles of the Charter. It must be added
that this type of limitation, which could be dangcrous for certain countries, does
nothing to stop the arms race. Consequently we must consider the international
situation — that is, the fcerces deployed, the degree of involvement of Powers, and
lastly the very charecter cf certain conflicts. That being seid, it is clear that
the problem of conventional crms could best be solvad by global measurcs aimed at
a.radical cessation of. the arms race.

82. Before concluding, I would mcke one last comment on the subject of the programme
which the Genersal Assembly has asked us to prepars. A close scrutiny of the criteria
mentioned by the vearious delegations shows clearly that the establishment of such a
programme is a delicate ond difficult task, becausc it consists certainly not in
preparing a balance sheet or o classified index of subjects, but in an act which we
wish to be positive and reeclistic, flexible and coherent, ambitious and relieble, The
programme, therefore, must be based on clear and well-considerced concepts; it must
lock forward but nct lose sight of the objectives and principles defined eerlier,
the results achicved and the nresent poss.bilities.

83. Thet kind of programme, since it must stimulate and guide our Committec and all
the other internationel hodies decling with the problem of disarmament, might well
take the ferm of a United Netions declaraticn comprising two main chapters: the
cessation of the erms race, and general and complete disarmament under efficctive
international contrcl. I am putting feorwerd hers an idea which, when cr&stallized,
could be presented as a formal propescl. In any cvent, everything possible must be
done to make the Disarmement Decade a firm and solid starting-point for work achieving
in the years tc come o substantial reduction of military expenditure in the world and

a progressive cessation of the arms race, perticularly in weapons of mass destruction.

84. Mr, PETROV (Bulgaria) (interpretation from French): If there is one

question on ocur sgenda whose urgency or importance for peace and international security

can be denied by nc ono, it is cortainly the tctel prohibition of chemical and
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bacteriological (biclogical) weapons. Everyone agrces that by their very nature these
weapons represent an ever-increasing and frightful danger to the existence of all
mankind, Scicentists, who are best able to realize this danger, have almost
unanimously opposed these inhuman weapons. Recently the members of the Bulgarian
Leadenmy of Sciences made an appeal stressing the peorils inherent in the usc,
production and stockpiling of chemical and biological weapons and asking for the
conclusion of an agreement completely prohibiting them. The Bulgarian Government has
always urged that these horriblc weapons be elininated for cover from military arsenals.
Thus it was one of the enthusiastic co-sponsors, among the other Governments of the
socialist countrics, of the well-known draft convention on the total prohibition of
chemical and bacteriologicel (biclogical) weapons (4/7655).

85. It is absclutely imperative that an understanding rclating to such a prohibition
should be reached within the shcrtest possible time. Any delay, eny temporizing will
only give a new impetus to the rroduction and stockpiling of thesc weapons of mass
destruction., Furthermore, until thoy arc eliminated once and for all, the tomptation
to use them will be ever present. In fact, there is evidence that chemical toxic

agents have been used and arc still being used in a sc-called "little war". Moreover,

-cherical and biological weapons gravely endeanger man and his environmeat even in time

of peace. That fact has been cloquently illustrated by the difficulties which the
United States authoritics encourtored in connexion with some sixty-six tons of the
neurotoxic agent GB. In fact, those sixty-six tons of GB wers only a small quantity
if we toke into account the follcowing information that appeared in a Swiss newspaper:

"According to General Hebbcler, Dircctor of the Chemiceal and Biological

Weapons Scetion, the prescit stocks of GB posscssed by the United States

Army arc sufficicnt to kill 10,000 million persecns.! (La Voix Ouvriére,

22 Aupust)
86. ‘- We are glad to note that our draft convention (4/7655) has been welcomed by the

Committece, Nevertheless, a diff'erence of views on two principal problems has become

apparcnt between the majority of the members of the Committce and some delegations,
The first concerns the joint prchibition of chemical and bacteriological weapons in a
single document; the sccond, control over chemical weapows. These two could be
called a single problem, because in our view the rcason why those countrics insist
that the two types of weapons should be dealt with and prohibited separately is the
difficulty of establishing such control. Nevertheless, for greater clarity we shall

deal with these twe aspeets in turn.
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87. As for the first probvler, we still believe that a total and joint prohibition of
chemicel and biclegical weapons is the bost solution for the task which has been
entrusted to us. The arguments advanced by the represzntative of the United States
both in the past and todey, by the representative of the United Kingdom and by several
other delogations have not convinced us of the contrary view. Historically, as is
very rightly said in the working poper prescnted by the delegation of the Soviet Union
(ccD/303), thesc weapons —-

... have consistently been considered together in view of the common

characteristics of these types of weepons of mass destructicn. The

prohibition of the usc of chemical and bacteriolegical weapons is provided

for in a single intcrnaticnal instrument —- the Geneva Protocol of 1925.7

(para. 3)
Why treat them separately today? If these two categories of weopons were not similar
by their very nature, if the Genova Protocol and 211 the releovant resclutions of the
United Natiens did not oxist, we could eanviszge such a possibility. But that is not
the case, because if we prohibited biclegiceal weapons in a special treaty and left

chemical weapens on one side, it would logically follow, per argumentum a contrario,

that the latter weepons were adinissible and allcwed as netheds of warfare, and we shoul
run the risk of an inereasc in their production and stockpiles end conscquently in
their use. Article VI of the United Kingdom dreft convention on the prohibition of
biological methods of warfare (CCD/255/Rev. 2%) cannct dissipete that denger. Uhe
inclusion of this article shows only thet in fact the Geneva Protoesl would be
wecakened by this conventicn and that this article has becen judged necessary in order te
strengthen and reinforce it artificially.

88, It is gratifying that the majority of the members of the Committee consider,
cwever, that o complote and joint prohibition of cheriical and bacteriological weapons
is necessary. May I mention, first of 211, Sweden, Yugoslavia, Morocco, the United
Arab Republic, India -~ in fact, the whole of the grcup of non-gligned countrics as
well as the socialist ccuntries? Ior example, on 21 July the ropresentative of Sweden,
Mrs. Myrdal, said cn this subject:

Mie have taken as a basis for our considerctions the draft convention put

zations in Mow York last yoor (4/7655) as amended herc

o

fervard by nine dele
in April (CCD/285). The main reason for this is that it covers both

chemical and biclecgicel neans of worfare.® (CCD/PV.480, para. 4)
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94, In conclﬁding my rcmarks on contrel I should like to stress thot the suggestions
nede during our dehates on the principics fFoverning the control and guarantee of a
total ban on chemical and bactericlogical weapons, set out in the draft convention

of the nine socisalist countries, sre of definite interest to ny delegation, and we
shall study them in detail with all the attention and respect they deserve,

95. The discussion on the totel prohibition of those weapons has recently been
confined to the technical =spects of control, In this connexion I would venture to
make some reflecticns wiich may be somewhat hereticél. I believe that what is 4d
hampering the progress of our negotiations is neither the difficultics of control nor
the difficulties of joint proaibition. but rather a lack of will, of deep conviction
in certain governments which 1o not wish to renounce the use of chemical weapons.,
Perhaps their military doctriie has something to do with that. Why, for biologiceal
weapons —- the control of whizh 1s much nore difficult —— do they nct insist upon the
establishment of a2 specicl control system, on-site inspection and so forth? Because
there is a conviction that those weapons will not be used, a will not tc use them,
for different reasons. And what the United States representative, Mr. Leonard, has
said today confirms our idea.

96. Is not this insistence on the prohibition only of biological weapons, and not of
chemical weapens, intended to create the impression that something is being done about
both types of weapons of mass destruction? At the secme time, implementation of the
United States preposals wculd prohibit & weepon which is nct "a necessary or even a

useful counter" (ggp/Pv.258, para. 54), as the United States delegation stated, and

would even amount teo some sor of spproval of the meintenance of chemical weapons,

which, again according to the United States delegation, "have obvious usefulness

in certain military situations" (ibid., para. 58). Can we not see in that position
teken by the Upited States an indication of a desire to maintein in its military
arsenals these weapons which 'have obvious vsefulness® but waich, allow me to reecall,
have been rightly condemned by civilized world opinion as & whole? The firm convietion
of my delegation is, however, thet our Committee should not leave the last word to
those who hope to draw doubtful rilitary advantages from the maintenence and use for
military purposes of certain chemical agents.

97. Another problem of inter:st to my delegation was raised by the Italian delegation:
‘the suggestion (CCD/PV.474, peras. 13-15) concerning renunciation of the reservations

to the Geneva Protocol under which parties roserved the right to respect their
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obligations under the Protocol towards the other parties that hod signed and ratified
it but to cease to respect them in regard to any enemy State whose armed forces or
allies did nct respect the prohibitions laid decwn in the Protocol. We are all aware
that the prohibitions laid down in the Protecol and the two reservations, by their
power of deterrence and their implied threat of reprisals, have made this instrument
the first inﬁernational'agreoment limiting weapons of mass destruction which is
" respected and valid on every count. To renounce those rescrvations would, in our view,
reward those States which have not signed or ratified the Protocol and have alweys
endeavoured to impose a rostrictive interpretation on its prohibitions. Moreover,
some countrics which for the past forty-five years have not adhered to the Protocol
now insist that certain chemical weapons should be exempt from its prohibiticns. Quitel
obviously, in such circumstances the maintenance in force of the reservations is, to
say the least, very appropriate. On the other hand, if an agreement based on the
principles of the draft submitted by the socialist countries were concluded, thnsec

reservations would be completely pointless,

98. Mr. LEONARD (United States of America): It has come to our attontion that
two members of the Committec -- the Undor-Secretary of Foreign Affairs of Mexico,
Ambassador Garcia Robles, and the representative of Nigeria, Ambassador Sule Kolo —-
will be leaving Geneva very shortly and, if T understand correctly, will therefore

not be able to participate in the remainder of the work of this scssion of the
Committee, )

99. In the case of Ambassador Sule Kolo it appears that his Government has nominated
him to a post carrying even more impertent and graver responsibilities than those that
he has been carrying out here, which may make it difficult or even impossible for him
te be with us more than in spirit at Future sessions of the Committee -~ something
which we very much regret, I sheould like to hope for, and in fact actively solicit
from both these representatives, their continued active support for the work of this
Committee in the coming months —- in Now York if their Governments can, in faet, spare
them from their other duties -—; because in the next few months we shall be
proceeding to the final phascs of the negotiations on the sea-bod treaty which have becn
going on here for over two years. It looks as though those nogotiations will be one of
“the most successful endcavours of this Committee; and they are an endeavour to which
both Ambassador Sule Kolo and the Under-Secretary of Mexico have given their serious

personal attention and to which they have made very real aond substantial contributions.




CCD/PV. /491 '
34

(Mr. Leonard, United States)

100. I should like to express tae gratitude of the United States delegation, in

which I am sure all delegations would join. for their contributions to this and

other matters -- including the inieresting document (CCD/313) intrcduced this morning
by Ambassador CGarcis Robles.

101. May I offer our best wishes to them on their travels? -- indeed travelling is a

subject which is very much in the minds of all of us as this sessicn draws to a close.

102. The CHAIRMAN (Japan): I am infeormed that Ambassador Sule Kolo, who has been the

representative of Nigeria to our Committee for four years, will be leaving us and that

his appearance at today's meeting will be his last. I am sure that I speak on behalf
of all members of the Committee in expressing cur sincere regret at losing

Ambassador Sule Kolo from our midst. His great interest in our work, his wisec counsel,

his active participation in our deliberations and negotiations have made him a highly-

valued colleague in the Committee. While we express our sadness at his departure, at.

the same time we wish him success and good fertune in the new post to which he goes.

103. Mr. PORTER (United Kingdom): Mr. Chairman, as represcntative of the

country to which Ambassador Sulc Kolo will now be accredited, I shcould like to
associate myself with the tribuie you have just paid to him on his last day with us

in the Confercnce of the Committee on Disermament. This Committee is losing one of its
best represcentatives aswell as one who has glways presented his country's views with
distinetion, whether within tac Committec or, more informelly, outside.

104. As for myself, I fecl that with the departure of Ambassador Sule Kolo I am losing
a colleaguc whosc friendship I have always velued, not least perhaps for the

frankness and humour with which he has sometimes commented to me on the British
position. We in this declegation send with him our warmest wishes for a successful

and happy time as Nigerian High Commissioner in Lendon.,

105, Mr. KHALLAF (United Arab Republic) (interpretation from French): Mr, Chairman,

may I associate myself with you and other colleagues in saying gocdbye to our dear

friend Ambassador Sule Kolo? 1Indeed, all of us here in Gencva, the permanent
representetives as well as the representatives of countries in the Committee on
Disarmament, have enjoyed the friendship of Ambassador Sule Koloc for two years or more,
We have been able to appreciate his qualities as a man and as a diplomat. He is a
great representative of a great African nation with which my country maintains the best

possible relations. We wish him every success and all thc happiness he deserves,
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106, Mr, SULE KOLO (Iligeria): May I takc this opportunity, Mr. Chairman, to

thank you and my colleagues who have referred to my impending departure from this
Committee for the kind words spoken abcut me? I have been assigned to other duties
by my Govermment and consequently I have to relinguish my lecadership of the Nigerian
delegation to this Committee and at the same time, of course, my membership of the
Committee. Transfers such as mine constitute a normal and regular feature of the
i Foreign Service; and in any casc, after four successive years on this Committee,
it may well be that it is expedient to bring in a fresh mind to grapple with the
exciting but intricate work of the Committee. HNevertheless, I personally regret having
to take leave of my collcagues in this unique body.
107. This is indeced a unique Committec, not only because the world expects it to
accomplish a complex task which has exerciscd the best minds for deceades, but also
because of the devotion of its members and, above a2ll, the friendly and informal
relationship which exists among them. We have come a long wey from the polémics and
intense mistrust of the carly days. Now and again speeches in the Committce may be
dull and heavy going; highly technical statements by experts may somctimes tend to
have a soporific effect on members who ars straining their minds to the limit to
grasp the meaning of seismographic equations being sclemnly enunciated. But it is
a mark of the uniqueness ¢f the Commitiec that members seldom succumb to the well-
known malaise of international gatherings — somnolism,
108. Speaking on a more serious plane, I have theroughly enjoyed working with my
colleagues here, In spite of the occasionel sense of frustration arising from the
seemingly unnecessary dcadlocks in our negotiations, my experience in this Committee
has becn memoreble and invaluable, We live in a dangerous world in which in the name
of sccurity the acquisition and accumulation of arms and armaments have increascd by
leaps and bounds; “and yet, paradoxically, that senseless arms race has increasecd the
sense of insccurity rather than banished it. The will~o'~the-wisp of the balance of
terror is cvidently not the answer ?o our search for pcace and security; and time is
nc longer on our side. That is wﬁy a heﬁvy réépoﬁsibility devolves on this Committee
in negotiating urgently the cessation of the nuclear arms race and charting a
cemprehensive programme for general and complete disarmement -- a realistic programme
which must take cognizance of the relationship betwecn disarmament and international
peace and sccmrity, and thereforeembracc them, even though strictly specaking they fall
beyond the scope of our nogotiations here. The alternative is to draw up a programme

for disarmament in isolation, which in my opinion would not be realistic.
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109. Our progress in the past years has becn minimal at best, and even this year we

have little to show by way of success. Therefore, as I take leave of this Committee,

I hope sincercly that the coming years will witress a higher dctermination, particularly
on the part of the super-Powers, to pursuec in good faith negotiations towards the
cessation of the nuclear arms rece, thoreby facilitating and expediting the achievement
of our ultimate goal of general and complete disarmement.

110. I leave physically, but my spirit remains with this Committec -~ as my very good
friend Mr. Leonard has just remerked., I sheall continue to follow the work of this
Committee with keen interest and shall endeavour to contribute, albeit indirectly, to

the success of that work. In the meantinme I would say, in the words of Shakespeare,
"Farewell and stand fast",

The Conference decided to issuec the following communigué:

"The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament today held its 491st
plenary meeting in the Pelais des Nations, Geneva, under the chairmanship of
H.E., Ambassadcr Hiroto Tanaka, representative of Japan.

"Statements were made by the representatives of the United States of America,
Poland, Mexicc, Morocco and Bulgaria, by the Chairman and by the representatives
of the United Kingdom, the Jnited Arab Republic and Nigeria.

"The delégation of the United States of America submitted a working paper
on remarks by Dr. Joshua Lederberg at the informal meeting of the Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament on 5 Aug:st 1970 (CCD/312).

"The delegations of Mexico, Sweden and Yugoslavia submitted a draft
comprehensive programme of disarmament (CCD/313). -

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Tuesday, 1 September 1970,
at 10.30 a.m.".

The meeting rose at 12.50 p.m.






