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1. The CHATRIMAN (Brazil): I Ceclare open the 532nd nlenary meeting of the

Conference of the Committee on Disarnenmert.

2. iir. ROSHCHIH (Union of Sovict Sceialist Republics) (tronslation fron
EEE§1&H) One of the important preciicol results achieved in the field of

digarmament is the conclusion of the Treaty on the Prohibition of the Enmplacenient
of Huclear Veavong and Other Veapons of lass Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the
Oceon TFloor and in the Subsoil Thereof (General Assenbl; resolution 2660 (XXV);

CCD/318). The accounlishment of that measurc must undoubtedly be regarded as

a positive event in the internntional 1life of our tinme. The fact that the Treaty
o1z tile sca-pcd hos alresdy been signed by over eichty States and that a nunber of
Stotes hove retified 1t showg thot it hos obtoined wide internaticnal recognition.
The Sovict Union, o we hove alveadry cnnounced, hes ratified that international

ingtrunent. Lncng other menbersg of the Committce, Bulgaria, Jopan and Hungary

have also ratificd it.

3. The Treaty on the sco-bed wng brought inte beins by the foct that as a result
of rapid scicntific and tcechnical pro-regs in recent years nanliind has coms closc

to the opening up of a new environnent -- the sce depnths, the sca-bed and the

subsoll thercof., Besides peaccful forng of the utilizoation of that cavironment

there haos algo orisen a »Hossibility of itve boins widely uscd for nilitory »urposes

the achievenent of practical results in the field of wmilitary usc outstripping the

developnicnt of thot cuvironnent's peacefvl cxploitation, wiich is to a great
cxtent connected with considerations of ccononic cxpedicncy.

4, Regording the military asnects of the use of the sco-bed, the Soviet Union
has froix the vezxy begiuninﬁ of the consiceration of this problen in international

forums been in faveur of stve dendilitarization of that environnent. That

position hos becn suvported by socialist countrics. The discussions in the

have shewa that that anproach

Commititee ~n Disarmament and ot the Joncrel Lsgenbly

* . P s PR o R
is sharced by nany States.

5 The Soviet Union's nronosal (ELDC/ZAO) for o roadical goluticn of the nreblenm
of cemilitarizaotion of the seca-bed hi~e cncountercd th somce Western
Powers. The reason for this is thot they arc slready number of

measgures of milivery importoiice on the son-bed, ~nd that plans fer o considerable

ension of militeory cctivities in the aforosoid envireonment ance beilng elavorated.

"‘Q
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(ilr. Roshchin, USSR)
6. In the situation tha’ camc zbout, when a ccemnlete solution of the question

ities on the sco-bed failed to

<

of the cessotion and prohibitiocn of nilitary acti

t

obtain the support of sonc Vestern Towers, o woy-ocut sonsisted in reaching
agrecrnent on o partial sgolution of the »roblen., That approach was put into

practice throush the conclusion of the drcoty on the Prohibition of the Emplacenmcent

sl

of Huclcar Weapons and Othcr TWeapons of liass Destruction on the Sea-bed and the

Ocecn Floor and in the Subsoil “hoereof, which was sisned in the capitals of the

s

depositary Statoes == the Soviet Union, the United Stotes and the United dingdom -—

on 11 Tchruary. Onc can soy with certainty that the entry into force of the Treaty

)

on the seo~bed 1s alrendy a forcgonce ccnclusion and that it will soon take its place

alongside the international agrcoments clreandy in forec.

Te In digcusging the draft vtreaty ¢n tho sea~beld in the Committee on Disarnament,

5

nany represcntatives stressed thot it would be wrong to be content with a partial

1

solution of the problen of the &

2ilitarizetion of the sce-bed. It wos neinted osut
that such a solution would nct wnsurce the comblete provention of the oxtension of
an arns racc to tho sea-bed, the ocean floor and the subsoil thercof. In his
stotement on that qucsition the renrcsentotive of the Unidted Lrabd llewublic, inr.
Khellaf, said:

".ove the limitation of the provention of an nints race cn the sca-bed to
nuclear wecanons ond ot tion only, while leaving
the question of convontionsl nilitary uses in abeyance, canncst be looked
upon with ecquaninity, cs it weurld posc with time an incvitable and

cver-inercasging threat which doce not rougnhond to the world-wide desire

that the sce-bed be roscrvoed cxelusivel) for neoceful —urnoscs."
(EIDC/#V. 421, para. 97)
8, Mow that a partial sclution of the »nroblem of the demilitarization of the sca-

bed hos been Tound b prohibiting the usc of thot cavironnent for the omplaccrent
of weopons of wmoss Jestruction, 1t is necessory to cxert ciforts to rcach agrecment
onn wider mneasures rerarding the orohibition of niilitery activitios in the aforesoid
c¢uvirsonment.

9. The urcency of solving that problon ig dictated by the foct that the imnrovencent
and developnent of weosons and nilitnry ecuimment have recently crooted o real threat
to the neaccful use of the gea~bed. Practical wpossgibilitics arc showing up for

switching the race in cenventicnal arng to the sco-bed aud its subscil.
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Iy purposcs. L ig unncccessary to
prove here that this trend of dQVQIOPHCLt has 91 unfavourable influence on
the peaceful utilization of the sca-bed.! ( °V.528, wara. 52)~
11, In this connexion one crnnot foll to obscrve bi &t olready in scne countries
idecas are being fostered and plawms are being claborated feor the use of that
environment for quite specifiic nilitaxry purposcs, such as the establishment of
aval bases for moterial ond technicol supplics, subnorine boscs, waintenance bosces
for submarincs, command nosts, storchouscs for crins end aupunition, coununication
centres and other instellations. The 1llowing stotement cn this question by an
American jurist, L. Gouldy, is orthy o»f note. o said in 1967
TIn the ncar Tubturce vhenr non is oble to create seni-permancent dwellings
uniler vwater, the nevel cuthoritics will deen it necessary to cestablish
pornanens st tionary ingtallotions for neinvononce of subnerincs, research
and comnunicotion stations, storchouses and ropalir sheds (suuﬂﬂ"lne San
Diezos, Gibraltars, laltas and Guant turc). “hese
instellati coull b acal ©» 1ts subsoil.”
(Procecdings of the Scernd donwel Confercnce of the Law of the Sea
Institute, 26-29 Jung‘;_lﬂézl .103)
12. Such statements regarding the possibility »Ff using the sea-bed and its subsoil
for military purposcs are close to rcality. Slrvcady ot the wresent time nilitaxy
circles in some counvrics are talzing wHracticnl mensurces for the enplacencnt of
military installations in arcas undcer woter which arc now accesuible.
1%. Yo reducec the scope of the aras race, to strengsthen international sccurity
ond to cmsurc better condlitions for the peoceful use of the sca-bed, thorce should
be, in our opinion, no (cloying of efforts to solve this »reblem on a broader planc
than that cnvisaged by the “Yreaty on the srohibition of fthe enrlocement of weonons
of nogs cestruction in that cnvironnment. In o proachin . this cetion it is also
nccesgsar, to start out from the fecet thav States porties to the Yreat)y hove
assumelt an oblisation —=
T,.. to continue nesotiations in zood foith concernin., further ncasures in the
ficld of disarnancnt for the »rovention ol an arms race on the sca-beld, the
oceon floor and the subsoil thercof." (Cencral Adssenbly resolution 2660 (XXV),
Annex, article Vs CCQ/le)
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(iix. Roshchin, USSR)

14, Turthernore, when completing its work on the Treaty lest yecr the Connittee
decided, in accordrnce with the proposal of the dclegation of Poland; to keep on
its asenda the question of further ncasurcs for the demiliterization of the sea-
bed and the occan floor. That pronosal of the delegation of Poland was based on
the nced to enablc the nembers of the Conmmittec to --
"... raise the gquestion of furthcr gsteps leadin: to the demilitarization of
this 1130Lt it area wvhencver they sece that a question is ripe for discussion,

without waiting for the reviewconfurence «o ! (CCD/?V AT71l, vara. Q)

15. Te should like to draw the attention of members of the Comnittee to the fact

i)

that the model drolt articles of o trcaty

)

on the use of the sca;bod Tor peaceful
HULHOSCSs (;[AC.158/45) subnitted recently by the Soviet Union for considcration

by the United Tations Committece on the Lenceful Uses of the Sea-bod contain a
nrovision (article VI, nara. 1) »rohidbiting thc use of the sea-bed and the subsoil
thereof for militory purposcs. Thoy also contain a provision to the effcct that
the ftrcaty is without nrejudice to an neosurcs which have been oxr may be agreed
upon in the context of discrnancnt nesctiations. Yhe inclusion of the aforesaid
srovisions testifics to the focet thot thoe Soviet side attaclics sreat inpcortance

to further neasurcs for the deailitorization of the sea~bed,  The prohibition of
the use of the sea=bel for nilitary ~urposes woull facilitate to the sreatest

extent the development of internsticnal co-operotion in the exrloration and

S

the subssil thereof.

fan

. ;
the soen-bad o

@]
o]
Q
!

explodltotion of the reseurc
16, In raising the question of the urgeat need to nake further efforts towards
rcaching an asreenment towiden the measurcs for the dcemiliterization of the sea-bed,
we should like to emphosize that there ore now o number of favourable factors for
successful progress in this dircetion. One of the pesitive factors in this regard
ig that during the consideration in the Cemnittece on Disarmonent of the Soviet
Union's nroposal of 18 lierch 1969 on the prohibition of the usc of the sea-bhed and
the ocecan {looxr for nilitary suriposes ( Ju/iT.Z9 poros. 80 2§N§gg.) a vide range

o

of nroblemg releting to the toslh of denilitarizing the sen-bed was discussed. L4s

N

a recsult of this discussion and of the subscquent claboration ¢f the Treaty on -the

moss degtruction on the seec-bed, the

th
9
4

prozipition of the cmplacencnt of weo.ons o
srinciples and, loter, concretc prososals concerning definition of the area covered
by the Ireaty, the syster of control and o nunber of other dquestions relating to

the prohibition of the nilitar; usc of the sca-bod were arreed upon and cstablished,
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(1ir, Roshchin, USSR)

20. Compromise alternative solutions of the question of the scove of the
prohibition of militery activities on thc sea-bed have also been put forward in
the statements nade- by the-representatives of Indie (EHDC/PV.428, paras. 13, 14>
and Canada @ENDC/PV.424, para. 19) in the Comittee on Disarnanent, as well as in
the statements made by other representatives in the Committce.

21, Thorough exanination and consideration of 2all aspects of the problen of the
further denilitarization of the sea~bed with due regard to the compronise
alternative solutions of this problem put forward by members of the Committee
should be a starting-point for active consideration by the Committec of the
vitally inportant problem of prohibiting the military use of the seca-bed.
Certeinly, its positive solution requircs, first of all, political decisions by
the participants in the negotiations. The discussion to be undertaken in the
Committee on Disarmament rcgarding the problem of the demilitarization of the
sea~bed and the ocean floor would be a useful catalyst facilitating the taking
of -political decisions by States in this field.

22 Ip conclusion, we should like to cmphasize that there are no valid arguncnts
for postponing consideration of the quecstion of further measures for the
denilitarization of the sca-bed. It is easier to solve nany aspects of the
problen now than it will be in the futurc. The lengthy cxperience of negotiations
on disermoment questions has shown that to put off the solution of o nwaber of
problems concerning disarmancnt will inevitably result in additional difficulties
arising later. These difficultics will becone particularly great if nilitery
activitics in the field under consideration devclop rapidly and assunc wide
dinensions., Nowadays progress in scicnce and enginecring has o positive impact
on the peaceful use of the sca-bed. At the sanc time, however, it creates the
prerequisites for an arms race in this environment. This arms race has not yet
reached such dinensions that it connot be stopped. But in future the situation
ray change. |

23, We cxpress the hope that our observetions on the problem of the A
denilitarization of the sea~bed will be considercd with due attention by the
nenbers of the Cormmittee on Disarnancnt and that the ocurrent scssion of the
Cormittee will be able to lay the foundations for the further claboration of the
question of the measures which we are eclled upon to accomplish by the relevant
provisions of the Treaty prohibiting the enplaccnent of weapons of nass

destruction on the sea-bed.
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24. Mr., TANAKL (Japan): The delegation of Jaban has consistently been
trying with other delegotions to achieve the ultimate gonl of o complete
prohibition of chenical and bioclogical weaponé. The fact that our delegation
last year supported the United Netions General JAssenbly resolution 2662 (XXV)
(CGD/BlB), as well as the fact that our delegation has, in the past year and
again this year, promoted the opening of informal neetings in the Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament on the question of chenmical and biolegical. weapons,
1lilustrates our sincere efforts for the solution of this vital gquestion.

25. It is indeed gratifying to notec that, 2t such an informal meeting on 7 July,
nany experts prescnted their valuable views and nony useful data on the question
of verification, which-is vital to the question of the prohibition of chemical
and biological weapons. I an convinced that the frank exchange of vicws and the
data supplied by those experis through such a neeting have greatly helped our
Comnittee in obtaining the deeper understanding. of the magnitudé of the problens
we are foced with as well as their implications. However, it scems that there
still lie ahead nany diffieult problems which have to be solved before we cone
to a satisfactory solution. |

26. In the neentine the socialist States subnitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disormoment their draft convention on the prohibitioh of biological
ond toxin weapons (CGCD/325/Rev.l) in a desire to "extricate the solution of the
problen from the deadlock" (CCD/PV.505, para. 29) in the Conference of the

Comnittee on Disarnanent. Iater the United States and the Soviet Union

respectively submitted to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament separate
but identical texts of a draft conventiﬁh.

27« TPurthermore, the eleven non-aligned countries submitted on 17 August their
Joint working paper containing sugcestions on desirable chonges to the above—
rnentioned parallel texts. Thus we now have before us four working papers on the
sanle question, nanely, those subnitted by the delegations of the United Kingdom.
(CCD/255/Rev.2*), the United States (603/338*), the socialist States (COD/337*)
and the eleven non-aligned countries (CCD/341).

28. Today I should like to present the views of ny delegation-on several points
which we congider to be of great importance, by way of comparing those four
papers before us. 4 careful study of.all those dccuzents shows thot there now

seenls to be a consensus in the Conference of the Committee on Disarnmanent to
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(1r, Tanaka, Japan)

concentrate for the nmeonent on fornulating o draft convention on the prohibition
of biological oand toxin weapons. As I have already indicated in ny-previous
statenent on this question (CCD/PF.509, DATA. 5), the Japanese delegotion is
preparced to conply with such o consengus in the Cdnférenco of the Comittce on
Disarnanent. Furthofndre, I tcke note thot the idenmtical drafts which were
subnitted by the United States and by the sccialist Stoates have been elaborated
on the basis of the British draft. In this respeet I should like to.pay a high
tribute to the contribution of fho British delcgation. ‘

2%9. The first question I wish to toke up concerns the scope of prohibivion.

Heré theére is the problen of the definition of toxins. Thot question was raised -
in the Swedish working paper (CCD/333>‘ We share the view expressed by the
Swedish delegntion that there should be no loophole in this regord which night
arise frown the charcecteristic of toxins oand fron the possibi}ity of the synthetic
production of toxins. 4t the scne tine we think that neither the co-authors of
docuncnt GCD/337¥ nor the author of document CCD/338% have any intention of leaving
such o 1oophole in their respective drnfts; nor does the present wording in those
texts leave seridus doubt in that regord. However, the Japancse delegation is
prepared to accept the fornula sct out by the Swedish representative on 20 July
(CCD/PV.SQZ, paras. 39, 40) if such a fornula is considered by the majority of

the nenbers of the Comnittee to b

N v «

e useful 1n conpletely elinminating ahy

¥y

anbiguity on that point,

%30, The nore difficult problen we have to face is whether or not we should
include the prohibition of usc in our convention. Many delegations have alretdy
expressed their views, one way or the other, on thot question. In our opinion,
however, oll the argunments have one thing in comrion: that is to say, that the
conciusion of the present convention should in no way weaken but should
strengthen the Genevo Protocol of 1925 (A/?S?B/Rev.l, Annex VI). Viewinz it from
that angle, our delegatioh does not believe thot the provision in article I of”
the British draft would have any adverse cffect on the Geneve Protocol. Indeed,
that provision would serve to strengthen the Protocol.

31, DNeedless to say, the question of the prohibition on use has arisen nainly
beoause of the two factdrs involved in the Genevya Protocol. One is that the
prohibition in the Protocol was based on reciprocity anong the partics. The
other is thot nany parties to the Protocol have their rescrvations. attached to

the Protoecol and have still not yet withdrawn then.
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(Mr. Tenaka, Japan)

22. At the sane tinme we have not failed to appreciacte the argumnent put forward
by the sociﬁlist‘representﬁtives to the effect that the conclusion of a-
convention prohlbltlng the production, stockpiling and so on of bactecriological
(blploglcal) weapons would render neaningless the reservations attached to the
Prbeéél. In thot sense we indeed welconle the insertion of the second preantbular
paragraph in the parallel texts. Still, ny own feeling is that our efforts to
elininate conpletely the legel effects of the reservations attached to the
Protocol rather thon leave the natter as a de faocto consequence would in no way
dininish the value of the Protocol., We night also have to take into
consideration the fact that, althousgsh we prohibit the development, production and
S0 on 5f biolo*ic al weapons, there might yet be a possibility that blOlO‘lCul
agents for peaceful purposes could be converted to war purposes within a short
period of tinme.

33. Moreover, therc 1s article VII in the parallel drafts, which provides that
nothing in the convention shall be interpreted as 1n any way "liniting or
detracting fron" —- and herec one night think that this includes the reservations —-
the obligations assuned by any State under the Geneva Protocol. I notice that '
the representative of Morocco made the same point in his nost recent intervention
(CCD/PV.531, para. 43). If we are to retain such an article — and I an sure
that the nenbers of the Confercence of the Comaittee on Disarnaient would wish to
do so ~— would it not be useful to have in our convention a clear-cut provision
prohibiting the use in any circumstances of bioclogical ond toxin weapons as a
neans of warfare, ih order to elininate once and for all any =mbiguity
surrounding this question?

34. For the reasons I have stated, ny delegation shares the views expressed by
the British representative at our neeting on 10 August (CCD/PV.SZB)n Likewise

we are Interested in the suggestion on the sane subgect put forward by the
Canadlan representative on the sane day (;Q;&,, para. 10). However, if the
najority of the nmembers of the Cormittee fcel that the guestion of use should not
be dealt with in the present convention, I would venture to suggest that those
countries which still attach reservations to the Geneva Protocol night declare
the withdrawal of thelr reservations at the time of their ratification of or

accession to the present convention.
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35

breach of an obligatvion assumed uader the

With regard to the procedures to be follow

(Mr. Tena kaifJipan>
ed 1n case of & suspecied

convention, we sharc the views expressed

by the delegation of the Netherlands on the need for seperating the procedures

for fact-finding in conncxion with a suspected vioslation frou thosce for the
pclitical decision on such a vizlation (CCD/PV.SOZ, pare, 20; CCD/PV h25, p&ra.S);
Lecordingly, if fthe prescent conventisn is to contain vhe prohibition on the

use of biclogical and toxin weapons, we deen 11 appropriate that it should

have provisions sinilar %o those in paragraph 1 of article III of the British
draft, which relates to procedurcs regarding compleoints addressed to the
Secretary-General of the United Nations. 4s we understand it, the statement

of the representative of Nigeric can 20 July was

para 20)

36, The conclusion ¢f the convention nsw unde
the deterrent against the use of biclogical and
to the right of reteliation derivin Trom the v

Protocol, In such circumstances an assurcd »roccdurce £or ilmpartial fact-
finding upon & breach of the oblizetion stemming froa the proshibiticn »f those
wcapens would not only constitute an inportant detorrent wcgeinst such a violation
but also have the ¢ffect of 2 possible doterrent ageinst the
production »r stockpiling of thosc weapons.
37, &8s to the proecdurcs for usc in the cvent of o suspec viclation of the
prohibition on production, etockpiling ond so osn, the substance of article VI
of the poarallcl drafts is similor to thet of 2 of article IIT of the
British draft., In order to cssurc cffcctive implceucntation of thc'provision,
however, I telieve it is importont € have a Sccurity Councll resolution
sinilar to that proposed in the British draft (CUD/255/Rev.2%, pp. +,5) as an
integral part of the present convention. In thot sensc I welcome the proposal
introduccd b the Polisan delegation (CJD/}39) as 2 move in the right dircction.
38, I should likce now to durn o The guestiza of o link betwoca chewical
capons and bioclogical weapons. i< of <shis gquustion hos been
ermphasized in particular by the non-aligned countrics whose cfforts have
now produced working paper CCD/341. Regarding the suggestions contained in
Part A of the non-aligned countrics! paper, which would ad- refercnces to

elong thosc lincs (CGD/PV.522,

to an cend

discussion would bring
allcegedly due
t

'- ~r "
o

i Weanons

cservations to the Geneve
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chemical weapons in scveral preaubular paragrophs of

By 4 ]

the conventisn, we can
appreciate the intcention of these suggestions. So for as we arc conccriacd,
we consider 1t would be azpropriate to umve such o refercice in the pertinceant
parogrephs, takin. duc accouat, of course, =7 the relevance 27 such wofercnces
to- the subjcet-natter in

39, Ls I stated at the out: 3¢ delegation is nost anxious to

achiceve the ultimate prohibition hemd and biological weapons and is

determined to scck such an objuetive. Ve would welcoune 14, therefore, if such
a determination on our part could be clearly roeflceted in the preamnble to

our convention., apert from such an cxpression of our determination in the

formulation of any provisions in the opcerative part of the present convention,

under which we would underitale a speeific logel ohligotion, the utiwest care

will have to be taken not b0 leave any enbiguity in the wordinz which night
o 3] o ) O

give rise to diffcrent interprctations ocnd thus beeome o couse of conflict

. LR

in the implementation of the convention. With thet in mind, the Japancse

a- ! 1

delegotion is prepared tu accent ©

¢f the parallel drafts,

40, Turning now to the suggestions of the eleven non-alizned countries as to

he desirable cianges to the same article, we arc fully cognizont of their
intentions and apprecictive oF thelr concern in this regord., Hoving said that,
I shoull like to prescnt oy obscervations oo thosc suggestions, In doing so I
basce myselld strictly upon our concern, as stated above, with regard to the
exact scopc of o concreve legel 2bligaticn, os well as upon oy sincers desire
to ensurc the broodest possible acceplance in the Couwmittee of such imnortont

suggestions.

41. Our deterainaticn coapletely to elilninate chceuilczl weapons os weanoas of

©

3 alrcaldy roefleeted clearly, I belicve, in the first

of

mass destruction 1

&)

preanbular parasraph of the parallel dralfts. 41 thic sooce tine, 1t zZoes without

saying that, in sccking the objective or princislc of tac coiiplete clindinetion
of cheiiical weapons, thus acchicvin the cflfcective clinination of those weapons

from the arsencls of all St..ves, there is an inportant probdloen of vorification,

he provisions, aos for as they go, ia article VIIT
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In fact, the wcuorondws of the twelve non-aligned States says that --

"Mhe issue of veridicoati-n is lupor

in the Tield of cherical and
acteriological (31q lozical) wiapons, as indoeed adeguete verification is

2lso essential in regard to the success of ... disaraanent.” (CCD/310, nern.7)

Such o basic approach, as is well kaswn, wos comuended in United Nations
General iLasenbly resolution 2562 (XXV) (06D/318),

42. Lecordingly, in accepting tiie principle or the objcctive of the coizplete

prohibition of cheualcal weopnons, iy de it tost desiroble that the

I} ,

delezntions concerned try tc work out o suitoble expression or formuls which
would alsc reflect the importance of verificetion of on effcctive and couplete
prohibition.

43+, PFinelly, I should like %o touch upon 2 poiant which I believe is also related

to the question of a link between chesical and bhiclosical weanons. lere I have

in nind article XI of The percllel texis. The Jejsancsce delosation wishes to

welcoie that crticle, as it opens the way for o review confurcnce on the
convention bein;r held carlier theon five years alter the entry into Torce of the
convention, 1f and whcn so regquested by a nzjority of the partices to the
convention —-

feoe with o view to assuriang thot the »urp.ses of the preamblce and the

provisions of fthe Conventiona, 1lncluding the srovisions concorning

negotiatisns on chemical woapons, are being reclized.

44. The Japanesc delegation has prescnted its views on thosc points which it

regards as wost lup.rtent on tie question of the prohivition of bacterislogical

bi'l“’lcml) weapons and toxins by conworing Tour woriidng papers subaitted to

D

this Committec. In so doil I have vricd, wiile basing nyself on the parallel

draft texts of the conventin, tn clarify -ur nosition oa scveral points the

those vexts more dosirable. I sincerely

taking into

1 Y o [ P e T T o P
hope that the authors of thoese vexts will scck a hoplny aarciasge beuwween thnelr

1ile taking

2
[
o}
[6]

-
-4
—

exts ond thosce of the British and tiae eleven non-aligned Stat

ints acecount what I heve saoid above,

by SN

45, As pointed out by othicr felecotions, when coneludod the prosent couvention,

P
L

hourh it is in o sonewhat linited f£ield, will have great significonce as the

first disaraoment azrecieatv in the true scnsce of the words. It 1s liy earnest




0CD/V.532
17

(#r. Tanakanjaﬁan)

hope, therefere, that we shall strive Tor the successful formulatioa of our
convention at the »resent sessicn and thot the Conference of the Comxittec on
Disarmament will be able to subult the draft convention to the twenty-sixth
session of the General dssenbly as a document of the Conference of the Comnmitiece
on Disarmonent,

e

46, 4t the szue tine we nust exert fronm asw on oven greater efiorts to achieve
our ovjective of the couplete prohidition of chemlcal weanons in order to live up

B -

cimbers of tihe United Nations. The Jajanese

=

to the expectaticns of the other I
delezation is pledged, as ever, o the fullest co-operation to thiat end. With

>
-

this in ind, I should like to prescat to the Confurence cf

Disarnantent our iwo working pepers, thoe sno concernin,; the biological approach

to the question of verification of the Hronibition i chenidlcal weapons (CUD/ 3)
and the cther containing the ronarks ade by our expert ot the ianformal neeti

of 7 July on cheiilecal and bislogical weanons (CJ /344). Also I take this
oppordunity vo subait te the Committer ancther worilag poper (CUD/345) containing

KR

the renarks of our exrert at thoe in

]— N
Q

srivnl mecting of 30 June om the guestion of

o comprehensive sost ban.

47. Mr. C.RCIA ROBLES (Hexico) (interpretatisn Tron S Spenish): I should

like todav to express o nunber o7 gencral consideraticns concerning the two 1tems

n which the Confcrence of the

Cornittee on Disarnameant hias concentrated its
efforts during the 1971 sessions, which cwe about to cad:  the prohibition of

underground nuclear-weapon tests, cnd thoe elininotion of cacmical and

pnlcrobiological weapoins.

48, With regord to the first of those two questions -- that is, the prohibition
of uvnderground nucleﬁr—wc&gon teste ~- oy delegation fecls that the examination
of that iten iz virtuslly cxhausted and that it would pe very difficult, if not
iiwmossible, to add anyca1a fresh in that respect. It seents to us, therefore,
that the ost useful thing would be o nerforn an exsreisce of recapitulation

and selection which cnuld bring ouvt the rundamental aspects of the question,

anons which it is worth while o hi hli;jht the following
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(1) That in the third preambular paragraph of the Moscow Treaty, which
was opened to signaturc on 5 August 1963 —~—~ that is, more than eight years
ago -- the three original parties to the Treaty expressed their determination
"to achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for

all time" (ENDQ/lOO/Reval) and "to continue negotiations to this end" (ih;g.).

(2) That Gespite that free and solenn undertaking, not only have
~underground explosions not been ended but the annual average of tests of
nuclear weapons in all environments -~ most of them admittedly underground —-
carried out since 1963 have bcen nearly twice as high as that of those
carried out between that date and 1945, vhen the first experimental explosion
took place, since that average increased from 27.9 to 45.5.

(3) Thet our »resent impasse is ecssentially the same as that vhieh
existed when the Eightcen-Nation Committeec on Disarmament appointed at the
beginning of its work in 1962 a sub-committee composed of the United States,
the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union, specifically to work for the
suspension of nuclear tests.

(4) That the essential couse of this prolonsed stagnation is that
neither the position of the United States, whick holds that on-site
inspections are necessary, nor that of the Soviet Union, which maintains that
the use of national means of detectlion is sufficient, has undergone any
substantial change.

(5) That this rigidity of positions is incomprehensible to many
delegationé, including thot of liexico, which are convinced neither that a
reagsonable mininunm of on-gite inspections accompanied by the necessary
safezuards would offer any danger to the territorial State, nor that recourse
to national means of detection only would enable clandestine tests to be
nade on a scale vhich could affect —— and of course this is the only factor
which really counts —- the existing stratesic balance.

(6) Thet this immobility and stretificotion of the positions of the
nuclear super-Fovers has aroused deep~geated sugnicions in world public
opinion concerning thc truc reasons for their attitudes, since their
apparently irreconcilable differences over acceptable procedures are really
based on nmaintenance ¢f an advantagecus monopoly of underground tests.

(7) Lastly, that the situction thus created, unless quickly remedied,
may in a not distant future wreck the purposes of tiie Treaty on the

*
Non~Prolifcration of Nuclear "‘eapons (ENCD/226 ).



CCD/PV.532
19

- { s .
(lix. Garcla Robles, Mexico)

49{' Ifgié"prddisely beecause of what I hove just summarized that the delegation
of Mexico, desiring to help in finding a compromisc formula which would enable
the two super~Povers to meet halfway in order to rcach the goal which the
General Assémbly has bcen repeating to us year after yéar, ventured through ne

to ask on 25 llarch a guecstion of the delegation of the Soviet Union and of the
United States (CCD/PV.504, paras. 62, 63)., This question was and remains,
whether either, or better both, those delegations would be prepared to accept

in principle, as a basis for discussion in order to solve the problen of
verification without the nced for on-site inspections, a proposal similar to

that fenerally knowvm as the proposal of "black boxes", a namc which we have

‘been accustomed to aséign from the beginning to autonatic scismic stations,

whose origin I had the opportunity to rccall in full detail in the statement

in March to which I have just referrcd. Unfortunately the succeeding five
nonths do not seem to have been long enough for a reply to be prepared to our
very specific question. %¥e venture tc hope, however, thot during the time which
still separates us from the end of the work of thie present session the Committee
will hear a statement from the representatives of the two super-Povers on this
subject. v

50. This bird's-cye view of the prohibition of underground nuclear-weapon tests
would be incomplete if it did not recall before concluding that the General
Lssembly, in its resclution 2656% B (XXV) (CCD/318), requested the Committee on
Disarmament "to subnit to the Asscmbly at its twenty-sixtii session a special
report on the results of its deliberations™ on this gquestion.

51« I shall repeat in this respcct what I have alrcady said at the inaugural
neeting on 23 February (CCD/PV.495, poras. 62-64): e believe that the Committee
cannot now ignore this request, as it ignored last ycar a similar rcquest which
it received from the ﬂssembly at the 1970 session. I shall add, ncreover, that
it would be fitting, as a conclusion to this report, for the two super-Powers
which appoint co~chairmen to the Comnittee to agrece to include assurances that
the prolonged studies and negotiations vwhich hove taken place in this international
ferun since its creation will be translated verj soon into at least partial specific
rmeasures which will alleviate the deep~scated anxiety which the multiplication of

underground nuclear-weapon tesvs is causing to the wvorld.



CCD/TV.532
20

~ ¢ . . .
(Mra Gorcia Robles, Mexico)

e

52, Tailing this, the General .ssembly of the United Wations may consider at

hos come to repeat with especial force the

its next session thet the moment
condennation of all nuclear-weapon tests which it solemnly nroclaimed in its

resolution 1762 4 (XVII) of 6 ovenber 1962 (L

DC/63), and to fix o precise time
linit for their unconditional cessation, cg it did then in thet sane resolution -~
which undoubtedly had a by no means negligible influence in hastening the conclusion
of.the licscow Treaty.

53; Whot is now called the question of chemical anc bacteriological (biological)
wveapons, for the abolition of vhich a nuaber of procedures a1ave been oxamined,

we well know to be of much more recent origin than the guestion of the prohibition
of underground nuclear-wveajon tests. Ievertieless, what I said of the other
question applies also to this: that practically nothing new can be sald acbout

it in view of the exhaustive exanination which it has been given since the United
Kingdonm's first draft convention was subnitted in July 1969\(BKDC/255).

54. T shall therefore merely reccll scne of the main heads of lexicols positions
I shell make a number of commcents on the two identical draft conventionsg
(CCD/337* and CCD/BBB*) which hove becn subnitted te the Comnittce and on the
vorking paner of the elecven non-aligned countries (CCD/341) relating to thems

and T shall explain the reascns vhich have led us to subnit another working paper
(CCD/346) containing a proposcl to inscrt in them an additional articlc.

55+ The moin reasons for our unswerving attitude towards the matter are shortly
these,

(l) Te feel thot the guestion of the total prohibition of fthe use

L

cf chenical and microbiolozical weapons wag definitely settled by
resolution 2603 4 (ZXIV) of 16 December 1969 (CCD/275), in which the United
Nations General Assenbly declared thot such use was contrary to the

S

cenerally-recognized rules of international law enbodied in the Geneva
Protocol, ond defined the scope of that nrohibiticn by stating that it
includes "any chemical agents of worfare” and "any biological weapons of
warfore™ without any exception, ‘

(2) We fcel that the same rcascns which made 1t advisable in 1925
to enact a joint prohibition of both tynes of wreanons, chenical and
biological, exist nov for enploying an identical method of Jointly
prohibiting their develonnent, proluction anl sgtockpiling and of
elininating then frem the arsenals of all States in accordance with the

basic auproach recommended in General Assembly resolution 2662 (XXV) of

7 December 1970 (CCD/318).
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(3) In regard to verification methods and the requirements which they
nust fulfil if they are to be acceptable, and because 100 per cent certainly
cannot be attained in dealing with chemical and microbiological vweapons, We
think that we should accept any verification systerm which would provide
reasonable assurance that the convention is being observed, without attempting
a manifestly impossible perfection, IHoreover, in order to evaluate this
system correctly, account would have to be taken not enly <f its intrinsic
cffectiveness but also of the very considerable additional scope of the
naticnal detection methods which, as we all know, arec availablce to States and,
nore particularly, to the few Powers which possess those terrible wecapons of
mass destruction.

56, Having regard to these requirements, ny delegation remains convinced that
without any difficulty whatever,veither in form or in substance, the necessary
changes could be made in the two identical draft conventions of the United States
and the sccialist countrics so that they could epply not only to microbiological
weapons and toxins but a2lso to chenical weapons.,

57« “hat I have just said is sufficiently illustrated by the evolution of our
discussions of the subject; and the least that cen be saicd is that it has been
rich in extraordinary aspects. e were told ot the beginning that biological
weapons lacked nilitary importance because to use then would be as dangerous for
the attacker as for the attacked, and thot we should have to begin by »rohibiting
those weapons exclusively although verification of such prohibition would bec -~

I quote ~- "simply impossible’, Later we were told the opposite: that those
weapons are “powerful wveapons™ which could be converted into —— and I quote again —-
Tthe most offective means of wiping man from the face of the earth™,

58, ZDcspite that, and although, as we all know, nobody could clain that verification

SN,

of the prohibition of those weapons would be any less difficult than verification
of the rrohibition of chemical weapons, it is still insisted that a treaty should
first be concluded dealing only with microbiological weapons and toxins. It is
certainly that rather strange development which not long azo led the Swedish

representative, lirs, kMyrdal, to ask with Jjustified irony:
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"Have we %o foresce that the rest of the caenical weapons would only we
gradually prohibited s they became nilitarily insignificant, or os sone
extraorldinery breaktiarouzhi occurred in the possibilities of verification?
Or con we Do thot these truly dongercus weopons will, within the
foreseeable future, 211 beccnte prohibited becausc they coastitute a terror
threat tc hwion beinis?  (C0D/PV,522, varn, 53)

59+ Be that as it uay, it is 2 fact thot the bws identical éraft conventions

to which I hove referrcd compel us t5 Cecide whether we could accept, as a

firét step towards the elinination of chenical and microbiclogical weapons,

a coavention apnlyins only to the latter and including toxin weapons, the

origin of which is wmixed.

60. ©Since those two draft conventions constitute onc of the few casces in

which the two supcr~Fowvers havo reached anrcenent, wy delesation, without in

the least renouncing 1ts

would be ready to acccepd

(4

Tticn thot there

on condi

S

~
Cu.

derobiolozical weapon nc

weaw

a convention on chenical
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—— no
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referred to in Lrticle VIII, the States Tarties

By yveifrain rro any further dovelopnent,

those chenical aments Tor weapons purposes
¢ of toxicity have thc hijhest lethal cffects.
isted in the Protocol cnnuxzed o this Convention,™
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Of course the inclusion ol this new sriticle IX would ecn that the apurepriate
chanzes would have o be made in the nunberin: of the subscquent articles of

the two draft cunventions,

62. Ve believe thot the adeption of the nworotoriun which we pronose for a
specific category of chemical wecpons offers many odvanto es and hag no drawbacks.
lLizong the advantazes would be the eflect, if not of the eliiination, at least of
the freezing for nilitary purncses of a fairly broad group of chenical agents,
which, because of their degree of tozicity, are more danerous and cannot be

purgoses, for exanple the sc-called neurctoxic agents,

used for peaceful
another advantaze which cannot be ignored is that the noratoriun would provide
convinecin. evidence that the Towers pogscssing chemical weapons really intended

that the undertakings in article VIII -- which we preswte would iaclude the

sugcestions nade by the eleven non-cligned countrics -— should not renain on
paper but be translated into action as soon as pogsible.

63. Concerning the absence of drawbacks, it is enoush to say that the question

of verification, which has broxn the nain crzusent aainst the total pronibition
of chexical weapons, does not scel o ap ly to this case; because a control

systen which is accented as o satisfrctory suarantec of the prohibition of all

[l

microbiological weapons and all troxins must neceszarily also be a satisfactory

neans of supervising the iere freezing of those supertoxic chenical agents

N

which have no civil or pecceful uscs. Wor ig thiere cay azporent difficulziy

in reaching agrecenent on an initicl list, however sall, of those wents,

-
]

because therc aolready exists ebundant noteriel 01 suci 2 list in vhe reports

cr

on chenical and wnicrobislogical weapons by the Jecrciary-leneral of the United
Nations, by the ¥World Health Orﬂaﬂization, and by the Stockholn International
Peace Research Tnstitute (SIPRI), end also in the valuable working documents

presented to the Conmittee by the delegations of Japen (8CD/301), the Netherlands

(cCD/320) and Sweden (CCD/322).



CCD/PV,532
24

(Mr. Garcia Hobles, Mexicq)

64, It seens to us imvortant that because this initinl 1ist is selective it could
be drawn up immediately without difficulty. Its inclusion not in the body of the
convention but 1n an annexed jrotocol would enable it to be revised later with
the help of experts until it was nade as conplete as possible, in keeping with
the suggestion in the working paper subnitted by the Italion delegation (CCD/BBB).
65. 1In conclusion I should like to make certain observations on the two topics
that I have dealt with in ny statencent, in the hope that the Committee will beer
thent in mind when prepering its resort to the General Assenbly on the results of
its work this year,

66. Regarding chenical and nicrobiolosical wecnons, it secens to us that the
Assenbly is expecting of us sonething more than o draft convention aimed at
elininating only weapons concerning which, as I have already pointed out, this
Committee has inforned the iAssenbly that they have neither nilitary nor practical
value; while in regard to the more dengercus and freguently-used weapons —-—
chenical weapons —— we confine ourselves to a declaration of good intentions.

e feel that the international community is entitled to demand at least a
docunent dealing with chemical weapons also, even one so linited as to be hardly
more than a symbol -— the execution of acts which would give greater credibility
to- these pronises.

67. Concerning the prohibition of underground auclear-weapon tests, we believe
it is mecessary to remember that we have reached a point in time when impatience
is beginning to yield to indignetion, a noint sinilar to that which nine years
ago produced General lissenbly resolution 1792 A (XVII), to which I have already
referred. That state of nind of the peoples of the werld is easy to understand,
because they note that the prolongation of the present situation has within it
several serious dangers., One of these is that it perpetuates the unbridled race

to perfect the destructive capocity of nuclear weapons, which U Thant has quite
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rightly described as arnanents schizophrenia and as "The product of the awful

alphabet and arithmetic of ABMs... and MIRVs" (A/760l/ﬁdd.l, para. 28). It also

sives the other nuclear Powers an excuse to continue to contaninate the air and
seca with their tests in both those environments; and it could tear to pieces the
Treaty on-the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, which was worked out with so

nuch toil,

68, Mr. KHOSBAYAR (Mongolia) (translotion fron Qussian): Since the spring

of this year the socialist countries co-acuthors of the draft convention of

30 March (CCD/BZB/Rev.l) have endeavourcd to get the negotiations on the
prohibition of chemical and bacteriological weapons out of theistate of
stagnation into which they had been léd as a result of the position taken by

sonte Western countries. The initiative of the socialist countries was dictated
by their sincere desire, regardless of any difficulties, to make progress towards
the accomplishrient of the tasks confronting our Committee. We are happy that our
efforts have not been in vain., Thonks to support on the part of other
delegations, those efforts have produced their first result, which testifies to

a definite turn for the better in the work of our Conmittee. T have in nind the
two parallel and identical draft conventions on the prohibition of the
development, production and stockpiling of bacteriolosical (biological) and
toxin weapons and on their destruction submitted, one by the delepations of the
socialist countries (CCD/BBT*), and the other by the delesotion of the United
States of America (CCD/338*). The appearance of those docunents has brought
about a practical possibility of reachins agreenent on the question which we are
discussing,

69, The revised draft convention CCD/BBT*, of which the Mongolian Pcople's
Republic is a co-sponsor, has already been presented in a detailed nanner-to the
Comnittee by the head of the Soviet delesation, Mr, Roshchin (CCD/PV.527>‘ Our
delegation intends in its statenent today to deal briefly with some of its
aspects.

70, The delegotion of the United Kingdom (GCD/PV.528, paras. 7l et seg.) and somne
other delegations have proposed the inclusion in the draft of a provision
prohibiting the use of bocteriological weapons. The Mongolian People!s Republic,
iike all the other socialist countries, holds that the question of the use of
bacteriological as well as of chenical weapons was settled once and for all by
the Geneva Protocol of 1925 (A/7575/Rev.1, Annex VI). Basing itself on that

prenise, our delegation does not deen it possilble tc accept the aforesaid proposal.
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(lir. Ihosbayar, Mongolia)

7l. The opinion of the gocialist countries on that question is shared by many

other delggations in the Committee, I should like to take this opportunity to

appeal to the United XKingdonm delegation to show a spirit of co-operation and not
to insist on its proposcl. In cur opinion the United Kingdom delegation would

thereby wmake an appropricte contribution towards achicving agreenment on the draft
convention as quickly as possible.

72. ‘whe delegations which are in favour of the inclusion of a2 provision prohildting
the use of bacteriological weapons usually vefer to certain reservetions to the
Geneva Protocol. It is nowm thot those rescorvations were due to the fact that
the Goeneva Protocol did not provide for the complete exclusion of those tynes of
weapensg from the militory arscnals of States. However, the conclusion of a new
convention the draft of which we are considering would bring about, as heas alrcady
been noted earliecr, an abgolutely different situction in whieh thosc wreservations

rnificance.

would autonatically loge their sig
73+ In our opinion the reservations to the Geneva Protocol have never cast any
doubt on its effectiveness as an instrument of international law banning the use

of bacteriolozical and chemical weapons. Lo one doubts that the Geneva Protoecol
hos played and continucs to play an inportant role in curbing the attennts of
aggressors vo resort to the use of those categcries of weanons of mass destruction.
The fact that nost States Members of the Unitoed ¥oticns have beeocne parties to the
Gecneve Protocel testifies vnrecisely to the increasing sipmificance and authority
of thet instrunent.

T4, Having corefully welghed all the argunents for and against the werd "use',

the delegetions of the sceinlist countries cane te the conclusion that a provision
banning the use of bacteriological weapons could not introducc into our draft
convention any canstructive clement dbut weould most nrobably lead to negative
congequences. 1t is feored that the inclusion of such o provigion in the
cenvention might scerve as a pretext for a distorted interpretation of the Geneva
Protocol, whicli woull bhe contrary to the aims and purposes which we pursuc. This
fear of ours is not without foundotion. After all, we know thot some Western
countries, by'giving an arbitrory intcernretation te the Geneva Protocol, are

trying to use it to Justify the usc of cortain tyncs of chemical substances for

hogtile nurposes.
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. Khosbayar, Hongoliq)

75. 1In regard to the procedurce for lodging cemplaints with the Security Council
in the event of a breach of the convention, some delegetions wish to make use of
the sexrvices of sgone other inteorn-tional bodies, apart from the Security Council.
In doing so, thcy consider that such o nrocedure could ensure rapid and cffective
measures to put an cnd tc the breach of the convention., “/e nust not forget,

o

i, impertial and effective action by

however, thet it is precisely to ensure ra:

1 -
i

the United Hations thot its nembers have conferred on the Sccurity Council the
nain responsgibility for the maintenance «f Internntional peace., We are still
convinced of the effectiveness of thot international orgen in the present
situction in the wvorld. Ve believe thot the Scecurity Council itself nmust reach
decisions on the appropriate form of investisation wrocedure when considering
complaints., Our position in this rospect was reflected in the working paper
(CCD/339) submitted by the delegetion ~f lengolin, together with the delegations
of Tmngary and Polond, in ccnnexion with the draft ccunvention on the prohibition
of the development, »roduction -~nd stockpiling of bact.rioclogical (biolog ical)
ond toxin weomons ond cn their destruction.

2

T€. As regords tle propesal of the Swedish delegation concerning the definition

. \ . .
of toxins (CCD/BBB;, which was sunpoerted by sonie othcer members of the Comuittece,

our delesaticn shores the considerations cnd oninicns expressed by the Czechoslovak

delegation (CCD/PV.530, nprras. 15 ct scq.

77. On 17 August the group of nen-oligned Stotes subnitted o working paper
(GCD/341) containing proposals regardivg She porallel drafts of the convention
CCD/BB?* and CCD/BBS*. Basically these wmroposals are ained at strengthening the
link botween bacteriolosiczl on chenical wearonss; ond in our opinion they
undoubtedly merit the most sericus attention of the Cormiittee. The position of
the socielist countries on the guestion of the complete prohibition of chemical
weapons is so clear thoat 1t <ocs not require any further xml&natlon. That
position was refleccted, in particulow, in our last draft convention on the
prohibition of chenicnal and bacteriological wicapons (*/8156 The socialist
countries were rcady then, as they ore now, to coenclude an agreement on the

srohibition of both chemical and bacteriologilcal weapons.
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(lir, Khosbayar, ilonzolin)

78. In submitting a new draft convention on the prohibition cf bacteriologicel
weanong its co-authors were guided, asg bhefore, by the ain of achieving the conplete
prohibition of both types of weapoiis of nmass destruction., This is evident froun

1

the very toxt of the revised dralt convention., The oblisations laid dovn in the

draft in regerd to the prohibition of chemical weapons are, of cgurse, nct complete,

evertheless the socialist countries belicve that they crente favourcble

prerequisites for the solution of the problen of prohibiting cheudical weapons,
However, if the Conmittec a~rees to adopt the aforcnentioned proposals of the

grouy of non~aligned countries, the delegaticn of the licngolicn People's Republic
is »repared to supnort them.
-7, 4

79. The co-authors of the revised draft convention arc fully aware thot the

conclusicn of this convention does not nean that we have achicved all our aims.

However, we do not wish to underestimote the significance of this cenvention. Like
many other feclogations, the Celegntion of the tiongelicn Poonle's llenublic considers

that the conclusion of this cenvention would be a realistic mensure in the fiell
of disarmament, in keening with the csuirotions and interests of all pcoples.

Such a measure would be an imnortant contributior to the strengthening of nutual

trust anons counitrics; and this would facilitete nrorress in reociing agrecnent
on other ncasurcs concerning limitaticn of the crms roce and Jcneral and comnlete

disarnanent.

93

80. The reviged draft convention (CCL/337%), which we are now considering, is

the result of consultations and nesotiations betwrecen m members of our Coumittec,

-

4. 4

wiich considerably facilitates the reochinsg of agrccnent.

8l. Our dclegation expresses the hope that, in a s»i

Sl

it of fruitful cc-opcration

yrenaravion of

I

and mutunl uwnderstanding, the Co

the text of the drast convention so thet an asrecd draft nay be prescnted to
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The Conferecnce decided to issuc the following communigué:

"The Confeirence of the Comnittee on Disarncment todoy held its 532nd
plenary nceeting in the Palais des Fations, Geneva, undcr the chairmanship
of H.E, Ambassador Raniro Ssrniva Guerrciro, rcpresentative of Brazil.

"Statements were made by the reprcesentatives of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republice, Japan, Mexico and Iongolia.

"The delegntion of Japan subaitted (a) o 'Working paper on a biological

approac: to the question of verificotion on the prohibition of chemical

weapons -~ organovhiosphorug cheomical ooonts! (CCD/343), (b)

ol

"Worlking naper
containing remarks of Prof. Shunichi Yanada, the University of Tokyo,
concerning the question of wveriricntion on the Drohibition of chenical
wveapons, »nresented at the informal neeting on 7 July 19711 (CCD/344), and

(c) a 'Working peper containing reunorks of Dr. Shigeji Suyehiro, the

Jopan heteorclogical Lgency, concerning the usefulness of the enploynent

of ocean-botton seismographs and a universally acceptablc neans of
deternining the na;nitude of seisnmic cvents, presented at the Informal
Heoting on 3C Junc 1971 (CCD/345).

"The delegation of liexico submitted a '"Working paper containing a
proposal for the ineclusion of an additicnal article in the revised draft
convention (CCD/337*) and the draft convention (CCD/338%) on the prohibition
of the develonmont, nproduction and stockpiling of bacteriological
(biological) and toxin woanons and on their lesvuruction! (CCD/546).

"ihe Cclegotion of lMorocco submitted a '"Working paper on drafts
CCD/B}?* and CCD/%%8% on the prohibition of the development, production
and stocckpiling of boacteriological (biolo&icﬁl) and toxin weanons and
on their destructiont (CCD/347).

"The next neetings of the Conference will be held orn Thursdey,

26 Lusust 1971, ot 10.30 a.n."

The nceting rose at 12.15 p.m.






