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1. 'The CHAIRMAN (Bulgaria) (interpretation from Fronch): I declare open the

458th plenary meeting of the Conference of the Committce on Disarmament.

2. . Mr, AHMED (Pakistan): Mey I take this cpportunity to extend a warm
welcome to the represcntatives of Brazil, Japan, Mongclia, Morocco, Poland and
Romania who have taken their seats for the first time in thoe Committee? . We are

also happy to see amongst us Mr. Epstein, the Deputy Special Representative of the
Secretary-General. .

3. On 18 February the Secretary-General of the United Nationé, U Thant, addressed
the Committec in person and thus initiated the Disarmament Decade declared by the
General Assembly at its last scssion (resolution 2602 E (XXIV); €CD/275). The
Secretary-General reforred to the achicvements in the field of disarmament during the
1960s which, he said, "constitute initial but very impoftant sfeps towards disarmament”
(CCD/PV. 450, para,l10). He also said that: | l

... the world was at a critical crossrcads wherc there was a real danger of

a feerful new upward spiral in thce 'mad momentum' of the nuclear arms race.

The issue still hangs in ths balance" (ibid.). _ ‘
Lo I might recall here that at the Conference ofpﬂhe Non;Nuclear—Weapon States in
1968 the delegation of Pakistan expressed its hope for 2 mecting between the two main
nucleer Powers to discuss ways and means of limiting the strategic nuclear arms race
as a demonstration of thelr good faith and in accordance with the pladge given in
article VI of the Treaty on the Non-Prcliferation of Nuclear Weapons (ENDC/226*).
Last year, when the represcntatives of thosc two great Powers met at Helsinki, we
warmly welcomed this step and cxpressed our sincere hope for its success.
Mr, Roshchin, in his statement on 17 February, said: "Public opinion and the
governnents of many countries have welcomed the beginning of thce Soviet-United States

talks on: curbing the strategic arms race.” (GGD/PV.449, para.s0). We agrce with

Mr. Smith's observation that "2ll nations have an impcortent steke in the success of

those talks! (ibid., pars.19). In locking forward to the next scssion ab Vienna in

April we fully sharc the hope expressed by Mr. Smith in his statement on 17 February
that "1970 can produce concrote progress in this urgent and wvital matter®
(ibid., para.21).
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5. Some delegations have referred to the closs link between the strate glo arms
limitation talks (SALT) and the work of this Committee. Tho Secretqry—General also
has obscrved that progress in those talks will undoubtedly have a most important
bearing on all of the work of “he Committee on Disarmament (CCD/PV.450, para.23).
That brings me to ths Secretarv-General's reminder to us that serious attempts should
be made to oﬁfaiﬁ thé‘participation of all the nuclear Powers in all efforts for
disarmaheﬁt and that the active co-operation of all of them is essential for a full
measure of success (ibid., para.24). , ‘

6. The Committee will Tecall that in its first statement on 7 August 1969 the
Pakistan delegation éxprésséd ~“he earnest Hopé "that the two nuclear Powers ‘France
and China;'whiéh’afe'ndt in owr midst, will before long be eﬁabled to pafticipate in
this® forum! (ENDC/PV, /26, ‘pare., 21). I should like also to reiferate the dbservatlon
made by the Paekistan delegation in the First Committes on ‘1 December - 1969 that —=

W,.. the non-participation of Fronce and the absence of the PeopleXS‘Republlc\55
of China -- both nuclear Powers — from the negotiations on disarmament is -
still a serious impediment to the real success of those negotlatlons”
(4/C.1/PV.1707, provisional, p.3).

7. At its last session’the”Goneral Assembly adopted as meny as twelve resclutions

concerning items on dissrmament. In this connexion the Committee has before it
document CCD/275, which includss a letter dated 30 January from the Secretary—General.~
I have brief comments to make on some of the iteéms before the Committee.

8. Régérding the question of a comprehensive test=ban treaty, to which the General
Assembly has attached the greatest urgendy, the Committee is aware that no progress
was made last year. There is now~an‘impéssé; primarily because of the lack of
political will on the part of the super-Powers: The ques®kion of verification &nd-
control has bech the main obstacle to agreement; but it now appears that, as a
result of the development of tsehnology,; there is a possibility that verification
can be carried out without on—site inspection.  Thanks to the efforts of the
Canadian déiegation, the General Assembly adopted resclution 2604 4. (XXIV).  We
believe “that the proposed exchange of seismic data will be a vital step in ach1ev1ng

significant progress towards agreement on a comprehensive test-ban treqty.




CeD/PV, /58

rt
[l

Q'@..- ahmed, Pfikistcgg)

9. My delegation believes that it sheuld be possible to reech agreonment on o
draft treaty on the prohibition of the emplacenent of vucleer weeopons and cther
weapons of mass dostruction on the sca-bec ond the ceean floeor -nd in the subscil
therecf during the coursc of the present scssion. The vicws of the Pakiston
delegation on the varicus aspects «f such 1 treoly were oxpressed in this Committee
on 23 October 1969 (CCD/PV.445, poras.27-34) nnd in the First Committce last
Decenber (4/C.1/PV.1707, provisinonnl, pp.7~8). I do not wish to desl with the
subject at this time. de hope to have cn cpportunity of doing so when the further
reviseda draft text of the treaty is submitted to the Committee by the co-Choirmen,
10. The views of ny delegation on the questi-n of the use of chemical and
ectericlogicel (biclogicnl) weapens were clearly stated in cur statement cf
4 Septenber 1969 (CCD/PV.ABA, paras.58-69). We fully ond: rsed the throo
recomaen’ntions made by the Secretary-General in his foreword to report A/7575/va 1

Dexil). stated 2t we had no dou in our minds theo ¢ Geneve Protoco
T xii) W tated that had bt thot the G t 1

o]}

(ibid., anncx VI) prchibited the usc in war of all chemicol and bacteriological
sn

(biclogical) weapons; including tenr gas cnd other herassing

Q “J
@

or which might be evclved in the future (CCD/PV.ABA, para.62). As we stated at

thot timc, we should proceed fronm the peolnt that fthe usc of suech weanons is

£

prohibited end that nly the additional mensures prohibiting their development,

production and stockpiling t~ be wndertakon (ibid., para.65).

11. The Committoc now has before 1t Goacral nssembly resoluti-n 2603 B (XXIV).

In operative parasrapn 2 5f soeticn ITT ~t the rescluti o the Gencral Assembly has

conglacravion tr "'JOC'lll’l”T

o

requcsted the Commitiee on Discimoncnt ©o give argen

o

agrecment on the srohibitions ¢ sther nocosurc: roforred to in the draft convention
submittod by the nine sceialist States on the prohibition £ the development,
production snd stockpiling of cheidceal and bactoriclogical (biclogical) weopons and
on the destruetion of such woeapons \h//bﬁb) and in the United Kinglorm draft
convention for the prohiblticn of bioslogicel methods of warfarc (ENDG/255/RCV.1>, a8
well 2s cther relovont proposals. The Commiittee hns been asked to submit - progress
report on 2ll aspocts »f the problem of oliminaticon of chomlical and baclericlogical

(biclogical) woapons to the Genorel Assombly at its twenly-fifth scession.
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12. 1In the light of the observations which have so far been made in the Committee

it is clear that there are divergent views on how the problem =f the elimipation of
those weapons shoﬁld be tackled. In the First Committee the Pakistan delegaticn |
made some observations on both the draft convention of the socialist countries and
the United Kingdom draft convention (A/C.l/PV.l707, provisional, pp.ll412). We

see merit in theusocialist draft cocnventicn, eas it deals with both types of weapons;
but we feel that the neasures to implement the prohibitions should be spcelt cut.

We are glad to note that the Polish delegation intends to introduce a proposal on a
safeguards clause to strengthen the main provisions of the document (CCD/PV.452, pora.l8).
13. In this coﬁnoxion I should like to mention that during the censideration of this
subject in the First Committoc the Pakistan delegation cormended the Japanese proposai
made last year, and restated by Mr. Abe in his statement on 10 Maorch, that'a group of
competent scientists and technologiats should study ﬁh@ tochnical problens relating

to vofifioation of the producticn and stockpiling of chemical and biclogical weapons
(CCD/PV.456, para.Sl). An indication of the complexitics of the problem before us
was given in Mrs. Myrdal's statement of 12 March (GCD/PV.AS?, paras.40 et seg.); We
feel that further discussions in the Cormittec would help in clarifying the position.
My delegation will return to the subject ot a loter stage.

14. 1In resolution 2602 E (XXIV) the General issembly has asked the Committce on
Disarmament tc work out a comprehensive progromme dealing with all aspects of the
problem of the cessation of the arms race end goneral and complete disarmoment under
effective international control and to report thereon to the twenty-fifth session.

15, The leader of the Pakistan delegation to the twenty-fourth Gencral Asscmbly
obscrved in his statement that the record of morc than twenty years of disarmament
negotiations could not be regarded as impressive. While certain treatics in the
nature of non-armement measurcs, and most rccently the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation

of Nuclear Weapons, had been concluded, therc had been no agreement in the field of

[e]

true disarmement. The goal of general and complete disarmoment remained as distant

as cver, and agreement cven on collateral mcasures of dlsarmanent was not in sight.



CCD/PV. 458
9

(Mr. Ahned, Poakistan)

16, liy delegation is awore of the incredibly complex nature of the decisions
involved, but we remain convinced that, unless and until a scricus attempt is made
to tackle this problem now, we may find thet the passage of time hos created new
obstacles to progress. As the Seccrcetary-Generel and o number of delegations have
pointed out, the elements cf a pregromme of goencral and complete discrmament already
cxist.,  We belicve that the Committec should censider this matter os carly as

possible,

17. Mr., ESCHAUZIER (Netherlands): In this statcment I should like to dwell
at some length on a topic to which this Confercnce, in accordance with the request
of the General Asscmbly in its rosclution 2603 B (XXIV) (CCD/275), should give

urgent consideration with a view to reaching further agrecrnient on the question of

chemical and biological warfare.

18. The Netherlands delcgation welcomes the fact that the question of chemical and
bactericlogical weapons is likcly to receive high priority at this Confercnce during
the present sessiocn. We are also satisficd that the General Assembly recognized

the predominent importance of the Geneva Protocol of 1925 (A/7575/Rev.l, annex VI).
A1l States which have not yet done s have becn invited o accede to or ratify this
Protocol in the course of this year in commenoration of the forty-fifth anniversary ‘
of its signing end the twenty-fifth enniversory of the Unitcd Nations.

19. In this connexion I should like to remind this Confercence of the statement of

Mr. Asakail at our mecting on 14 August 1969 that the Japanesc Government is prépared
to consider the ratification of the Geneve Protoceol in case we find ourselves in the
unfortunate situation that an agroement on the completc prohibition of both chemical
and bilological weapons cennot be concluded in the ncar futurc (ENDC/PV.AZS, para.49).
20. I am sure we all ncted with great satisfaction the statement of Président Nixon
on 25 November 1969 that the United States Administration will submit to the Scnate,
for its advice and consent to ratification, the Geneva Protocol of 1925.

2Ll. I should also like teo refer to the other impertant decisions of the Unitced Statces
Government on chemiceal and biclogical weapons, namely rconunciation of the first usc of
incapacitating chemicals; renunciation of the use of lethal biologiecal agents and

weapons and all other methods of biological warfare; restriction of United States
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biclogical research to defensive measures such as irmunizetion and safcty measurcs;
disposal of existing stocks of bacteriological weaponé; renunciation of preparations
for the offensive usé and of such use of toxins as a method of warfare: restriction

of the United States military programme for texins, whether produccd by bacteriologicel
or any other bilological method or by chemical synthesis, tc research for defensive
purpcses only.

22. This list comprises some importent unilotcral initiatives towards disarmament.
The Netherlands delegation would particularly stress the decision to renounce the

us¢ -- not only first use but also retaliatery usc -~ of blological egents and
WCapOns, In this respect the United States Government, which is not a party to the
Geneva Protocol, has gone furthcf than many of the original partics to the Protocol.
As this Confercnce is awarc, in acceding to the Protocol a substantial number of
States made the roservaticn that the Prctocol ceasses to he binding on the acceding
Statc in regard to all eneny States the armed forces or cllics of which fail to
rospeet the Protocol. That rescrvoation was also made by the Netherlonds Government
when ratifiying the Protocol in 1930; but the reservation was limited to the use in
war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gcses. In doing this the Netherlonds was
anong the first countrics to renounce unccenditionally the use of bacteriolcgical or
biological weapons. I therefcre bolicve that the Notherlands has a certain right to
issue an appeal to follow the oxample set by the United States Governmont. In this
connexion we héva noted with interest tho proposals (CCD/PV.ABé, para.35) made by the
delegation of Yugoslavia at our meeting on 10 March.

23. At this stage I should likc to remind the Conference of the Italian initiative

at the last session of the General Asscembly according te which all parties to the
Geneva Protocol werc to be invited to consider the prohibition of "first usc’ contained
therein as valid erga cmmes (4/C.1/L.498).  That initiztive was not voted on, but we
supperted it (A/C.l/PV.l7l7, provisicnal, pp.8&-10) and arc still in favour of such a
decision,

24 I agroed with Mr. Ortiz de Rczas when he shated at our neeting on 3 March that
the Geneva Protocol has given proof of its great merol force, in spite of the limited
number of Governments that have acceded to it (CCD/PV.A54, para.l4d). I felt inclined
to add: and also in spitc of the fact that the Geneva Protoccl gave rise to different

interpretations as to its scope and coverage.
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25. We had and still have great difficulty in subscribing to resolution 2603 . (XXIV)
which was adopted by eighty votes to three, with thirty-six abstentions, and which
declares as contrary to the gencrally-rcecognized rules of international law, as
embodied in the Geneva Protocol, the use in international armed conflict of any
chemical and biological agents of warfare., We made that position clear in the
First Committee on 10 December 1969. We admitted the existence of certain
ambiguities in the Protocol. We also agreed thet it is important to dispel, as
soon as circumstances permit, any uncertainty which might continue to exist with
regard to the scope of the Protocol, We therefore suggested that in due course the
Protocol could best be supplemented by an additional agreement or agreements
reflecting the realities of the present and eanticipating future developments
(4/C.1/PV.1717, provisional, pp.4~10).

26, I can now add to our position taken at that tine that the Netherlands Minister
of Foreign Affairs, in a parliamentary debate on 12 February, declared his
willingness to co-operate in seeking agreement to abolish for the future the use

of ﬁérbicides and defoliants in warfare. That ipportant decision was based on the
consideration that large-scale use of such chemical agents might have long-term
effects of an unpredictable nsture on man's enviremment, This question is related
to the ecological problems which are confronting iiankind and on which an important
conference will be held under the auspices of the United Nations in 1972.

27, With regard to the use of tear gas in warfare, the Netherlands Government
continues to have doubts. It i1s not so much the use of that weapon which has been
criticized; it 1s rather the misuse. The cardinal question would appear to be
whether or not it is deemed possible to restrain the use of certain specified
harrassing agents by the proper legal and custonmary rules of war instead of banning
them completely from military arsenals. In any event, a ban on the production of
such agents would have to meke allowance for the production of adeqguate guantities
for riot-control purposes. My Govermment intends to reconsider the whole question
after it has received a report to be submitted in the near future by our National
Advisory Committee on Questions of Disarmament and International Peace and Security.
That Committee was established a few years ago by the Minister of Foreign Affairs
as an independent body composed mainly of qualified individuals outside the

Government.
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28. We now have before us two dreft conventions. The United Kingdom submitted a
draft convention for the prohibition of biological methods of warfare (ENDC/255/Rev.l)
to this Conference, whereas nine socialist countries submitted to the Genercl Assembly
a draft convention on the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling
of chemical and bacteriological (biclogical) wezpons and on the destruction of such
weapons (4/7655). he two drafts adopt a differcnt approach. The former deals

only with biological weapons, while the latter is a comprehensive one, including

both chemical and biological weapons.

29. Much has already been said in this Conference on the advantages and disadvantages
of the two proposals. We can approach the problem either from an intellectual or
from a pragmatic point of view. Intellectually, there are certain arguments in
favour of a comprehensive solution. Fr., Roshchin mentioned several of them in his
statement before this Conference on 3 liarch (CCD/PV.454). Counter-arguments can be
formulated as well, the most powerful being that biological agents depend for their
effects on their ability to multiply in the person, animal or plant attacked. We know
that in the Secretary-General's report on chemical and biological weapons (4/7575/Rev.l,
para.l9) it is stated that what may be regarded today as a biological agent could
tomorrow, as knowledge advances, be itreated as chemical.

30. This judgement has been couched in very prudent terms. I want to underline

the words "could", "tomorrow' and "as knowledge advances®. DMoreover, the following
paragraphs of the report lead to the conclusion that for the foreseeable future

there are basic differences in the characteristics of chemical and blological agents.
Practical reasons could be added to this. Biological weapons have not yet been used
so far in war, They are -- as far as we know -~ not yet availeble on an operationel
basis. It is generally recognized that biological weapons are extrenely dangerous

and risky both to the attacked and to the attacker. It therefore seeums evident

that it is in the mutual interest of all States completély to ban those weapons.

On this basis of mutual and interwoven interest it might conceivably be possible to
reach -a quick result,

31. PFrom what I have just saild it will be clear that the Netherlands Government has
great sympathy for the United Kingdom draft convention and is willing to support its
principal ideas. It is an example of practical wisdom in trying to achieve what

seems to be nearest at hand. This does not exclude, however, the prospects for
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progress on chemical warfare and blological warfare being discussed together., Lord
Chalfont stated to this Conference on 19 Fobruary (CCD/PV.451, para.l8), that the
United Kingdom delegation is ready to fall in with the wish of the majority, and
that it is understood that the majority wishes a discussion on both types of weepoins
simultaneously. We can readily go elong with this procedure,

32. Now with regerd to the United Kingdom draft convention my delegation would like
to make a few further preliminary remarks. Article I of the draft does not follow
the definition of biological agents given in the Secretary-General's report on
chemicel and biological weapons. After an initial study of various possible
formulations, we would prefer this article to correspond closely with the definition
in the Secretary-General's report. We would therefore tentatively suggest that
article I might read as follows:

- "Each of the Parties to the Convention undertskes never in any
circumstances to meke use for hostile purposes of living organisms, whatever
their nature, or infective material derived from them, which are intended
to cause discase or death in men, animals or plants, and which depend for
their effects on their ability to multiply in the person, animal or plant
attacked.”

33. Ls a substitute for the traditional expression "use in war" (or warfare),
article I of the United Kingdom draft convention offers the definition "for hostile
purposes", For the sake of argument we have retsined, as a possible alternative,
that definition. It is less restrictive than the term "in international armed
conflicts", which appears in resolution 2603 L (£XIV), It seems that there exists
a certain parallel between ﬁhe United Kingdom formula and tne definition "armed
conflicts in which armed forces sre engaged in hostilities" in the Report on the
Protection of Victims of Hon-International Conflicts by the International Committee
of the Red Cross (May, 1969).

34. Article II (a) (i) of the United Kingdom draft stipulates that each of the
contracting parties undertakes not to produce or otherwise acquire, or assist in or
permit the production or acquisition of, microbial or other biological agents of
types end in quantities that have no independent justification for prophylactic or
other peaceful bﬁrposes. Wle would prefer to delete the word Mindependent", because

in our view 1t could lead to confusion and would lose its meaning in a supposed
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situation of threat by biological weapons. We also feel that the term "peaceful®
may give rise to different interpretations. It is normelly used in the sense of
"non-military", but it has also been held to mean "non-aggressive®, "non-offensive"
or "non-armed". In the present context peaceful use would permit "passive defence",
35. We venture to suggest that the risk of any ambiguity could be eliminated by
the following wording of article II (a) (i):

"hach of the Parties to the Convention undertekes not to produce or
otherwise acquire, or assist in or permit the production or acquisition of,
biological agents of types and in quantities that are not exclusively
required for prophylactic or protective purposes.®

36, When Mr. lulley tabled and introduced the draft convention on 10 July 1969

he pointed cut to this Conference that verification, as that term is uaderstood in
disarnament negotiations, is simply not possible in the field of biological warfare
(ENDC/PV.AIS, para.2l)., He gave two ressons: the agents which might be used for
hostile purposes are generally indistinguishable from those which are needed for
peaceful medical purposes, and militarily significant quantities of a biological
warfare agent could be produced in a relatively small facility. We sharc the view
that it is hardly possible to conceive a control system which does not contain
loopholes. However, we want to reserve our position as to the question whether any
control possibility has to be excluded once and for all. One could for instance
think of introducing a system of inspection‘of declared facilities.

37. In this light we see merit elso in the proposal which was first made by

Mr, Asakal in our meeting of ‘14 lfugust 1969 (ENDC/PV.AZS, pare.47) and reiterated
by Mr. fbe during the present session on 10 March (CCD/PV.456, para.8l) that the
study of the technical problems related to the verification of the production and
stockpiling of chemical and biological weapons be entrusted to a group of competent
scientists and technologists. We also fully agree with the representative of Japan
that, in order to obtain conclusive cvidence, any complaint procedure followed by
an investigation requires speedy action. Ir. fbe pointed out that the Secretary-
General of the United Nations should be able to Mact without delay on previously

arranged preparations for implenenting such investigations™ (ibid., para.79).
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38, Those considerztions sound very familiar to my delegation. As long ago as
1962 the Netherlands Government launched an initiative in the General Assembly
with a view to improving methods of "international fact-finding" and devising

- international machinery to that effect. Those efforts were pursued during
subsequent years and resulted in the adoption by the General Assembly on

18 December 1967 of resolution 2329 (XXII), operativec paragraph 4 of which reads
as follows:

- "Requests the Secretary-General to prepare a register of experts in
legal and other fields, whose services the States parties to a dispute may
usc by agreement for fact-finding in relation to the dispute, and requests
Member Staotes to nominate up to five of their nationals to be included in
such a register.®

39. It is not difficult to transpose this general recommendation in terms of the
specific requirements of the problem I am dealing with now., The suggestion of the
representative of Japan, Mr. ibe, to establish a roster of experts with a view to
conducting investigations (CCD/PV.456, para.82) is therefore warnly supported by my
delegation. However, I should like to stress once more that in the opinion of ny
delegation the possibility of devising some sort of a system of inspection should
not be ruled out a priori but, on the contrary, should be thoroughly examined.

40. I come now to the socialist draft convention as presented to the General Assembly
on 19 September 1969. Our main objection is that this draft convention deals with
both biologicsal -nd chemicel weapons without providing for an adequate safeguards
system. We cannot argue that the industrial snd technologicel capability of the
majority of nations is still not advanced enougli to produce the horrible weapons

we are discussing. I would like to remind the Conference of that part of the report
of the Secretary-Genersl on chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and
the effects of their possible use which reads:

"Despite the fact that the development and acquisition of a sophisticated
armoury of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons systems would
prove very costly in resources, and would be dependent on a sound industrial
base and a body of well-trained scientists, eny developing country could in

fact acquire, in onc way or another, o limited capability in this type of
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warfare -- either a rudimentary capability which it developed itself, or a
more sophisticated one which it acquired from another country. Hence, the
danger of the proliferation of this class of weapons zpplies as much to

developing as it does to developed countries. (i/7575/Rev.1, para.345)

41, Ve listened with great attention and interest to our Polish colleague when
he stated on 24 February (CCD/PV.452, parc.l8) that o group of Polish experts has
prepared a proposal dealing with the problem of an adequate scfeguards clause and
that it will be introduced in this Confcrence after consultation with the other
sponsors of the draft convention. In view of that promise we will reserve our
position on this point until later,

42. Article 4 of the soclalist draft stipulates that:

"Bach State Party to the Convention shall be internationally responsible
for compliance with its provisions by legal and physicel persons exercising
thelr activities in its territory, and also by its legal and physical persons
outside its territory.® (4/7655)

We do not see clearly how a Stete can be held responsible for acts committed by
unauthorized individuals outside its territorial limits. Responsibility is
correlated to authority and influence, and a State's authority is confined to the
territory within which it exercises sovereign rights. I would be grateful, therefore,
to recelve some clarification on this point. ‘

43. We further believe that the language of article 1, conteaining the principal
obligation, is not detailed enough. The socialist draft is limited to the
prohibition of the development and production of chemiceal and bioclogical weapons.
Does this inply that all development and production of chemical and biological
agents would be permitted as long as they were not included in operational weapons?
This brings us to the very difficult problem of defining when an agent becomes a
weapon. We therefore prclfer formulas that meke agents and not weapons the subjcct
of prohibition, as exemplified in the United Kingdonm draft convention to which I
have just referred. That system constitutes a better guarantee that all options to
retain a capability in this field will be given up.

44. I would like to assure those colleagues who have spokcn before me on the

same subject that my delegation listened to their remarks with great attention.
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My delegation is particularly grateful for the ccmprehensive statement — truly a
frapping expedition’ ~— by the representati e of Swéden, Mrs. Alva biyrdal (CCD/PV.457) .
We are also studying carefully the most valuable documentation on chemical and
biological warfare prepared by SIPRT,

45« ‘'There 1s already a weslth of material before this Conference which can serve as a
basis for a discussion in depth. liy delepation expresses the hope that by the end of
the prescnt session this Conference will be able to report tc the General Assembly

substantial progress in fulfilling the mendate i% was given in resolubtion 2603 B (XXIV),

46, Jr, LECHAD (United States of americz): The United States attuches great
importance to the achievement of relilable internaticrnal agreements to control the
development, production and stockpiling of chemical and bioclogical weapons. The
emphasis that other members of this Committee have given to this subject in their
opening statements is 2 welcome indication that the time has come to take concrete
steps to eliminate these wespons. But In order tc take such steps, we must make a
choice regarding the approach most likely to achicve results. Ue have before us two
draft conventions (A/7655, ENDC/255/Rev.1). 4 number of comstructive suggestions have
also been made during our discussions. We can, of course, continue for an extended
veriod to discuss these proposals in general terms. The United States delegation
hopes, however, that the Commlttee will soon come to agree upon a course .of action
offering the prospect of early concrete achievenent,

47. The value of tids Committee is measurec to a creat extent by its ability to
negotiate realistic and widely-acceptable agrecnents. The United States believes
that such an agreencnt can be achieved in the near future through negotiation of a
neasure that prohibits the developrent, production, stockpiling or any acquisition
of blological neans of warfare. We z2lso believe, for reasons thet I shall give in
some detall today, that it does not seen feasible ot present to negotiate a single
agreenent prohibiting Loth chemical and biclegical weapons. I wish to emphasize,
however, that the United States is committed to achieving effective ccntrols on
chemical weapons as well as on blological weapons. Uwe think that progress can be
made in the chemical field and are determined to countributs to that task, But we
feel that to insist on s single agrecrent ccovering beth chemical and biclogical
weapons would be, in effect, to resign ourselves tc no concrete advance for a

considerable period of time.,
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48, I should like to comment first on the reasons why an agreement on biological
weapons would be worth while. My Government recently completed an exhaustive review
of its policy alternetives in this field, and I should like to share some of our
conclusions with the Committee.

49. It is evident that knowledge of the 1life sciences —- biology and related
disciplines —- has advanced dramatically in recent years. Progress in fields such
as genetics and molecular biology will enable us to improve the health and well-
beilng of people everywhere. Without effective political and legal restraints,
however, these advances in knowledge could be put to perverse ends, resulting in
ever more efficient and ever more horrible methods of using disease asfa.weapon of
warfare. o

50. Let us consider the destructive potential of biologlcal warfare as it is
already, at the present stage of technology. In the Secretary-General's Report on
Chemical and Bacteriological'(Biological) Weapons there is a table which compares
the disabling effects on an unprotected population of hypothetical attacks‘using
chemical, nuclear, and biological weapons (/7575 /Rev.1, p.tk). In each instance an
estimate was made of the damage which would be caused by the weapon-load of a 81ngle
strateglc bomber. In the ease of chemical weapons, the area affected was estimated
to\be flyp to 60 km2“. Tn the case of nuclear weapons, the area was estimated at

"up to 300 km ", But in the case of biological weapons 1t was estimated at ”up to
100,000 km i, TIn fact it has been estimated that, in terms of the amount needed to
cause injury, infectious microbes can be a million times more poisonous than modern
nerve agents. | '

51. Thus bloioglcal weapons present a clear danger to nmankind, espe01ally to an
unprotected 01v111an population. The effect of their use, however, would be
difficudt to predlct The aerosolized form of a disease —— the form in which a
blological agent can best be “weaponlzed“ and disseninated —- obviously cannot be
field-tested on luman populations, Partly because so far we have been sp&red the
use of these weapons in'warfare, their effects can only be estimated frem

experience with natural epldemlcs and laboretory experlments. Thus there can be

no assurance that thle forn of warfare, if ever begun, would not spread uncontrollably

to one's own population and to still other countries, as well as to the enery.
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People living in areas of malnutrltlon, crovding and voor health facilities would
be especlelly vulnerable to = biolosical ai.ack. Becouse of he unpredictable and
potentiolly uncontrellable consequences of biclogicsl weapons, their use could even
produce globzl epidemics and impeir the health cf future ccnerations.

52, Are there reasons of national sccurity which recuirs Statos to develop and
posiess biological weapons? Most States hove already pladrcd thenselves not %o

initiate the use of these weupons. The doveloprx

hicioclel warfare
capabliity therefore should depend upon whether these weoporsz lLave value as o
deterrent against use by others and ns 2 mesns of rotaliation —-- of redressing the
nilitary bolance -- if deterrence should fuil. .n asssssment of their deterrent
ard retaliatory value is also important in giving consideration o methods cf
enzuring compliance with a ban on their possession. )
5%, It is the considered julgement of the United States Government that retalistion
in kind would not be the best military response to a biological attack. In fact, we
uige that it would not be an acceptable or rational response to a biological
attack. A country subjected to attack with blological weapons might not be awure
for days or weeks that the attack had taken place. If it concluded that it was the
victinm of a deliberate attack rather than a matural epiderdic it would have to
dotermine the source of the attack.
54.  In deciding on what =cticn to take, the attucksd country would then have to
consider the unpre ictable nature of biclo 1lecal weapons and the incubation period
required before they can take efiect., Few, 2f sny, wilitery situations con be
imagined in which a State would try to redress a nilitary litbelance by retelicting
with weapons whose cffcects would act show un for deyve. Turthermore. biologicol
wespons could not destroy the pilitary arsenal -- the tanks, nlanes, and
artillery -- of an eneny, and the side thet had initisted biolcgical warfare would
presumably have taken steps to protect its military forces, which would suffer far
fewsr casual®ies than would the civilian populations of both sides. Those, very

briefly, are the reasons why biological weapons are not a necessary or even o tseful
counter to or insurance policy against the possible possession of biological weapons

by some other Stete
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55, TIn the face of the grave risks in using blological weapons and of their doubtful
retaliatory value, the justification for possessing them seems to reduce itself to
the fear that one's adversery might possess them as well. Realizing this fact, and
in an effort to reduce international tension, the United States has totally
renounced biological warfare. We hope thet more States will take similar action.
We welcome the recent suggestions of the Yugoslav delegation for parallel action

by other States (CCD/PV. 456, para.35); but we strongly urge that such

unilateral decisions be couverted into a binding international commitment by the
negotiation of a convention slong the lines of the draft submitted by the United
Kingdomn. ‘

56. The prospects for, eliminabing LioTogies] wavlave throungh such a convention '
seenr to us especially promising, and the cdvantages to the world cormunity of a
binding ecommitrient seem obvious. Thé United States is not, after all, the only
country with the capability of developing blological weapons. The unilateral
cormitment of the United States not to produce or stockpile biological weapons is
not, of course, the same as an international act in which a large nunber of countries,
inelnding many with present or potential capabilities in this field, would join in
outlawing the production and stockpiling of those weapons. The positive effect of
a widely-smpported international agrsement would be substautial, and we should
seize this opportunity to reinforce the alr@mdy~@xj§ting agrserents in this field.
57, In giving its support to the United Kingdon's draft convention the United
States wishes to note its endorsenment of ~rtiecle V. By its terms‘each party would
undertake to pursue negotiations in geod faith on effective neasures to strengthen

the existing constraints on chemical nethods of warfare CENDC/255/ReV.l).

In meny important respects, however, the problems surrounding chenical warfare

are different from the problems of biclogical warfare and thus require separate
treatment. Mrs. Myrdal last week pointed to some of these differences (CCD/PV.457,
paras.24—26), and I should like, if I nay, to carry forward today the examination

of one or two of the important problens involved in devising appropriate controls in
the chenical weapons field, . - '

58, Chemical weapons are primarily battlefield weapons. The enormous logistical
burdens involved in their nassive use would prevent their employment over the vast
areas which could be attacked with biclogical weapons. Chemicals are nore

predictable and controllable than blological weapons. Urlike biological weapons,
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chonical weapons can produce irrediate offects - an important guality for use in
corbat,  For thos recsons, chemicol weap ns hove obvious ucefulness in certain
nilitary situations. Their nilitury utility was demonstrated in the First World War
when 100,000 nilitary personnel on both sides were killed by poison gas and
1.2 million additional casunlties were reported. lodey neny States arc capable of
producing medern nerve agents which cre Dhoth vors toxie and rorc adaptable to =2
variety of battlefield uses than are the First lorld War Fases.
59. .t the present time some States believe thit o chemical warfare cancbility is
important for their nationsl security, States rcintein cheiiesl warfare Drograimes
and stockpiles to deter others from using these vespons and to provids o retalictory
capability if deterrence were to fail. Unlike the case with biclogical woupons,
whose very doubtful retaliatory value we have already discussed, the inability of
an attacked : on to retaliate with chendcals could give = slgnificant niliitary
advantage to any govermnent which right decide to violate the prehibition on the
use of chemical weapons. If only one side were using chenic:l weapons, the nobility
and fighting capacity of the cther side would bhe greatly restricted in the entire.
arca of combat by the need for protective clothing and other defensive measurcs
while the attacker would not be thus harmered in the arcas he desires to lesve free
of contanination. As the Secretary~General's report states:

"It is thus highly probable thut once onc of two well-equipped sides had

been attacke” with chenienl wezpons, it would retnlicte in kind, in order

to force its opponent to suffer the same penalties of restriction.’

(/7575 /Bov .1, parea,37)

60. Given that situation, there is 2 reluctance bosed on sound military considerations

1
'

to eliminate chenieal cupabilities without firn assurance and safeguards that other

1

States are Coing likewise. Progress in eliminating chemical weapons therefors

depends upon developing relicble and negotiuble verification arrangensnts.  The
United States is prepored to pive further coreful study to this nrohlaer.
61l. It is ow preliminury irpressicn tha by althoush verification problems are very
difficult, they are not necessarily insoluble, .. hon on nroduction and poscesasion
of chenical weapons clesrly could not be verified by naticnal reans wlone, but the
United States belisves that substantial progress can be made in resolving the
technical problems involved in verification by monitoring and inspecticn technigues.

The United Stotes Arms Control and Digarmanent Apency hoas been studying the

verification problen for severzl yeors, and we are encouraged by our studies of
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monitoring and inspection techniques. Should the Committee decide to undertake an
intensive study of the chemicel verificaliou psoblem, the United States would make
available experts in this field and appronriate research finaings.

62. Beczuse we believe that a ban on the production and possession of chenicai
weapons should be approached through e detailed examination of specific problenms,

T an todey offering a working paper on one aspect of this subject (CCD/283), which
was distributed this morning. You will note that it is concerned with the complex
relationship between chemical weapons and peaceful chemicel production. The workihg
paper draws attention to the large number of industri2l and commercial chemicals
which thémselves can be used as weapons or which are the raw materials or '
intermediates for weapons, to the capabilitics of nany of the nalions of the world
to.manufacture such chemicals, nd thus to the nmagnitude ond complexity of the
problen of determining what we want to prohibit and how such prohibition might be
verified.

63. The whole problem of the relationslip between industrial chemicals and chemical
weapons points; in fact, to onc of the olwvious weiknesses in any agreement in this
field which does not define in very specific terns exactly what activities are being
prohibited. It is not adequate to prohibit the developnent, production and
stockpiling of chemical weapoﬁs without defining those terms. The tern Ychemical
weapons’ does not have a self-ovident neaning. It ilmmediately roises several
questions, such as whether the production and stockpiling of chemieal agents or
their intermediaﬁg; would be pernitied so long as they were not ‘weaponized! --

that is, put into munitions. A related difficulty is that a tank of phosgene, for
exarple, could be stored in a civilian warchouse for peaceful use but could sasily
be used as a wea?on if necessary. Would identical tanks of phosgene be permiﬁ%ed'
in a civilian warchouse but prohibited in a military stockpile, and, if so, how
could the diversion to nilitary use be prevented?

6. Obviously the framing of bLoth the appropriate prohibitions and the methods of
verifying compliance with those prohivitions are difficult problems and will requife
considerable effort., liy Government will provide additional working papers which
will, I hope, contribule to an understdnding of these problene and help the
Committee to decide uvpon a reasconsd course of action in attenpting to resolve then.
Tt is obvious to us that we cannot hope to eliminate chemical weapons unless we can
égree on clear and unambiguous prohibitions nnd can have confidence that whatever

bens are placed on such weapons are being observed. Difficult as the problen is,



(vir. Leonard, Unitcd

wve nust not put aside the question of controlling chendend wercpons.  Instend, we
should be prepared o devote = preat decl of encrgy to the che dcsl problern.

65, I anm, of course, aware that sone norbers of the Cormiittoc may hesitate to
support a biclogical warfore conventiosn hecause they fear it could have the effect

of sanctioning chemicel warfore cctivities. Thot is sinply not the case. There
are oxisting constrainte on the ure of chendecl wespons, notably the 1925 Ceneva

rotocol (3/7575/Rev.1, annex VI), Those constraints would not in any woy be uandermined
by further progress in this field; in fuct, quite the contrary. Furthernore, we are
dealing in reclity with twe different weapons systens. They have wory different

.

nilitary roles, and doing away with one could hardly be o stirmulus to activity

involving the other. Chemical weznons are not substitutes for biologiecal weapons.

Fer its part, the United States has no intenticn of abusing the period which is

obviously going to be necessary for this Cormittee to study chorical arns—control
reasures, It is, in fact, already a matter of record thot the United States is not

now producing any lethal chenicol wenpons for stocknile.

66, If, in exanmining the cherical and biologicul arms control problems, we con

agree to nogotiate on the busis of the United Kingdon droft econvention and sirmltonzous 1y

pursue a study of how to handle the problens involved in restricting the develc pront,
production and steckpiling of chenical weapons, then we shouwld he able to register onc
great achievenent and luy the grounlwork for ancther., If we try to elininate both veapons
at once and in the cane ranner, I fear that we shall have acconplished nothing at the

end of a prolenged discussion.

67. Let us seize ths opportunity we hove ot thie tine by once and for 211 destroying

the spectre of bioleoiesl wrfave., If it can be soid of us 5, viien the time comes to

roview the cccorplishuents of the Disarnument Decadc, that we cpencd the Decade by

putting an end te the developnent of diseuse ¢ a weapon of warfare, then we sholl

have earned the gratitude of people everywherc. As President Nixon stated in

renouncing bilological warfure:  “honkind already carries in its own hands too 1any of
the scods of its own destruction. This Cormittee has the resiensibility and on

irmedicte opportunity to sce to it that certain of those seeds will never be sown.
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The Conference decided to issue the following comm

"The Conference of the Cormittee on Disarmament today held its 458th
plenary meeting in the Paleis des Nations, Geneva, under the chairmanship.
of H,E. Ambassador Kroum Christov, representative of Bulgaria.

iiStatenents were made by the representatives of Pakistan, the Netherlands
and the United States of Anerica.

"The delegation of the United States of America presented a working
paper on chemical warfare agents and the commercial chemical industry
(ccp/283). _

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Thursdey, 19 March
1970, at 10.30 a.m.b

The neeting rose at 11.40 a.m.




