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FOREWORD

The pmre
t publication is the latest in a series of
volumes that he-; been issued annually since 1960. It
contains basic documents on arms control and disarmament
developments during the year.)The work of the United States
Arms Control and Disar'aent Agency is described in the
woR. is printed at the end of the
,Which
10th Annual
doc •~!
material.
C-The papers are printed chronologically, T4teypreceded by a topical list of documents and followed by a
chronological list. Other reference aids include a bibliography, an index, and lists of abbreviations, international
organizations and conferences, and persons. The papers were
compiled and annotated by Robert W.
bert, Chief,
Historical Division, with the assistance of Ruth Ihara, Jean
Mayer, and Douglas Kline. Useful suggestions were also
received from other officers of the United States Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency.
Technical editing was done in the Editorial Branch of
the Publishing and Reproduction Services Division, Department of State.
S-Ill
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Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin Ameri'•a (OPANAL).
Established by the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in
Latin America.' Second part of the first session of General Conference,
Sept. 7-11, 1970, at Mexico City. Membership: Barbados,2 Bolivia, Costa
Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti,
Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay, Venezuela.

Committee for the Twenty-fifth Anniversary of the United Nations.
Established by General Assembly resolution 2699 A (XXIV), Dec. 17,
1969.1 Met Oct. 14-20, 1970. Membership: Austria, Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Canada, China, France, Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, Guyana,
India, Iran, Italy, Lebanon, Mauritania, Peru, Phiippines, Somalia,
Sweden, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Ugarda, U.K., U.S., USSR.
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, 1969- (formerly Eighteen
Nation Committee on Disarmament).
Announced at the United Nations, Dec. 13, 1961, and endorsed by
General Assembly resolution 1722 (XVI), Dec. 20,1961. Name changed
to Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, Aug. 26, 1969. 17th
session, Feb. 17-Apr. 30, 1970; 18th session, June 16-Sept. 3, 1970.
Membership: Argentina, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Canada, Czechoslovakia,
Ethiopia, France,' Hungary, India, Italy. Japan, Mexico, Mongolia,
Morocco, the Netherlands, Nigeria, Pakistan, Poland, Romania, Sweden,
UAR, U.K., U.S., USSR, Yugoslavia.' PermanentCo-Chairmen: U.S. and
Soviet representativ,.;. Committee of the Whole: all members.' Subcommittee on a Treat, for the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Teats:

U.K., U.S., USSR.
Disarmament Commission, 1952-

Established by General Assembly resolution 502 (VI), Jan. 11, 1952.
Since 1959 the Commission hps comprised all U.N. members. It did not
meet in 1970.
International Atomic Energy Agency, 1956Established by Statute of Oct. 26, 1956. Membership: 103 in 1970. 14th
session of General Conference, Sept. 22-28, 1970, in Vienna. Group o]
Experts on the Question ojlnternationalObservation of Peaceful Nuclear
Explosions: Established by IAEA in response to General Assembly
resolution 2605 B (XXIV) of December 19, 1969, to advise the Director
'Documents on D sarmament, 196 7. pp. 69-83.
2 Barbados

did not attend the General Contference.

G•CGneral Assembly Official Records: TNenty-fourth Session, Supplement No. 30
(A/7630), pp. 1-2.
'France has not participated.
For the original membership prior to the 1969 enlargement see Documents on
Disarmament, 1968, p. xvii.
'Has; not met since 1962
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General regarding the "appropriate international obscrvation" referred to
in art. V of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. Met
Nov. 23-27, 1970. Participants: Experts from Brazil, France, Japan,
Mexico, Sweden, UAR., U.K., U.S., USSR. IAEA Safeguards Committee,
1970-1971: Establifhed by IANEA Bod• of'Goverhbons, Apr. 6, 1970, to
draw up guidelines for saeid.- agreements with parties to the
non-proliferation treaty. Membe rsh.ip: Open to all IAEA members. June
1970-Mar. 10, 1971.
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks Betveen the United Stes aOd ithe 16vle
Union.
Announced July 1, 1968. First session in 114'sipki, Nov. 17-Dec 22,
1969. Second session in Vienna, Apr. 16-Aug. 14, 1970. Third semion,
Helsinki, Nov. 2-Dec. 18, 1970..
United Nations General Assembly.
Twenty-fifth session, Sept. 15-Dec. 17, 1970; 25th anniversary commemorative session, Oct. 19-25, 1970.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Rogers: Resumption of Talks With the Chinese Communists [ Extract 1, January
22,19701
Mr. Scali: Mr. Secretary, do you have high hopes for resumption of the talks with the Chinese which begin Tuesday in Warsaw?
Secretary Rogers: I wouldn't say high hopes. We are pleased
that they are talking in Warsaw. We hope there will be some slight
progress made. We are riot particularly optimistic, but we are
hopeful. If we could make some progress, I thioik it would be Very
much in the public *interest.
Mr. Clark: Mr. Secretary, just whai would you like to see come
out of those talks?
Secretary Rogers: Well, 1 would like to see some exchanges of
people, students, doctors, journalists. I would like to see some
slight improvement in our trade relations, and so forth.
Mr. Scali: Mr. Secretary, isn't there a danger that the mere fact
that we are talking with the Chinese will cause the Soviets to hold
back on potential agreements with us in such fields as limiting
nuclear missiles, for example?
Secretary Rogers: I don't think so. I know that is the
conventional wisdom in Washington, but I don't believe it. I don't
see any reason why we can't have better relations with both the
Soviet Union and Communist China. We have relations with a lot
of other nations in the world that don't get along very well, and I
don't see any reason why we can't in this situation.
Now, if the Soviet Union had an idea that we were involved in
some major breakthrough, that we were going to work out some
major agreement that might affect the power baiarice of the world,
that would be different; but as time goes on they are going to see
that that is not the case, and 1 think if we can improve relations
with Communist China it will be a good thing for the whole world.
Mr. Scali: You do detect, do you not, Mr. Secretary, some
degree of nervousness and apprehension in Moscow over the fact
that we are beginning to talk with the Chinese?'
Secretary Rogers: Yes, that is a fact; and also we detect some
nervousness on the part of the Chinese Communists that we are
nDepatmentofState Bulletin. Feb. 9, 1970, pp. 153-154.
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talking with the Soviet Union on arms limitations, and other
topics.

Statement by the Japanese Government on Signing the
Non-proliferation Trerty, February 3, 1970'
The Governmhent of Japan,' believ~ing that the proliferation 6f
nuclear weapons. would-increase the danger of .nuclear, warý, bas
always, been i ni~favour of jthe6 spirit..underlying this Treaty.,since
accord
the pvevensionoffthe proliferation, of nuclear weapons is *in.
with its policy with 'regard to, the maintenancobf, worid peace.
The Government of Japan is signing this. Treaty on the basis of
its fundamental position which is stated below.,
The Government of Japdh t'is convinced that this Treaty will
serve as a first step towards nuclear disarmament and hopes that as
mnny states aso possible 'wijll adhere to, this Treaty to make, it
effective. The. Government.-of Japan hopes, especially, that ,the
Governments of-the Republic of France and the People's Republic
of China which possess nuclear weapons but have yet to express
their inkentionv'bf adhtiii.g'Id this Tre'aty will become parties
thereto at aln' ~a*,ydate Md' purse negotiaitkibjfsn gbýA faith on
nuclear disafmainent land that they will refitin; evend W~ore that,.
from taking such actions as are contrgtyltothe pu4'po§eg of this
TreaL4.

This Treaty. permits only the: presept nucleaiýýWeapon states to
po,"ess. nuclgar, weaponis. This dis~ripnination should ultima~tly be
made to disappear through the. elimination of nuclear weapons by
all the nuclear-weapon states, from their national arsenals.;Until
such timeiv the nkuclear-weapon, states should, be. conscious. of the
fact that they have special responsibilities as a conseqjoence of this
special status._.

The prohibition. under this Treaty applis isolely, to. tho
acquisition of nuclear weapns artd other nuclear explosivgo 4vic!zs
and of control over, them. Therafore, tbJ reaty vaust, in' aq way
restrict fton-nuclear-ýweepptm states in their research, dov~loppmen
or implementation of the peaceful use of nuclear. energy, or in
the'ir international d'ooperation in these fields, nor must it subject
them to discriminatory treatment in apy -aspect of such activities.
The Government of Japan wishes to state ftht it has a deep
interetA in the following matters in the light of its basic position
stated above,
This governiment stresses that it will also concern itself mos 't
vigorously with these matters when it decides to ratify the Treaty
tDcpatment of State flics. The treaty may be found in Docunsenf un Diawmoip
went. 1 ;.68, pp. 461-465.
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as well as whern it participates in the review of its operation in the
future as a party to the Treaty.
I. Disarma,;entand Security
1. Under Article VI of the Treaty each state party "undertakes
to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating
to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to
nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on general and complete
disarmament under strict and effective international control." The
Government of Japan believes it essential for the attainment of the
purposes of this Treaty that, above all, the nuclear-weapon states
should take concrete nuclear disarmament measures in pursuance
of this undertaking. As a member of the Committee on disarmament, Japan is aso prepared to cooperate -, the furtherance of
disarmament.
2. The Government of Japan deems it important that in the
preamble to the Treaty there is a provision stating that "in
accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, states must
refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of
force against the territorial integrity or political independence of
any state, or in any other manner inconsistent with the purposes
of the United Nations." It also wishes to emphasize that the
nuclear-weapon states must not have recourse to the use of nuclear
weapons or threaten to use such weapons against non-nuclearweapon states.
3. The Government of Japan also attaches great importance to
the declarations of the United States, the United Kingdom, and
the Soviet Union affirming their intention io seek immediate
Security Council action to provide assistance, in accordance with
the Charter of the United Nations, to any non-nuclear-weapon
state, party to the Treaty, that is a victim of an act of aggression
c, an object of a tireat of aggression in which nuclear weapons are
used, and hopes that the nuclear-weapon states will continue their
studies with regard to effective
measures to ensure the security of
2
states.
non-nuclear-weapon
4. The Government of Japan, pending its ratifications of this
Trepty, will pay particular attention to developments in disarmament negotiations and progress in ihe implementation of the
Security Council resolution on the security of non-nuclear-weapon
states" and continue to make a close study of other problems
which require consideration for the sirteguarding of 'ier national
interests.

5. The Government of Japan takes note of the fact that Article
X of the Treaty provides that: "each party shall in exercising its
national sovereignty have the right to withdraw from the Treaty if
it decides that extiaordinary events, related to the subject matter
2

See ibid.. pp, 439-440.
p. 444.

3Ibid.,
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of this Treaty, have jeopardized the supreme interests of its
country."
II. Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Energy
I. The safeguards agreement to be eopclude4, .by Japan with the

International Atomic Energy Agency in a¢cordance with Article III
of the Treaty must not be such as would subject her to, disadvantageous treatmrent as compared with the safeguards agreements
which othef states parties conclude with the sappe agency, either
individually or together with other states. The Goverxment of
Japan intends to give full consideration to this'matter before taking steps to ratify the Treaty.
2. The Government of Japan greatly appreciates, as a measure
supplementing this Treaty, the declarations of the Governments of
the United States and the United Kingdom, which are both
nuclear-weapon states, that they will accept the application, of
safeguards of the International Atomic Energy Agency tq all their
nuclear activities, excluding only those directly related to their
national security, and earnestly hopes that these assurances will be
faithfully mplemented. 4 It also hopes most earnestly that the
other nuc!."ar-weapon states will take similar actiom.
3. Safeguards should be subject: to the principle, that they
should be applied at certain strategic points of the nuclear fuel
cycle, and the procedure for their application must Pe rational
when considered from the point of view of cost-effectiveness and
made as simple as possible by making the maxiinmum use of
material control systems of the respective gountries. tFurthermore,
adequate measures must be taken to ensure that the application of
safeguards does not cause the leakage of industrial secrets or
otherwise hinder industrial activities. The Government of Japan
hopes that the International Atomic Energy Agency will make
constant efforts to improve safeguards in the light of technological
developments with the above aims in mind. This government is
prepared to cooperate in such efforts and hopes that the states
concerned will also cooperate to achieve this end.
4. The Government of Japan understands that no unfair burden
in connection with the cost of applying safeguard§ will be imposod
on the non-nuclear-weapon states to which such safeguards are to
be applied.
5. The Government of Japan considers th,
when safeguards
are apolied in accordance with the safeguardi agreement.to be
concluded by Japan with the Ihternational Atomic Energy Age py
under Article Ill of this Treaty, steps should be taken to arrange
that such safeguards supersede the existing safeguards which, are
being applied in connection with Japan's cooperation with- the
United States, the United Kingdom, and Canada in the peaceful
use of nuclear energy.
4

Ibid.. 1967, pp. 613-616.
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6. Concrete measures should be taken to promote the implementation of the provisions of Articles IV and V of the Treaty
relating to internaional cooperation for the peaceful use of
nuclear energy and for the peacefjl application of nuclear
explosions. In particular, no peaceful nuclear activities in nonnuclear-weapon states shall be prohibited or restricted, nor shall
the transfer of information, nuclear materials, equipment, or other
material relating to the peaceful use of nuclear energy be denied to
non-nuclear-weapon states, merely on the grounds that such
activities or transfers could be used also for the manufacture of
nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices.
White House Statement on the President's Decision To
Renounce Toxins as a Method of Warfare, Febtuary 14, 19701
On November 25, 1969, the President renounced all offensive
preparations for and any use by the United States of biological or
bacteriological agents and weapons in war. Since that decision, at
the direction of the President, a comprehensive review of United
States policy and military programs concerning toxins has been in
progress.
Toxins are chemical substances, not living organisms, and are so
regarded by the U.N. Secretaty General and the World Health
Organization. Although the effects of some toxins are commonly
described as disease, they are not capable of reproducing themselves and are not transmissible from one person to another.
However, the production ol. toxins in any significant quantity
would require facilities similar to those needed for the production
of biological agents. If the United States continued to operate
such facilities, it would be difficult for others to know whether
they were being used to produce only toxins but not biological
agents. Moreover, though toxins of the type useful for military
purposes could conceivably be produced by chemical synthesis in
the future, the end products would be the same and their effects
would be indistinguishable from toxins produced by bacteriological or other biological processes. Accordingly, the President
has decided that:
-The United States renounces offensive preparations for and
the use of toxins as a method of warfare;
--The United States will confine its military programs for
toxins, whether produced by bacteriological or any other biological method or by chemical synthesis, to iesearch for defensive
purposes only, such as to improve techniques of immunization and
medical therapy.
Weekly Compilation of PresidentialDocuments, Feb. 16, 1970, pp. 179-180.
Documents on Disarmament,1969, pp. 590-593.
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The President has further directed the destruction of all existing
toxin weapons and of all existing stocks of toxins which are not
required for a research program for defensive purposes only.
The United States will have no need to operate any facilities
capable of producing toxins either bacteriologically or biologically
in large quantities and therefore also capable of producing
biological agents.
These decisions have been taken with full confidence that they
are in accord with the overall security requirements of the United
States. These decisions also underline the United States support
for the principles and objectives of the United Kingdom Draft
Convention for the Prohibition of Biological Methods of Warfare. 3
The United States hopes that other nations will follow our
example with respect to both biological and toxin weapons.
The renunciation of toxin weapons is another significant step,
which we are willing to take unilaterally, to bring about arms
control and to increase the prospects of peace.
Statement by ACDA Director Smith to the Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament, February 17, 1970'
I should like first, on behalf of the United States delegation, to
express a word of welcome to those representatives who are
attending their first meeting of this Committee, Ambassador
Guerreiro of Brazil, Ambassador Datcu of Romania, Ambassador
Abe of Japan, Ambassador Natorf of Poland and Ambassador
Erdenbileg of Mongolia. I should like also to express our
appreciation to our old friend Mr. Epstein and to the United
Nations Secretariat for the excellent facilities and services which
are oiice again being made available for this Conference.
12. 1 am pleased to be once again in the world's principal
forum for multilateral negotiations on arms control and disarmament. Although my duties as director of a government agency and
as chief of the United States delegation to the strategic arms
limitation talks have prevented my participation for any extended
period in the work of the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament, I have followed your negotiations, and the United
Nations work c,n disarmament, with close attention. President
Nixon and his Administration attach great importance to making
progress on the vital issues before this Committee, and that is why
I particularly wanted to be here today to outline the g,:neral
approach of the United States delegation.
13. However, before discussing that approach there are two
important matters on which I should like tc comment.
3Ibid.

pp. 431 ff.
CCD/APV. 449, pp. 6-14.
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14. Since the United Nations General Assembly has declared
the nineteen-seventies to be a disarmament decade, 2 I think it
would be appropriate, at this our first meeting of the seventies, to
note briefly major developments in arms control and disarmament
during the past decade and to consider the implications of this
recent past for the tasks we now face.
15. It is clear that we have not made as much progress as all of
us had hoped. During that period the world's military cxpenditures took as much public money as was spent by all governments
on all forms of public education and health. As to armaments
themselves, although the sixties did not witness revolL tionary
breakthroughs, such as the development of atomic and thermonuclear weapons, they saw a continuing refinement and deployment of nuclear weapons and extraordinary development of
strategic delivery systems, both offensive and defensive.
16. On the other hand, during the past decade there have been
significant developments in the arms control field which could
bring us closer to our goal if we have the foresight, energy and
imagination to seize opportunities which those changes provide.
First, I bclieve that the work of those who seek restraints on
weapons has become better understood and more widely supported. There is a growing realization throughout the world that
the security of nations cannot be enhanced simply by increasing
and improving armed forces and armaments. Second, we have
begun to talk to one another, in the context of arms control
discussions, without polemics. I think this is readily apparent
when we consider how the exchanges in this Committee have
evolved since the early days of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on
Disarmament. We have also learnt to try in our negotiations to
understand the genuine security concerns of all involved, recognizing that such understa. ding is a prerequisite of progress. And,
finally, we have concentrated attention on individual measures
which seemed ripe for progress.
17. Closely related to these developments, agreements have
been reached on important measures, including measures to halt
the spread of nuclear weapons. The most comprehensive of these,
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,' will
enter into force within the very near future. More than ninety
countries have now signed the non-proliferation Treaty and of
these more than thirty have deposited their instruments of
ratification. We in the United States are conscious of the fact that
our task in pursuing the purposes of this Treaty is far from ended
with its entry into force. We believe that we are now entering a
new stage of opportunity, as well as of obligation, in implementing
the Treaty's provisiens. I want to speik today particularly about
one of the Treaty obligations and to record, in the forum where
2Documents
on Disarnwment, 1969, pp. 713-71 5.
3
Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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the non-proliferation Treaty was negotiated, the steps that we are
taking to meet it.
18. My Government is particularly mindful c 'the obligation in
article VI of the Treaty aid has begun discussicns with the Soviet
Union on the difficult and central task of lr-.iting the strategic
arms competition. While those talks are bilateral, they are related
to work that is being done in this Committee. The success of the
non-prolife.-ation Treaty and the experience and confidence gained
in that and other arms control negotia..ons were important
elements helping to make possible the recent meeting in Helsinki
in which delegations of the United State, and the Soviet Union
had an opportunity to hold preliminary discussions of questions
involved in limiting strategic arms. I am hopeful that when these
talks resume in Vienna in April any progress made there will lead
to progress in arms control generally, including issues before this
Committee.
19. I am sure each of the Governments represented here
appreciates that the talks between the United States and the
Soviet Union on the limitation of strategic armaments go to the
very roots of the vital security concerns of each country and that
their continued privacy offers the best chance for progress. At the
same time, all nations have an important stake in -he success of
those talks. I should therefore like to take this occasion to offer to
the Committee a few comments on the course of those Helsinki
talks.
20. There was no effort there to negotiate substantive agreements, but both of the parties agreed that the presentations and
exchanges which took place were quite useful for mutual
understanding of the problems of curbing strategic arms. A
number of important points of substance were touched upon and
understanding was reached on the general range of questions
which will be the subject of further exchanges. We have sought to
maintain flexibility in our future discussions so as to facilitate the
prospects for agreement. Thus, in reaching agreement on the
organi7.ation of our work and the scope of our future talks we
have not sought to establish a formal agenda with priority listing
of subjects, nor have we ruled out any strategic weapon system
from further discussions. I think that experience regarding
procedures gained over the years in discussions here at Geneva
proved to be useful to both siaes in conducting the Helsinki
discussions and in arranging for the method of discussion to be
followed at Vienna.
21. As we look forward to Vienna, we hope the talks will
proceed in the same seriois and businesslike spirit which characterized the Helsinki phase of our discussions. If we can continue in
this manner, it seems to me that tho prospect is brighter than it
has been in the past, that we can make some progress towards an
agreement that is in our interest and in the common interest. It is
too soon to say what 'norm such an agreement might take. I do not
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want to strike too optimistic a note. I need not explain that this is
a most complicated problem, for members of this Committee are
well aware of the complexities of negotiations in the arms control
field, and we are still a long way from solid results. None the less, I
hope ý.•at i970 can produce concrete progress in this urgent and
vital matter.
22. 1 should now like to turn to the work of this Committee at
this session, beginning with a negotiation on which the Conference
of the Committee on Disarmament has already made significant
progress. In the course of our talks last year we succeeded in
elaborating a draft of a meaningful agreement to prevent the
deployment of weapons of mass destruction on that two-thirds of
the earth's surface which lies beneath the oceans.4 We believe that
achievement of further CCD consensus this year on the specific
provisions of that measure will be an important step toward
assuring the use of the sea-bed for peaceful purposes. The work
which has already been devoted to this problem both in the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and in the General
Assembly demonstrates that agreement on all aspects of a draft
sea-bed treaty, is not an easy task. That is particularly true with
respect to language defining the area to which the treaty will apply
and the procedures for verifying fulfilment' of the treaty's
obligations. Those issues touch on concerns of importance to
many countries. During this session we shall give sympathetic
consideration to suggestions for accommodating those concerns.
The United Nations General Assembly has asked that we continue
work on that subject so that a draft treaty could be submitted to
the Assembly for its consideration.' We should be able to achieve
this goal in an orderly manner with ample time for thorough
discussion and exchanges of views among all delegations.
23. Following a comprehensive review last year by various
agencies of our Government, President Nixon announced several
major decisions regarding United States objectives and policies in
the field of chemical and biological weapons. Although Amoassador Yost reported those decisions to the First Committee of the
United Nations General Assembly, I should like to place them on
record here, since they will be the basis of the United States
delegation's approach in this field at Geneva.
24. Regarding chemical weapons, President Nixon announced
that the United States reaffirms its long-standing renunciation of
first use of lethal chemical weapons and extends that renunciation
to first use of incapacitating chemicals. Consonant with those
decisions he will shortly re-submit to the Senate, for its advice and
conse,,t to ratification, the Geneva Protocol of 1925.'
25. Regarding biological weapons, President Nixon stated that
4

lbid., 1969, pp. 507-509.
See ibid., p. 715.
6
Ibid., pp. 764-765.
5
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0'r United States renounces the, use of all, biological weapons, that
the United, States will confine its biologil research to defensive
measures such as immunization and safety, and that plans will be
prepared for the disposal of existing stocks of biological weapons.
The Pi-sdent also stated that in the,spirit of thosekdecisions the
United States associates itself with the principles and objectivesof
the United Kingdom draft convention which would ban biological
methods of warfare.7
26. Underlining his support for that United Kingdom )convention, President Nixon announ;ced on 15 February that the United
States also renounces preparations for and the use of toxins as a
method of warfare, and that it will confine its military progranme
for toxins, whether produced by bacteriological or other biological
methods or by chemical gynthesis, to research for defensive
purooses only. The President further directez the destruction of
all existing United States toxin wearons.8
27. In announcing his decisions regarding United States chemical and biological programmes, President Nixon remarked that we
aad tried "to find the facts and to develop tile policies based on
the facts as they are, rather than on our fe.,rs as to what the facts
might be".' There are sigk.5icant differencx, between the properties and potential military utility of chemical and niological
weapons which indicate the desiral-iity of treating themi separately in the context of
mrni-co)n.trnl negotiations. Chemical
weapons are primarily tactical we.,pont; biological weapons are
principally a strategic threat to large areas and to large population
concentrations.
28. Moreover, chemical weapons have been used in warfare and
a number of countries have a chemical warfare capability or are
conducting research in, this field. A number of those States
maintain chemical warfare programmes to deter the use against
them of chemical warfare and to provide a retaliatory capability if
deterrence fails. I believe they would be reluctant to give up this
capability unless they were assured that all possible opponents had
also given it up and would not develop it again. Such assurance
would be difficult to achieve even with extensive inspection.
Biological weapons, on the other hand,,have never been used and
few nations appear to have engaged in substantial effort to develop
them. It is i4 the light of those facts that'we believe a
comprehensive oan on biological warfare should be feasible at this
time but that an agreement for a joint ban on both chemical
warfare and biological warfare weapons would be extremely
difficult to achieve.
29. As President Nixon also stated, biological warfare "has mas7

The President's statements appear ibid., pp. S590-93. For the U.K. draft convention, see ibid., pp. 431 ff.
Supra,
Documents on Disarmament, 1969, p. 591.

SMITH STATEMENT, FEBRUARY 17

11

sive, unpredictable and potentially uncontrollable consequences. It

may produce global epidemics and profoundly affect the health of
future generations."'
Although we have decided unilaterally to
dispose of our biological weapons stockpiles and to restrict our
biological research to techniques of immunization and measures
for controlling the spread of disease, we believe the security of all
countries would be enhanced by a widely-accepted treaty commitment that would reduce the risk that the deliberate spread of

disease would ever be inflicted on mankind as a means of warfare.

30. We believe that arms-control negotiations should strive for
realistic objectives, and that often the most promising approach is
through consideration of the separable parts of particular problems. The recent history of arms control and disarmament
negotiations demonstrates very clearly that this approach can lead
to imrportant achievements.
31. I hope that other members of this Committee will approach
this i•;sue with open minds and will not dismiss an opportunity to
make concrete progress, through a practical step, by taking the
position that the entire range of problems in those fields must be
solved together and at the same time. I should like, however, to
emphasize that in its approach to the question of chemical and
biological weapons the United States is prepared to give serious
attention to all proposals which are now or which may be placed
before the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament. We are
also prepared to engage in serious negotiations on any measure
offering a reasonable opening for progress. But at this session of
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament we believe that
the best hope of progress lies in negotiation of a convention
banning the use, production and possession of biological methods
of warfare along the lines of the United Kingdom draft convention
of 26 August 1969.
32. 1 should like to turn now to measures of nuclear disarmament. The United States delegation continues to support an
adequately-verified comprehensive ban on the testing of nuclear
weapons. We continue to believe that, in order Lo be effective,
verification of such a measure should include on-site inspections.
In connexior with our work on this measure we are also interested
in advancing understanding and improvement of seismic means of
identifying underground nuclear explozions. We shall therefore
co-operate in initiatives to that end taken in this Committee. We
are also making preparations, in response. to United Nations resolution 2604 A (XXIV),'I to furnish to the United Nations Secretary-General a list of stations from which we would be prepared to
provide seismic data in the context of an agreed international
exchange.
33. While we appreciate that the comprehensive test ban is a
'Ibid.. p. 592.
, Ibid.. pp. 719-722.
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measure of nuclear disarmament. to, which, most members of the
Conference of the Cexmnittee on D*iarnAent attach great
importance and,, urgency, we believe that the ,Conference of the
Committee on iDisarmamnent should keep in mind, that there are
also other ways to -ci
the nuclearcarms io,:One of these
would be an,,agreement, •on the ,:cut-off. of the -prbduction,'of
fissionable material for weapons ,purposesk I would like to. recall
that last year, in advocatinW such a, measutcbedre this.Committee, Ambassador, Adrian Fisher described ,aalmporti.nt,modif'iktion in our -roposal, 6oruassuing complitmee -,ith.a, cut-off
agreement. He suggested, that the International. Atomic Energy
Ageacy safeguard the: nuclwa -material in ,each, SWtate's peaceful
nuclear activities and verify the continudd ishutdowi of any
facilities, for! the production of fissionable material that are
closed. 2 We hope this Committee will give renewed consideration
to this measure.
34. In addition to the subjects I have discum;sed, ntembersof the
Committee will also wish to give careful attection to the range of
topics inscribed on our agenda or which may have been referred to
the Conference of the Committee :on Disarmament by the General
Asserably.
35., Current arms-control negotiationjs here and elsewhere tend
to concentrate! on limiting nuclear arms, and other weapons of
mass destruction. The reason is simple. A nuclear conflict. could
bring with it unimaginable devastation in an extremely short
period of time. Whatever can be done to redtiot the ichance that
this will happen must be, done. But our focus on.nuclear arms and
other weapons of mass destruction, imp~ortant as they are, should
Viot cause us to neglect the problems of conventional arms. ISince
1945 there has been no nuclear conflict. There have been many
conflicts, often of great intensity, involving conventional aims.
Measured in money, conventional weapons account for the major
share of the world's military outlays and drain away tesources
critically needed for economic and social development. World
arms expenditures, according to figures compild ý)y the United
States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency for our next anual
report, [which] will appear shortly, totalled $200,000 million for
1969, in comparison with $120,000 million for 1962.1 1 Of this
amount only a small fraction was expended on stratcgc arms.
36. Control of military expenditures and avoidance or oqntrol
of conflict and war are the concern of all countries and not only
the nuclear Powers. Indeed, the initiative and the ýbasic responsibility for regional arms limitation must rest with the nations
concerned. It is my Government's position to encourage arranements for regional arms limitations or other steps that would
''Ibid., pp. 159-160.
'Ioi
expenditures,
Documents!'he
on 1969
Disarmament, 1962, swevol.post,
1, p. pp.
42. 733-446.The figure for 1962 appears in
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reduce competition among nations for costly weapons often
sought, for illusory prestige. The United States remains ready to
work with countries interested in pursuing this path to arms
limitation, and would be ready as an arms supplier to co-operate in
the implementation of agreements reached among the parties
"concerned.

37. When we look back ten years from now and assess
developments in the field of arms control and disarmament, I hope
that we will be able to point with satisfaction to concrete
measur:.3 agreed upon by this Committee. Our agenda provides
opportunities for such achievements, and I am confident that
more opportunities, some of %hich may not yet even have
occurred to us, will appear during the course of this decade. Solid
arms-control achievements are worth while, not only to control
the threats of an unlimited arms competition but also to
con.tribute Io an evolution in international relations which could
obviate *t.e need for arms races. This Committee, witn :he
experielice and expertise that it has gained during the 1960s, and
now strengthened by the addition of eight important countries, is
capable of grasping opportunities as they present themselves and
recurding solid achievement in the 1970s. Tomorrow the
Committee will be privileged to hear an address by U Thant,
Secretary-General of the United Nations. I can think of no more
fitting send-off for our work in this decade.
Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, February 17,
1970'
First of all allow me to welcome you here, Mr. Chairman, as the
newly-appointed representative of Romaania to the Committee on
Disarmament. We also welcome Ambassador Saraiva Guerreiro, the
representative of Brazil; Ambassador Isao Abe, the representative of
Japan; Ambassador Natorf, who represents Poland, and kmbassador Erdenbileg, representing Mongolia. We wish all success to these
newly-appointed representatives to our Committee, our new
colleagues, in fulfilling their important functions as representatives
of their countries in the Committee on Disarmament. We should
also like to congratu.ate Ambassador Smith, Ambassador Garcia
Robles and Lord Chalfont on renewing their participation in our
Committe,. We should like to greet Mr. Epstein, who represents
the Secretary-General in our Corn-.ittee and discharges the very
important function of organizing its work. We ask him to convoy
to DV. Pro:itch our heart-fc'.! wishes tor the speedy recovery of his
health and our desire tc see him well and strong. After those brief
'CCD/FPV. 449, pp. 14-21.
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remarks I should like to set forth the sut stancz of our statem'ent
in connexion with the opening of this session of our Committee.
beginning an39. Today the Committee on Disarmament is
other regular session. We are opening a new year of efforts in the
field of disarmament, one of the important areas of the foreign
policy of States, in which an improvement of the international
situation depends to a large extent on the successes achieved.
Unfortunately we cannl fail to note that in the field of
disarmament there has still not been any substantial progress, that
the arms race has not slackened, and that the military expenditui,: of States are still growing. Nevertheless, at the same time it
can be noted that the activities of States, including those here in
the Committee on Disarmament, which are aimed at limiting the
arms race have yielded some positive tesults. The most important
of these is the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons,2 which we hope will soon enter into force; the
representative of the United States has already drawn the
attention of the Committee to that point.3 That Treaty iS a
significant contribution, made by States since the emergence of
the threat of nuclear war, towards fulfilling the task of limiting
nuclear armaments. It is important that the greatest possiiie
number of States should become parties to the Treaty in the
shortest time.
40. The debate at the last session of the General Assembly of
the United Nations showed that the majority of States are
interested in solving disarmament problems and in reaching new
internationel agreements designed to prevent any further extension of the arms race. Public opinion and the governments of
many countries have welcomed the beginning of the Soviet-United
States talks on curbi~ig the strategic arms race. These facts should
encourage the members of the Committee on Disarmament to
redouble their efforts to solve the problems before it. The
resolutions of the twenty-fourth session of the General Assembly
of the United Nations, and the exchanges of views that have taken
place both within and outside the Committee on Disarmament,
have made it possible to determine the range of top-priority
problems which, in our view, the Committee should take up
without delay.
4i. One of these problems relates to the prohibition of
chemical ind bacteriological wvapons. This problem occupies a
prominent place in the programme of measures of general and
complete disarmament. Being the most dangerous types of
weapons of mass destruction, chemical and bacteriological agents
of warfare could, if used, cause innumerable calamities to human
beings. In view of the danger. increased in recent years, of the use
of chemical and bacteriological agents of warfare, and in view of
'Documents on Disarmanment. 1968. pp. 461-465.
SuprM.
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the creation in several countries of particularly destructive
weapons of this type, the problem of their complete prohibition
has become extremely urgent. In the conclusion of the SecretaryGeneral's report on these weapons it is stated:
The prospects for general and complete disarmament under effective international
control, and hence for peace, throughout the world, would brighten significantly if the
development, production and stockpiling oi chemical and bacteriological (biological)
agents intended for purposes of war were to end and if they were eliminated from all
military arsenals.4

42. It is no exaggeration to say that the demand for the total
exclusioi: of chemical and bacteriological agents of warfare from
the life of human society is now the general opinion of wide
public circles in all countries of the world. That is the conclusion
that car be drawn also from the results of the consideration of the
problem of the prohibition of chemical and bacteriological
weapons at the last session, the twenty-fourth, :of the General
Assr'rmbly of the United Nc.tions, where this opinion was expressed
by almost all the delegations that spoke on disarmament problems
and where the resolution on this question was unanimously
adopted by 120 votes.'
43. The problem of the complete prohibition of chemical and
bacteriological weapons is now moving from the stage of general
discussion to the stage of preparing and reaching agreement on a
specific draft convention concerning such a prohibition. At the
twenty-fourth session of the General Assembly the socialist
countries submitted a draft international convention on the
prohibition of the development, production 'and stockpiling of
chemical and bacteriological (tiological) weapons and on the
destnrction of such weapons. 6 The Soviet side believes that the
draft convention on the complete prohibition of chemical and
bacteriological weapons submitted by the socialist countries is a
sound basis tor solving the problem of eliminating all types of
these weapons from the military arsenals of States and for
removing the danger that they may be used.
44. That draft was discussed during the debate on disarmament
questions in the General Assembly. As a result of the debate the
General Asscmbly requested the Committee on Disarmament to
give urgent consideration to the proposal put forward by the
socialist countries, as w!dl as to other proposals relating to
chemical and bacteriological weapons. The discussion of the
qUestio!1 of chemical !nd bacteriological weapons in the General
Assembly clearly revealed the insistent demand of the majority of
the coufltirics of the world for the earliest possible prohibition of
chemical and bacteriological wcapons and the conciusion of an
appropriate international agreement to that end.
'Documents on Disarnw-.nt'n. 196 9. p. 298.
5 lbid, pp. 716-719.
Ibid., pp. 455-457.
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45. We express the hope that, during the session which opens
today, members of the Committee will state their views on the
draft convention submitted by the socialist countries and on how
to achieve the objectives laid down therein. We shall consider all
such views in the most constructive manner. The solution of the
problem of the complete prohibition of chemical and bacteriological weapons could be an important step towards preventing the
use of scientific progress for the mass destruction of human
beings.
46. Efforts to achieve the complete prohibition of chemical
and bacteriological methods of warfare should be accompanied by
efforts further to strengthen the Geneva Protocol of 17 June 1925
prohibiting the use in war of chemical and bacteriological
weapons.7 The importance of the Geneva Protocol of 1925 and
the necessity of further strengthening it are also stressed by a
resolution of the twenty-fourth session of the United Nations
General Assembly inviting all States which had riot yet done so to
accede to or ratify the Geneva Protocol in the course of 1970 in
commemoration of the forty-fifth anniversary of its signing and
the twenty-fifth anniversary of the United Nations.' Great
importance is attached to the Geneva Protocol of 1925 as a barrier
against the use of chemical and bacteriological agents for purposes
of war. We note with satisfaction that a considerable number of
States have acceded to the Protocol in recent years. As a result,
about seventy States are now parties to it. At present the general
demand is for all States which have not yet done so to accede to
the Geneva Protocol of 1925.
47. Serving further to strengthen the Geneva Protocol of 1925
is resolution 2603 A adopted by the twenty-fourth session of the
United Nations General Assembly on the initiative of a group of
non-aligned States, which affirms that the prohibitions embodied
in the Protocol include all chLtnical and bacteriological methods of
warfare without exception, and constitute generally-recognized
rules of international law. 9 The Soviet side is in full agreement
with the definition of the scope of prohibition of chemical and
bacteriological weapons contained in that resolution. Any striving
to interpret otherwise the Geneva Protocol can only be assessed as
an attempt to narrow the significance and effectiveness of that
agreement and to prevent the adoption of further measures for the
complete ;liinination of chemical and bacteriological methods of
warfare.
48. Another important task confronting the Committee on
Disarmament is to complete the drafting of a treaty on the
prohibition of the emplacement of nuclkar weapons anid other
weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed and the ocean floor
7Ibid., pp. 764-765.
"Ibid., p. 7 18.
'Ibid., pp. 716-717.
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and in the subsoil thereof. The extensive and fruitful discussion of
this question at the twenty-fourth session of the General Assembly
confirmed the great importance attached to such an international
agreement by the majority of the countries of the world.
49. In its resolution 2602 F (XXIV) the General Assembly
expressed the conviction that... the conclusion of a treaty on the prohibition of the emplacement of nuclear weapons
and other weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed and the ocean floor and in the
subsoil thereof would constitute a step towards the exclusion of the sea-bed, the ocean
floor and the subsoil thereof from the arms race."

The General Assembly called upon the Committee on Disarmament to continue its work on the draft. One can say that there is a
consensus of opinion iegarding the need to take the first step
towards complete demilitarization of the sea-bed and to prevent
the emplacement of weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed
and the ocean floor and in the subsoil thereof.
50. In defining our position in regard to a treaty we attach
importance to the fact that a treaty on the prohibition of the
emplacement of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass
destruction on the sea-bed and the ocean floor and in the subsoil
thereof must become an important stage towafds the next step,
which will later completely exclude the sea-bed and the ocean
floor and the subsoil thereof from the sphere of the arms race. In
the preamble to the draft treaty it is stated that the parties to the
treaty are "determined to continue negotiations concerning
further measures leading to this end."' ' We are aware of the
political significance of this provision. We have considered with
due interest and understanding the proposal of Sweden, which was
supported by many members of the Committee and by those who
took part in the discussion at the United Nations General
Assembly, to transfer this important provision from the preamble
to the operative part of the treaty.' 2
5 1. The draft treaty on the sea-bed, which we have under
consideration, meet;s the alms set before it. It should constitute a
definite factor in ensuring the limitation of the nuclear arms race.
In its present formi the draft treaty reflects the views expressed by
the representatives of many countries, and should be regarded as
the result of the collective efforts of all members of the
Committee.
52. During the work of the General Assembly a nmmber of
delegations submitted working papers containing their views and
proposals on individual provisions of the draft treaty. The Soviet
delegation is carefully studying these proposals. We believe that in
considering the draft treaty on the sea-bed the Committee should,
in accordance with the appeal of the twenty-fourth session of the
"IObid_, p. 715.
'2'Ibid., p. 507.
,Ibid., p. 486.
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United Nations General Assembly contained in resolution 2602 F
(XXIV),
... take into account all the proposals and suggestions that have been made at the
present session of the General Assembly and ...continue its work on this subject so that
the text of a draft treaty can be submitted to the General Assembly for its consideration.

53. The draft treaty defines the scope of the prohibition of
weapons of mass destruction and the area of prohibition covering
the sea-bed and the ocean floor beyond the twelve-mile contiguous
zone of coastal States. I should like in this connexion to point out
once more that the provisions of the present draft treaty, as may
be seen from the text, concern solely the achievement of the
purpose which that agreement serves: it is not intended to solve
the numerous problems of maritime law, to support or prejudice
the position of any State p-irty to the treaty in respect of rights or
claims which such State may assert, or in respect of the
recognition or non-recognition of rigitts or claims asserted by any
other State, concerning its coastal waters or the sea-bed and ocean
floor. Bearing this in mind, we believe that at the present time it is
important to prevent the entry into force of the treaty from being
delayed for reasons which have no direct bearing on the aims and
purposes of the treaty.
54. The prohibition of the emplacement of nuclear weapons
and oiher types of weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed
and the ocean floor and in the subsoil thereof will stand for a
definite contribution to the cause of limiting the arms race. It will
facilitate the solution of complex problems concerning the
implementation of international co-operation in the peaceful use
of a vast area of our planet-the sea-bed and the ocean floor.
55. Besides working out measures or, such questions as the
prohibition of chemical and bacteriological weapons, and completing the preparation of a treaty banning the emplacement of
weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed and the ocean floor,
the Committee on Disarmament must take steps towards reaching
agreement in regard to general and complete disarmament. The
.eed to make further efforts to solve this nroblem has already
been repeatedly emphasized by representatives at meetings of the
Committee on Disarmament. The United Nations General Assembly has been making appeals to this effect since 1959. The
situation that has come about in the worli urgently calls for the
solution, of this question. The continuing arms race, which has
now reached an enormous scale, increases yea, by year the risk of
a world conflict, while the consequences of this process are a
heavy burden on all mankind.
56. Taking this into account, the Soviet delegation deems it
most necessary that the Committee should take up again the
detailed consideration of the draft treaties on general and
complete disarmament which have already been submitted,' 3 and
'Ibid., 1965, rP.77-102, 111-140.
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that it should endeavour to work out an agreed text. In this
connexion the Soviet delegation would like to stress that the line
leading to the achievement of general and complete disarmament
is one of the cornerstones of Soviet foreign policy. From the very
beginning of its existence the Soviet Union, guided by the
directives of Lenin, has always asserted the need to carry out
disarmament. The Soviet delegation considers that the elaboration
of a draft treaty on general and complete disarmament has been
the main task of the Committee on Disarmament since the day of
its establishment, and that as a working body for disarmament
negotiations the Committee should work out such a draft for
submission to governments.
57. In proposing the resumption of consideration of the
problem of general and complete disarmament, the Soviet delegation takes into account the wishes expressed by many countries in
connexion with the signing and ratification of the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. We also base ourselves on
the fact that in recert years a number of important international
agreements have been concluded in the field of disarmament, such
as the Treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in
outer space and under water, '4 the Treaty on the Principles
Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of
Outer Space (General Assembly resolution 2222 (XXI)),' and,
lastly, the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.' 6
The existence of these agreements should be taken into account in
further work on a draft treaty on general and complete disarmament.
58. In asserting the need to proceed to the elaboration of a
treaty on general and complete disarmament, we should like to
stress that such a treaty can be concluded only with the
participation of the maximum number of militarily-important
States, and in the first place of all the nuclear Powers.
59. Reumption of the consideration of the problem of general
and complete disarmarment should not, in our opinion, entail any
slackening of efforts to reach international agreements in the field
of partial disarmament measures. On dhe contrary, side by side
with solving the problem of general and complete disarmament it
is necessary to redouble efforts to reach agreements in the field of
paitial disarmament measures. For its part, the Soviet Union is
prepared to work for the earliest possible conclusion of a
convention banning chemical and bacteriological (biological)
weapons and of a ttrty on the non-emplacement of weapons of
mass destruction on the sea-bed and the ocean floor, as well as for
other partial disarmament measures as set forti' in the Memorandum of the Soviet Government of 1 July 1968.1 7
14

Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.

"ISIbid., 1967, pp. 3"-43.

''Ibid., 1968. pp. 461-465.
''Ibid., pp. 466-470.
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60. That, in our view, is the range of problems with which the
Committee on Disarmament should deal at the present time.

Foreign Policy Report by President Nixon to the Congress
IExtractsl, February 18, 1970'
STRATEGIC POLICY

The Changing Strategic Balance
Following World War II, the U.S. had a monopoly of strategic
nuclear weapons. Throughout most of the 1950's, our virtual
monopoly of intercontinental nuclear delivery capability, in the
form of a large force'of Strategic Air Command bombers, gave us
an overwhelming deterrent.
This assessment was unchallenged until it became apparent in
the late 1950's that the Soviet Union possessed the potential for
developing and deploying a force of intercontinental ballistic
missiles that could destroy a large part of our strategic bomber
force on the ground. The fear that our deterrent to nuclear war
was in grave jeopardy, though it later proved exaggerated, focused
our attention on maintaining our nuclear superiority.
In 196 1, the new Administration accelerated our Polaris
submarine and Minuteman ICBM programs and put more of our
strategic bombers on alert. These measures provided a clear margin
of U.S. nuclear superiority for several years. They restored our
confidence in our deterrent; we now had two forces, our Polaris
submarines and our Minuteman ICBM's deployed in hardened
underground silos, that were virtually invulnerable to attack by
the Soviet Union with the then-existing technology.
However, after 1965, the Soviets stepped up their ICBM
deployments and began to construct their own force of Polaristype submarines. And they began to test multiple warheads for
their SS-9 ICBM, a weapon which can carry roughly ten times as
much as our Minuteman missile.
Oncte. again, U.S. strategic superiority was being challenged.
However, this time, .he Johnson Administration decided not to
step up deployments. This restraint was based on two judgments.
First, it was believed that there was relatively little we could do to
keep the Soviets from developing over a period of time a strategic
posture comparable in capability to our own. Second, it was
thought that nuclear superiority of the kind we had previously
enjoyed would have little military or political significance because
our retaliatory capability was not seriously jeopardized by larger
Soviet forces and because their goal was in all likelihood a
retaliatory capability similar to ours.
11. doc. 91-258, 91st Cong., 2d ses&., pp. 118-130, 142-15 I.
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As a resuh of these developments, an inescapable reality of the
1970's is the Soviet Union's possession of powerful and sophisticated strategic fcrces approaching, and in some categories,
exceeding ours. in numbers and capability.
Recent Soviet programs have emphasized both quantitative
increases in offensive and defensive forces and qualitative improvements in the capabilities of these forces-such as a new, more
accurate warhead and perhaps penetration aids for their Minuteman-type SS-1 1 missile, continued testing of the multiple warhead
for the SS-9, and research and development on improved
components for their ABM system, together with improved
cove' age by their ABM radars. The following table shows the
growth in Soviet land and submarine-based missile forces in the
last five years.
OPERATIONAL UNITED STATES AND SOVIET MISSILES

Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles:
..
United States ...........
....
sovic.t ...............

1965

1970
(Projected)

(Midyear)

(For year end)

934
224

1.054
1,290

464
107

656
300

Submarine Launched Ballistic

Missiles:
United States ...........
Soviet ...............

..
....

The Soviet missile deployments are continuing, whereas ours
have leveled off. In the 1970's we must also expect to see
Communist China deploy intercontinental ballistic missiles, serio, sly complicating strategic planning and diplomacy.
The evolution of U.S. and Soviet strategic capabilities during
the past two decades was accompanied by intense doctrinal
debates over the political and military roles of strategic forces and
the appropriate criteria for choosing them.
The strategic doctrine that had gained the greatest acceptance
by the time my Administration took office was this: According to
the theory of "assured destruction," deterrence was guaranteed if
we were sure we could destroy a significant percentage of Soviet
population and industry after the worst conceivable Soviet attack
on our strategic forces. The previous Administration reasoned that
since we had more than en, ugh forces for this purpose, restraint in
the build-up of strategic weapons was indicated, regardless of
Soviet actions. Furtner, it hoped that U.S. restraint in strategic
weapons developments and deployments would provide a strong
incentive for similar restraint by the Soviet Union, thus enhancing
the likelihood of a stable strategic relationship between the two
nuclear superpowers.
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A Policy for the 19 70's
Once in office, I concluded that this strategic doctrine should be
carefully reviewed in the light of the continued growth of Soviet
strategic capabilities. Since the Soviets were continuing their
ambitious strategic weapons program, we had to ask some basic
questions. Why might a nuclear war start or be threatened? In this
light, what U.S. strategic capabilities are needed for deterrence?
We sought, in short, a strategic goal that can best be termed
"sufficiency."
Our review took full account of two factors that have not
existed in the past.
First, the Soviets' present build-up of strategic forces, together
with what we know about their development and test programs,
raises serious questions about where they are headed and the
potential threats we and our allies face. These questions must be
faced soberly and realistically.
Second, the growing strategic forces on both sides pose new and
disturbing problems. Should a President, in the event of a nuclear
attack, be left with the single option of ordering the mass
destruction of enemy civilians, in the face of the certainty that it
would be followed by the mass slaughter of Americans? Should
the concept of assured destruction be narrowly defined and
should it be the only measure of our ability -o deter the variety of
threats we may face?
Our review produced general agreement that the overriding
purpose of our strategic posture is political and defensive: to deny
other countries the ability to impose their will on the United
States and its allies under the weight of strategic military
superiority. We must insure that all potential aggressors see
unacceptable risks in contemplating a nuclear attack, or nuclear
bla~kmail, oi acts which could escalate to strategic nuclear war,
such as a Soviet conventional attack on Europe.
Beyond this general statement, our primary task was to decide
on the yardsticks that should be used in evaluating the adequacy
of our strategic forces against the projected threats. This issue
took on added importance because such yardsticks would be
needed for assessing the desirability of possible strategic arms
limitation agreements with the Soviet Union.
We reached general agreement within the government on four
specific criteria for strategic sufficiercy. These represent a
significant intellectual advance. They provide for both adequacy
and flexibility. They will be constantly reviewed in the light of a
changing technology.
Designing Strategic korces
Having settled on a statement of strategic purposes and criteria,
we analyzed possible U.S strategic force postures for the 1970's
Llid beyond. We reviewed alternatives ranging from "minimum
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deterrence"-a posture built around ballistic mnissile submarines
and ?,1,e assured destruction doctrine narrowly interpreted-to
attempts at recapturing numerical superiority through accelerated
U.S. strategic deployments across the board.
There was general agreement that postures which significantly
reduced or increased our strategic programs and deployments
involved undesirable risks:
--Sharp cutbacks would not permit us to satisfy our sufficiency
criteria, and might provoke the opposite Soviet reaction. If the
U.S. unilaterally dropped out of the strategic arms competition,
the Soviets might well seize the opportunity to step up their
programs and achieve a significant margin of strategic superiority.
The vigor and breadth of their current strategic weapons programs
and deployments, which clearly exceed the requirements of
minimum deterrence, make such a possibility seem far from
remote. This might also-paradoxically-eliminate any Soviet
incentives for an agreement to limit strategic arms, and would raise
serious concerns among our allies. This is particularly true for our
NATO allies who view the U.S. commitment to deter Soviet
aggression as being based mainly on our maintenance of a
powerful strategic posture.
-Sharp increases, on the other hand, might not have any significant political or military benefits. Many believe that the Soviets
would seek to offset our actions, at least in part, and that Soviet
political positions would harden, tensions would increase, and the
prospect for reaching agreements to limit strategic arms might be
irreparably damaged.
What ultimately we must do in between these extremes will
depend, of course, on many factors. Will the Soviets continue to
expand their strategic forces? What will be their configuration?
What understanding might we reach on strategic arms limitations?
What weapons systems might be covered by agreements?
I recognize that decisions on shaping our strategic posture are
perhaps the most complex and fateful we face. The answers to
these questions will largely determine whether we will be forced
into increased deployments to offset the Soviet threat to the
sufficiency of our deterrent, or whether wc zd the S-viet Union
can together move from an era of confrontation to one of
negotiation, whether jointly we can pursue responsible, nonprovocative strategic arms policies based on sufficiency as a
mutually shared goal or whether there will be another routnd of
the arms race.
The Role ofBallistic Missile Defiense

My decision to continue with the construction of the Safeguard
anti-ballistic missile system is fully consistent with our criteria a:.d
with our goal of effective arms limitation.
I would lic to recall what I said last March about the problem

,
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that led us to seek approval of the first phase of the Safeguard
program:
The gravest responsibility which I bear as President of the United States is for the
security of the Nation. Our nuclear forces defend not only ourselves but our allies as
well. The imperative that our nuclear deterrent remain secure beyond any possible doubt
requires that the US. must take steps now to2 insure that our strategic retaliatory forces
lnot become vulnerable to a Soviet attack.

I believed then, and I am even more convinced today, that there
is a serious threat to our retaliatory capability in the form of the
growing Soviet forces of ICBM's and ballistic missile submarines,
their multiple warhead program for the SS-9 missile, their
apparent inttrest in improving the accuracy of their ICBM
warheads, and their development of a semi-orbital nuclear weapon
system. That this threat continues to be serious was confirmed by
my Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board-an independent, bipartisan group of senior outside advisors-which recently completed its
own review of the strategic threats we face.
I pointed out in the same statement that we cannot ignore the
potential Chinese threat against the U.S. population, as well as the
danger of an accidental or unauthorized attack from any source.
Nor can we dismiss the possibility that other countries may in the
future acquire the capability to attack the U.S. with nuclear
weapons. Today, any nuclear attack-ao matter how small;
whether accidental, unauthorized or by design; by a superpower or
by a country with only a primitive nuclear delivery capabilitywould be a catastrophe for the U.S., no matter how devastating
our ability to retaliate.
No Administration with the responsibility for the lives and
security of the American pt-ople could fail to provide every
possible protection against stch eventualities.
Thus on March 14, 1969, 1 stated the objectives of the
Safeguard program:
This measured deployment is designed to fulfill three objectives:
1. Protection of our land-based retaliatory forces against a direct attack by the Soviet
Union.
2. Dtfense of the American people against the kind 1f nuclear attack which
Communist China is likely to be able to mount within the decade.
3. Protection against the possibility of accidental attacks from any source.3

I furth,.r described the system as follows:
We will provide for local defense of selected Minuteman missile sites and an area
defense designed to protect our bomber bases and our command and centro! authorities.
In addition, this new system will provide substantial prcoection against the kind of
attack which mie Chinese Communists may be capable of launching throughout tbe
1970's. This deployment will not require us to place missile and radar sites ,.Iose to our
major cities. 4

Last year, I promised thti

-each phase of the deployment will be

lDocuments on Disarmament, 1969, p. 104.
'Ibi., p. 103.
4 Ibid.,

p. 104.
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reviewed to insure that we are doing as much as necessary but no
more than that required by the threat existing ,at that time." I
further indicated that in strategic arms limitation talks with the
Soviet Union, the United St-'tes will be fully prepared to discuss
5
limitations on defensive as well as offensive weapons f ystems.
The further steps 1 shall propose will be consistent with these
pledges. The Secretary of Defense will put forWard a minimum
program essential for our security. It fully protects our flexibility
in discussing limitations oi. defensive weapons with the Soviet
Union. It is my duty as President to make certain that we do no less.
GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES

When I examined the objectives established for our general purpose forces, I concluded that we must emphasize three fundamental premises of a sound defense policy:
First, while strategic forces must deter all threats of general war
no mal ter what the cost, our general purpose forces must be more
sensitively related to local situations and particular ii~terests.
Second, while the possession of 95 per cent of the nuclear
power tof
the non-Communist world gives us the primary resporisibility for nuclear defense, the planning of general purpose forces
must take into account the fact that the manpower of our friends
greatly exceeds our own, as well as our heavy expenditures for
strategic forces.
Third, we cannot expect U.S. military forces to cop,. with the
entire spectrum of threats facing allies or potential allies throughou. the world. This is particularly true of subversion and guerrilla
warfare, or "wars of national liberation." Experience has shown
that the best means of dealing with insurgencies is to preempt
them through economic development and social reform and to
control them with police, paramilitary and military acticn by the
threatened government.
We may be able to supplement local efforts with economic and
military assistance. However, a direct combat role for U.S. general
purpose forces arises primarily when insurgency has shaded into
external aggression or when there is an overt conventional attack.
In such cases, we shall weigh our interests and our commitments,
and we shall consider the efforts of our allies, in determining our
response.
The United States has interests in defending certain land areas
abroad as well as essential air and sea lines of communication.
These derive frum:
- the political and economtic importance of our al!iances;
- our dIcsire to prevent or ccv.-ain hostilities which cculd lead to
lriajoi conflicts and thereby endanger world peace; and
- the strategic value of Ohc threatened area as well as its line of
communications.
'Mbid., p. 05

-ww~
=
m

w

w

w

.

m

mI-

26

DOCUMENTS ON ,AS1,RMAMENT,

1970

The military posture review I initiated the day I took office
included a thorough examination of our general purpose forces.
This study explored in turn our interests, the potential threats to
those interests, the capabilities of our allies both with and without
our assistance, and the relationship of various strategies to
domestic priorities.
The National Security Council examined five different strategies
for general purpose forces and related each one to the domestic
programs which could be supported simultaneously. Thus, for the
first time, national security and domestic priorities were considered together. In fact, two strategies were rejected because they
were not considered essential to our security arid because they
would have thwarted vital domestic programs.
We finally decided on a strategy which represented a significant
modification of the doctrine that characterized the 1960's.
The stat-d basis of ,ur conventional posture in the 1960's was
the so-called "2½/2 war" princii 'e. According to it, U.S. forces
would be mci:ntained fo1 a tnree month conventional forward
defense of NATO, a defens, of Korea or Southeast Asia against a
full-scale Chinese attack, and a minor contingency-all simuitar
ously. These force levels were never reached.
In the effort to harmonize doctrine and capability, we chose
what is best described as the "lI/2 war" strategy. Under it we will
maintain in peacetime general purpose forces adequate for
simultaneously meeting a major Communist attack in either
Europe or Asia, assisting allies against non-Chinese threats in A.sia,
and contpndijig with a contingency elsewhere.
The choice of this strategy was based on the following
considerations:
--the nuclear capability of our strategic and theater nuclear
forces serves as a deterrent to full-scale Soviet attack on NATO
Europe or Chinese attack on our Asian allies;
-the prospects for a coordinated two-front attack on our allies
by Russia and China ;are low both because of ,he risks of nuclear
war and the improbability of Sino-Soviet cooperation. In any
event, we do not believe that such a coordinated attack should be
met primarily by U.S. conventional foxcos;
....tltL. desirability of insurIng against greater than expected
threats by maintaining more th,-, the forces required to meet
conventional threats in one theater-- such as NATO Europe;
weakiess on our part would be more provocative than
continued U.S. strength, for it might encourage others to take
dangerous risks, to resort to the illusicn that military adventurism
could succeed.
To meet the requiret.,.'nts for the strategy we adopted, we will
maintain the trquired ground and supporting tactical air forces in
-turope and Asia. together ,,ith naval and air forces. At the same
time, wc will retain adetpluate active forces in addition to a full
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complement of reserve forces based in the United States. These
force levels will be spelled out in greater detail in the program and
budget statement of the Secretary of Defense.
ARMS COlTIROL

There is no area in which we and the Soviet Union-as well as
others-have a greater common interest than in reaching agreement
with regard tc arms corttol.
The traditional course of seeking security primarily through
military strergth raises several problems in a world of multiplying
strategic weapons.
-Modern technology makes any balance precarious and
prompts new efforts at ever higher levels of complexity.
-Such an arms race absorbs resources, talents and energies.
-The more intense the competition, the greater the uncertainty
about the other side's intentions.
--The higher the level of armaments, the greater the vio'ence
and devastatioq should duterrence fail.
For these reasons I decided early in the Ad, ,.nistratior that we
should seek to maintain our security whenever possible through
cooperative efforts with ocher nations at the lowest possible level
of uncertainty, cost, and potential violence.
Our careful preparations for the Strategic Arms Limitation
Telks (SALT) with the Soviet Union wcie designed to achieve this
objective.
FreparationsfJr SAL T
Our immediate problem was to determine what measures would
be most practical in slowing the momentum of armament and
work out a proe,-dure most likely to yield useful discussions.
In preparing
- these negotiations, we were tempted to follow
the traditional pattern o! settl:n& on one A.greed position and
launching discussions with , other side on this basis. We could
have adopted the specific package pioposal developed by the
prevwous Administration or we could have quickly formulated an
aJtemative plan. In my judgment there were two major problems
with this ;p proach.
First, I was convinced that we lacked 0tie comprehensive and
detailed body oi' facts and analyses to take account of the most
recent developments in Soviet and U.S. strategic programs.
Second, V,,. would have been engaged in a negotiating process
with t'e inevitable investment of prestige -before either sd&had
defined its purpos,:s. There was a danger of turning SALT into a
tactical exercise or -,en more the kind of propagaada battle
characteristic of some previoLs disarmameiii conferences ý
Too much depended on these !alks, for )ur n,!tion and all

j
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mankind, to rush into them partially prepared. We decided that a
clarification of objectives and factual data would allow us to
discuss proposals in a coherent framework, and ultimately speed
up negotiations. We assumed further that if the other side had a
serious interest in exploring the possibilities of strategic arms
limitations they would have a joint interest with us to analyze the
issues which would have to be resolved before a satisfactory
agreement could be reached. For an agreement to limit strategic
arms can be lasting only if it enhances the sense of security of
both sides. It is in the mutual interest therefore to clarify each
other's intentions.
Therefore, instead of attempting to hammer out an agreed
government position or a simple proposal, we chose a different
course.
We first laid out preliminary models of possible strategic arms
limitation agreemei-ts. We compared these both with each other
and with the situation most likely to prevail in the absence of an
agreement. This process greatly improved our understanding of the
types of agreements we should consider and pointed up some of
the fundamental issues. In order to resolve these issues, I directed
the formation of a Verification Panel to examine the verification
aspects aad strategic implications of curbs on individual weapons
systems and then combinations of them.
The Panel took each strategic weapons system in isolation (e.g.,
ICBM's or ABM's) and explored all the issues that would be
involved in its limitation. We knew that any agreement had to be
verifie-.d and we knew too the reluctance of the Soviet Union to
accept on-site inspection. The Verification Panel therefore analyzed in detail what we could do unilaterally. Specifically, it
surveyed our intelligence capability to monitor the other side's
compliance with a curb for each weapon system, the precise
activities th"at would have to be restricted to ensure confidence in
the effectiveness Of the limitation on U.S. and Soviet strategic
weapons programs.
The analysis of our capability to verify individual weapons
systems provided the building blocks for analyzing 'vdrious
combinations of limitations. These building blocks were combined
in various positions which can be grouped in three general
categories. This will enable us to respond to a broad range of
Soviet proposals. These categories are:
1. Linimtations on numbers of missiles. A ceiling would be
placed on numbers of missiles without an attempt to restrain
qt',JAitative improvement- like MIRV (multiple independently
targeted reentry vehicles). In general, these options would stop!
the growth o" some or all strategic mi!,sile forces, They would not
change the qulitative race.
2 Limitations on numbers and capabilities of missiles. These
options would riot only limit the numbers of missiles but also their
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capabilities, including qualitative controls over such weapons as
MIRV's. The hard issues here center around verification since the
determination of quality requires a more intensive inspection than
quantity.
3. Reduce offensive forces. This approach would attempt to
reduce the number of offensive forces without qualitative restrictions on the theory that at fixed and lower levels of armaments
the risks of technological surprise would be reduced.
Each of these options was analyzed in relation to various levels
of strategic defensive missiles, ABM's.
The manner in which these studies were carried out contributed
to their scope and their success. Discussions explored substantive
issues rather than exchanging rigidly defined bureaucratic positions. Consistent with the overall philosophy of the NSC system,
we focused on comprehensive assessments of the issues and
alternatives rather than on attainable compromises. This presented
me with clear choices, clear disagreements, and cleat rationales. In
the process we established a comprehensive inventory of the
possibilities of a wide range of limitations. This shouid greatly
enhance our flexibility in the forthcoming negotiations.
The SALT negotiations involve fundamental security issues for
our NATO allies, as well as Japan. We have fully consulted them,
engaging their views and expertise at every stage of the process. In
July we discussed in great detail the relationship of SALT to the
overall strategic balance with our allies and we presented the
various options as we saw them then. In early November we
consulted in greater detail on our approach to the first phase of
SALT. We intend to continue to work closely with our allies as the
negotiations continue. We consider our security inseparable from
theirs.
This process involved the most intensive study of strategic arms
problems ever made by this or any other government. And this
process had several advantages. We were not tied to a single
position; instead we had building blocks for several different
positions depending on our decisions and what might prove
negotiable. Openi,.g talks with the Soviets could concentrate on
the principles and objectives underlying any type of strategic arms
agreement.
Preliminary talks in Helsinki opened November 17 and continued until December 22. Our experience there confirmed the
validity of our approach. The discussions were serious and
businesslike. The Soviet representatives demonstrated considerable
preparation. They also seemed to welcome the "building block"
approach. We were able to develop an agreed work program for
further discussions without acrimony and in full awareness of the
likely nature of such discussions. Above all, we could explore each
other's purposes without getting bogged down in the negotiating
details.
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From a discussion of basic principles and objectives we plart to
move in April in Vienna to more specific positions. We enter this
next phase with a well-developed body of technical analysis and
evaluations, which is being continuously expanded and improved
by the Verification Panel and NSC process. And we will make a
determined effort throughout these negotiations to reach agreements that will not only protect our national security but actually
enhance it.
Chemical and Biological Weapons
We are prepared to take any unilateral arms control action that
will not compromise our security and will minimize the danger
that certain weapons will ever be developed or used by any nation.
A good example is the 1field of chemical and biological weapons.
After extensive study, I determined that a new American policy
would strengthen ongoing multilateral efforts to restrict the use of
these weapons by international law. We hope that other nations
will follow our example and restrict their own programs uni-'
laterally.
When I took office, the chemical and biological defense
programs of the United States had gone unexamined and
unanalyzed by policymakers for 15 years. I directed ! compre-

hensive NSC system review of the premises, issues, and technical
details involved. This major six-month study was the first
thorough reassessment of this subject that had ever taken place at
the Presidential level. After a National Security Council meeting in
early November, I announced my specific decisions on November
25:
-Chemical Warfare: First, i reaffirmed the longstanding policy
that the United States will never be the first to use lethal
chemicals in any conflict. Second, I extended this policy to
include incapacitating chemical weapons. Third, I am submitting
the 1925 Geneva Protocol6 -which prohibits the use of chemical
and biolnical weapons in warfare-to the Senate for its advice and
consent to ratification.
-Bio!ogical Research: I declared that the United States is
renouncing biological warfare, since biological warfare would have
massive, unpredictable, and potentially uncontrollable consequences. The United States will not engage in the development,
procurement, or stockpiling of biological weapons. We shall
restrict our biological program to research for defensive purposes,
strictly aefined-such as techniques of immunization, safety
measures, and the control and prevention of' the spread of disease.
The United States has associated itself with the objectives of the
United Kingdom draft convention banndng the use of biological
'Ibid., pp. 764-765.
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weapons, submitted to the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament at Geiieva in 1969.7
In addition, on February 14, 1970, the United States renounced
offensive preparations for the use of toxins as a method of
warfare. We declared that we will confine out military programs
for toxinl to research for defensive purposes only, and announced
that all existing toxin weapons and stocks of toxins which are not
required for this tesearch would be destroyed. Although the U.N.
Secretary General and World Health Orgaaization have declared
that toxins are chemicals, they produce effects commonly
described as disease, and are proouced by facilities similar to those
needed for the production of biological agents. Hence we decided
to remove any ambiguity in the interest of progress toward arms
control. 8
As I stated on November 25, "Mankind already carries in its
own hands too many of the seeds of its own destruction." 9 By the
examples we set, we hope to lead the way tcward the day when
other nations adopt the same principles.
Seabeds--Multilateral A rms Control
The responsibility for the control of armaments is multilateral
as well as bilateral. The spread of technological skills knows no
national boundaries; and innovation in weaponry is no monopoly
of the superpowers. The danger of competitive armament is universal. Without international constraints, the planet would be
menaced by the spread of weapons of mass destruction to regions
newly explored.
Collaborative efforts to avert these dangers have already produced a series of international agreements:
--to prohibit the testing of nuclear weapons in the atmosphere,
in outer space, and underwater.
-to prohibit the proliferation of nuclear weaponry.
--to prohibit the use of Antarctica, or of outer space and its
celestial bodies, for military purposes.
The United States has supported the efforts of the Conference
of the Committee on Disarmament at Geneva to reach an
international agreement prohibiting the emplacement of weapons
of mass destruction on the bed of the sea. It is to the advantage of
all to bring arms control, instead of strategic arms, to the ocean
floor. The spread of weapons of mass dcstruction to this new
realm would complicate the security problem of all nations, and
would be to no nation's advantage.
7 For the President's statements, see ibid., pp. 590-593. The U.K. draft convention
appears ibid., pp. 431 ftf.

'A.lnte, pp. 5-6.
'D (cumentson I)isarman;wnt, 1969, p. 591.
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Conclusion
The first year of this Administration saw significant progress in
thrme areas of arms control.
-Unilaterally, we announced the comprehensive chemical and
biological policy designed to set an example and encourage
multilateral arms control in this field.
-Bilaterally, with the Soviet Union, we lamched what could be
the most important arms control discussions ever undertaken.
-Multilaterally, we made substantial progress toward reserving
the vast ocean floors for peaceful purposes.
In all three instances we see our actions as protecting America's
strength and enhancing her security. It is the biggest responsibility
of this generation to avoid becoming the victim of its own
technology.
ISSUES FOR THE FUTURE

The issues before us are ample proof of the challenge we face.
The agenda requires not only fateful re-examinations of some of
our old positions but also judgments about trends in the
Communist world and the effect of our negotiations en our
relationship with our friends. These questions include:
1. Strategic Arms Limitations
-Our approach to these negotiations has been described in
detail above.
2. Limiting the Flow of Weapons to Regions in Conflict
--When peace is in everyone's interest, we must find a way to
control conflict everywhere. We must not be drawn into conflicts
by !ocal rivalries. The great powers should try to damp down
rather than fan local passions by showing restraint in their sale of
arms to regions in conflict. We stand ready to discuss practical
arrangements to this end.
3. Resolve the Great East-West Political Issues
- We continue to be prepared to discuss the isqes that divide us
from the Communist countries. Whether in addressing the cruel
division of Europe or the future security of Asia we shall try to
deepen the dialogue with the Communist powers. But we will not
permit negotiations to be used to sacrifice the interests of our
friends. We are comr.titted to the closest consultation with our
NATO allis, and we will maintain the closest contact with our
friends and allies in Asia.
4. Closer Cooperation in Potential Crises
We must give practical expression to the commoi. interest we
have with the Soviet Union in identifying or limiting conflict inl
various areas of the world. Our choice is to find a way to share
more information with our adversaries to head off conflict
withotit affecting either our OwVI \,ecurity interests or those of our
l;ic nds.
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These are all difficult choices. Our careful consideration of the
issues involved in negotiations with the Communist world will take
full account of them, as we proceed to build a lasting peace
without sacrificing the interests of our allies and friends.

Statement by tf e British Minister of State (Chalfont) to the
Conference oi the Committee on Disarmniment, February 19,
19701
May I begin, Mr. Chairman, by thanking you and other
representatives who were kind enough to welcome me back in
Geneva at our opening meeting on Tuesday? It gives me very great
pleasure to be back here; and I should like, in turn, to
welcome those representatives who are taking part in our deliberations for the first time-the representative of Brazil, Ambassador
Guerreiro; the representative of Japan, Ambassador Abe; the
representative of Mongolia, Ambassador Erdenbileg; the representative of Poland, Ambassador Natorf, and the representative of
Romania, Ambassador Datcu. For other reasons I am delighted to
see many old friends around the table, and perhaps the others of
them will not mind if I single out especially Mr. William Epstein,
who in this particular session is acting as Special Representative of
tile Secretary-General in our Committee.
3. We are beginning a •ession in which I believe there are real
possibilities for progress in disarmament and arms control. In
saying that I have especially in mind the words addressed to us
yesterday by the Secretary-General of the United Nations. We all
appreciate the fact that he decided to mark the start of the
Disarmament Decade ind the enlargement of our Committee on
Disarmament by coming here to speak to us; and like all my
colleagues here ! listened with great attention to his words of
exhortation and encouragement yesterday. It is right that we
should be reminded in this signal way of our responsibilities; and
let me say at once that we vcknowledge these responsibilities and
we shall respond, as I hope we have responded in the past, to Pcte
Secretary-General's appeal. Wc welcome the spirit which he
evoked for the Disarnmament Decade.
4. We represent here today a group of sovereign States.
Alth'ough as a Committee we receive many LiclpfUl expressions of
world opinion, including, Of course, resolutions from the United
Nations in New York, tht-re is no one who can tell us how to
control tic t.owers and potentialities which are constantly being
made a ,ilable from scientific discovery. It is difficult, and i~ideed
might even be d&ngerous, to try to put limitations on the scope of
'('UI)/PV. -45 1, pp. 5-1 1.
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scientific investigation or to try to prevent the development of
new discoveries, even though some of them may have a terrible
potential for destruction.
5. It is, however, for us in this Committee to define the rules
and the restraints which will ensure that scientific advances are
used for the benefit and not for the destruction of mar kind. The
first and most obvious example that springs to the mind is, of
course, the power of the atom; but it is no longer alone.
Developments in microbiology and chemistry which offer great
benefits to mankind might also lead to the -:mergence of new and
appalling weapons of mass destruction. And, of course, there are
new environments opening up in space and, tor example, in the
Antarctic and in the ocean depths. We here in the Committee on
Disarmament must formulate and exercise our own restraints; and
it is a task which cails for a special kind of diplomacy with a
practical and compelling aim. I am glad that the Secretary-General
reminded us of the world-wide expectations which wait upon our
deliberations, and I should like to state formally at this stage that
Britain for her part will do all she can to make this Decade an
outstanding one in the cause of arms control and disarmament.
,5. In saying this I do not underestimate the size of the task we
are setting ourselves. During the last decade we achieved the
partial test-ban Treaty', the Treaty on the peaceful uses of outer
space 3 , and the non-proliferation Treaty.4 Elsewhere contributing
greatWy to this climate of restraint and progress in arms control, we
had the Treaty of Tlatelolco' in which the representative of
Mexico played such a notable part. These are all fine achievements, and I for one am proud, as I imagine many others round
this table are, to have been associated with them. Yet even more is
going ,) be expected of us during the 1970s. To fulfill those
expectations we must tackle the really difficult problems, we must
try to crack the hard nuts; but while doing so I feel that we must
not fail to seize every opportunity as it occurs, however marginal
it may, appear at first in the context of a wide aim such as general
and complete disarmament. The sum total of what one might
describe as secondary arms-control measures represents substantial
progress towards this final goal.
7. Before I address myself to the work that lies before the
Committee I should like to sa, a vord about the national
approach to arms and armed forces. We have heard a great deal
ahl'ut the vast sums of money that are being spent about the
world on ý..naments and on armed forces, and I think it is perhaps
worth pointing out to my colleagues the efforts that the British
Government has made in recent years and is continuing to makc to
reduce the level of expenditure on defence in the United
' Documents on Disarmament, i 963, pp. 291-293.
'Ibid.. 1967, pp. 38-43.
bid. 1968. pp. 461465.
5 Ibid, 19 7, pp. 69 ff.
4
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Kingdom. Currently the defence budget of my country is. at
constant prices, about 12½2 per cent lower than it was in
1964/65. As a proportion of our gross national product, which is a
figure we have heard mentioned in other contexts, the defence
budget has declined from a figureýof 7 per cent, which was being
planned back in 1964, to about 5/ per cent at the present time.
Moreover, the share of the total public expenditure going to
defence has declined very significantly.
8. Obviously, limitations of national defence expenditure are a
step in the right direction. They enable more of our national
resources to be used on education, social welfare and so on. But
they are, in my view, no substitute for measures of arms control
and disarmament embodied in legal instruments with an international application.
9. The pattern of the 1970s is still far from clear, but we start
this decade with what are undoubtedly the most important
arms-control talks that have occurred since the Eighteen-Nation
Disarmament Committee was set up. I am talking, of course, about
the strategic arms limitation talks which are shortly to be resumed
in Vienna between the United States and the Soviet Union. Those
talks, although they are not taking place here, might well result in
the most important advance in arms control of this decade. The
problems under discussion between the Americans and Russians
are, of course, by their very nature best dealt with bilaterally, and
I recognize that the responsibility of the two participating
Governments is primarily to their own people. However, I am sure
they realize that they have a responsibility also to the whole world
to do everything in their power to make the talks a success.
10. But it should not be forgotten that there are other aspects
of arms control and disarmament which are better dealt with
mnltilaterally; and we m-ust make it clear that this Conference is,
as Mr. Smith. the United States representative, said the other day:
"the world's principal forum for multilateral negotiations on arms
control and disarmament." 6 This is particularly true now that we
have an enlarged and strengthened Committee. This Committee
does not deal only with ancillary or subordinate matters: we have
important and urgent work to do here. Just as the str,,tegic arms
limitation talks will, we hope, help to strengthen confidence
between the two super-Powers, in the Conference of the Committee oi Disarmament too confidence can be built up between
different parts of the world, and tile tensions that are the
underlying cause of armed conflict can be eased.
11. Indeed, the strategic arms limitation talks themselves are
an example of this. I have always considered that the success of
the non-proliieratic:m Treaty which we negotiated here depended
to a large extent on the fulfilment ot article VI of the Treaty,
which .,_a;ied for fIurthei measures of disarmament. The opening of
'Ante, p. 6.

36

DOC'UMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1970

the strategic armis limitations talks is, in my view, a mcst important
step in that direction. We now look forward to the cominig into
for(e, of the non-proliferation Treaty early next month; and we
also welcome the opening of talks on safeguards at the International Atomic Energy Agency board meeting this month. If we can
get early agreement on procedures for the appiication of the safeguards required by article III, we shaii have made a really concrete
advance. These are all important developments, and I hope they
will encourage those w'ho are still making up their minds about
signing or ratifying the non-proliferation Treaty.
12. Looking forward to the first year of the Disarmament
Decade and to our work at this session, we in this delegation still
consider a comprehensive test ban as one of our highest priorities.
We have made proposals on that subject 7 which remain on the
table here; and it is also still our hope that all States will
co-operate to the full in meeting the Secretary-General's request
for information on the seismic data which can be exchanged
internationally. We should like to see early progress on the subject
of peaceful nuclear explosions, and we welcome the reopening of
discussions between the United States and the Soviet Union on
that subject last week in Moscow.
13. In his speech yesterday the Secretary-General suggested an
addition to our agenda, saying that the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament might perhaps consider the possible
military applications of the gas centrifuge method of producing
enriched uranium.' As the Conference will know, that subject is
of special interest to my Government, as the United Kingdom,
together with the Netherlands and the Federai Republic of
Germany, has negotiated an agreement to collaborate in the
development and exploitation of this process. We hope that this
agreement will be signed very soon.
14. We all know that this process can be used to produce
material for nuclear weapons, but it is not unique in that: a
nuclear reactor can be used for that purpose also. That is why we
all attach such importance to the non-proliferation Treaty and to
the negotiation by States which are parties to it of agreements
with the International Atomic Energy Agency for the effective
verification of their obligation under the Treaty. My view is that
the right place to discuss safeguards is Vienna, and I fear that i'.
might be an unwise precedent for this Conference to discuss one
particular aspect of nuclear technology in isolation. Perhaps I
might add that the three Governments-my own and the
Governments of the Netherlands and the Federal Republic of
Germany believe that their collaboration in this field will make a
substantial contribution not only to the development of the
peaceful uses of atomic energy but also to the cause of
7CC1)!232.

Atii. 20, 1968.
,('('[)/PV. 450, p. 9,
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non-proliferation. International collaboration on the process in
itself makes it unlikely that it could be used in such a way as to
encourage the proliferation of nuclear weapons.
15. Perhaps 1 might now take up a point made by my
colleague, Mr. Smith, in his statement on Tuesday 9 and then again
by Mrs. Myrdal yesterday' 0 , when they referred to the urgent
need to consider the problems of conventional arms, and say that
the British Government also is ready to work with all countries to
encourage international agreement on regional arms limitations.
We would welcome international agreement on effective measures
to control the arms trade, and for some time we have been
studying the problems involved and the best way to make
progress. In our view the primary requiremeL. for the implementation of an effective international agreement is the active support
of all the major supplying countries; although, of course, the
attitude of recipient countries is a key factor as well. Although
experience in the past has shown us that an effective agreement on
the arms trade may be very difficult to reach, I hope that this
problem will not be neglected during this coming decade.
16. 1should also like to say a few brief words about the sea-bed
treaty. We have before us the text of the draft treaty presented by
the co-Chairmen on 30 October last,' ' together with several
proposals, including some made by my own delegation. In fact I
believe we now have the ingredients necessary to complete our
work, and it is my hope that we shall be able to reach agreement
on a final text before the end of the present session. I do not wish
today to go into the details of our own views, but I should like to
remind my colleagues of my proposals of 1 October 1969 in
Geneva' 2 and of 19 November 1969 in New Yrk.
17. The second main subject of i-nportan._e which we have
before us in the form of concrete proposals is that of chemical and
biological watif:Ire, and I should like to think that here, too, we
can make real progress during the first year of the Disarmament
Decade. In spite of the General Assembly resolution of December
1966, 14 1 think it is true to say that there was comparatively little
interest in this particular field of arms control at that tirne: but the
Secretary-General referred to it dur;ng an earlier visit to Geneva in
1968, and a few d",ys later the United Kingdom Government. put
forward certain proposals in this Committee. " This led to the
suggestion that the Secretary-General should be asked to prepare
an expi-rts' report on chemical avni biological weapons and the
effects of their possible use: and this most valuable report, lb
Ante, p. 12.

S0 ((I)/PV,450. p. 18.
'

'Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 507-501).
('I)/PV. 444. pp. 23-27.
"4 /C. I/PV. 1694, pp. 23 ff.

"Dormentson Disarmament. 1966, pp. 7148-799
''Ibid.. 1968. pp. 569-57!8.
"Ilbid., /909, pp. 264-298.
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published at the beginning of July 1969, has undoubtedly had the
effect of focusing attention on chemical and biological warfare
here, in the United Nations and in the world at large.
18. The United Kingdom has given most serious consideration
to the problems connected with chemical and biological warfare.
As the Committee knows, we have concluded that the most
promising way of making early progress is to work for a separate
agreement providing for the prohibition of biological methods of
warfare and the destruction of biological agents and ancillary
equipment. Even so, it was not easy to formulate the provisions of
a possible international agreement; and we have been much
encouraged by the compliments of some of my colleagues on the
draft convention which wc eventually presented to the Committee.) 7 I know, however,-this became very dear both here and in
New York-that it is the wish of many members of this Committee
to discuss the prospects of progress on chemical and biological
warfare together; and ! said in the United Nations that we were
ready to fall in with the wish of the majority. I hope that the
considerable expertise that we have acquired in this field as a
result of our special studies over the last two years will be of use
to the Committee. It will certainly be at 'their disposal.
19. A most important development in this field which I have
already wetcomed elsewhere is, of course, the decision of the
President of the Unitea States to submit the 1925 Geneva
Protocol to Congress for ratification, to renounce unilaterally the
possession of biological weapons and to destroy stockpiles of
those weapons. "' I warmly welcome this imaginative and courageous step, which constitutes a positive act of disarmament--the
actual destruction of weapons of war. It is an act of the kind
which we are all working to achieve, and one which, in the field of
biological weapons, our draft convention would provide for under
international agreement. I hope that the example that has been set
will be fof!owed by other governments and that it will give
impetus to our efforts t*- add an impo-tant measure of arms
control and disarmament to the achievements of this Committee.
20. Finally, I should like to say a few words about the answegiven in the United Kingdom Parliament by the Foreign and
Commonwealth Secretary on 2 February on the scope of the
Geneva Protocol as regards the use of tear gas in war. If any
members of the Committee would like to have copies of the actual
answer which he gave in Parliament, my delegation can provide
these. What Mr. Stewart did was to reaffirm the British Government's position as statcd in 1930 that "teai gases and shells
',roduc ing poison,,ous fumes are ... prohibited under the Prott col." But he went, on to say that modern technology has
developed CS smoke which, unlike the tear gases avadable in the
Ihid. pp. 431 if.
"See

ibid, pp. 590-593, 764-765.
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1930s, is not considered to be significantly harmful to man in
other than wholly exceptional circumzstances and that, accordingly, we regard CS and other such gases as being outside the scope
of the Geneva Protocol."9
21. We gave long and detailed consideration to this matter in
view of the very wide interest which was displayed at the last
summer session of this Committee as regards the scope of the
Geneva Protocol. The use of such substances as CS, if British
troops were ever called upoii io use thcm in war, would provide
opportunities tc save lives and not to kill, pirticularly when
innocent civilians may be invo:ved. They would not, so far as we
are concerned, be used in a manner inconsistent wit2,, the
generally-accepted rules of war. It would be shortsighted, in our
view, to deny armed forces the use in war of perhaps the only
non-lethal weapon in their armoury and thus to compel the use in
certain circumstances of more drastic measures. Now I know that
the use of tear gas is at present very much in the minds of
everyone conzerned with arms control and disarmament; but I
believe that the Committee would be doing itself a disservice if it
devoted time and attention to seeking to outlaw a substance likt
CS at the expense of concentrating on the whole range of lethal
weapons of war in national arsenals.
22. I have not put forward today any srecific proposals on the
matters which are currently before the Committee, but I look
forward to doing so at a later date, I have been mainly concerned
to speak in support of the message of cicouragement given to us
yesterday by the Secretary-General of the United Nations. His
presence here marked the beginning of the world's first Disarmament Decade, and it is now our task to see that we live up to the
high expectations that have been raised.
Joint American-Soviet Communique on Peaceful Uses
of Nuclear Explosions, February 20, 1970'
On 12-17 February 1970 Soviet-American Technical Talks on
the use of nuclear explosions for peaceful purpo-es were held in
Moscow. These talks were a continuation of technical talks on the
same subject held in Vienna in April 1969.
The Soviet delegation to the talks was led by the First Vice
Chairman of the USSR State Committee for Utilization of Atomic
Energy, 1. D. Morokhov. The American delegation to the talks was
led by Commissioner of the US Atomic Energy Commission, T. J.
Thompson.
During the talks the two sides discussed various aspects of
" The Times (London), Feb. 3, 1970, p. 1.
'Department of State Bulletin, Mar. 16, 1970, pp. 343-344.
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possible peaceful applications of nuclear explosions and presented
reports on experimental nuclear explosions.
The talks revealed a unanimity of vievs on the potentialities of
using nuciear explosions for oil and gas field stimulation, for
building underground cavities and water reservoirs in regions
where required, digging canals, for stripping overburden ir.
open-cut mining operations, for dealing with emergercy situations
involving oil and gas wells and for other purposes.
Considerable attention was given to an exchange of views on
safety aspects of underground nuclear explosions for peaceful
purposes.
The delegations agreed that the exchange of views and
information was very useful. They concluded that it would be
desirable to continue such talks in the future. It was agreed that in
the course of future talks it would be desirable to exchange
research and engineering data obtained in the course of implementation of the national programs. In this connection special
attention should be given to the safety aspects of conducting
underground nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes.
Recognizing an important role to be played by the IAEA in the
future in assisting the utilization of potential benefits from
peaceful nuclear explosions by non-nuclear weapons countries, the
two sides expressed their intention to promote appropriate
scientific and technical studies within the framework of the IAEA,
and in light of Article V of the NPT (which ensures that potential
benefits from any peaceful applications of nuclear explosions will
be made available to the non-nuclear weapons states adhering to
the Treaty).2

Statement by Secretary of Defense Laird to the Senate Armed
Services Committee IExtract ], February 20, 1970'
11. STRATEGIC FORCES

Our strategic forces-both offensive and defensive--account for
aboitt 12 percent of the total FY 1971 Defense budget, but their
vital importance to our security, and, indeed, the security of the
entire Free World, far transcends their relative cost. These forces
unquestionably provide the basic foundation of our deterrent.
2 Documents on Diwrmament, 1968,

pp. 461-465.
'Authorization for Military Procurement. Research and Development, Fiscal Yewr
1971. and Reserve Strength. ilearingsrBefore the Committee on Armed Services, United
States Senate, Ninety-first Cogrqess, SecoRd Seuion, on S. 3367 and H.R. 17123 To
Authorize Apjiopriations During the Fiscal Year 1971 foe Proctrement of Aircraft,
Missiles, Naval Vessels, and Tracked Combat Vehicles, and Research, Development, Test,
and Evaluation for the Armed Forces, and To Prescribe the Authorized Pesmonnel
Strength of the Selected Reserve of Each Rcsetve Component of tie Artned Forces,and
for Other Purposes, pt. 1, pp. 29-38.
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Thf. U.S. has 41 POLARiS submarines. At current construction
rates, the Soviets could have from 35 to 50 of the "'Y" Class
submarines by 1974-75.
The Soviets also have a number of olde-r, smaller, diesel-powered
ballistic missile submarines, such as the "G" Class submarine.
Heavy Bu;nbers. -The heavy bomber force of the Soviet long
range air force ha- remained relatively stable over the past few
years. It is currently believed to consist of about 200 BISON and
BEAR aircraft, of which about 50 are configured as tankers. Some
of these aircraft are equipped with air-to-surface missiles (ASMs).
There is no evidence that the Soviets are developing a new heavy
bomber.
Medium Range and intermediate Range Ballistic Missiles (MR/
IRBMs). -The Soviets have operationally deployed about 700
MRBM/IRBM launchers. Most of the launchers are located in the
Western USSR, and comprise the principal strategic threat to
targets in Europe. This force probably has remained relatively
static in numbers of launchers for the past several years. The
Soviets probably will effect qualitative improvements to the force
as time progresses. It appears they are investigating the use of solid
propellants for MR/IRBMs.
Medium Bombers.-The medium bomber component of the
Soviet long range air force consists of some 700 aircraft, some of
which are believed equipped with ASMs. There have been reports
which indicate that the Soviets have gone forward with a new type
bomber, capable of medium range, and with better speed, altitude
and radius of actior than the Blinder.
b. Strategic Defensive Forces-Air A--fense.-The Soviets have
introduced a number of new interceptor aircraft into their
inventory over the past several years. They now have several
thousand fighters in their air defense system. Their aircraft are
capable of supersonic speeds and are armed with the latest
air-to-air rockets and missiles. Their latest, the FOXBAT, is
capable of speeds nearly three times the speed of sound. The
Soviet Union has extensive all-weather surface-to-air missile
coverage. The latest system, utilizing the SA-5 missile, is being
installed in vw rious locations to supplement already existing SAMs.
Ballistic Missile Defense.-Soviet ballistic missile defense consists of long range radars around the periphery and an ABM
system ciepljyed at Moscow. Tue system at Moscow consists
of some 60 launchers designed to fire a long range, high
altitude interceptor missile. Deployment at Moscow is nearly
complete.
The Soviets have an active ballistic missile research and
development program designed to improve the present system or
to develop substantially better second-generation ABM components. We now¢ have hard evidence that they are testing an
improved long-range ABN. They are also expanding their radar
surveillance coverage.

r
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2. Chinese strategic forces
As in the Soviet case, Chinese strategic forces are comprised of
both offensive and defrmsi',e components. Expansion of both
components has been progi,,,ssing and is expected to continue in
the fore:.,2able future. On the offensive side, the threat is
currently lirnitcdi to air-delivered nuclear weapons, but an operational medium-range ballistic missile could be deployed at any
time. They probably also are seeking improvement of defensive
forces by deploying increased numbers of surface-to-air missiles
(SAM)
and fighter interceptors.
a. Strategic Offensive Weapons-IitercontinentalBallistic Missiles (ICBMs).-The start of flight testing for an ICBM is expected
during 1970. Such a program would require at least three
years before an operational system could be deployed. It is more
likely, however, that as many as two to three additional years
would be required. If flight testing began in the near future, the
Chinese might have as many as 10-25 ICBMs in 1975. The
estimated range would be about 6,000 miles. A solid propellant
rocket motor may eventually be developed for an ICBM. Although
construction of a solid propellant manufacturing facility has been
completed, it is believed that a solid propellant ICBM would not
be ready for deployment before 1975.
Medium Range Ballistic Missiles (MRBMs): The Chinese probably intend to deploy the MRBM. Deployment will probably come
sometime in 1970, and by the mid-1970s, China could have a
force of 80-100 MRBMs. Based on the fourth nuclear test, the
Chinese might be able to deploy an MRBM with P warhead of
approximately 20 KT. The missile will probably have a range of up
to 1,000 miles.
Bombers: The air-deli,,ered nuclear threat consists of a few
TU-4s, several TU-16s, and some IL-28s. The TU-16 will probably
be the principal aircraft for nuclear delivery in the future,
eventually replacing the older models.
Submarines: Althougii the Chinese possess a conventionally
powered ballistic submarine, there is no significant threat at this
time from a submarine launched ballistic missile,
b. StrategicDefensive Weapons.-The Chinese strategic defensive
system is composed of radar, interceptor aircraft, and possibly
some surface-to-air missiles.
C. Strategic Force Planning
Both the Soviet Union and the Chinese Communist strategic
nuclear threats, as presently projected through the mid-1970s,
have important implications for our own strategic force planning.
Even if the Soviet Union follows a "low force-low technology"
approach, described in the Appendix,3 during the next few years,
'Not printed here.
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A. The Strategic Situation
The President has just reported to Congress and the American
people on United States foreign policy. Incorporated in his report
was a discussion on United States strategic policy and thc strategic
environment.' Therefore, in this report, I would like to 1:.ver only
those factors of specific concern to the Department of Defense-the str,- 'efic threat, United States strategic force planning, and
those programs which we propose for FY 1971.
The difficult task before us is to derive a proper balance of
forces appropriate to fulfill our ohjecti.,es in the current and
futu•e strategic environment.
B. The Threat
The situation caused by the continuing rapid expansion of
Soviet strategic offensive forces is a matter of serious concerli. For
some time, the Soviet forces which became operational in a W,-en
year have often exceeded the previous intelligence projections foi
that year.
The projections for ICBM and SLBM strengths for mid-1970
and mid-1971 haae,, been revised upward in each of the past five
years as additional information on Soviet deployments has bhecome
available. For example, the current estimates of total operatin.ial
Soviet ICBM and SLBM launchers expected by mid-1970, when
compared with the projections for mid-1 970 made last year, show
an increase of well over 100 launchers. The same basic trend is
evident in the projections for 1971.
The fact that our projections have not reflected all of the
growth in Soviet offensive missile strength over the past several
years is less important than the actual magnitude of this threat. In
a separate Appendix to this report, we include a discussion of the
strategic ti;reats, whi,kh is summarized in the pages that follow.
During the forthcoming year, changes can be expected.
1. Soviet strategic forces
Soviet strategic offensive forces include intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICEMs) ballistic missile submarines, heavy bombers,
med ium range and intermediate range ballistic missiles
(MR/IRBMs), and medium bombers.
Soviet defensive forces, which are the most extensive in the
world include interceptor aircraft, surface-to-air missiles (SAMs),
and ballistic missile defense (BMD). The interceptor aircraft and
SAMs, together with the necessar) air warning facilities, are
considered air defense forces.
a. Strategic Olfensive Forces-In tercon tinen tal Ballistic Missiles
(ICBMs).-The Soviets now have more operational ICBM launchers, ,ver 1,100, than the United States, 1,054. It is projected that
2

See ante, pp. 2cr25.
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there will be over 1,250 operational ICBMs on launchers by
mid-1970. More than 275 of these Soviet launchers presently
operational or under construction are the large SS-9.
The change brought about by the Soviets in their strategic
missile force is readily apparent ,hen we recall that they had only
about 250 ICBM launchers in 1966. At current deployment rates,
they will markedly improve the numerical advantage they already
possess. In addition to quantitative increases, the Soviek• are
actively working on qualitative improvements, for example, their
testing of multipi. reentry vehicles with the SS-9.
ICBM FORCE TRENDS
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Ballistic Missile Submarines.-The Soviets have continued their
priority construction program for the Y-class ballistic missile
submari~ie. This submarine, which is similar to the U.S. POLARIS
submaiine, carries 16 missiles with a range in excess of 1,200 n.m.
The Y-class submarine is in series production at a large facility
near Severodvinsk and possibly at another smaller yard. It is
estimated that these two facilities can accommodate a total of 12
complete h'ulls and that they are prod-,:cing as many as eight
submarines pet year. As production experience is gained, it is
possible that the rate of output from these two facilities will
increase significantly. Based on a construction rate of up to eight
units per year it is believed that there are currently several Y-class
units operational.

I
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it could still have almost 2,000 reentry vehicles in its ICBM force
by the midi1970s. This force, aione, would be more than enough
to destroy all U.S. cities of any substantial size. More than half of
the U.S. population lies within range of the growing Soviet SLBM
force. And, of course, in defense planning, we must also take into
account the Soviet bomber force, which is expected to decline
only gradually in the near term.
In view of the magnitude of the current Soviet missile threat to
the United States, and the prospects of future growth in quantity
and quality, we have concluded that a defense of our population
against that threat is not now feasible. Thus, we must continue to
rely on the rctaliatary power of our strategc offensive forces to
deter the Soviet leaders from launching a nuclear attack on our
cities.
But, if we are to rely on these forces for deterrence, we must be
sure that they can at all times and under all foreseeable conditions
inflict decisive damage upon the So-iet Union, or any combination
of aggressors, even after our forces have been subjected to an
all-out nuclear surprise attack. The frequently debated question as
to whether or not the Soviets ý.re deliberately seeking to achieve a
"first-strike" capability agains: th, United States is an important
but not the crucial issue in this context. What is crucial is whether
t;iey could achieve such a capability in the future. In any event, 'n
evaluating the adequacy of our strategic forces we must always
provide for the possibility that the Soviet Union might launch a
surprise attack against the Unitced States-particularly if it might
assure a more favorable outcome to, them. Our strategic forces are
primarily designed to deter such an Attack. Thus, regardless of how
we interpret Soviet intentions, we still must deal with Soviet
capabilities in assessing the sufficiency of our strategic forces for
deterrence-now and in the future
Our forces must be adequate to ensure that all potential
aggressois are convinced that acts which could lead to nuclear
attack or nuclear blackmail pose unacceptable risks to them.
Our latest analyses of strategic force effectiveness indicate that
the presently programmed U.S. forces should be able to provide an
adequate deterrent for the near term. For the longer term, there is
less certainty that our present capability will remain adequate.
Should the Soviets follow a "high force-high technology"
approach, also described in the Appendix, during the next several
years, they could pose not only an overwh,.kning threat to our
cities but also a very formidable threat to our land-basd missile
forces and bombers.
The rapidly growing Soviet SLBM force does not now constitute a significant threat to our land-based missiles. But, without
ABM defense of our bomber bases, by 1972 it could constitute a
severe threat to the pre-launch survival of our bomber forces.
Under these circumstances, the warning time for our bomber bases
located near the coasts could be considerably reduced. With
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considerably less warning, even our alert bombers could be
vulnerable.
According to our best current estinmioes, we believe that our
POLARIS and POSEIDON submarines z, sea can be coisidered
virtually invulnerable today. With a highly •.,nncentrated effort, the
Soviet Navy today might be able to localize and destroy at sea one
or t o POLARIS submarines. But the massive and expensive
undertaking that would be required to extend such a capability
using any currently known ASW techniques would take time and
would certainly be evident.
However, ,, zmbination of technological developments and the
decision by the Soviets to undertake a world-wide ASW effort
mright result in some increased degree of POLARIS/POSEIDON
vulnerability beyond the mid-I 970s. I would hope that POLARIS
would remain invulnerable at least through the 1970s. But, as a
defense planner, I would never guarantee the invulnerability of
any strategic system beyond the reasonably foreseeable future, say
5-7 years.
That is cne of the reasons why we are proceeding with the
research and development for a new sea-based missile system, the
Undersea Long-Range Missile System (ULMS). The new, longer
range missile proposed for this system would greatly increase the
submarine operati,,g area, thereby making the ASW problem much
more difficult from the ocean search and logistic support
standpoints. With their long range missiles, these ships could be
based in the U.S., and their weapons could be maintained in an
"on target" status during the entire deployment period of the
submarines.
The foregoing discussion relates to what is frequently called
"pre-launch survivability" of U.S. strategic forces, or the number
of weapons that would survive an initial Soviet attack and be
available for retaliation. We are also concerned about another
aspect of survivability, that of ensuring penetration of our
weapons through the defenses in the target area.
The Soviet ballistic missile defense system currently deployed
around Moscow could destroy some arriving U.S. reentry vehicles.
Although this sysii'., by itself, would not significantly degrade a
large U.S. retaliat,,'ry strike, it must be taken into account in our
planning. Moreoý r, the. Soviets are developing new A.BM componeats about which
;.s
, yet know little. We will need to watch
this program closely (just a: we must continue to review the
SA-5 SAM system) for possible -pact on U.S. retaliatory penetration capabilities.
We are proceeding with a program to place MiKVs on our
MINUTEMAN awid POSEIDON missi(es. We consider this program
essential to preserve the credibility of U.S. deterrent forces when
faced with the growing Soviet strategic threat. The MIRV program
will providL a numberof small, independently-targetable warheads
on a single missile. Should part of our missile force be unex-
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pectedly and severely degraded by Soviet preemptive actions, the
increased number of warheads provided by the remaining MIRV
missiles will ensure that we have enough warheads to Wacl' the
essential soft urban/industrial targets in the Soviet Union• At the
same time, the MIRV program gives us increased confidence in our
ability to penetrate Soviet ABM defenses, even if, as noted above,
part of our missile force were destroyed.
We must consider bomber penetrability as well. Although the
combined surveillance, interceptor and SAM programs of the
Soviet Union account for a significant ard continuing investment
of resources, we believe that this network is currently susceptible
to penetration by U.S. bombers using appropriate tactics and
penetration aids. However, if the Soviets improve their air d•fenses
with a "look-down, shoot-down" intercept system, including both
surveillance and intercept aircraft, the penetration capability of
our bomber force could be seriously eroded.
To meet the threat of a more sophisticated Soviet air defense, a
number of alternatives are availabLk. We are moving forward with
the Short Range Attack Missile (SRAM) program, and we propose
to continue the development of a new Subsonic Cruise Armed
Decoy (SCAD) for our bomber forces in FY 197 1.
The main component of our current bomber force, the B-52,
represents early 1950 technology. It has been, and remains today,
a useful weapon. We believe that under nonnal conditions of
maintenance and usage, and with certain modifications now
programmed, the effective life of some of our B-52s can be
extended at least until the late 1970s or early I )80s.
We propose to move forward i;:-.o engineering development of a
new intercontinental jet bomber, the B-I. This aircraft, in
comparison with the B-52, is designed to have greatly improved
basing survivability, a smaller radar cross section, reduced infrared
signature, lower penetration altitudes, higher penetration speed
and a greater payload. It, therefore, should be more effective tlan
the B-52 against a markedly improved Soviet air defense.
The potential Soviet threat to the pre-launch survival and
penetrability of a large part of our strategic offensive forces in the
mid-1970s is evident. How fast and how extensively it will develop
is still uncertain, and of course, there is always the unforeseen- for
which we cannot specifically plan. But when possible Soviet
actions or technological developments threaten any of the
components of our deterrent forces, steps must be taken to
counter that threat. If a component apparently is becoming highly
vulnerable, alternative measures must be planned to ensuie the
necessary level of confidence in our deterrent force. Considering
the leadtimes involved, it is essential that we be in a position to
respond promptly to the threat as it actually emerges in order to
preserve o.r national security.
The Chinese Comirn.nist strategic nuclear threat to the United
St.ites is of a differeni character from that of the Soviet Union,
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quite apart from the fact that it is still a potential and riot an
actual direct threat to the United States. If the Chinese deploy an
ICBM force, as our intelt:,ence community believes they will, it
would constitute a counter-city threat as far as the United States is
concerned. The Chinese force, for many years to come, will be far
too small and will .ack 'the accuracy to pose a threat to our
strategic offensive capability.
Nevertheless, even a small and relatively unsophisticated Chinese Communist nuclear force could make an important difference
in the world balance of power, particularly once it includes an
IC3M capability. In the near term, the Chinese Commuirists, with
their nuti.ear forces, could threaten their neighbors ;,nd United
States forces on Mainland Asia and in the Western Pacific. Should
they seek a sea-launched missile capability, they could threaten
Alaska, Hawaii, and perhaps even the Continental U.iited States.
Once they achieve even a small ICBM capability, they will be able
to threaten CONUS directly. With a force of only 25 ICBMs, for

example, each with a three MT warhead and just a 40 percent
reliability, the Chinese could inflict on t., United States about
11-12 million fatalities-if we had no ABM deifc.ise against them.
The main problem, therefore, is the potential capability ot China
to threaten serious damage to a vulnerable U.S. through nuclear
attack, and thereby reduce the credibility of our Asian commitments.
Given our interests and obligations in Asia and the Western
Pacific, we have two basic alternatives available to us:
(1) We c•u,, rely on our strategic offensive forces for deterrence
of Chinese nuclear attack on the U.S. or its allies. If, nonetheless,
we are presented with a Chinese ultimatum to let them have their
way in Asia or risk a first-strike nuclear attavk on a U.S. city, the
President would be confronted with the terrible ciVoice of hacking
down in Asia. tibking the destruction of U.S. cit;es --nd 1kiss of
American lives, or initiating a strike against Chinese ICBM.I before
they are launched.
(2) We can supplement and sustain the deterrent value of our
offensive forces by deployment of a b_,Iistic missile defense
system to protect our cities and populatio., against the Chinese
Cot imunist ICBM threat.
President Nixon has assured our Asian aill,ý; that our nuclear
shield extends .o thtem. The credibility of that shield wowld be
greatly enhanced if our Asian allies knew that beraus,. of a
SAFPGUARD defense the Chinese Communists had virtually no
pro,.. cot of blackmailing the United States by threatening Amencan cities.
Furthermore, there are several fundamental differences in the
problem of deterring Communist China with our st ategic offensive
forces as compared with the Soviet Union.
While it is true that a large part of their ind .ýslria! capacity is
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also concentrated in a relatively few cities, Communist China, in
contrast to the Soviet Union, and for that matter the United
States, is predominantly a rural society and only a relatively small
proportion of the population is urbah. Thig majvr demographic
difference between the, United States and the Soviet Union on the
one hand, and Communist China on the other, is highlighted in the
table below.
CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF POPULATION AND
INDUSTRIAL CAPACITY IN 1970 (NUMBER OF CITIES IN ORDER
OF POPULATION RANK)

United States
Soviet Union
Communist China
Industrial
Industrial
Industrial
Number of cities Population capacity Population capacity Population capacity
10 .........
50 .........
100 ........
200 ........
400 ........
1,000 .......

25.1
42.0
48.0
55.0
60.0
63.0

33.1
55.0
65.0
75.0
82.0
86.0

8.3
20.0
25.0
34.0
40.0
47.0

25.0
40.0
50.0
62.0
72.0
82.0

3.7
6.8
8.6
9.0
10.0
11.0

30-35
50-60
65-75
80-90
85-90
....

Some have contended that a relatively small number of
warhead3 detonated over China's 50 largest cities could destroy
half of their urban population and more than half of their
industry, as well as most of their key government officials and a
large majority of their scientific, technical and skilled workers.
This amount of destruction, they maintain, should be a sufficient
deterrent to an attack by Communist China on the U.S.
However, there are other ways the Chinese Communists might
use their nuclear capability-as a threat to the U.S. or our friends
in Asia-and while the fact that we can destroy a sizeable
proportion of Chinese urban population and industrial capacity is
important, it may not necessarily be decisive in this latter case.
China is predominantly a rural society where the great majority
of the people live off the land and are dependent only to a limited
extent on urban industry for their survival. The key government
officials ,nd even the skilled workers can be evacuated from the
cities in time of crisis. The Chinese are t,!king steps to decentralize
their industry.
In contrast to China, our population is heavily concentrated in a
relatively few large cities--25 percent in the 10 largest U.S. cities
compared with 11 percent in the 1.000 largest Chinese cities.
Consequently, they could inflict on us a proportionately greater
number of fatalities in a small attack than we could inflict on
them in a Vwry large attack. Finally, in amiy nuclear confrontation
with Communist China, we would still have to maintain a
sufficient deterrent against the Soviet Union. These are problems
that we have under review at the present time.
We recognize apparent Chinese ambitions for political hegemony in Asia, and their indicated hostility towards the U.S.
However, we do not expe-ct them to resort to overt aggression to
achieve their political purpose in Asia. Nevertheless, in view of the
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nature of the developing Chinese nuclear threat, it would seem
foolhardy on our part to rely on our deterrent forces only-if a
better alternative is available.
A flev ible SAFEGUARD defense would serve a future President
far better than a rigid offensive capability. As President Nixon-said;
"N. President with the responsibility for the lives and security of
the Ame:ican people could fail to provide this protection." 4 It is
crucial that we provide a more complete counter to this potential
Chinese threat and, with SAFEGUARD, we have the option to do
SO.
D. Safeguard
The evident and contbnuing threats from the Soviet Union and
Com:nunist China force upon us the necessity of continuing
progress on the SAFEGUARD anti-ballistic missile defense system
in FY 1971. We hope SALT will lead to a reduced Soviet threat
but, meanwhile, it is essential to preserve, as far as possible, all
available strategic force options in this transitional budget year. As
I indicated earlier, without the SAFEGUARD increment provided
by this budget, we would be faced now with the hard decisions
about adding im-iediately to our offensive systems rather than
being able t. a,
hoped-for progress in SALT. I will be
discussiilg with you .-a more detail the elements of the President's
decision to go forwar,: with a. Modified Phase II of the defensi've
SAFEGUARD programa at our next meeting. At this point, permit
me to summarize the essential factors that compel us to go
forward with a second increment of SAFEGUARD in FY 1971.
"The decision of the Administratioi, to request continuation of an
o.deriy phased SAFEGUARD program for ballistic missile defense--going beyond the Congressionally approved Phase i-was
based in:
Careful consideration of the original objectives of SAFEGUARD defense, and of the need to maintain the President's
flexibility on future options to either curtail or expand the
system.
The continued Chinese progress in nuclear weapons.
The evolviAg and increasing Soviet offern..A-'e weapon threat.
Our determination to strengthev possibilities for a successful
Strategic Arms Limitation agreement.
The options currently available, considering technical progress
and budgetary factors.
The current international situation.
Our desire to continue emphasis on strategic defensive systems
rather than being forced to deploy additional offensive weapons or
to be forced to move forward now, with making a portion of oor
MINUTEMAN force mobile.
lit

'Documentv on Diswrmament, 1969, p. 104.
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1. SAFEGUARD objectives and the decision
President Nixon, on March 14, 1969, announced the following
defense objectives for SAFECUARD.
141. Frotection of our land-based retaliatory force. against a
direct attack by the Soviet Union.
"2. Defense of the Americait people against the kind of nuclear
attack which Communist China is likely to be able to mount
within the decade.
"3. Protection against the possibility of accidental attacks from
any source."'
He further elaborated that:
"We will provide for local defense of selected MINUTEMAN
missile sites and an area defense designed to protect our bomber
bases and our command and control authorities....
"ý... By approving this system, it is possible to reduce U.S.
fatalitis to a miaimumu level in the event of a Chinese nuclear6
attack in the 1970's, or in an accidental attack from any source."
As the President has indicated, rather than focusing on a single
purpose, SAFEGUARD has been and continues to be designed to
achieve several objectives against a combination of Soviet and
Chinese threats.
The President also stated that "this program wili be reviewed
annually from the point of view of (a) technical developments,
(b) the threat, and (c) the diplomiatic context including any talks
on arms limitation." ' And, as he reminded the nation in his
report on foreign policy, we also promised last year that "each
phase of the deployment will be reviewed to ens'ire that we are
doing as much as necessary but
8 not more than that required by the
time."
that
at
threat existing
In accordance with thi3 comnritm.-nt, infonration was devel-

oped on various alternative courses for ccnsideration, and a
thorough review has been accon'plishcd by the Department of
Defense, including -,he Joiit Chiefs ef Staff (JCS), by the National
Security Council, and the Defense Program Review Committee
(DPRC). These reviews ied to the President's decision that a
furthcr but carefully nmeasured anu moditied defensive deployment :&hould be requested ir FY 1971.
2. Commnt'-,_ Chinse threat
Communist China has continued to test nuclear weapons
suitable for miissles Fstimptes of the d"te hy which they might
have an initial iCBM capabiiity vary from 1973 to the mid-1970s.
:Ibid.. p. 10,.
"Ibid.. p. 104.
'ibid. p. 102.
'Ibid, !. 105, antc, pp. 24-25.
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In either case, we must proceed with the area coverage of
SAFEGUARD if we are to protect our population from this threat
in the late 1970s.
As a further point, however, regarding the Chinese threat, the
President made it clear that we are concerned with the very likely
prospect of the Chinese gaining an operational capability within
the next ten years. Our past history has shown that where we have
avoided important decisions and there is a dramatic revelation of
adversary progress affecting our security, dhe American people and
the Congress rightfully have become aroused and have demanded
immediate and forceful but expensive responses on a crash basis.
SPUTNIK was a good example.
We know that the Chinese have the ca1. 'ibility of testing an
ICBM in the immediate future and that they are likely to have an
operational capability in the next several years. A measured and
orderly deployment of SAFEGUARD, taking only the minimum
steps necessary to preserve our ability to meet the threat as it
vgolves, is both the most prudent and most economical course we
can pursue.
3. Soviet threat to our MINUTEMAN deterrent force
As described earlier, it is apparent that the growth of Soviet
forces could present a severe threat to the survival of the
MINUTEMAN and bomber forces by the mid-70s. We are now
faced with the following possibilities concerning MINUTEMAN.
(a) That the Soviets do not increase the deplcyment of the
SS-9 and the SS- 1I, do not develop a MIRV for the SS-9, and
do not improve ICBM accuracy. Under these circumstances there
is no need for a defense of the MINUTEMAN force.
(b) That the Soviets stop building ICBMs beyond those now
operational or started: they do not develop a MIRV for the SS-9;
but they do improve the accuracy of their entire ICBM force.
Under these circumstances, the force could constitute a threat to
the MINUTEM\N force and SAFEGUARD would be quite
effective against that threat.
(c) That the Soviets deploy a MIRV on the SS-9, improve
their ICBM accuracy, and do not stop brilding ICBMs at this time,
but continue building them at their present rate. We would then
be faced in the mid-70s with a threat which is much too large to
be handled by the level of defense envisioned in the SAFEGUARD
system without substantial improvement and modification.
The above factors presented us with a most difficult decision
involving three basic choices:
(1) Should we react to the threats which are possible for the
mid-70s and pay, beginning immediately, the cost of this concern?
(2) Should we hope that the threat is only modest and stay
with the present SAFEGUARD deployment?
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(3) Shculd we assume there will be no serious threat and do
nothing?
To be perfectly candid, Mr. Chairman, it must be recognized
that the threat could actually turn out to be considerably larger
than the SAFEGUARD defense is designed to handle. That is one
reason we have decided to pursue several courses which should
lead to less expensive options for the solution to this problem than
expanding SAFEGUARD to meet the highest threat ievel. We have
further decided to continue deployment of SAFEGUARD because
the additional cost needed to defend a portion of MINUTEMAN is
small if the full area defense is bought. SAFEGUARD can also
serve as a core for growth options in defmnse of MINUTEMAN, if
required.
If, in the future, the defense of MINUTEMAN has to be
expanded, new and smaller additionai radars placed in MINUTEMAN fields would be less costly than the SAFEGUARD
Missile Site Radar (MSR) because they would not have to cover
such large areas. For this reason, we will pursue a program to
determine the optimum radar for such a defense and begin the
development of this radar and associated components in FY 1971.
kt the same time, the Air Force will pursue several other options
for solving the survivability problem of the landbased missile
systems. These will include several concepts involving the MINUTEMAN missile on transporters, in one case a system in which
the missile can be moved rapidly into one of many hard
shelters-the shelter-based MINUTEMAN. The Air Force will also
continue to examine the value of increasing the hardness of the
silos in which MINUTEMAN is now based or could be based.
These are all research and development programs only, in the FY
1971 budget.
There are, then, several options. The SAFEGUARD defense will
serve as a nucleus. We can add q hardpoint defense system if
necessary or v," may later choose to base part of the force in a

different bas:,ýg concept than the present torce. Proceeding with
further deployment of SAFEGUARD in FY 1971 postpones the
necessity of committing ourselves now either to a mobile
MINUTEMAN (on land or afloat) or to further hardening of
MINUTEMAN silos. However, should the Soviet threat continue
to grow beyond levels that can be reasonably handled by active
defense, I can assure this Committee that I will not hesitate at any
time to recommend aL;celerated development of ULMS should the
nature of the threat warrant it in the future. As you know, Mr.
Chairman. it was my amendment to the Defense Appropriation
Bill in the late 1950s that accelerated tile development and
deployment of POLARIS.
In summary, our decision now to proceed with further
deployment of SAFEGUARD gives us another year in which to
pursue SALT without ourselves exacerbating the arms control
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environment through actions on offensive systems. We can ao this
while stili providing a hedge against moderate threats and an
option to meet, if necessary, a heavier threat.
Also, the production of Soviet nuclear-powered ballistic missile
submarines is continuing at two shipyards. By the mid-1970s the
Soviets will probably have a submarine force capable of destroying
most of our alert bomber and tanker force before it can fly to
safety. This same submarine force threatens our National Command Authorities. We need the SAFEGUARD area defense to
blunt the first few minutes of such an attack so that our bombers
can escape and our command system can execute its prime
function. Otherwise. we must turn to expensive alternatives such as
rebasing or continuous airborne alert.
4. Strategic arms limitations considerations
Naturally, the recommendation we are making for the continued but carefully limited deployment of SAFEGUARD defenses is in full recognition that Strategic Arms Limitation Talks
with the Soviets will resume in April for the discussion of many
complex issues. Among the factors that have led us to recommend
this measured and modified continuation are both the continued
growth of the Soviet strategic threat io the United States, and the
fact that many possible agreements with the Soviet Union could
include some form of missile defense-which would be consistent
with our national security objectives and the legitimate security
interests of the Soviet Union. The decision to begin a modified
Phase 2 deployment does not preclude an agreement on low ABM
levels.
In addition, it must be borne in mind that the Soviets have no
control over the Communist Chinese, whosc threat we must
therefore cope with regardless of SALT. As President Nixon
recently stated: "Ten years from now, the Communist Chinese,
among others, may have a significant nuclear capability ... then it
will be very important for the United States to have some kind of
defense so that nuclear blackmail could not be used." 9
An orderly, measured, flexible but ongoing SAFEGUARD
defense program will help maintain our relative positive position in
SALT and improve the chances for a successful outcome.
An important part of our proposed program is its flexibility. It
can be modified as required by changes in the threat which result
from arms limitation agreements or unilateral actions by the
Soviets or Chinese Communists. In the meantime, it is essential
that we continue this defensive program.
E. Summary"
We have made no irrevocable decisions with regard to new
strategic force programs. The FY 1971 Budget is a transition
'Weekly Compilation of PresidentialDocuments. Feb. 2, 1970, p. 96.
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budget. It is designed to preserve the basic capaoilities we
currently have while retaining key options until a clearler picture

of the future strategic environment emerges. This should come

from our own continuing revie-v ar,4 from such other factors as
SALT and the changing threat.
The strategic offensive forces we plan to maintain in FY 1971
include 552 B-52 and FB- I II bombers, 1,000 MINUTEMAN
and 54 TITAN 1I ICBM launchers, and 656 POLARIS and
POSEIDON SL1.1
.iinchers; the strategic defensive forces will
include about 650 manned interceptors, and about i,400 surfaceto-air missiles on site.
A summary of selected major strategic programs and associated
funding proposed for FY 1971 is contained in the following table:
Dollars in
millions
Initiation of engineering development of Advanced Manned Strategic Aircraft
(B- 1, AMSA ) ..................................................
100
Initial Procurement of Short Range Attack Missile (SRAM) and continued
development of Subsonic Cruise Armed Decoy (SCAD) ..................
297
ContLhued Procurement of MINUTEMAN III missiles and MINUTEMAN torce
modernization ..............................................
686
R&D on MINUTEMAN hardening and rebasing concepts ....................
77
Conversion of six SSBMs to POSEIDON configuration ......................
1,017
Advanced Development of the Undersea Long-Range Missile System tULMS) ....
44
Continuation of engineering developmen! on Airborne Warning and Control
System (AW ACS) ...............................................
87
Development and Deployment of new satellite strategic surveillance system ....
219
Continued deployment ef SAFEGUARD ................................
1,490

Statement by the Netherlands Representative (Eschauzier) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Comprehensive
Wirk Program, February 24, 1970'
I should like to introduce briefly the working paper on a
comprehensive programme of work with a view particularly to
disarmament which is submitted by my delegation today.2 My
delegation was prompted to submit this paper in response to
suggestions ýnade by the representative of Sweden, Mrs. Myrdal, in
her sttement on 18 February.' On that occasion Mrs. Myrdal
spok,. of the Pecessity to increase the productivity of our
Committee and to quicken its pace. One method to achieve this
would be to avoid, to the extent possible, the reiteration of
statements that have already been made, sometimes on several
occasions, containing views which can therefore be regarded as
well known.
67. The Nethe;rlands delegation devoted part of its first
statement in this Committee oi 'I August 1969 to the basic
'CCD/PV. 452, pp. 23-26.
* Infra.
'CCD/PV. 450, pp. 11 ff.
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objective of the Committee, namely general and complete
disarmament.' It also dv elt on the Committee's programme of
work in the closing paragraphs of a statemenit made on 25
November 1969 during the general debate in the First Committee
of the twenty-fourth session of the General ,issembly.' We have
therefore ventured to set out in greater detail the thoughts we
expressed on those occasions and to present to this Committee a
working paper containing some introductory remarks on steps
towards a comprehensive disarmament programme.
68. In doing so we hope to make a modest contribution by
drawing attention at an early stage of the current session to the
broad facets which may have to be considered in connexion with
the formulation of a comprehensive programme of work in the
context of the Disarmament Decade. Of course, we have no
intention of being presumptuous, and we realize that the list of
topics covered in our paper is far from complete; nor do we, in
raising certain questions, provide all tne answers. It simply
occurred to us that the preliminary results of our own mental
exercise could perhaps serve some useful purpose if presented in
the guise of a concise document.
69. 1 think I owe it to tfie Committee to make a brief survey of
the contents of our working paper; but I shall not tax the patience
of my colleagues for very long. The first four paragraphs are a
recapitulation of past events and I shall not dwell on them.
Paragraph 5 deals with the request to this Committee contained in
General Assembly resolution 2602 E (XXIV). 6 It is, in fact, the
mandate given to us to work out a comprehensive programme
dealing with all aspects of the problem of the cessation of the arms
race and general and complete disarmament under effective
international control.
70. In paragraph 6 we recall that the Committee was of the
opinion that the balance ought to be maintained between various
measures to prevent armament, to limit armament and of
disarmament. The foflowing paragraphs deal with those three
aspects of the question. As regards the first category, some
measure of success has been achieved. As to the limitation of
nuclear armaments, our paper stresses the importance of the
strategic arms limitation talks which are now about to be resumed.
At the same time it is suggested that efforts should be made in the
meantime to further new agreements on other measures in the
field of arms limitatori.
71. There is a close relationship and interdependence between
SALT and a comprehensive test ban. The Netherlands delegation is
of the opinion, nevertheless, that early preparatory work for close
international co-operation in the seismological field should
"-mtinue to receive high priority in this context. Therefore we
'('D/P' .426, pp. 24-26.

sA/C. I/PV. 1 69 9 , p. 36.

fDocuments on Disarmament. 1969. pp. 7 13-715.
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attach great importance to the implementation and follow-up of
the General Assembly resolution on a world-wide exchange of
o-'.,nological data.7 It also remains our opinion that the question
")f a cut-off of the production of fmsionable materials for
military purposes should be examined more closely by the
Committee, as we pointed out during the meeting of 28 August
1969.8 Proposals to that effect were also made by other members
of the Committee during our last session.
72. My delegation also feels that, pending final results of the
bilateral talks on vertical non-proliferation, new and uontinued
efforts should be made to prevent horizontal proliferation. We
think that during this session of the Committee the curtain could
Le raised on the Disarmament Decade by reaching agreement on
the final text of a treaty on the prohibition of the emplacement of
nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction on the
sea-bed and the ocean floor and the subsoil thereof.
73. By way of inrterpolation, it occurs to me that the important
problem of the establishment of nuclear-free zones is not explicitly
mentioned in our working paper. I wish to reiterate may gratitude
to the delegation of Mexico for the comprehensive documentation9 which it put at the disposal of the Committee during our
last session and which is attached to the Committee's last report to
the General Assembly.' 0
74. 1 should also like to recall that after due consideration the
Conference of Non-Nuclear Weapon States, which convened a few
years ago in this very city, recommended in one of its resolutions
the establishment of nuclear-free zones in areas where "political
and security conditions permit".' I I think this restriction is still
very pertinent and that it is for the countries of the region in
question to decide themselves what course of action they wish to
take in this respect.
75. Measures of non-armament and arms limitation would in
our opinion not be limited to the nuclear field. In this connexion
reference is made in our working paper to the question of
chemical and biological warfare. We also think that, within the
framework of the Disarmament Decade, efforts should be made to
reduce anj eliminate the conventional arms races. It would appear
that concrete negotiations on real disarmament measures can only
useftilly start when the preparatory phase of partial measures and
,:onfidence-building has been sufficiently successful. This, however, does not exclude attention being devotcd during the
preparatory phase to the problems of general and complete
disarmament.
76. If, as has been suggested, it is I-elt that the Joint Statement
of Agreed Principles of 1962. 19611 '2 should be updated, then it is
"Ibid_, pp. 719-722.
'CCD/PV. 432, pp. 17-18.
'CCDI268, Sept. 15, 1969.
Documentx on Disarmament, 1969. pp. 517-526.
1 96 8. pp, f,
'Ilbid..
131bid., 1961.
r
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preferable, in the opinion of the Netherlands delegation, that this
be done in the form of an additional formulation rather than as a
restatement of those principles, thus leaving the standing and
validity of the joint declaration of 1962 [19611 fully intact.
77. My delegation restates its view that measures of arms
control and disarmament are closely linlk.ed with further developments and progress in the over-all political world situation; and in
this connexion I should like to point out that the work of the
Committee is therefore also interre!ateAd with that of the Committee on friendly relations and of the Committee on peacekeeping.
78. In the closing paragraphs of the working paper we Louch on
the problem of possible studies on general and complete disarmament. Several alternative approaches are mentioned, which
will undoubtedly be discussed more fully by the Committee.
79. The last paragraph contains the arguments for and the
reaffirmati,,n of our position that it would be undesirable to
establish too rigid a programme of work for the next ten years or
tu assume that it will be possible strictly to adhere to precise
schedules and fixed time limits. Of course, this does not apply to
the provisions of a draft treaty on general and complete
disarmament, in which a certain sequence of measures to be
carried out within specific periods of time is of the essence.
80. !n conclusion, my delegation would like to assure the
members of the Committee that it addresses its attenti3n to the
problem as a whole with an open mind. We shall be glad to benefit
from the views of our colleagues on how the important task
entrusted by the Geikeral Assembly to the Committee can best be
accomplished. In this connexion I should like to say that my mind
has been put at ease somewhat since I listened to the very wise
remarks just made by the Chairman, who spoke on this subject
with the full authority of one of the most senior and most
experienced members of this Committee. I am encouraged, and I
think it would not be amiss to say that our points of view in
general did not seem too far apart and in some respects are almost
identical.
81. Finally, I shouid like to revert briefly to Mrs. Myrdal's
speech of 18 February. The representative of Sweden recoinmended that the practice of holding informal meetings occasionally should be continued during our current session.' 3 1 think this
is a very valuable suggestion, particularly since we are about to
tackle some new and highly complex problems. These may well be
clarified by informal exchanges of views or the hearing of experts
in informal sessions.

''CCD/PV. 450. p. 12.
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Netherlands Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament: Steps Towa.rd a Comprehensive
Disarmament Program, February 24, 1070O
1. In resolution 1722 (XVI) of 20 December 1961 by which the
General Assembly endorsed the agreement reached on the
composition of the ENDC, it was recommended that the new
Disarmament Commrittee should undertake negotiations with a
view to reaching, on the basis of the joint statement of agreed
principles, agreerm.fnt on general and complete dis :mament under
effective international control.2 The Committee should in its work
take into account, inter alia, paragraph 8 of the aforementioned
principles.
1. Paragraph 8 of the agreed principles stipulates that efforts
should continue without interruption until agreement upon the
total programme for general and complete disarmament has been
achieved. Furthermore, efforts should be undertaken to ensure
early agreement on and implementation of measures of disarmament without prejudicing progress on agreement on the total
programme and in such a way that these measures would facilitate
and form part of that programme.
3. Since then progress has been made first and foremost in the
field of collateral measures. But for reasons which are well known
the hope that the main task of the Committee could be dealt with
without interruption, "as a matter of the utmost urgency" (Res.
1722 (XVI)), remained unfulfilled.
In the course of its existence the Committee "gradually
concentrated more of its efforts on the partial and confidencebuilding, or collateral measures of disarmament, as they are
usually called, than on general and complete disarmament". This
trend is discernible in the Provisional Agenda of work of the
Committee, adopted in August 1968." Likewise, in its report to
the XXIVth session of the United Nations General Assembly, the
Committee recognizes "the relationship of the various measures
already achieved and those currer.tly being considered toward the
ultimate goal of general and complete disarmament under
effective international control".'
4. Mainly as a result of the itiit;etives of the Romanian7
delegation' and of the Secretary-General of the United Nations,
the XXIVth session of the General Assembly declared the
'CVD/276, Feb. 24, 1970.
Documeiutston L swww.nent, 1961. pp. 439442, 741-742.
SSee
'U.N. Ofrktv of Public Infomation, The U0ted Ntiuum a&Wd Diwvment. 19451965 (U.N. pub. 673.8). p. 115.
4Documents oor Diwmnnt. 1•68, pp. 583-584.
Ibid.. 1969. p. 526.
"ENDC/PV. 400, p. 22.
TUN Monthly C00oniclk, July 1969. p. ii.
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seventies as a Disarmament Decade. Disarmament and social and
economic development are the main objectives of all mankind for
the coming years.
5. In the relevant rcsolution the General Assembly endorses the
view that general and complete disarmament is the ultimate goal.
Toward that e'nd, the Assembly requests this Committee:
I. to continue intensive negotiations with a view to reaching
the widest possible agreement on collateral measures;
2. to work out a comprehensive programme, dealing with all
aspects on the problem of the cessation of the arms race and
general and complete disarmament, und.er effective international control, which wuuld provide the Committee with a
guideline to chart the course of its further work and its
negotiations.'
6. In its last report to the General Assembly the C(xmmittee
expressed its conviction of the continued need to :.ve highest
priority in its work to further effective measures reiating to the
cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date arid to nuclear
disarmament, with due consideration to maintaining a balance
among various measures to prevent armament, tV limit armament
and of disarmament. 9 As regards the first categoty some measure
of success has been achieved.
7. As to the second the most hopeful event during the
Committee's past session was the announcement in Moscow and
Washington that discussions on the limitation of offensive strategic
nuclear weapons delivery systems and systems of defense against
ballistic missiles would start shortly.)°
The Netherlands delegatioi fiuly shares the opinion that the
strategic arms limitatior talks, which had a promising beginnng,
are of the utmost importance. They may create a new and more
rational relationship in tht strategic balance of the two superpowers. Their successful outcome would certair.ly fazilitate the
,onclusion of further measures in the field of armaments
limitation and ultimnfely of disarmament.
8. This should not imply, however, that no efforts are to be
made in the meantime to further new agreements on such other
measures. Although it is understood that there is a -lose
relationship and interdependene': between SALT and a comprehensive test ban, the Netherlands Delegation is nevertheless of
the opinion ihat early preparatory work for a close international
co-operation in the seismological field should continue to receive
high priority in this context. Without prejudice to the eventual
shaping of a verification system in a ctimprehensive test ban
treaty, rmethods of seismological detection and identification will
in any case constitute a fundamental element of such a system.
gPocuments on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 713 715.
"Ibid., p. 522.
'IhiJ.. p.
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Therefore, the Netherlands Delegation attaches great importance
to the implementation and follow-up of the Generaldata.'
Assembly
I
Resolution on a world-wide exchange of seismological
It remains of the opinion that the question of a cut-off of the
production of fissionable materials for military purposes should be
examined more closely by the Committee.' 2
9. The Netherlands Delegation shares the view of the Italian
Delegation as expressed in documents ENDC/245 and ENDC/263
that pending final results of the bilateral talks on vertical
non-proliferation new and c.ontinued efforts should be made to
prevent horizontal proliferation.' 3 During this session of the
Committee the curtain on the Disarmament Decade could be
raised by reaching agreement on the final text of a treaty on the
prohibition of the emplacement of nuclear weapons and other
weapons of mass destruction on the seabed and the ocean floor
and in the subsoil thereof.
10. Measures of non-armament and arms limitation certainly
contribute to the creation of a climate; of mutual confidei.ce,
Which may pave the way to reach the final objective of general and
complete disarmament. But apart from being an aid to "confidence-building", suc1t measures have, of course, also an intrinsic
merit of their own. They should not be limited to the nuclear
field.
Much time of this Committee will certainly be devoted to the
conclusion of aew agreements regarding chemical and biological
warfare.
V,ithin the framework of the Disarmament Decade, efforts
should also be made to reduce and eliminate conventional arms
races. In this respect atten'tion should be paid to the increasing
build-up of arsenals and to the international trade in conventional
armaments. The S.I.P.R.I. Yearbook of World Armaments and
Disarmament gives an alarming picture of the dangtrs involved.
11. Finally, with regard to the third category mentioned in
paragraph 6, it would appear that concrete negotiations on real
disarmament measures can only start fruitfully, when the preparatory phase of partial measures and confidence building has been
sufficiently successful.
This, however, does not exclude tlhat during the preparatory
phase attention be devoted to the problems of general and
complete disarmament. In this respuct the joint statement of
agreed principles still serves its purpose of being'a guideline for th.disarmament process as a whole. Nevertheless, as suggested by the
Italian Delegation in ENDC/245, it might be considered whether
this statement could be suitably supplhmented. In the opinion of
the Netherlands Delegation this should preferably bN done in the
Ibid., pp. 719-722.
2 CCD/PV. 432, pp. 17-18.
''Documents on Disarmarsent.1969, pp. 119-191, 426439.
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form of an additional formulation rather than as a restatement of
those principles, thus leaving the standing and validity of the joint
declaration of 1961 itself intact.
12. The implementation of a comprehensive programme in the
field of arms control and disarmament is closely linked with
further developments and progress in the overall political world
situation. The three cornerstones are: Disarmament, International
Security and Peace.
During our last session several delegations referred to United
Nations General Assembly resolution 2454 (XXIII) requesting this
Committee to renew its effort to make progress toward general
and complete disarmament.' I The Netherlands Delegatio;n is of
the opinion that during the preliminary phase studies could take
place on the question of general and complete disarmament, The
Indian Delegation called on the United States and tho USSR to
submit revised versions of their draft treaties concerning general
and complete disarmament.' I The Polish Deleg,'V,•"u proposed
more specifically that the two Co-Chairmen prepa•e a new draft
for the first stage of disarmament.I 6 An alternative approach
might also be considered by the Committee, namely to start with
an examination of the characteristics and requirements of the final
stage of a process of general and complete disarmament. On the
basis of such a study it could be tried subsequently to trace out a
route along which this final stage can be reached. A similar
method was proposed by the Swedish Delegation as far back as
1964.17 Perhaps it could offer the advantage of getting a better
insight in the political requirements and structural needs of a
disarming world.
13. The consideration of a comprehensive programme inevitably raises the questions of priorities and deadlines. In this
connexion reference should be made to the proposal of Sweden
for "balanced package deals"' 8 and of India for a "selective
approach". ' 9
It is, of course, in the nature of things, when there is a whole
range of topics, to establish some sort of order of priorities.
However, in the opinion of the Netherlands delegation such a list
can only be of a very tentative character. It should be flexible ani
may be subject to change-as has already been shown in the
past-in as much as the political rea!ities of the moment require.
One should not overlook that the "partial measures" which have
been adopted or are now unde, discussion, are, in fact, elements of
different stages of the proposals for general and complete
disarmament.
1968, pp. 795-796.
" For the Indian statemun, we EN)CIPV. 404, pp. 16-17. The Soviet and US. plans
appnr in Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 77-102, 111-140.
' ENDC/PV. 406, pp. 5-6.
"Documents on Dimrnwment. 1964, pp. 298-306.
't*ENDC/PV. 397, pp. 25 ff.
"ENDC/PV. 404, p2. 14-15.
14Ibid.,
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The very -haracter of negotiations on arms control and
disarmament is ill suited to set any meaningful timetables in the
context of a "Decade". It remains to be seen what the net result
will be at the end of the ten year period. No amount of pressure,
nor the best efforts of the Committee to meet certain "target"
dates can alter that fact. It is unlikely that a precise schedule and
fixed time spans would be helpful in achieving the very goal we are
trying to reach. It would therefore be undesirable to establish too
rigid a programme of work or to assume that it will be possible
strictly to adhere to any particular pattern.
Of course, it is a quite different matter to agree on a certain
sequence of measures, to be carried out within specified periods of
time, in a Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament.
Statement by the Mexican Representative (Garcia Robles) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Nuclear-free
Zones, February z6, i9701
In my intervention of 17 February I took the liberty of
analysing four of the questions referred to the Committee which,
for the reasons that I then explained, appeared to us to deserve
attention in priority.2
32. 1 should like today to deal very briefly with another
question which also appears on our programme of work, namely
that of nuclear-free zones. The establishment of such zones is
undoubtedly an effective measure of nuclear disarmament. It
necessarily implies, in fact, the complete prohibition of nuclear
weapons in the territories of all States parties to the treaty under
which the zone is established. The reason why I did not include
this question in the summary review I gave in my earlier
intervention was not that I do not attach sufficient importance to
it, but rather that for the creation of any such zone, as is well
known, the consent of States whose territories will be encompassed in the zone is an essential prerequisite. This situation has
unfortunately not yet arisen except in Latin America, as the
representative of Sweden pointed out last week 3 in terms for the
generosity of which, as a national of one of the countries in that
part of the new continent, I wish to express my thanks. I likewise
express our thanks to the representative of Italy, who also has j- st
commended the Treaty of Tlatelolco. 4
33. That is why, in dealing with this question, I think I ought
to confine mysdf to considering some of the more pertinent
aspects of Lhe only nuclear-free zone which exists in territories
'CCD/PV. 453,
'CCD/PV. 449,
'CCD/PV. 450,
"LPocuments on

pp. 13-17.
pp. 23 ff.
p. 16.
Disarnvrent, 1967, pp. 69 ff.
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densely populated by man-that is, the nuclear-free zone established by the Treaty on the prohibition of nuclear weapons in
Latin America, the Treaty of Tlatelolco.
34. In this connexion, and to supplement the information
provided by my delegation at the nmeetings of thtL Committee held
on 3 July5 and 9 September of last yeaO and in the working paper
CCD/268 of 15 September 1969, I -should like to add that both
the Final Act of the preliminary meeting for the constitution of
the Organization for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin
America (REOP -tNAL) and a collection of all the resolutions
adopted at the first part of the first session of the General
Conference of that orgaiiization (OPANAL) have been reproduced
as documents of the General Assembly of the United Nations
bearing the symbols A/7639 of 28 August 1969 and A/7,J81 of 23
September i969, which will facilitate consuitation of them in any
of the official languages of the Organization.
35. I should like also to inform the members of the Committee
that the number of States parties to the Treaty-which are
automatically members of OPANAL-has grown to flifteen, Guatemala having joined on 6 February of this year the fourteen States
listed in the two documents I have just mentioned which had
already deposited their instruments of ratification and declarations
of total waiver of requirements under article 28 of the Treaty.
36. Lastly, it is also desirable to point out that the United
Kingdom, the Government of which deposited on 11 December
1969 its instrument of ratification of Additional Protocol II of the
Treaty,7 has become the first nuclear-weapon State party to the
Protocol. I would add that on the same date the United Kingdom
became party to Additional Protocol 1.8 I would not wish to let
this opportunity pass without reiterating to the representative of
the United Kingdom the great appreciation of the Government of
my country-which I have ahf'eady had the opportunity to express
in the First Committee of the General Assembly and which I am
sure also reflects the sentiments of the other States parties to the
Treaty of Tlatelolco-of this new gesture designed to facilitate the
achievement of the noble sims of the Treaty.
37. Similarly, we feel that this is the moment to recall that
ratification of Additional Protocol I1, to which I have just
referred, has been the subject of two resolutions of the General
Assembly of the United Nations and of one of the Conference of
Non-Nuclear Weapon States. In this last resolution, resolution B,
the Conference laid particular stress on its conviction that "for the
maximum effectiveness of any treaty establishing a nuclearweapon-free zone, the co-operation of the nuclear-weapon States
is necessary", and moreover stressed that this "co-operation
sI.NrC/PV. 416, p. 20.

"C( D/PV. 435, pp. 5-7.

7Documents on Disarmament, 1967. p. 83.
SIbid., p. 8 1.
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should take the form of commitments likewise undertaken in a
formal international instrument which is legally binding, such as a
treaty, convention or protocol"" In the three resolu ons of
which I have been speaking-the other two being General
Assembly resolutions 2286 (XXII)l 0 and 2456 B (XXIII)' -the
nuclear-weapon Powers were urged in almost identical terms "to
sign and ratify as soon as possible Additional Protocol II of the
Treaty of Tlatelolco".
38. Furthermore the General Assembly, in its resolution 2499
A (XXIV)/Rev. 1 adopted during its last session on 31 October
and entitled "Celebration of the twenty-fifth anniversary of the
United Nations", agreed to address an appeal... to all Member States to give urgent consideration to the ratification of, or accession to,
a number of multilateral instruments which have been adopted, endorsed or supported by
the United Nations.1 2

In this connexion it should be nc-.ed that among the antecedents
of this resolution is the list transmitted by the Secretary-General
to States Members in document A/7712, in section III of which is
included under item 3 Additional Protocol II of the Treaty of
Tlatelolco.
39. Let us hope that the nucear Powers which have not yet
done so-and which unfortuivitely are in a majority, since
Additional Protocol II has been ratified by only one of them, the
United Kingdom, as I informed the Committee a few moments
ago, and signed by only one more, the United States-will decide
to heed the appeal of the General Assembly which I have just
mentioned and which strengthens its many earlier exhortations.
40. Many reasons could be adduced in favour of the nuclear
Powers making without delay the contribution once again requested of them by the body authorized to represent the
international community. Among these reasons I will select the
following by way of example:
41. First, through the Treaty of Tlatelolco there already exists
today in the world a nuclear-free zone embrnacing territories
covering an area of about six million square kilometres and
containing a population of about one hundred million, both of
which will grow as the number of States parties to the Treaty
increases.

42. Second, on 2 September 1969 there was. established in the
City of Mexico the Organization for the Prohibition of Nuclear
Weapons in Latin America (OPANAL), at a solemn ceremony
which the Secretary-General of the United Nati:,,3, U Thant,
honoured with his presence and at which he said among other
things that in a world which often seems dark and ominous the
']Ibid., 1968. pp. 672-674.
"0 Ibid. 1967. pp. 620"621.
"Ibid., 1968, p. 799.
'1 Gencral Assembly Official Records: Twmenfy.ourth Setion. Supplement No. 30
(A17630), pp. 1-2.
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Treaty of Tltelolco will shine like a beacon; that it surpasses in
the scope of its prohibitions and provisions for control the Treaty
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,' 3 and that the
creation of the zone is fully in accordance with the Purposes and
Principles of the Charter of the United Nations.
43. Third, the obligations that Additional Protocol II of the
'Treaty entails for the nuclear Powers are in substance no more
than the application to a specific or concrete case of the
obligations assumed under the United Nations Charter, since they
are limited to an undertaking to respect "the status of
denuclearization of Latin America in respect of warlike purposes"
and "not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against the
Contracting Parties of the Treaty",' 4
44. The fourth and last example I want to give is this. Three
years have already elapsed since both the Treaty and its Additional
Protocols were opened for signature on 14 February 1967. Of
course we realize only too well that this situation is like that of
the bilateral negotiations between the United States and the Soviet
Union, concerning which I said in my statement of 17 February
that the Committee as such could apparently A-ot intervene, at
least for the present.' I Hewever, as in that case ard for the same
reasons, we believe that the other members of the Committee are
in duty bound to state their opinions on this question and .o urge
the nuclear Powers which are members of our negotiating bcdy to
delay no longer compliance with the appeals repeatedly addressed
to them by the General Assembly in its resolutions.
45. My delegation is convinced that all the resolutions of the
General Assembly command equal respect and that it is not
logical, much less legally justifiable, for each delegation to choose
arbitrarily to cite for the purpose of our debates those resolutions
that suit its own views while feeling free to disregard all the others.
46. In conclusion, I should like to announce to the members of
the Committee that we shall shortly be handing to the Secretariat
a brief addendum bringing up to date the working paper entitled
"Establishment of nuclear-free zones" submitted by us last year
and reproduced as document ENDC/241 of 24 March 1969.
Statement by ACDA Director Smith to the House Foreign Affairs
Committee: Arms Control and Disarmament Act Amendments,
February 26, 1970'
Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am pleased to
have this opportunity, which is my first, to appear before you
Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
SI
' 4 1bid.. 1967. p. 8 3.
I SCCD/PV 449, p. 29.
'Arms Controland DisarmanwntAct Amendmenti. 1970: Hearing Before the Com.
minttee on ForeignAffairs. Ninety-fint Conress. Second Session. pp. 2-5.
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in support of my Agency's requested legislative program. I am
aware of the strong and effective backing given ACDA by this
committee in past years.
My philosophy on arms control could not be better expressed
than in the words of President Nixon in his February 18 report to
Congress on "United States Foreign Policy for the 1970's."
The President said:
There is no area in which we and the Soviet Union-as well as others-have a greater
common interest than in reaching agreement with regard to arms control.
The traditional course of seeking security primarily through military strength raises
several problems in a world of multiplying strateg-! weapons.
Modern technology makes any balance precarious and prompts new efforts at ever
higher levels of complexity.
Such an arms race absorbs resources, talents, and energies.
The more intense the competition, the greater the uncertainty about the other side's
intentions.
The higher the level of armaments, the greater the violence and devastation should
deterrence fail.
For these reasons I decided early in the Administration that we should seek to
maintain our security whenever possible through cooperative efforts with other nations
at the lowest possible level of uncertainty, cost, and potential violefce. 2

As 1tart of this effort, the President has requested an
authorization for ACDA of $17.5 million for the 2-year period of
fiscal years 1971 and 1972. This compares with $18.5 million
authorized by Congress for the expiring 2-year period. Of that
$17.5 million total, $8.3 million is programed for fiscal year 1971
(made up of $6.3 million for program operation and $2 million for
external research and field testing), and $9.2 million will be
requested for fiscal year 1972 (made up of $6.7 million for
program operation and $2.5 million for external research and field
testing).
The planned increase of $0.9 million in fiscal year 1972 over
fiscal year 1971 (consisting of $400,000 more for program
operations, $255,000 more for external research, and $245,000
rwore for field testing), would result in a total level of funding
sonmewhat less than the $9.5 million actually appropriated for
fiscal year 1970.
The prujecte,4 level of funding for program operations in fiscal
year 1972 is a continuation of the level of funding in fiscal year
1971, but provides for such things as mandatory increases in
personnel compensation and benefits, and anticipated new
program requirements arising out of SALT negotiations and the
Geneva Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD).
The projected level of fiscal year 1972 funding for external
research and field testing reflects anticipated requirements growing
out of SALT, and chemical, biological, and conventional arms
control. Projected external research plans for the entire
authorization period are described in our presentation book in
sections beginni:lg on pages 18 and 22. In addition, a table on page
2 i shows planned funding allocations by research category.
'Ante. p. 27.
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The external research program of the Agency has decreased

since fiscai year 1966-from $5.8 to $2.5 million in the planned
fiscal year 1972 budget. During the 2 years of the expiring

authorization (fiscal years 1969 and 1970), the funding for
external research totaled $6.5 million.
Of that amount, approximately $1.8 million was for field
testing and $4.7 million for other external research-a figure well
below the $7 million ceiling imposed by Congress on external
research (other than field testing) in our last authorization.
Despite the uncertainties in anticipated needs within the
proposed authorization period, the total requested amount is, as I
have already noted, less than the amount authorized by Congress
for the expiring authorization period. There are a number of
factors that have contributed to this decrease.
When I assumed the job as Director of the Agency early last
year, we began an assessment of our contract research program in
the light of present and foreseeable requirements. Since its
establishment, the Agency has conducted a research program
designed to support our role in the development of national
policies, to support negotiations, and to contribute to the fund of
knowledge, called for in section 31 of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Act.3
It has contracted with universities, research institutions,
industries, and other gover~rnental agencies to obtain the technical
competence and expertise not available in the Agency. At the
same time, it has carried on a significant amount of in-house
research.
A very substantial basic fund of knowledge has now been
acquired. There will, of course, be a need to continue to
supplement and update that knowledge, a need that will vary with
circumstances. Some of this work can be done in-house; the rest,
for which we do not have appropriate in-house capabilities, will
involve external contracts as in the past.
But we felt it prudent to pause and fully digest what had been
done. This pause is reflected in the programed decrease of our
fiscal year 1971 research budget to $2 million out of a total
budget request of $8.3 million.
Given the current effort we are devoting to SALT and the
promising developments in this area, it might well be asked, why
doesn't the ACDA resea,..h budget go up rather than down?
ACDA has devoted a significant part of its research effort over the
past few years to subjects directly related to SALT, and we
thereby acquired a substantial body of background information
and expert understanding of the central problems.
In addition. I would like to emphasize the governmentwide
effort related to SALT which has greatly facilitated ACDA's SALT
preparations. The extensive resources of other Government
'Documents on Disrmament, 196 1, p. 485.

SMITH STATEMENT, FEBRUARY 26

69

agencies have been brought to bear on this complex subject. For
example, my Agency has been able to tap the internal and external
research capabilities of CIA and DOD in our preparation for
SALT. I would like to note there that in this interagency process
the results of critical research have been and continue to be
exchanged and in a spirit of frankness and cooperation.
We will continue, of course, to devote a substantial amount of
our research funds to SALT related matters, in order to insure that
we continue to have an adequate independent basis for our own
evaluations and judgments. The ACDA research effort combined
with the products available to us from other Government agencies
will provide the necessary background data and analyses for
ACDA's SALT efforts. In short, I believe the authorization
requested would provide adequate funds to meet our research
needs for SALT and other efforts.
We are propc ing an amendment to the Arms Control and
Disarmament Act in our legislative program which will provide for
the uniform compcisation of assistant directors of ACDA.
Section 24 of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act provides
for four assistant directors of the agency to be appointed by the
President and confirmed by the Senate. One of the four has always
been a military officer, detailed to the agency on a reimbursable
basis from one of the armed services, as authorized by subsections
(a) and (c) of section 41 of the act. In filling this position he holds
the grade of vice adm'-al ci lieutenant general.
Level V of the execi,tive salary schedule applies to the four
assistant directors of thte agency. The annual compensation of level
V executives is citrrently $36,000 per antrum. Two of the
inizumbent assistant directors are from the civil s,,vice, another is
a Foreign Service officer, class 1, and the fourth is presently an
Army lieutenant general.
The Foreign SerN'ice officer is paid the full salary of a level V
executive, even though this is substantially in excess of the
compensation of other Foreign Service officers of his class. Thib is
authorized by section 571 (c) of the Foreign Service Act of 1946,
as amended. The military officer detailed from the Army is the
only assistant director who does not currently receive the level V
salary. Special legislative authority is required to pay that salary.
The practice of having a senior military officer serve as head of
our Weapons Evaluation and Control Bureau brings valuable
professional military ex-erience and judgment to the center of our
arms control efforts. and we would like to continue the practice. I
want to get the best officer I can for this job, and I would not
want it in any way to appear as a second class post in our Agency.
The proposed amendment would remove an inequity in the
salary scale of assistant directors. P- redent exists for such
legislation, in positions filled by the n.*t 4iry in both the AEC (42
4

22 USC 96 1 0.
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U.S.C. 2038) and CIA (50 U.SC. 403 (b) ). Another precedent
was the position of Chairman of the Civilian-Military Liaison
Committee in NASA (42 U.S.C. 2474 (d) ), prior to the abolition
of that committee in 1965.
Now I would like to turn briefly to that aspect of our program
operation that relates to negotiations. The expiring authorization
period has probably encompassed more far-reaching arms control
developments than any other period in history. After years of
negotiations, agreement on the Non-Proliferation Treaty was
reached in calendar 1968.' And within the last year, in addition to
the commencement of SALT, the United States signed the
Non-Proliferation Treaty instrument of ratification, announced
new policies on chemical and biological arms control; and adopted
new approaches which make it likely that we will soon be able to
conclude a multilateral treaty to keep the nuclear arms race from
spreading to the seabeds.
SALT will resume in Vienna on April 16. If both sides continue
in the same serious businesslike manner reflected in the
preliminary Helsinki talks, the prospects for achieving some
constraints on strategic arms competition appear brighter than
they have in the past.
Strategic arms control is an extremely complex subject;
meaningful agreements to curb strategic arms ,:ompetition will not
be easily achieved. However, we believe it may be possible to reach
agreements which would be in our mutual security interest. Our
efforts will be directed toward reaching such agreements qs soon as
possible.
In the multilateral search for effective arms control measures,
the United Nations will continue to play an important role.
Because of the inherent difficulties of working out arms control
agreements in such a large forum, however, the United States and
U.S.S.R. found it useful to establish conference machinery linked
to, but not a part of, the United Nations.
This machinery, which had its start in the Ten-Nation
Disarmament Committee, evolved into the Eighteen-Nation
Disarmament Committee (ENDC), and is now the Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament (CCD). Additional cotitries were
brought into the CCD in 1969 through an enlargement of the
Committee from 18 to 26 members.
The site for the discussions is Geneva where, since. 1962, the
United States and the U.S.S.R. have cochaired the Conference.
The United States believes this body will continue to play an
essential role in reaching multilateral arms control agreements.
Completion of the seabeds arms control treaty, chemical and
biological arms control, and the question of a complete ban on the
testing of nuclear weapons are likely to be the most prominent
issues under discussion at the CCL. during 1970. Prospects for
SDocuments o.i Disarmament. 1968. pp. 461-465.
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these negotiations are treated more fully in the presentation book
prepared for The Committee's use.
Mr. Chairman, the agency has had the privilege on several
occasions of briefing this committee on SALT. The committee has
also been kept apprised of other negotiating developments in the
arms control field. I would like to close by saying that I appreciate
the committee's help in the pursuit of our countiy's arms control
objectives. We hope that we can continue to merit your support
and I respectfully request that committee to approve our current
legislative program.
Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical and
Bacteriological Weapons, March 3, 19701
Among the disarmament measures under consideration by our
Committee is the question of banning the production and
stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons.
Speaking here on 18 February, the representative of Sweden, Mrs.
Myrdal, called this "our most urgent task". 2 The representative of
Mexico, Mr. Garcia Robles, in his statement at the first meeting of
this session, called upon the Committee to submit to the next
session of the General Assembly a draft convention prohibiting the
development, production and stockpiling of all types of chemical
and bacteriological weapons and providing for the destruction or
the diversion to peaceful purposes of existing stockpiles of those
weapons of mass destructio-I.
45. One cannot but share that view and that concern. A
solution to the problem of the complete prohibition and destruction of chemical and bacteriological weapons would be of
immense importance, from the standpoint both of saving mankind
from the horrors of a war in which chemical and bacteriological
weapons were used, and of advancing the cause of disarmament as
a whole. In its statement of 17 February the Soviet delegation
pointed out that the conclusion of such a convention between the
States of the world was an important and urgent measure.4 The
reason for this is primarily that, despite widespread condemnation
of chemical and bacteriological agents of warfare, a number of
countries are still actively engaged in the development and
production of such weapons and their stockpiles are growing to
threatening proportions, which makes the ise of such weapons in
military conflicts more and more probable. Furthermore, it should
be borne in mind that chemical and bacteriological weapons have
'CCD/PV, 454, op. 17-25.
450. p. 17.
'CCD/PV. 449, pp. 25 ff.

1 CCD/PV.

4Ante. pp. 14-16.
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now been created the use of which could cause incalculable harm
to human beings.
46. Well-known cases of the use of poisonous substances have
caused deep anxiety and the justified indignation of all mankind.
Whatever kind of chemical agents were used, whether they were
lethal or irritant, tear gases or defoliants, in the final analysis all of
them were directed against human beings, combatants and
peaceful civilians alike. The tdrget of chemical awid bacteriological
weapons is man. And this, above all, constitute'i the exceptionally
dangerous feature of these weapons, which insistently poses the
question of the need for their speedy eliminýAion from the arsenals
of States.
47. The very fact that such weapons exist and continue to be
developed breeds mistrust in relations between States and aggravates the international situation. Attention has been drawn to this
fact, in particular, by the authors of the report recently published
by the World Health Organization on chemical and biological
weapons, to which the representative of Bulgaria, Mr. Christov, has
just referred. The document states, among other matters"The ... reciprocal fears between nations might contribute in turn to a proliferation of
chemical and biological weapons and an accelerated arms race, resulting in vastly
increased danger of accidental or deliberate release of chemical and biological agents.
...As long as chemical and biological research directed specifically to military use is
continued, it will be considered necessary by some countfies to continue research
towards detection of and protection against such agents. This research could in itself
point to agents more destructive than those now existing. In view of the power of
existing agents in conditions favourable to their use a. I the possibility of developing
new and even more dangerous weapons, it is imperative to find ways of abolishing any
presumed need for this militarily orientated research as soon as possible-,

48. The demand for measures aimed at the complete elimination of chemicai and bacteriological agents of warfare from the life
of the human community has now become universal. Governments, politicians, people of different views and convictions and
world-famous scientists are insisting on it. Last September a group
of Soviet scientists working in the field of medicine stated:
We, Soviet physicians, appeal with a firm hope that our joint efforts, supported by all
who cherish the peace and happiness of future generations, will be able to save mankid.d
from the threat of chemical and bacteriological war.... It is our duty to ensure that the
United Nations adopts urgent measures prohibiting the development, production and
stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological weapons.*

49. The prohibition of the production and stockpiling of
chemical and bacteriological weapons and their destruction is a
timely step which will undoubtedly meet with the approval of
world public opinion. That prohibition will be the next logical act
after the Geneva Protocol of 1925, prohibiting the use in war of
chemical weapons and bacteriological agents, 7 and will eliminate
for ever one of the dangerous types of weapons of mass destruction.
' World llealth Organization, Health Aspects of Chemicaland Biological Weapons: Report of a WHO Group of Consultants (Geneva, 1970), p. 20.
"P*avda. Sept. 13, 1969, p. 4.
'Documents on Disarmament. 1969. pp. 764-765.
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50. In its resolution 2603 B (XXIV) the General Assembly
requested the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament tc
give urgent consideration to reaching agreement on prohibition of
the development, production and stockpiling of cbemical and
bacteriological (biological) weapons and on their destruction. 8
Thus the Committee on Disarmament now has before it an
absolutely concrete and definite practical task - that of reaching
agreement on the text of a corresponding international convention. The fulfilment Gf that task is facilitated to a considerable
extent by the fact that, on the initiative of the socialist countries,
the question of the complete prohibition of chemical and
bacteriological weapons was discussed in detail at the last session
of the. General Assembly. Many delegations expressed their views
on this problem and stated in particular what in their view the
contents of such a convention should be. The course of the
discussion- at the General Assembly and its results enable important conclusion,; to be drawn in thi&* regard.
51. One of these conclusions is t- at the majority of States agree
with the approach proposed by the socialist States: namely the
need for a simultaneous prohibition of both chemical and
bacteriological weapons. That point of view was expressed in
particular by the rep-esentatives of India, Nigeria, Brazil, Japan
and a number of other States. Thus the representative of India,
Mr. Husain, speaking at the twenty-fourth session of the General
Assembly, said:
It is the firm view of the Indian delegation that both types of weapons should be dealt
with together or simultaneously .... I
... we share the view expressed by a number of delegations that the General
Assembly should ask the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to give urgent
consideration to the conclusion of ai ar•reement on the prohibition of the development,
production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological tbiological) weapons, and on
the elimination of existing stocks of such weapons, taking into account the need for
both weapons to be dealt with simultaneously. ,

52. In supporting such an approach in this matter, the
representative of Japan recalled the view expressed earlier by
Japan in the Committee oil Disarmament that "'chemical and
biological weapons have much in common and should be banned
all together."' '
53. The representative of Brazil, Mr. de Araujo Castro, noted in
his statement Zt the twenty-fourth session of the General
Assembly regarding the United Kingdom proposal to ban at first
only bacteriological weapons, thitThe org',mcnts for that procedure put forth by the British delegation in Geneva and in
New 'ork hnve not been convincing enough to rally a sig ificant number of' stapporters.
Both risethodls of wwfarc, chcmical and bacteriologi;al, have traditionally been
considered in the same context, as, for instance, in the Geneva Protocol of 1925.' 2
'Ibid., pp. 717-719.
YA/C. IIPV. 1706, pp. 19-20.
'!bid.. p. 22.
''A/C. I/PV. 1697, pp. 53-55.
'2 AIC. !/PV. 1692. p. 21
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In resolutions 2603 A and B (XXIV), which were adopted at the
last session of the General Assembly, the question of chemical and
bacteriological weapons is in point of fact also considered not
separately but as" a single problem.' 3 As is well known, many
delegations in the Committee on Disarmament have expressed
themselves, also at its present session, in favour of a joint approach
to consideration of the problem of cnemical and bacteriological
weapons. The representative of the United Arab Republic, Mr.
Khallaf, said in his statement of 24 February:
As regards the draft convention submitted by the nine socialist countries, we are
gratified to aote that it is comprehensive inasmfich as it deals with both chemical and

biological weapons. This conforms to our basict position on the subject, which favours
the treatment of these weapons simultaneously. 4

54. In our view, such an approach to the problem of chemical

and bacteriological weapons is a natural and logical one. It is
justified from every point of view - scientific, military, political
and practical. Despite certain differences in the very nature of
chemical and bacteriological weapons, science at times has
difficulty in determining exactly to which of these two types a
particular variety should be assigned. For instance, one of the
most dangerous varieties of such w-capons-toxins-can be produced only with the help of living organisms-bacteria-and
can therefore be assigned to bacteriological weapons. Their
production is the production at the same time of both bacteriological and chemical weapons.
55. Traditionally science has always treated chc;-Aiical and
ba cteriological weapons as a single problem. That is precisely how
it is considered in the well-known report of the United Nations
Secretary-General prepared by outstanding scientists from fourteen countries, and in the World Health Organization's report to
which I have already referred.'s
56. On the military level these types of weapons are also close
together. The characteristic feature of chemical and bacteriological
agents, namely that they act exclusively on living tissue, is an
argument in favour of dealing with them together as weapons of
the same type. The ways of using chemical and bacteriological
agent,; and the methods of their delivery are largely similar. Both
types of these weapons can be used both on the tactical and on
the strategic level.
57. Politically, chemical and bacteriological weapons are also
treated as one problem. The decisions that have been adopted on
this problem cover both types of weapons simultaneously. The
Geneva Plrotocol of 1925 deals with both these methods of
warfare, and it would be unjustified to show a different approach
to the problem of the comiplete prohibitirin of chemical and
bacteriological weapons.
S....
on DisarmaPn,.w 1969. pp. 716-719.
,ments

14

CC~i/PV. 452. p. 18.
Documents on Disarmement, 1969, pp. 264-298.

ROSHCHIN STATEMENT, MARCH 3

75

58. Prohibition of the development, manufacture and stockpiling of only oie type of those weapons-for instance, bacteriological weapons-would have a negative effect also in the sense
that it might be construed as meaning that the other type, chemical
weapons, was less dangerous and that its development, production
and stockpiling would, as it were, be permissible. Moreover, such a
solution to the problem-the prohibition of bacteriological weapons
only-might even to some extent stimulate the development of
chemical weapons in those countries which are the advocates of their
use and which would thus obtain a basis in international law for
intensifying the production of those weapons. At the last session of
the General Assembly attention was drawn to this fact, in particular,
by the representative of Pakistan, who said:
Further, by separating biological weapons from chemical weapons one may be led to the
unwarranted interpretation that the use of (he chemical weapons is perhaps not so
condemnable as that of biological weapons."

The Soviet delegation believes that those are precisely the
consequences to which the proposal made by the United Kingdom
in its draft convention to ban only bacteriological methods of
warfare,1 7 and supported in this Committee by the delegations of
the United States of America, Italy and Canada, might lead.
59. In the course of the General Assembly's debate on the
question of concluding a convention on the complete prohibition
of chemical and bacteriological methods of warfare, a number of
States showed considerable interest in the question of ensuring the
fulfilment by the parties to it of the obligations laid down in such
a convention-the question of control. Many representatives drew
attention in this connexion to the special nature of chemical and
bacteriological weapons, the production of which is closely and
specifically linked to the production of chemical and Uacteriological substances for peaceful purposes. For this reason verification in the form, for instance, of control posts, the dispatch of
on-site inspection groups and so on would be simply impossible
from the practical point of view since, as several representatives at
the General Assembly pointed out, it would be necessary to have
controllers in almost every laboratory.
60. The discussion on the problem of chemical and bacteriological weapons at the last session of the General Assembly
provided an opportunity of ascertaining the views of many States
concerning the approach to be adopted in drawing up a conventioni prohibiting the production and stockpiling of chemical
and bacteriological weapons, and concerning the provisions that
should form the basis of its content. In our view, the draft
convention on the prohibition of the development, production
and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological (biological)
weapons and on the destruction of such weapons put forward by
the delegations of nine socialist countries, namely Bulgaria, the
,6A C.I/PV. 1707,p. Ii.
1lDocuments on Disarmament, 1969. pp. 431
ff.
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Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Czechoslovakia, Hungary,
Mongolia, Poland, Romania, the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, at the twentyfourth session of the General Assembly' 8 most broadly reflects the
views of States regarding the content of an agreement on the Complete
elimination of chemical and bacteriological methods of warfare.
61. Permit me to make a few comments on the most important
provisions of that document. The key articles of the draft
convention are the first three. Articles 1 and 2 stipulate
respectively that States parties to the convention undertake not to
develop, produce, stockpile ur otherwise acquire chemical and
bacteriological (biological) weapons, and to destroy or to divert to
peaceful uses all previously accumulated chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons in their possession. Provision is made
for the diversion to peaceful uses of those types of chemical and
bacteriological substances which could be used both for military
and for peaceful purposes. Thus the implementation of those
articles of the convention would in itself already signify a radical
solution of the problem of chemical and bacteriological weapons
ano the complete exclusion of those weapons from the life of the
human community.
62 ,rticles 1 and 2 are also strengthened by the provisions of
article 3 under which the parties to the convention undertake not
to assist, encourage or induce any particular State, group of States
or international organizations to develop, produce or otherwise
acquire and stockpile chemical and bacteriological (biological)
weapons.
63. Articles 4, 5 and 6 of the draft convention are also of great
importance and I should like to say something about them
separately.
64. Article 4 stipulates that each State party to the convention
shall be internationally responsible for compliance with its
provisions by the citizens and undertakings of its country. Under
article 5 the States parties to the convention undertake to take as
soon as possible the necessary legislative and administrative
measures in their countries to prohibit the development, production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological (biological)
weapons and to provide for their destruction. The application of
this article of the convention will bs. one of the ways of
guaranteeing the implementation of this agreement and of
achieving the aim of the complete prohibition and elimination of
chemical and bacteriological agents of warfare.
65. We have already drawn attention to the view expressed by
many representatives at the General Assembly that the establishment of any system of verification or control to sceL ain whether
or not chemical and bacteriological weapons are being produced in
any particular country iE an extremely complicated matter and
"IbSd.. pp.

4 5 5-4 57.
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unfeasible in practice, bearing in mind the specific features of
chemical and bacteriological substances, the production process of
which for peaceful purposes does not differ essentially from the
process of their production for military requirements. The
government of each State party to the convention will guarantee,
bearing in mind its international responsibility in this regard, that
no industrial enterprise and no citizen of that country is engaged
in the development' and production of chemical and bacttriological weapons and, it goes without saying, that no stockpiles of
such weapons are being created in the military arsenals of that

country.
66. Also directly related to articles 4 and 5 is article 6 of the
convention, which states that the States parties to the convention
undertake to consult one another and to co-operate in solving any
problems which may arise in the application of the provisions of
the convention. Article 6 leaves the States parties to the
convention free to determine the principles ar d the scope of such
consultations and co-operation, depending or, the requirements
that may arise in the course of implementing tOLe convention. The
consultations provided for in article 6 will enable the States, in a
spirit of harmony, to settle any doubts that may arise in regard to
the implementation of the terms of the convention. This is one of
the provisions designed to unake the convention an effective
international agreement.
67. The combination of three articles of the conventionarticles 4, 5 and 6-is intended to ensure the observance of the
convention by the parties thereto. These articles, we believe, meet
the view expressed by a number of delegations at the General
Assembly that it .s necessary to ensure strict compliance by the
States parties with the terms of a convention on the prohibition of
the development, production and stockpiling of chemical and
bacteriological (biological) wea.pons and on the destruction of
such weapons.
68. We listened with great interest to the statemert made by
the representative of Poland, Mr. Natorf, on 24 February in which
he informed the Conference that a group of Polish experts had
prepared a proposal dealing with the problem of safeguards, and
that after consultation with the other sponsors of the draft treaty
the Polish delegation would introduce this document when the
Committee tackles the substance of the problem.'' In this
connexion the Soviet side declares that it is prepared to co-operate
with the Polish and other delegations in the search for the most
acceptable and effective solution of the problems relating to the
complete prohibition and elimination of chemical and bacteriological weapons.
69. On the whole the draft convention proposed by the
socialist countries is, in the opinion of the Soviet delegation, a
""CCD/PV

451-963 0
o-71-7

4 52,

p. 9.
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document which can serve as a basis for work to ensure a positive
solution to the problem of reachipfg agreement on an international
convention banning the developm.ent, production and stockpiling
of chemical and bacteriological (b_ýological) weapons and providing
for their destruction. It is precisely in this way that the Committee
would be able in a fairly short time to prepare the text of an
international convention which wouid finally solve the problem of
chemical and bacteriological weapons and completely exclude
them from the life of the con-munity.
70. The delegation of the Soviet Union, like the delegations of
the other socialist countries co-sponsors of this draft convention,
trusts that it will be the subject of an all-round and businesslike
discussion and that the mcmbers of the Comm!1tee will display a
sincere desire to reach a speedy agreement on tAis question. Only
such an approach will enable us to ensure success in our work.
Statement by President Nixon on the Entry Into Force of the
Treaty on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapln8, March 5,
1970'
Mr. Secretary. Your Excellencies, the members of the Diplomatic Corps, members of the Senate and the House, and our
distinguished guests:
With the completion of this ceremony this Treaty is now in
force and has become the law of the land.
Mr. Secretary, I would like to be permitted something beyond
that formal statement which puts the Treaty in force.
I feel that on an occasion like this, an historic occasion, it is
well to pay tribute to some of those, both in our Government and
in other Governments, who have been responsible for the success
in negotiating this Treaty.
First, in our own Government, I should point out that the
Treaty spans three Administrations-the Kennedy Administration,
the Johnson Administration, and its completion in this Administration.
It was primarily negotiated during the Johnson Administration.
And we very much regret that he was unable to attend this
ceremony due to an illness, which I understand will certainly be
temporary. We trust that, if he is looking on television, he has seen
this ceremony and the culmination of what, I know, was one of
his major objectives during his Administration, the ratification of
the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation ot Nuclear Weapons.
Having spoken of President Johnson and his Administration, 1
think it is also appropriate to speak of the negotiating team.
1S/9701,
pp. 461-465.

Mar. 12, 1970. The treaty appears in Documents on Disarmament, 1968,
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Seated at this table is William C. Foster. In speaking of him, I
speak of all the men who worked with him.
I can speak with some experience in that respect. I remember
two occasions when I was in Geneva-when I was out of office
with no influence in the Administration in Washington and very
little influence in my own Party-Mr. Foster felt so strongly about
this Treaty that he took much of his time to explain it and also to
present the facts in an effective way as to why the Treaty was in
the best interest of the United States, as well as the other nations
involved. In other words, what was involved here was not only negotiation on his part and on that of the other members of his team,
but a very effective and necessary programme of education.
And for that long and at times very frustrating, and at times
almost, it seemed, impossible task, we can congratulate him and all
th; members of the Diplomatic Corps who worked as he did for
that Treaty.
And on this occasion, too, I wish to pay respect to the members
of the House and the Senate that are here.
This Treaty indicates the continuity of American foreign policy
in its search for a just peace, and it also indicates its bipartisan
character, because without bipartisan support in the Senate, where
the Treaty received the consent of the Senate, and bipartisan
tupport in the House as well, this Treaty could not go into effect
as it has today.
And, finally, I wish to pay tribute and express appreciation to
all the representatives of the other Governments that are present
here toay.
The fact that so many Governments have brought this Treaty
into effect is an indication of the immense desire that exists
among all people in the world tc reduce the danger of war and to
find a way peacefully to settle our differences.
This is indeed an historic occasion. As I sit here today, I only
hope that those of us who were fortunate enough to be present
will look back one day and see that this was the first milestone on
a road which led to reducing the danger of nuclear war and on a
road which led to lasting peace among nations.
This milestone, as has alr-ady been indicated, results in
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons to the extcit that the
nations participating in this ceremony and which nave ratified the
Treaty have indicated.
The next milestone, we trust, will be the limitation of nuclear
weapons, the historic strategic arms limitation talks which will
enter their second phase on 15 April in Vienna. And we note the
fact that when Prime Minister Kosygin signed the Treaty in
Moscow today, reference was made to those talks.
We trust that on 15 April the climate foi progress in those talks
will be good and that we can at some time in the future look
forward to a ceremony in which we note the ratification of that
historic Treaty.
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And then finally, of course, we trust that the third milestone
will be continued progress in reducing the political tensions, the
differences between Governments which make it necessary for us
to consider that we must maintain armed forces to the degree that
we maintain them.
This is the work of all of us, the work of the diplomats, the
work of the men of peace, and all of us I think can be so described
today.
And so, Mr. Secretary, on this historic occasion, let us trust that
we will look back and say that this was ope of the first and major
steps in that process in which the nations of the world moved
from a period of confrontition to a period of negotiation and a
p.*riod of lasting peace.
Statement by Premier Kosygin on the Entry Into Force of the
Treaty on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, March 5,
19701
We are participants in an event of great international significance. Today the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons enters into force. Allow me to express, at the behest of
the Soviet Government, our deep satisfaction at this event.
From the moment when nuclear weapons were first produced
the policy of the Soviet Union has unswervingly been directed
towards saving mankind from the threat of nuclear war. The
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons is an
important step towards the attainment of that goal, for it creates a
definite barrier to the further p'roliferation of the dangerous means
of mass destruction corstituted by such weapons.
In accordance with the basic provisions of the Treaty, the
nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty undertake not to
transfer such weapons to any recipient whatsoever directly or
indirectly and not to assist in their manufacture or acquisition.
Non-nuclear weapoi- States, for their part, undertake not to
manufacture or acquire such weapons.
This Treaty has won wide international acceptance. It has been
signed by almost 100 States. Now, with the entry into force of the
Treaty, tLt," obligation to refrain from spreading nuclear weapons
becomes one of che most important norms of international law, a
norm which even those States that are not parties to the Treaty
will be unable to ignore. They too will bear responsibility for
determining whether a limit to the proliferation of nuclear
weapons is to be established.
The Sov,et Union as a Party to the Treaty seeks no unilateral
advantagcs for itself. We are guided above all by the desire to
guarantee the security of the peoples and enable them to lead a
S/9684, Mar. 9, 1970. The treaty appears in Documentlson DiMnm'nt, 1968. pp.
461 465.
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peaceful life, and, in addition, to save succeeding generations from
the scourge of war. It is precisely in the interests of achieving that
lofty purpose that the Treaty should prevent the spread of
death-dealing nuclear weapons over the earth. At the same time,
the benefits of peaceful applications of nuclear technology should
be available for peaceful purposes to all States Parties to the
Treaty.
The entry into force of the Non-Proliferation Treaty confronts
the Parties to it with serious tasks. First of all, there is the
question of control. Control must be reliable and must be effected
within the periods established by the Treaty.
The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons does
not, of course, eliminate nuclear weapons themselves. Accordingly, it is now of the greatest importance that the nuclear Powers,
and all other countries, should do everything in their power to
bring about the cessation of the nuclear arms race and achieve
progress in the matter of general and complete disarmament. This
is a:n urgent necessity in the interests of improving the international situation.
The Soviet Union and other socialist countries deem it essential
to advance still further along that path and they call upon all
States to show goodwill and readiness actually to set about the
task of achieving genuine disarmament. For our part, we are
making persistent efforts, in the Geneva Disarmament Committee
and elsewhere, to reach agreement on the cessation of the arms
race, particularly with respect to missiles and nuclear weapons,
and to bring about the drafting of a treaty on general and
complete disarmament. The representative of the Soviet Union in
the Geneva Committee has instructions from the Soviet Government to work for the conclusion in tCe very near future of a
conwention on the prohibition of the development, production
and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological weapons and on
the destruction of such weapons and of a treaty on the prohibition
of the emplacement of nuclear weapons and other weapons of
mass destruction on the sea-bed and the ocean floor.
The Soviet Government attaches great importance to the
dialogue with the United States which began at the end of last
year on limiting the strategic arms race. We are now making very
serious preparations for the negotiations on this matter which are
to begin at Vienna in April of this year. The outcome of the
negotiations will depend, of course, on the goodwill of both sides.
In conclusion, let me express confidence that the deposit today
by the Soviet Union, the United States and othe" States of
instruments of ratification enabling the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons to enter into force will be conducive
to the Treaty's acquiring a general, truly universal character. This
is an important and a necessary Treaty which meets the interests
of all States and all peoples.
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Statement by Prime Minister Wilson on the Entry Into Force of
the Treaty on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, March
5, 1970'
Some eighteen months ago, when the Treaty oln the NonProliferation of Nuclear Weapons was opened for signature in
Moscow, in Washington and London, 1 described this Treaty as the
most important measure of arms control and disarmament on
which agreement had yet been reached. At that historic moment
we set the seal of success on nearly seven years of negotiations.
Our signatures were a token of our confidence that the community of nations would agree that this was the road of wisdom.
There have beer. some who doubted whether there would ever
be enough support to bring the Treaty into force. Whenever any
great endeavour is set afoot there are always doubters. In this case
there may have been more than usual because the Treaty needed
ratification by forty-three States, about a third of the international community.
Over the months we have watched as the number of signatures
and ratifications of the Treatv steadily mounted; Britain ratified
the Treaty in the autumn of 1 68. Today we have witnessed the
culmination of the process, the deposit of sufficient instruments
of ratification to bring the Treaty into force. This ceremony, in
which the distinguished representatives of our fellow depositary
Governments, the Ambassadors of the Soviet Union and the
United States, are taking part, therefore constitutes a momentous
step. It is being matched today by similar ceremonies in Moscow
and Washington which are being attended by Chairman Kosygin
and President Ni-xon.
But in our pleasure in reaching this historic milestone, let us
recognize that much still remains to be done. We know that there
are two forms of proliferation, vertical as well as horizontal. The
countries whieh do not possess nuclear weapons and which are
now undertaking an obligation never to possess them, have the
iight to expect that the nuclear-weapon States will fulfil their part
of the bargain. We are confident that the American and Russian
negotiators will bear ihis obligatiol in mind when they get down
again next month to the complex discussions orn the limitation of
strategic arms. which may well themselves in turn prove the most
important arms control nogotiations undertaken since the last
Worlk War.
Let us remember dmat, although the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuaclear Weapons comes into force today, there are
4•ill a number of States which have not yet adhered to the Treaty.
We hope that these ceremonies in the capitals of the three
depositary Governments will encourage those States to overcome
'A/796%,
Mar. ,3, 1970. The treaty appears in Documents on DtrwnvMent, 1968,
pp. 461-465.
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their present hesitations and to recognize that this Treaty offers to
them individually and to mankind in general the best hope of
avoiding nuclear war.
Finally, I should like to pay on behalf of all of us a tribute to
the dedicated teamwork which has brought us to this point. I am
thinking particularly of the distinguished members of the
Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament in Geneva who
worked with dedication and courage for so many years to lay the
foundation for this Treaty. And as I am speaking in London, may
I specizlly mention our own Ministers for disarmament over this
period, Lord Chalfont and Mr. Mulley. The work of this
Committee shows us how goodwill and common sense and
statesmanship can triumph, whatever the political differences that
separate the nations. This is perhaps the most significant and
encouraging aspect of all, and augurs well for international
relations in the 1970s.
This is a historic occasion. It is not an end but a beginning. Now
the challenge to humanity is what we can do to build on the
achievement we are celebrating today.
Statement by the Swedish Representative (Myrdal) to the Conference of the Committee on Diarmament: Chemical and Biological Weapons, March 12, 1970'
Today I intend to deal with the subject which many delegations
which have spoken so far have characterized as the most urgent
one on our agenda, the question of chemical and biological
.veapons. This Committee is under a mandate from the General
-.osembly of the United Nations to try to reach agreement on
further prohibitions in this field. The mandate is comprehensive:
...
to submit a report on progress on all aspects of the problem of the limination of
chemical and bacteriologica' (biological) weapons to the General Assembly at its
twenty-fifth session.2

29. Before turning to what is the main theme of my intervention, namely the possibility of further prohibitions on production,
stockpiling, etc., of these weapons, I feel compelled to deal for a
moment with the already-existing prohibition of the use of
chemical and biological agents in international armed conflicts.
The reason is the public statement made by the British Government recently on their interpretation o& the Geneva Protocol of
1925,' a statement which was referred to at some length by ti-,l
representative of the United Kingdom, Lord Chalfont, in his
interventioi, on 19 February. At the end of this part of his
'CCD/PV. 457, pp. 14-23.
'Documents on Disrniament, 1969, pp. 717-719.
'Ibid., pp. 764-76'.
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statement Lord Chalfont said... that the Committee wou!d be doing itself a disservice if it devoted time and attention
to seeking to outlaw a substance like CS at the expense of concentrating on the whole
range of lethal weapons of war in national arsenals.4

30. This will of course not happen, as the use in war of
CS-which is a tear gas, whatever other names you attach to it-is
alrezdy prohibited under the geiierally-recognized rules of
M.ternational law as embodied in the Geneva Protocol. The relevant
factor in connexion with the prohibition of the use in war of a
substance like CS is certainly not its physical appearance as smoke
but its physiological effects on man. The tear gasc , are intended to
affect an adversary directly, whereas smoke-the use of which in
warfare is not prohibited by international a1w-is a substance
intended mainly for hiding, that is for protecting oneself.
31. It is somewhat disconcerting, moreover, to hear the
distinction "letha!"-"non-lethal" being introduced again. The
Geneva Protocol makes no such distinction; and solid reasons have
been offered why all these means should be considered in one
spectrum, reasons which we have heard reiterated today by the
representative of India and which have been well known and valid
since the 1920s. That the vast majority of parties to the Geneva
Protocol interpret the existing legal situation as constituting a
total ban on chemical and bacteriological warfare was made quite
clear by the vote in the General Assembly on resolution 2603 A
(XXIV) and the debate in the First Committce which preceded
that vote. 5 No party to the Geneva Protocol had then or earlier
sought to change its scope. Existing reservations concern only its
applicability to first use and to non-parties.
32. What has since happened is a change in the position of one
party to the Protocol, the British Government, purporting to
establish a unilateral reinterpretation of the scope of the existing
prohibition. However, no formal reservation or proposal for an
amendment to the Protocol has so far been made by the British or
any other Government party to the Treaty; if it were, other parties
would probably feel compelled to react formally. The United
Kingdom statement is most regrettable. It is particularly so since it
comes from a Government which in the past as well as in the
present has shown such positive interest in getting ahead with
further arms-regulation measures in the field of biological and
chemical warfare.
33. 1 will now turn to the main subject of this intervention: the further prohibit ions-- on development, production,
stockpiling, etc.- that we should seek in connexion with chemical
and biological weapons. When applying our energy and ingenuity
to this task it is, I submit, useless to argue in an nbstract way for
or against simultaneous treatment of both chemical and biological
4Ante, p. 39.
'Documents on Disarnwrnw,:. 1969, pp 716-717.
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means of warfare. This leads either to exercises like those of the
theological hairsplitting in the Middle Ages, or to a strict division
of supporters along traditional poiitical lines.
34. The most sensible way to embark on our task to try to
arrive at further prohibitory measures would seem to me to bo,
instead, first to analyse from i substantive point of view how far it
is feasible to treat chemical and biological weapons together or to
what extent it is necessary to give tlhem separate treatment. From
such an analysis we shall be able to conclude, without any
difference of opinion, whether we need to frame the prohibitions
in one or two, or more treatiei, or whether we might perhaps have
one over-all convention with separate treatment of some types of
chemical and biological warfare agents in sepaxate articles. We
should, after such an analysis, be able to utilize to the utmost
the constructive efforts which have already been made, as
evidenced by the two available draft conventions, the British one,6
and that put forward in the United Nations by nine socialist
delegations.'7
35. The former deals only with biological weapons, as we
know. We must therefore examine if, and how, it could be applied
to chemical weapons. It also seeks to include a prohibition against
the use of bhcteriological means of warfare, thus duplicating the
Geneva Protocol-an unnecessary •aid perhaps, because it is
confined to biological weapons, yven a risky undertaking. On the
otlher hand, the draft submitted by the socialist delegations which,
without taking up again the question of uc., seeks to deal with
chemical and biologit.Q! weapons simultaneously is rather general.
A number of technical problems involved will make their
appearance when we study it further.
36. When attempting to compare chen'ical and biological
weapons as to common or particular characteristics we must
perforce look for such possible differences as may be of relevance
in connexion with a future treaty. From a purely material point of
view many agents that can be used for warfare purposes have, of
course, specific qualities. We should concentrate, however, on
those differenices which are relevant in our efforts at seeking
further compreheasive prohibitions, or which may give rise to
different claims on the needs for verification. The underlying
overali reason for this search fcr relevant distinctions is that any
treaty language lis, to be made quite concrete and spell out clearly
tile obligations called for.
37. Although an agreement about further prohibitions may
only have to refer, as the United Nations resolution does, to
certain activities, such as acquisition, stockpiling and destruction
of chemical 1.nd biological weapons, I intend to make a rapid
survey of the longer sefiis of activities, starting with research and
Ibid. pp. 431 ff
1T,5W., pp. 455-457.
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including, for instance, transfers and testing, in order to try to
pinpoint where similarities or dissimilarities of substances call for
special considerations. This matter is a little complicated and I
have asked for my statement to be circulated quite early so that
the members of the Committee may follow it more easily.
38. In regard to research, there is one marked common feature
which will persist for the future, namely that many of the agents
which can be used as a base for chemical and biological weapons
are among those which are and will continue to be the object of
basic research for various peaceful purposes. Thus, in the case of
biological agents, research will be needed for gaining ever more
knowledge of the origin of the diseases they cause and the
contagion risks, as well as fcr the development of protective
devices, particularly vaccines. In regard to chemical agents there is
the same kind of dcmand for knowledge for producing protective
measures, but also--in regard to certain categories-for the
development of positively useful drugs, insecticides, herbicides,
etc.
39. However, we must seek to establish the points at which
such perfectly legitimate research may deviate into development
with the aim of constructing means of warfare. The scope of a
research project would then have to be redefined and the
laboratory facilities specialized if the aim were to construct
weapons. If so intended, the laboratories would need special
equipment such as chambers for studying aerosols and safety
devices for handling extremely toxic substances or highly infectious micro-organisms. From a technical *point of view the
difference between peaceful purposes and those connected with
weapons manufacture should be quite clear. The scientific agencies
responsible for research must obviously well know where the line
goes, that is where research for peaceful purposes passes into
research aiming at constructing warfare agents. It is also most
interesting to observe the mounting concern among scientists and
technical workers with the ethical problem they face in connexion
with this latter type of chemical and biological research.
40. From a verification point of view it is necessary to state
that, unless told that some laboratories were used for military
purposes, one would be unlikely to be able to tell them apart from
well-equipped laboratories for 5tdying, for instance, air pollution,
drugs or vaccines. While the research facilities themselves thus
offer few and uncertain possibilities of monitoring from the
outside the purposes they serve, whether peaceful uses or not,
some pertinent information can now be culled from open
scientific publications. Te facilitate verification or to express it
positively, to allay suspicions as to possible chemical and
biological warfare research, great emphasis must be laid on open
infonnation. Where research is listed as "classified", particularly
by a government agency or ur-dr a government contract,
suspicion is easily aroused, of course. I think it can thus be said of

MYRDAL STATEMENT, MARCH 12

87

research that work on chemical and biological agents shows the
same general features. Research with regard to both these types of
agents will most probably have to be exempted from prohibition
as well as from obligatory verification.
41. But in regard to development work on weapons ready for
application in war, the situation is somewhat different. Although
much less is known, it is evident from the Secretary-General's
report of last year on chemical and bacteriological (biological)
mr-lns of warfare8 that comprehensive work has been performed
in several countries to develop warfare agents and also devices for
the dissemination of those agents. This work includes preparing
instructions and manuals as well as performing regular training in
handling chemical and biological weapons for warfare purposes.
Such development work, as well as training, could be prohibited
unconditionally. Again, although the forms of devices will vary in
many ways, the prohibition of such development work may well
be dealt with in one comprehensive treaty. Only with regard to the
verification aspect may such differences exist as would call for
separate treatment. That question is closely related to the aspect
of production of chemical and biological agents, to which I will
return shortly.
42. Testing is another activity which has to be considered.
Because of the secrecy and the dangerous nature of such trials,
particularly when undertaken in respect of possible use in aerosol
attacks, testing will have to take place in remote areas and at
comparatively large testing sites containing a number- of technical
facilities and safety arrangements. It would seem to be possible to
prohibit simultaneously the testing of chemicai and biological
warfare agents. For the purpose of verification come useful leads
might be derived from surveillance of the site of and -the security
arrangements for testing areas; while in order to provide more
conclusive evidence different techniques for various chemical and
biological means of warfare might have tco be foreseen,
43. Production of chemical and biological means of warfare is
of course the main activity at which international prohibitions
have to be direct.'d. Here the problems become more complex.
Chemical and biological agents cannot always be treated similarly.
The relevant question is connected with the purpose of thcir
production. In that respect a crucial difference makes itself felt in
regard to certain agents production of which is possible for
peaceful purposes as well as for warfare
44. Biological agents obviously lend themselves practically
wholesale to unconditionas prohibition. Some exceptions will have
to be made, however, as I have already mentioned wider research,
for quantities needed for further laboratory work and for
developing protective substances, particularly vaccines.
'Ibid.. pp. 264-298.
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45. Unconditional prohibition is also possible for a long series
of chemical agents. Production of such chemical agents as nerve
gases and toxins might be unconditionally prohibited and could
therefore be coupled with biological agents in an international
agreement. The road divides at a certain point, however. That is
related to the fact that some specific chemical agents have a
legitimate use in peaceful activities which would have to be
recognized in any future convention. With that problem in mind
we have to discuss the need for a separation into two categories of
prohibition-what I have called unconditional and conditional
prohibitions.
46. To illustrate this situation it might be useful to discuss the
herbicides. Different kinds of these substances are used extensively
all over the world to increase the yield of crops They are also used
in big quantities in forestry and gardening and for aquatic weed
control. The method of their application is a highly-developed
technique which concerns the right choice of agent, of plants to be
eliminated and of the proper time for action. Without these very
discerningly performed applications of herbicides-and also of
pesticides-the food situation in the world today would be even
worse than it is. Another important civilian application is to free
certain areas such as roadsides, tracts under power lines, railway
iines and airports from unwanted vegetation. That sort of more
indiscriminate use also has some military applications, such as
freeing fortifications and military airfields of vegetation.
47. In order to establish boundary lines in an international
treaty between such production of certain chemical agents as I
have just mentioned and production for direct warfare purposes,
one would probably have to resort to what I have called
"'conditional prohibition", or prohibition with partial restraints.
Technically the problem might be dealt with either in one
comprehensive treaty with specified exemptions or in a separate
treaty or protocol, where the restraining conditions could then be
spelt out in more detail.
48. Undoubtedly we have to foresee that it might be more
difficult to get international agreement on which chemical agents
to exempt than on the prohibition of biological agents in general
and on the consider~ably larger series of lethal and otherwise
potently toxic chemical agCiats. Luckily, we could at least to a
certain extent probably be aided in our search for such a selective
prohibition by the fact that in recent years some of the substances
used, for instance, as herbicides and pesticides have actually been
found to have such considerable negative side-effects, involving
short- or long-term risks to the health of man, animal or useful
vegetation, that they have been put under stringent regulations.
Although such p-ohibitory regulations belong within the competence of national legislation and differ considerably from country
to cow, try, I believe we should be able internationally to strive
gradu ily towards agreement that such agents as are generally
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excluded from civilian use could be automatically included in a
treaty of unconditional international prohibition.
49. Distinguishing between unconditional and conditional prohibition means that for the chemical agents the coverage in a ban
on production would have to be somewhat less extensive than in a
ban on use. But, of course, "conditional prohibition" nevertheless
has a connotation of prohibition. As to the verification aspect, I
suggest as a point for further discussion that, while for all agents
under "unconditional prohibition" the most effective means of
verification which are generally acceptable should be sought, for
those other cases of chemical agents it may suffice instead to
prescribe a procedure of obligatory reporting to some international agency on their production, stockpiling and civilian use.
50. Finally, the production of the Aher parts of a weapons
system, that is the means of dissemination of the agents, such as
shells, bombs and sprayers, creates additional problems. Production of some components, and particularly vehicles used for the
dissemination of chemical weapons, might be identical with, or
anyway sufficiently similar to and hence integrated with, the
production in general of conventional weapons. For biological
weapons there will, however, probably be special arrangements,
easier to identify. But by and large it is not so much the
production of the elements of dissemination devices which
becomes the crucial point; rather it is the weaponizing
proper: that is, the process of combining the agents with their
delivery vehicles.
51. That problem s in turn connected with that of storing. The
larger bulk of the chemical agents would seem to require larger
storing facilities. Chemical agents can, further, be loaded in
advance into the different types of ammunition. Such storing may,
however, be spread out geographically. Biological agents, which
are comparatively sensitive micro-organisms, may not withstand
storing under the same conditions as the chemical agents. Probably
their production and their dissemination would have to be close in
time to ensure full effectiveness. For storing during longer periods,
freezing techniques may have to be used. Such storing would not
be very conspicuous, as the amounts would be much smaller than
in the case of for instance, chemical agents. The observability of
storing is thus quite different for chemical and biological agents.
This last conclusion also seems valid for the problems of

transportation of the agents.
52. A special probiem which will become highly pertinent in
relation to an international treaty is that of trade, that is transfers
between countries. A rule of thumb would seem to be to fol!ow
similar conclusions to the ones which we have discussed in relation
to research and production: that is, unconditional prohibitions
would be valid for all biological agents of warfare and for an
increasing number of chemical agents. In regard to verification,
certain rules as to reporting to some international agency or
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agencies would seem to be warranted. This must relate to all
usedelimination
as means ofofwarfare.
might be of
agents
existing stocks through
53. which
The question
destruction or decontamination should also be dealt with. The
technical problems raised are considerably different here as
between chemical and biological weapons. Elimination of existing
large stocks of chemical agents may require operations on an
industrial scale. Not only the agents themselves but also the
residual products require special handling. The method of sinking
them into the sea or in the depths of the earth is becoming of
grave concern from a safety point of view.
54. Biological agents are as a rule easier to dispose of. This is
primarily so because there is no need to annihilate the substances;
it suffices to destroy their biological structure. Heating and
different kinds of chemical interaction may be sufficient.
55. The conclusion seems to follow that, while destruction or
decontamination of chemical and biological weapons may be
prescribed under a general prohibitory rule, the technicallyseparate types of treatment required seem to call for different
modalities if the destruction is to be verified.
56. In the preliminary analysis I have just made I wanted to
demonstrate that several problems are common to the two types
of weapons but also that some differ. Although those that differ
are mainly technical problems, they may influence the content of
any attempted treaty, particularly the solution of the verification
problems. In this context I should mention that I have not set out
to deal directly with the issue of verification today; but it does
make itself felt whatever aspect one wishes to treat in concreto.
The subject of verification is discussed in great depth in Part IV of
the SIPRI study on chemical and biological warfare which has
recently been sent to delegations by that Institute. 9
57. My statement today should be interpreted as part of the
mapping expedition that I suggested in my earlier intervention on
18 February'I as a working method for 4he Committee at this
stage of our deliberations on the matter of chemical and biological
weapons. It should be understood that the tentative conclusions
that I have been drawing as I have proceeded with the analysis of
how to deal with chemical and biological agents respectively do
not represent any firm position of my delegation in regard to the
questions whether our Committee would work out one comprehensive treaty, such as exists in regard to the prohibition of the
use of chemical and biological warfare, or two or perhaps even
several separate treaties on the wide complex of prohibiting also
development, production, stockpiling, etc. in this fEcd. It seems
possible to deal with them together to a considerable extent, while
'Stockholm Int-rnational Peace Re-search Institute, The Problems of ChemriaI and
BiologicaI Warfare (proy. ed., Stockholm, 1970).
'oCCDiPV. 450, pp. 17-18.
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in relation to the production of certain chemical agents treaty
language would have to be considerably more specific.
58. One of our conclusions is firm, however-the main one-:
that it is necessary for the Committee to take up the whole
complex for simultaneous consideration leading to simultaneous
solutions. It is the duty of our Committee to arrive at international agreements of the widest possible coverage in order to
satisfy mankind's quest for safety in regard to these fearsome
weapons of indiscriminate mass destruction.
United States Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament: Chemical Warfare Agents and the
Commercial Chemical Industry, March 16, 19701
1. Chemical agents, the effects of their use in warfare, and the
possibility of subjecting such agents to arms control have been
studied extensively in recent years. The reports of the United
Nations Se'cretary-General, World Health Organization, and SIPRI
have received worldwide attention. In addition, studies of this
problem have been conducted by individual nations. The United
States Government completed a thorough review of this subject in
the Fall of 1969.
2. In considering the possibility of negotiating a new arms
control agreement for chemical weapons, one of the areas which
must be studied and understood is the relationship between the
production of chemical agents for war and the production of
chemicals for peaceful purposes by the commercial chemical
industry. The chemical industry was in its infancy during World
War 1, when chemical warfare was first employed. Even so, in that
conflict more than i 00,000 tons of chemicals were produced for
use as weapons, and 1,300,000 deaths and casualties were reported
from the use of poison gas. Since World War 1, many additional
countries have developed a chemical industry, and the chemical
production facilities of the more advanced countries have increased tremendously. In the 50 years since the end of World War
1, for example, gross production of the world wide chemical
industry has increased in value from an estimated $5 billion to
$150 billion, approximately a 30-fold increase. Between 1959 and
1969, world output of chemicals increased from an estimated $60
billion to $ 150 billion, and the magnitude ol increase is continuing
to accelerate.
3. Many of the chemicals which caused death and casualties in
World War I are today produced in large quantities for industrial
use. These chemicals might have military utility for states which
may be Lnable, or might not desire, to manufacture or import
'CCD/283, Mar. 16, 1970.
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modern nerve agents. For example, among the choking agents,
which resulted in more than 80 per cent of the deaths by gas in
World War i, phosgene is currently produced in a number of
countries. Annual production figures are unknown, but in at least
some of these countries, annual production is thought to exceed
100,000 tons. Phosgene is a widely used raw material in the
manufacture of synthetic plastics, insecticides, paints, and pharmaceuticals. Being easily liquified, industrial phosgene could be
diverted relatively easily for use in war should a nation decide to
employ it, without necessarily requiring sophisticated delivery
systems.
4. Among the blood gases developed during World War I,
hydrogen cyanide (hydrocyanic acid) is a valuable intermediate in
the manufacture of many organic chemical compounds, including
benzyl cyanide, acrylonitfile, and dyes. Its world production
volume is believed to be in excess of 1 million tons annually.
Hydrogen cyanide is currently being produced by the United
States, 6 Western European countries, Japan, the USSR, and
Communist China. Another blood gas which also finds widespread
commercial use is cyanogen chloride. It was used in limited
quantities in World War I and is presently used as a fumigant and
industrial intermediate.
5. Mustard gas, which was the iaost effective chemical weapon
developed in World War I, is pioduced very simply from
ethylene-oxide. On a worldwide basis, over one million tons of
ethylene-oxide are produced annually for use, inter alia, in
manufacturing detergents and disinfectants. The improper disposal
of commercial mustard gas intermediates by industrial users has
led on several occasions to casualties among fishermen and
bathers, and has resulted in charges that mustard gas itself was the
cause of in jury.
6. The everyday production of commercial materials relevant
to chemical warfare in the United States, as in other industrially
developed countries, is quite substantial. For example, there are
19 locations for phogene production and 11 facilities for
hydrogen cyanide production in the United States. These produce
in total approximately 350,000 tons of phosgene and 200,000
tons of hydrogen cyanide per year for commeicial purposes. Of
course, if one looks back into the commercial production of basic
raw materials (for example, ethylene, sulphur, and chlorine, which
are ingredients for mustard gas), the problem is much larger and
the facilitics more extensive.
7. Chemical agents of the World War I type, even though they
may be effective against an unprepared enemy, are considered by
those who have studied chemical weapons to be much less effective
than the more recently discovered "nerve agents." The G and V
families of organophosphorus nerve agents were discovered in
1936 and 1955, respectively, in the course of research on new
commercial pesticides. These agents are similar to commercial
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organophosphorus pesticides, widely used in agriculture, which
have, in fact, caused human deaths in cases Gf misuse. Both the
nerve gases and these related pesticides inhibit the enzyme
acetylcholinesterase, causing death from respiratory and circulatory failure.
8. In addition to the similarities between the end products,
many intermediates such as phosphorus trichloride, phosphorus
oxychloride, ethyl and isopropyl alcohol, and ammonia are
common to the production of pesticides and nerve agents. All are
common industrial chemicals. In the mid-1 960's, annual production of organophosphorus pesticides in the United States alone
was approximately 30,000 tons. Present United States output is
approximately 65,000 tons of organophosphorus pesticides per
year, produced in the facilities of 14 basic manufacturers.
Elsewhere in the world, there are at least 50 plants involved in the
production or formulation, or both, of commercial organophosphorus pesticides in a total of 12 countries, including
countries of Western and Eastern Europe. The total world output
of the entire organophosphorus pesticide industry is estimated to
be in excess of 130,000 tons annually.
9. The basic technical information for production of nerve
agents, including descriptions of the chemical processes and
amounts of raw materials required, is in the public domain. Such
production does not present any insurmountable technical difficulties, although the problem of maintaining safety for plant
personnel is, in view of the deadly character of th1 . agents, quite
complex.
10. From the foregoing discussion, it can be seen that the
capacity for producing chemical warfare agents grows out of, and
is linked to the commercial chemical industry of a given covntry.
The raw materials for various chemical warfare agents, and even
some agents themselves, are produced in vast amounts in a great
many locations throughout the world.
Statement by the Netherlands Atpresentative (Eschauzier) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical and

Biclogical Warfare, March 17, 1970'
In this statement I should like to dwell at some length on a
topic to which this Conference, in accordance with the request of
the Gencral Assembly in its resolution 2603 B (XXIV), 2 should
give urgent consideration with a view to reaching further agreement on the question of chemical and biological warfare.
18. The Netherlands delegation welcomes the fact that the
question of chemical and bacteriological weapons is likely to
'CCD/PV. 458, pp. 9-17.
Docurnets on Diewrnwment, 1969, pp. 717-719.
L
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reccive high priority at this Conference during the present session.

We are also satisfied that the General Assembly recognized the
predominant importance of the Geneva Protocol of 1925.' All
States which have not yet done so have been invited to accede to
or ratify this Protocol in the course of this year in commemoration of the forty-fifth anniversary of its signing and the twentyfifth anniversary of the United Nations.
19. In this connexion I should like to remind this Conference
of the statement of Mr. Asakai at our meeting on 14 August 1969
that the Japanese Government is prepared to consider the
ratification of the Geneva Protocol in case we find ourselves in the
unfortunate situation that an agreement on the complete prohibition of both chemical and biological weapons cannot be concluded
in the near future.4
20. I am sure we all noted with great satisfaction the statement
of President Nixon on 25 November 1969 that the United States
Administration will submit to the Senate, for its advice and
consent to ratification, the Geneva Protocol of 1925.1
21. 1 should also like to refer to the other important decisions
of the United States Government on chemical and biological
weapons, namely renunciation of the first use of incapacitating
chemicals; renunciation of the use of lethal biological agents and
weapons and all other methods of biological warfare; restriction of
United States biolui*.-,ti research to defensive measures such as
immunization and safety measures; disposal of existing stocks of
bacteriological weapons; renunciation of preparations for the
offensive use and of such use of toxins as a method of warfare;
restriction of the United States military programme for toxins,
whether produced by bacteriological or any other biological
method or by chemical synthesis, to research for defensive
purposes only.
22. This list comprises some important unilateral initiatives
towards disarmament. The Netherlands delegation would particularly stress the decision to renounce the use-not only first use
but also retaliatory use-of biological agents and weapons. In this
respect the United States Government, which is not a party to the
Geneva Protocol, has gone further than many of the original
parties to the Protocol. As this Conference is aware, in acceding to
the Protocol a substantial number of States made the reservation
that the Protocol ceases to be binding on the acceding State in
regard to all enemy States the armed forces or allies of which fail
to respect the Protocol. That reservation was also made by the
Netherlands Government when ratifying the Protocol in 1930; but
the reservation was limited to the use in war of asphyxiating,
poisonous or other gases. In doing this the Netherandt, was among
'Ibid., pp. 764-765.

4

1bid., p. 412.
'Ibid., pp. 592-593.
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the first countries to renounce unconditionally the use of
bacteriological or biological weapons. I therefore believe that the
Netherlands has a certain right to issue an appeal to follow the
example set by the United States Government. In this connexion
we have noted with interest the proposals made by the delegation
of Yugoslavia at our meeting on 10 March.6
23. At this stage I should like to remind the Conference of the
Italian initiative at the last session of the General Assembly
according to which all parties to the Geneva Protocol were to be
invited to consider the prohibition of "first use" contained therein
as valid erga omnes.' That initiative was not voted on, but we
supported ift and are still in favour of such a decision.
24. I agreed with Mr. Ortiz de Rozas when he stated at our meeting on 3 March that the Geneva Protocol has given proof of its great
moral force, in spite of the limited number of Governments that
have acceded to it. 9 I felt inclined to add: and also in spite of the
fact that the Geneva Protocol gave rise to different interpretations
as to its scope and coverage.
25. We had and still have great difficulty in subscribing to
resolution 2603 A (XXIV), which was adopted by eighty votes to
three, with thirty-six abstentions, and which declares as contrary
to the generally-recognized 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 that 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
anticipating future developments.'I
26. 1 can now add to our position taken at that time that the
Netherlands Minister of Forrgn Affairs, in a parliamentary debate
on 12 February, declared his wili.ngness to co-operate in seekinf;
agreement to abolish for the future the use of herbicides and
defoliants in warfare. That important decision was based on the
consideration that large-scale use of such chemical agents might
have long-term effects of an unpredictable nature on man's
environment. This question is related to the ecological problems
which are confronting mankind and on which an important
conference will be held under the auspices of the United Nations
in 1972.
'CCD/PV. 456, pp, 16-17.
Documents on Disarmament, 1969, p. 6 34.
D
'A/C. I/PV. 1717, pp. 8-10.
'CCI)/PV. 454, p. 8.
SDocument on Disarmamnent. 1969, pp. 716-717.
'A/C.
I/PV. 1717, pp. 4-10.
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27. With regard to the use of tear gas in warfare, the
Netherlands Government continues to have doubts. It is not so
much the use of that weapon which has been criticized; it is rat, er
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 customary rules of war
instead of bapqling them completely from military aisenials. In any
event, a ban on the production of such agents would have to make
allowance for the production of adequate quantities for riot-control purposes. My Government intends to reconsider the whole
question after it has received a report to be submitted in the near
future by our National Advisory Committee oja 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 G•.verrnent.
28. We now have hetore us two draft conventions. The United
Kingdom submitted a draft convention for the
hroh
" tion of
biological methods of warfare to this Conference,f whLeas nine
socialist countries submitted to the General Assembly a draft
convention on the prohibition of the development, prodtiction
and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and on the destruction of such weapons.' The two drafts
adopt a different approach. The former deals only with biologica:
weapons, while the latter is a comprehensive one, incluling 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. Mr. Roshchin mentioned
several of them in his statement before this Conference on 3
March.' 4 Counter-arguments can be fu.mulated as we!., 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
'liological weapons it is stated that what may be regarded today as
a biological agent could tomoriow, as knowledge advances, be
treated as chemical.' s
30. This judgement has been couched in very prudent terms. I
want to underline the words "could", "tomorrow" and "as
knowledge advances". Moreover, the following paragr;,,phs of the
report lead to the conclusion that for the foicseeable future there
are basic differences in the characteristics of chemical and
biological agents. Practical reasons could be added to this.

12 Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 431

ff.

''Ibid.. pp. 455-457.

" A•Ate. pp. 73-75.

'$Dom(1ments on Disarimament, 1969. pp. 271-272.
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Biological weapons haive not yet been used so far in war. They
are-as far as we know-not yet available on an operational basis.
It is generally iecognized that biological weapons are extremely
dangerous and risky both to the attacked and to the attacker. It
therefore seems evident that it is in the mutual interest of all
States completely to ban those weapons. On this basis of mutual
and interwoven interest ilt might conceivably be possible to reach a
quick result.
3 1. From what I 1.ave just said it will be clear that the
Nether' ands Gover'nment 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 Ito achie-we
what seems tu be nearest at hand. This does not exclude, however,
the prospects for progress on chemical warfare and biological
warfare being discussed togethey. Lord Chalfont stated to this
Conference on 19 February, that the United Kingdom delegation
is ready to fail !fl with theý wish of' the majority, and that it ic
understood that the majority wishes a discussion or. both types of
weapons simultaneously . 1 6 We can readily go along with this
procedure.
32. Now with regard1 to the United Kingdom draft convention
m~y delegation. would like to make -few frurther preliminary
r~ntiarks. Article I of the draft does not follow the definition of
boioogical agents given in the Secrotary4Gene;-al'.-. report on
chemnic.r1 and biological wed poris. AC*+er an initial study of various
rosibkformulations), we would Prefer this article to correspond
ciosel'- with the definition ii; the Secretary-General's report. We
would the-e~fore tei'tativly suggest that article I mnight read as
foilows:
E--ach of the Parties ',) tite Convenition undertakes nevzr in any circumnsiances to makv
aise for hcstie purposes of living (-,rganisms, whatever their r~atu-1, or infective materiwi
d&rived from theii,. which are ii'teneted ',o c-Ause disease or death in man, animnal )r
plants, and which depend i'vr thdr e4cfhi2ýs on their ability to multiply in the person,
animal or rF'ant attacked.

33.
a, subst-tute for the traditional expression "use in war"
(or warfare), article I I-)! the "United Kingaiorn dcaft convention
offers the detinitic- "for ho~stile purposes". For the sak'ý of
argumnevt we have retzined, as a possible alternative, thit
definition. It Is less restrictive than thec term "in international

arme-d conflicts", which appears in rt.solution 2603 A (4XXIV).

It

seems that there exists a certain parallel between mie United
Kingdom formula and the definition "armtA conflicts it, whic,-h
armed' forces areý. engaged in ILostilities"' in the Report on the
Protection of Victims of Non-international C-onflicti; by the
International Committee of the Red Cross (May. 1969).
34. Artiile ýI (a) (i) of the United Kingdon- draft stipulates
that eachi of tfl'c comiracting parties unU1:rtakes riot to) produce or
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otherwise acquire, or assist in or permit the production or
acquisition of, microbial or other biological agents of types and in
quantities that have no independent justification for prophylactic
or other peaceful purposes. We would prefer to delete the word
"independent", because in our view it could lead to confusion and
would lose its meaning in a supposed situation of threat by
biological weapons. We also feel that the term "peaceful" may give
rise to different interpi etatiois. It is normally 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 11 (a) (i):
Each c" the Parties to the Convention undertakes 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. Mulley tabled and introduced the draft convention on 10 July 1969 he pointed out to this Conference that
verification, as that term is understood in disarmament negotiations, is simply not possible in the field of biological warfare." 7
He gave two reasons: 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 share 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 ,-ystem of
inspectjon of declared facilities.
37. In this light we see merit also in the proposal which was
first made by Mr. Asakai in our meeting of 14 August 1969' 8 and
reiterated by Mr. Abe during the present session on 10 March 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 aglee with the representative bf Japan that, in order
to obtain conclusive evidence, any complaint procedure followed
by an investigation requires speedy action. Mr. Abe pointed out
that the Secretary-General of the United Naticiis should be able to
"Cact without delay on previously arranged preparations for
impie-menting such investigations .
38. Those considerations 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
'I Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 321-322.
S Ibid.. p. 412.
1'CCD/PV. 456, pp. 2 7-28.
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methods of "international fact-finding" and devising international
macf inery to that effect. 2" Those efforts were pursued during
subsequent years and resulted in the adoption by the General
Assembly on 18 December 1967 of resolution 2329 (XXII).
operative paragraph 4 of which reads as follows:
Requests the Secretary-General to prepare a register of experts in legal and other
fields, whose services t ie States parties to a dispute may use by agreement for
fact-finding in relation to the dispute, and requests Member States to nominate up to
five of their nationals to be included in such a register? I

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. Abe,
to establish a roster of experts with a view to conducting
investigations is therefore warmly supported by my delegation.
However, I should like to stress once more that in the opinion of
my 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. 1 come now to the socialist draft convention as presented
to the General Assembly on 19 September 1969.22 Our main
objection is that this draft convention deals with both biological
and chemical weapons without providing for an adequate safeguards system. We cannot argue that the industrial and technological capability of the majority of nations is still not advanced
enough to produce the horrible weapons we are discussing. I
would like to remind the Conference of that part of the report of
the Secretary-General on chemical and bacteriological (biological)
weapors and the effects of their possible use which reads:
Despite the fact that the development and acquisition of a sophisticated armoury of
chemica! and bacteriological (biological) weapons systems would prove very costly in
;csources, and would be dependent on a sound industrial base and a body of well-trained
nvientists, any developing country could in fact acquire, in one way or another, a limited
capability in this type of warfare-either a rudimentary capability which it developed
itsell, or a more sophisticated one which it acquired from another country. Hence, the
danger of the proliferation of this class of weapons applies as much to developing as it
does to developed countries. 2 -

41. We !Mstened with great attention and interest to our Polish
colleague vhcn he stated on 24 February that a group of Polish
experts has prepared a proposal dealing with the problem of an
adequate safeguards clause and that it will be introduced in this
Conference after consultation with the other sponsors of the draft
convention.2 4 In view of that promise we will reserve our position
on this point until later.
"A/C.6/SR.758, par. 40.

Assembly Official Records: Twentyv-seconl Session, Supplement No. 16
(A/bl716),
vol. 1, p. 84.
2 2Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 455-457.
' Ibid.. p. 292.
"24 CCD/PV. 452, p. 9 .
2'General

4"
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42. Article 4 of the socialist draft stipulates that:
Each State Party to the Convention shall be internationally responsible for compliance
with its provisions by legal and physical persons exercising their activities in its territory,
and also by its legal and physical persons outside its territory.2 I

We do not see clearly how a State 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 receive
some clarification on this point.
43. We further believe that the language of article 1, containing
the principal obligation, is not detailed enough. The socialist draft
is limited to the prohibition of the development and production of
chemical and biological weapons. Does this imply that all
development and production of chemical and biological agents
would be permitted as long as they were not included in
operatioal weapons? This brings us to the very difficult problem
of defining when an agent becomes a weapon. We therefore prefer
formulas that make agents and not weapons the subject of
prohibition, as exemplified in the United Kingdom 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 spoken
before me on the same subject that my delegation listened to their
remarks with great attention. My delegation is particularly grateful
for the comprehensive statement-truly a "mapping expedition"by the representative of Sweden, Mrs. Alva Myrdal. 2 6 We are also
studying carefully the most valuable documentation on chemical
and biological warfare prepared by SIPRI.
45. There is already a wealth of material before this Conference
which can serve as a basis for a discussion in depth. My delegation
expresses the hope that by the end of the present sessmn this
Conference will be able to report to the General Assembly
substantial progress in fulfilling the mandate it was given in
resolution 2603 B (XXIV).
Statement by the United States Representative (Leonard) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical and
Biological Weapons, March 17, 1970'
The United States attaches great importance to the achievemelit of reliable international agreements to control the development, production and stockpiling of chemical and biological
' Documents on

Disarrnament, 1969, p. 456.
"Ante, pp. 83-91.
'CCI)/PV. 458, pp. 17-23.
2
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weapons. The emphasis that other members of this Committee
have given to this subject in their opening statements is a welcome
indication that the time has come to take concrete steps to
eliminate these weapons. But in order to take such steps, we must
make a choice regarding the approach most likely to achieve
results. We have before us two draft conventions. 2 A number of
constructive suggestions have also been made during our discussions. We can, of course, continue for an extended period to
discuss these proposals in general terms. The United States
delegation hopes, however, that the Committee will soon come to
agree upon a course of action offering the prospect of early
concrete achievement.
47. The value of this Committee is measured to a great extent
by its ability to negotiate realistic and widely-acceptable agreements. The United States believes that such an agreement can be
achieved in the near future through negotiation of a measure that
prohibits the development, production, stockpiling or any acquisition of biological means of warfare. We also believe, for reasons
that I shall give in some detail today, that it does not seem feasible
at present to negotiate a single agreement prohibiting both
chemical and biological weapons. I wish to emphasize, however,
that the United States is committed to achieving effective controls
on chemical weapons as well as on biological weapons. We think
that progress can be made in the chemical fie 1"' and are determined
to contribute to that task. But we feel that to insist on a single
agreement covering both chemical and biological weapons would
be, in effect, to resign ourselves to no concrete advance for a
considerable period of time.
48. 1 should like to comment first on the reasons why an
agreement on biological weapons would be worth while. My
Government recently completed an exhaustive rview of its policy
alternatives in this field, and I should like to share some. of our
conclusions with the Committee.
49. It is evident that knowledge of the life 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-being 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 as a weapon of warfare.
50. Let us consider the destructive potential of biological
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
eftects on an unprotected population of hypothetical attacks using
2

tlwrcuments on I)tsarrnaine'ni, 1969, pp. 431-433,455-457.

102

DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1970

chemical, nuclear, and biological weapons. 3 In each instance an
estimate was made of the damage which woulk be caused by the
weapon-load of a single strategic bomber. In' the case of chemical
weapons, the area affected was estimated to be "up to 60 km2 "
In the case of nuclear weapons, the area was estimated at "up to
300 km2 ". But in the case of biological weapons it was estimated
at "up to 100,000 km 2 '. In 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 biological weapons present a clear danger to mankind,
especially to an unprotected civilian population. The effect of
their use, however, would be difficult to predict. The aerosolized
form of a disease-the form in which a biological agent can best be
"weaponized" and disseminated -obviously cannot be field-tested
on human populations. Partly because so far we have been spared
the use of these weapons in warfare, their effects can only be
estimated from experience with natural epidemics and laboratory
experiments. Thus there can be no assurance that this form of
warfare, if ever begun, would not spread uncontrollably to one's
own population and to still other countries, as well as to the
enemy. People living in areas of malnutrition, crowding and poor
health facilities would be especially vulnerable to a biological
attack. Because of the unpredictable and potentially uncontrollable consequences of biological weapons, their use could even
produce global epidemics and impair the health of future
generations,
52. A7, there reasons of national security which require States
to develop and possess biological weapons? Most States have
already pledged themselves not to initiate the use of these
weapons. The development of a biological warfare capability
therefore should depend upon whether theze weapons have value
as a deterrent against use by others and as a means of retaliation-of redressing the military balance-if deterrence should fail.
An assessment of their deterrent and ictaliatory value is also
important in giving consideration to methods of ensuring compiiance with a ban on their possession.
53. It is the considered judgement of the United States Government that retaliation in kind would not be the best military
response to a biological attack. In fact, we judge that it would not
be an acceptable or rational response to a biological attack. A
country subjected to attack with biolhgical weapons might not be
aware for days or weeks that the a!tack nad taken place. If it
concluded that it was the victim of a deliberate attack rather than
a natural epidemic it would have to determine the source of the
attack.
54. In deciding on what action to take, the attacked country
would thcn have to consider the unprcdictable nature of biological
A/I575/Rev. 1, p. 44.
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weapons and the incubation period required before they can take
effect. Few, if any, military situations can be imagined irn which a
State would try to redress a military imbalance by retaliating with
weapons whose effects would not show up for days. Furthermore,
biological weapons could not destroy the military arsenal-the
tanks, planes, and artillery-of ar enemy, and the side that had
initiated biological warfare would presumably have taken steps to
protect its military forces, which would suffer far fewer casualties
than would the civilian populations of both sides. Those, very
briefly, are the reasons why biological weapons are not a necessary
or even a useful counter to or insurance policy against the possible
posession of biological weapons by some other State.
55. In the face of the grave risks in using biological weapons
and of their doubtful retaliatory value, the justification for
possessing them seems to reduce itself to the fear that one's
adversary 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 that more States
will take similar action. We welcome the recent suggestions of the
Yugoslav delegation for parallel action by other States 4 ; but we
strongly urge that such unilateral decisions be converted into a
binding international commitment by the negotiation of a
convention along the lines of the draft submitted by the United
Kingdom.
56. The prospects for eliminating biological warfare through
such
a convention
seem community
to us especially
promising,
and the
advantages
to the world
of a binding
commitment
seem obvious. The United States is not, after all, the only country
with the capability of developing biological weapons. The unilateral commitment 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 number of countries, including
many wit h present or potential capabilities in this field, would join
in outlawing the production and stockpiling of those weapons.
The positive effect of a widely-supported international agreement
would be substantial and we should seize this opportunity to
reinforce the already-existing agreements in this field.
57. In giving its suipport to the United Kingdom's draft
convention the United States wishes to note its endorsement of
article V. By its terms each party would undertake "to pursue
negotiations in good faith on effective measures to strengthen the
existing constraints on chemical methods of warfare".' In many
important respects, however, the problems surrounding chemical
wartare are different from the problems of biological warfare
•i.d thus require separate treatment. Mrs. Myrdal last week pointed
to some of these differences, 6 and I should like, if I may, to carry
'4(('I)/PV. 456, pp. 16-17.
1J•Oc)ame'pnts wt D)isarmamnnt, 19Y9. pp, 431-433.
6Ante, pp. 85-91.
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forward today the examination of one or two of the important
problems involved in devising appropriate controls in the chemical
weapons field.
58. Chemical weapons are primarily battlefield weapons. The
enormous logistical burdens involved in their massive use would
prevent their employment over the vast areas which could be
attacked with biological weapons. Chemicals are more predictable
and controllable than biological weapons. Unlike biological weapons, chemical weapons can produce imistediate effects-an
important quality for use in combat. For those reasons, chemical
weapons have obvious usefulness in certain military situations.
Their military utility was demonstrated in the First World War
when 100,000 military personnel on both sides were killed by
poison gas and 1.2 million additional casualties were reported.
Today many States are capable of producing modern nerve agents
which are both more toxic and more adaptable to a variety of
battlefield uses than are the First World War gases.
59. At the present time some States believe that a chemical
warfare capability is important for their national security. States
maintain chemical warfare programmes and stockpiles to deter
others frc,in using these weapons and to provide a retaliatory
capability if deterrence were to fail. Unlike the case with
biological weapons, whose very doubtful retaliatory value we have
already discussed, the inability of an attacked nation to retaliate
with chemicals could give a significant military advantage to any
government which might decide to violate the prohibition on the
use of chemical weapons. if only one side were using chemical
weapons, the mobility and fighting capacity of the other side
would be greatly restricted in the entire area of combat by the
need for protective clothing and other de2fensive measures, while
the attacker would not be thus hampered in the areas he desires to
leave free of contamination. As the Secretary-General's report
states:
It is thus highly probable that once one of two well-equipped sides had been attacked
with chem;,cal weapons, it would retaliate in kind, in order to force its opponent to
suffer the same penalties of restriction.I

60. Given that situation, there is a reluctance based on sound
military considerations to elimii;a2e chemical capabilities without
firm assurance and safeguards that other States are doing likewise.
Progress in eliminating chemical weapons therefore depends upon
developing reliable and negotiable verification arrangements. The
United States is prepared to give further careful study to this
problem.
61. It is our preliminary impression that, although verification
problems are very difficult, they are not necessarily insoluble. A
bai; on production and possession of chemical weapons clearly
l)ocuinents on Disarmrwment. 1969. p. 276.
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could not be verified by national means alone, but the United
States believes that substantial progress can be made in resolving
the technical problems involved in verification by monitoring and
inspection techniques. The United States Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency has been studying the verification problem
for several years, and we are encouraged by our studies of
monitoring and inspection techniques. Should the Committee
decide to undertake an intensive study of the chemical verification
problem, the United States would make available experts in this
field and appropriate research findings.
62. Because we believe that a ban on the production and
possession of chemical weapons should be approached through a
detailed examination of specific problems, I am today offering a
working paper on one aspect of this subject, which was distributed
this morning.' You will note that it is concerned with the
complex relationship between chemical weapons and peaceful
chemical production. The working paper draws attention to the
large number of industrial and commercial chemicals which
themselves can be used as weapons or which are the raw materials
or intermediates foý weapons, to the capabilities of many of the
nations of the world to manufacture such chemicals, and thus to
the magnitude and complexity of the problem of determining
what we want to prohibit and how such prohibition might be
verified.
63. The whole problem of the relationship between industrial
chemicals and chemical weapons points, in fact, to one of the
obvious weaknesses in any agreement in this field which does not
define in very specific terms exactly what activities are being
prohibited. It is not adequate to prohibit the development,
production and stockpiling of chemical weapons without defining
those terms. The term "chemical weapons" does not have a
self-evident meaning. It immediately raises several questiolis, such
as whether the production and stockpiling of chemical agents or
their intermediates would be permitted so long as they were not
"weaponized"- -that is, put into munitions. A related difficulty is
that a tank of phosgene, for example, could be stored in a civilian
warehouse for peaceful use but could easily be used as a weapon if
necessary. Would identical tanks of phosgene be permitted in a
civilian warehouse but prohibited in a military stockpile, and, if
so, how could the diversion to military use be prevented?
64. Obviously the framing of both the appropriate prohibitions
and the methods of verifying compliance with those prohibitions
are difficult problems and will require considerable effort. My
Government will provide additiona! working papers which will, I
hope, contribute to an understanding of these problems and help
the Committee to decide upon a reasoned course of action in
attempting to resolve them. It is obvious to us that we cannot
"Supra.
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hope to eliminate chemical weapons unless we can agree on clear
and unambiguous prohibitions and can have confidence that
whatever bans are placed on such weapons are being observed.
Difficult as the problem is, we must not put aside the question of
controlling chemical weapons. Instead, we should be prepared to
devote a great deal of energy to the chemical problem.
65. 1 am, of course, aware that some members of the
Committee may hesitate to support a biological warfare convention because they fear it could have the effect of sanctioning
chemical warfare activities. That is simply not the case. There are
existing constraints on the use of chemical weapons, notably the
1925 Geneva Protocol. 9 Those constraints would not in any way
be undermined by further progress in this field; in fact, luite the
contrary. Furthermore, we are dealing in reality with two different
weapons •ystems They have very different military roles, and
doing away with one could naardly be i stimulus to activity
involving the other. Chemical weapons are not substitutes for
biological weapons. For its part, the United States has no
intention of abusing the period which is obviously going to be
necessary for this Committee to study chemical arms-control
measures. It is, in fact, already a matter of record that the United
States is not now producing any lethal chemical weapons for
stockpile.
66. If, in examining the chemical and biological arms control
problems, we can agree to negotiate on the basis of the United
Kingdom draft convention and simultaneously pursue a study of
how to handle the problems involved in restricting the development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons, then we
should be able to register one great achievement and lay the
groundwork for another. If we trý to eliminate both weapons at
once and in the same manner, i fear that we shall have
accomplished nothing at the end of a prolonged discussion.
67. Let us seize the opportunity we have at this time by once
and for all destroying the spectre of biological warfare. If it can be
said of us, when the time comes to review the accomplishments of
the Disarmament Decade, that we opened the Decade by putting
an end to the development of disease as a weapon of warfare, then
we shall have earned the gratitude of people everywhere. As
President Nixon stated in renouncing biological warfare. "Mankind already carries in its own hands too many of the seeds of its
own destruction. "I' This Committee has the responsibility and an
immediate opportunity to see to it that certain of those seeds will
never be sown.

'[DQcuments on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.

"I0 bid., p. 593.
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Note From the Soviet Government to Secretary-General Thant:
International Exchange of Seismic Data, March 20, 1970''
The Soviet Government has already repeatedly stated its
willingness to reach an agreement forthwith for the prohibition of
underground nuclear tests on the basis of the use of national
means of detection to verify such prohibition.
We believe that present-day science and technology have
reached a stage in their development which makes it possible for
national means to be used to verify compliance with an agreement
for the prohibition of underground tests ind thus to give all States
the assurance that such agreement was being scrupulously observed. The attempts of some States to make it appear that
world-wide verification of a pohibition against underground
nuclear tests is necessary are completely without foundation. The
settlement of this problem depends at the oresent time solely on a
political decision.
In the light of the foregoing, we do not see the necessity of
resorting to the international exchaý1 ge of information on seismic
stations, in order to v'erify the prohibition of underground nuclear
explosions.
As to the international exchange of seismological data, the
Soviet Union, wishing to further the general development of
seismology, is, as is generally known, engaged in carrying out such
co-operation on a large scale.
News Conference Remarks by President Nixon on Strategic
Arms Limitation Talks [ExtractI, March 21, 1970'

Q. Mr. President, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
yesterday voted out unanimously and sent to the floor a "sense of
the Senate" resolution concerning the U.S. position at SALT. 2
Could you make a remark about that?
The President. Well, the Senate resolution, I understand, simply
says that the United States and Soviet Union should try to
negotiate a freeze on offensive and defensive missiles.
Cf course, that is what SALT is all about, so 1 think the
resolution really is irrelevant to what we are going to do. That is
our goal. It takes two, however, to make the deal.
If the Soviet Union will come along with :'.at. as we hope tiey
will, then perhaps we can make some arrangements. I can certainly
''A/7967, Mar. 30, 1970.
'We•kly Compilation oJ PresidentialDoIamnnts, Mar. 23, 1970, p. 401.
'Post, p. 132.
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say in this respect, though, that it is somewhat more intricate than
the resolution would imply.
We found in our preliminary discussions, that the Soviet Union
did not come in with generalized language which had been
previously their tactic in arms negotiations, but they came in with
very precise weapon systems by weapon systems analysis.
Now whether we eventually have a comprehensive agreement,
or a system-by-system agreement, remains to. be seen. We are
prepared for either.
But our goal certainly is to limit both offensive and defensive
missiles, and if the Soviet Union has the same goal we will make a
bargain.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Rogers on
Strategic Arms Limitation [Extract], March 23, 1970'
Q. Mr. Secretery, two questions on the SALT talks: What is
your feeling about the Senate Foreign Relations Committee
resolution last week? 2 And secondly, do ynt yourself think it is
too late to get any kind of agreement on MIR V, given the
deployment and development decision?
A. Well, on the Senate resolution, it is largely a paraphrase of
what is in the NPT. We are bound by the terms of the
Nonproliferation Treaty 3 to engage seriously in discussions about
limitation of both offensive and defensive weapons. Certainly the
objective that is cited in the resolution is a good one. That's what
the arms limitation talks are all about. How those talks should be
conducted, how we negotiate, should be left to the negotiators. I
think the negotiating team is exceptionally abile, and we are just as
anxious to be successful in those talks as the Senate is.
Referring to the second part of your question, I don't thinik it is
too late to have any kind of an agreement. The purpose of the
SALT talks is to see if we can find an agreement that is mutually
acceptable to both the Soviet Union and the United State.
The Soviet Union has not stopped any of its deployment. It has
had very impressive deployments of its strategic missiles lately. It
has increased its submarine capacity substantially. If the Soviet
Union wants an agreement and we cap work one out that is not to
our disadvantage, then I don't think it is impossible at all that we
could stop deployment of any strategic weapons systems.

'Departnenr ofState Bulletin, Apr. 111, 1970, p. 483.

SPost, p. 132.

'Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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Statement by the Canadian Representative (Ignatieff) to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical and Biological Warfare, March 24, 1970'

I should like to thank Mr. Abe for his reference to the Canadian
delegation and to say that he is too modest about the contributiop

of the Japanese delegation. If no other member of the Committee
wishes to speaK, I should like now to make a statement in my
capacity as rep!esentative of Canada.
22. In my opening statement at this session I indicated that ir
the opinion of the Canadian delegz tion the Conference should give
priority during this session to completion of the sea-bed arms
control treaty and the question of the elimination of chemical and
biological methods of warfare. 2 I made that suggestion partly
because discussion of those two topics would be a logical
extension of the work begun on them at our 1969 session, and
partly because the last United Nations General Assembly provided
specific mandates to the Committee on both topics.
23. This morning I should like to make some remarks on the
prcoblem oi the elimination of chemical and biological warfare. As
an agreed basis for commencing our discussions we have resolution
2603 B (XXIV) 3 , which inter alia reLcommends io us the report of
the Secretary-Genera!4 and takes note of the United Kinnqdom
draft convention on biological methods of warfare' and the draft
convention on the prohibition of the development, production
and stockpiling of both chemical and biological weapons and on
the destruction of such weapons submitted to the United Nations
General Assembly by nine socialist countries.6 The resolution also
requests us to give urgent consideration to reaching agreement ,m
the prohibitions contained in the United Kingdom and socillicl.
drafts, and to submit a progress report on all-I repeat, all-aspects
of the problem of the elimination of chemical and biological
weapons to the next session of the General Assemb!y.
24. In my view, therefore, we should approach this problem by
trying to consolidate, in ,he first instance, the common ground
which I believe exists as a result of (a) our discussions in the
United Nations General Assembly and (b) the relevant reports
available to us, as well as by the recognition of the constraints
already in existence on the use of those weapons. Once we have
taken stock of where we are now we can then, I hope fairly
rapidly, move to clarify what our objectives should be in
developing further necessary restrictions on chemical and biological weapons, in particular delineating the areas wherc immedi'('CD/PV. 460, pp. 9-15.
'CCD/PV. 453, p. 20.
'Docunwnts on Disarnawmnt, 1969, pp. 7i7-719.
"Ibid., pp. 256-298.
'/bid.. pp. 431 (f.
I Ibid.. pp. 4 5 5-4 5 7 .
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ate progress is possible as well as those areas where further
consideration will be required if obstacles are to be removed.
25. Now, following that approach, I should like to review
briefly the basic elements of the foundation, as we see it in the
Canadian delegation, upon wbich we should be able to construct
concrete measures whose purpose shall be the complete elimination of chemical and biological weapons.
26. First and foremost we have the 1925 Geneva Protocol.7
Despite its age and the extensive scientific developments in
chemical art" biological warfare which have taken place since it
was concluded, no one, I believe, has contended that that
instrument is obsolete. Its effectiveness is evidenced by the fact
that since it was drawn up the world haq been virtually free of gas
warfare as it was used in the First World War; although of course
the fear of retaliation may have contributed to that absence in
some instances. Nevertheless I think we can say that the Geneva
Protocol has been effective in banning the "first use" of chemical
and biological weapons. Our task then is to strengthen and
supplement this Protocol by the conclusion of measures to
eliminate any development, production and stockpiling of chemical and biological weapons.
27. Next we have the three reports of the experts, which have
all been prepared within the p2st year. I refer to the report of the
Secretary-General which was recommended to us for our attention
by the last United Natiorls General Assembly, the recent report on
health effects drawn up by experts appointed by the World Health
Organization,' and lastly the first three parts of a report prepared
in Stockholn by the Stockholm International Peace Research
Institute (SIPRI), 9 for which we are duly grateful and which we
think will be of exceptional value to the Committee, particularly
in our discussion of possible methods of verifying a CBW ban. All
those reports should assist us in defining the problems and
clarifying the characteristics of the systems with which we shall be
dealing.
28. Finally, the Conference has, as I mentioned before, two
draft conventions- the United Kingdom draft convention banning
biologi,:ai methods of warfare and the draft convention submitted
by the socihlist countries on the prohibition of chemical and
biological methods of warfare and the destruction of those
weapons.
29. 1 believe it is important to recognize that no one at this
Conference has contended that the consideration of the various
documents of the Assembly resolution governirg our work should
be separated. I pointed out in my general statement' 0 that in
'Ibid., pp. 764-765.

'World Health OrganizAtion, Health Aspects of Chemiccl and Biological Weapons:
Report of a WHO Group of Consultants (Geneva, 1970).
'The Problem of Chemical and Biological Warfare (prov. ed., Stockholm., 1970).
'0 CCD/PV. 453, p. 21.
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supporting the United Kingdom draft convention 1 also had in
mind the statement of Lord Chalfont that he was willing to fall in
with the wishes of the majority if that majority wished to discuss
the prospects for progress in both chemical and biological warfare
together.'• Moreover, th, United Kingdom draft contains a
number of important points. Notable amo-ig them is the care with
which the definition of the agents to be prohibited has been drawn
up and the complairn.s proceduce provided for the purposes of
verifying compliance with the convention. On the other hand, the
draft presented by tne socialist countries has the advantage of
dealing with both chemical and biological weapons. Unfortunately
it also has some defects. Certain other speakers have referred to
the vagueness with which chemical and biological weapons are
referred to in the draft of the socialist delegations.
30. Those comments lead directly, we think, to the necessity
to differentiate and to include, if we are to have an effective ban,
both weapon components and their means of delivery. However,
the piesent wording of the draft does not make that as clear as we
would wish, and it leaves the impression that the prohibitions
might leave a party the right to retain a retaliatory capability. That
consideration in particular has to be examined in relation to
chemicals capable of use for non-military as well as for military
purposes, as was clearly brought out in the "mapping expedition"
of the representative of Sweden.'2 In the context of capability,
we shall need clarification from the co-sponsors of this draft
convention of the exact relationship between the prohibitions
envisaged in the draft convention and the reservation of many
States, including both the Soviet Union and Canada, of the right
to retaliate against non-party violators of the prohibitions of the
Protocol or their allies.
31. Thai problem in turn leads us to the important question of
assurances that may be devised that the prohibitions of the
convention will be observed. There has been some discussion of
this aspect of the draft of the socialist countries both here and at
the twenty-fourth session of the General Assembly; and I would
only add at this time that we are looking forward to receiving the
proposals to which my collea ue Mr. Natorf of Poland referred at
oar meeting on 24 February.'
32. Taking into account all the above, it would appear that we
have more than adequate background and documentation to begin
our labours. The question to which w. need to give attention is
what should be our objectives and how best we 1hould move to
attain them. In our view-and the view of the Canadian delegation,
1 admit, is by no means an original one-the ultimate objective
should be to ban all use, production end stockpiling of both
''Ante. p. 38.
"2 Ante, pp. 83-9 1.
'CCD/PV. 452. p. 9 .
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chemical and biological weapons, and our negotiations should
begin by the identification of common areas of agreement and
areas that will reqAi,, ;.ýre detailed study and examination
because of differing views.
33. We welcome the recent announcements by President
Nixon,' " and on that !xtsis we hope that it will be relatively easy
to reach agreeiment on the total prohibition of the development,
production, stockpiling ui-d any use of biological weapons and
toxins. Concurrently we wish to devote our attention to the
possibilities for the total prohibition of chemical weapons. in that
regard we need to examine the particular problems that certain
broad groupinjs of these weapons pose, as well as the lack of any
sharp demarcation between these groupings because of differing
effects in various conditions and in varying conc-ntrations.
34. In the process of examining the range of c*,.,mical
weapons, we must recall-as did the representative of Sweden" s
and of the United States' 6 in their examination of the problem in
some detail-that some chemical agents are what might ve called
"dual purpose" and play an important commercial role, for which
they are manufactured by virtually the same process as are the
same agents for weapons purposes. That problem was also
recognized, particularly in the context of verification, by the
representative of the Soviet Ur.ion in his statement on 3 March,
when he said:
Many representatives drew attention in this connexion to the special nature of chemical
and bacteriological weapons, the production of which is closely and specifically linked to
the prodtction of chemical and bacteriological substances for peaceful purposes. For this
reason v,:rification in the form, for instance, of control posts, the dispatch of on-site
inspection groups and so on would be simply impossible from the practical point of view
since, as several representatives at the General Assembly pointed out, it would be
necessary tD have controllers in almost every laboratory.' 7

Obviously there will be great difficulties in the way of a complete
ban on the production of all these agents. Nevertheless, despite the
verification difficulties, the Coh~ference might usefully examine, as
suggested by the representative of the Netherlands the other day,
exactly what. safeguards might be feasible.' 8
35. There are yet other chemical agents which it will be
necessary to continue to produce, primarily although not exclusively for civilian use in the maintenance of internal order. A total
ban on those agents presents certain difficulties; but on the other
hand such agents can probably be identified now with relatively
little difficulty and any exclusion of them from a gereral ban can
be correspondingly taken into account.

'4 octients on Disarmament. 1969, pp. 590-593; ante, pp. 5-6.
$SAnfe,pp. 83-91.
" Ante, pp. 100-106.
'?4Ante. pp. 71-78.
' CCD/PV. 458, p. 14.
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36. The problems of effective safeguards, particularly on the
side of chemical weapons, are not simple, btt we are inclined to
think that a full-scale discussion of these probleais might well
await progress on reaching a consensus in dealing with the
particular problems that I have noted concerning chemical agents.
Nevertheless, a useful prelimiinary examination might be made of

the five main methods for formal verification identified in part IV
of the SIPRI report which the representativt of S'veden has
circulated. These are methods of (i) administrative and budgetary

inspecti,-n, (2) a search through the existing literature, (3) aerial
and satiite reconnaissance, (4) remote sensors, and (5) visiting
inspection teams. In fact, the Canadian delegation would like to
suggest that these problems I have just mentioned might be
discussed at a technical levwl in an informal meeting or series of
informal meetings attended by relevant expcrts. If this were the
feeling of the Committee, our delegation for one would be
prepared to bring an expert to Geneva and to participate in such a
meeting or series of meetings.
37. Now, with the permission of my colleagues I shok, iuo to
be allo ied to read a staterriert of the Canadian position
concerning chemical and biological ,warfare which I have been
authorized by my Government to preser~t to this Cor ference:
The Government of Canada intends to contribute fully to the efforts of the United
Nations and of the Conference of t!he Committee on Disarmament to reduce and, if
possible, eliminate the possibility of chemical and biological warfare. Canadaj inte 'ds to
participate actively in negotiations towards an agreement or agreements which would
supplement and strengthen the Geneva Protcol of 1925 by prohibiting the development, production ind stockpiling of chemical and biologi•cal weapons. Practical progress
need not wait until the conclusion of these negotiations. The Protocol can be
strengthened significantly through unilateral declarations of policy and intent on issues
involved. For this purpose, the Government of Canada wishes to make known its
attitude towards chemical and biological warfare.
(1) Canada never has had and does not now possess any biological weapons (or toxins)
and does net intend to develop. produce. acquire, stockp-le or use such weapons at any
time in the future.
(2) Cana a does not possess any chemical weapons and does not inteud to develop.
produce, acquire, stockpile or use such weapons at any time in the fnture unless thest
weapons should be used against the military forces or the civil popuL dion of Canada or
its allies. The latter condition is in accordance with the reservations Canada entered at
the time of our ratification of the Geneva Protocol of 1925. We could consider formally
withdrawing our rese:vjtions if effective and verifiable agreements to destroy all
stockpiles and prevent the devek pmnent, production and acquisition of chemical
weapons can be concludea.
Tear gas and other crowd and riot control agents are not included in this present commitment because their use or the prohibition of their u,.- in war presents practical problems
in relation to the use of the same agents by police and armed forces for law enfDrewent
purposes which require detailed study and resolution.

38. In concluding, I should like to make one comment abo",:
the research being conducted in Canada by the Department ol"
National Defence, through its Defence Research Board, on
chemical and biological defence. This has been halved during the
last two years and is limited to the development of methods of
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protection against chemical and bioiogcal warfare, the development of protective clothing, equipment and methods for training
troops to defend themselves. Research of this kind is entirely
consistent with the Geneva Protocol of 192S and with our current
efforts to supplement and strengthen that Potocol. Indeed, in this
latter context I am authorized to state that the Canadian
Government has instructed that the Defence Research Board's
research programme should include research towards resolving problems associated with the ve:ification of any comprehensive ban on
chemical and biological warfare that may be concluded.
Report by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on Strategic

Arms Limitation Resolution, March 24, 1970'
The Committee on Foreign Relations, to which was referred
a resolution (S. Res. 211) expressing theý sense of the Senate
concerning strategic arms limitations, reports favorably thereon
with amendments and recommends t!,at the resolution, as
amended, be passed.
PURPOSE

There are two resolving clauses to Senate Resolution 211 , as
amended. The first states that it is the sense of the Senate that
prompt negotiations be urgently pursued between the Governments of the United States and of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics to seek agreed limitations of both offensive and
defensive strategic weapons. This purpose is consistent with article
VI of the Treaty on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons
which binds the United States and Soviet Governments "to pursue
negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to
cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date ..
.2 The
second resolving clause expresses the sense of the Senate that the
President of the United Sates should propose to the Soviet
Government an immediate suspension by the United States and
the Soviet Union of the further deployment of all offensive and
defensive nuclear strategic weapons systems, subject to national
verification or other measures of observation and inspection as
may be appropriate.
The full text of Senate Resolution 211, as reported, follows:
Whereas the competition to develop and deploy strategic
weapons has reached a new and dangerous phase, which threatens
to frustrate attempts at negotiating significant arms limitations and
to weaken the stability of nuclear deterrence asa barrier to war; and
Where',s development of multiple independently :argetable reentry N .ilcles by both the United States and the Soviet Union represents a fundamental aad radical challenge to such stability; and
' S Rept. 't49. 91st Cong.. 2d sess. For the anicnded resolution appovcd by the Sena~e .2 i oXst. p. 132.
2 Documents on
Disarmamenr, 1968, p. 4 64 .
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Whereas the possibility of agreed controls over strategic forces
appears likely to diminish greatly if testing and deployment of
multiple independently targetable reentry vehicles proceed; and
Whereas a suspension of flight tc-ts of multiple independently
targetable reentry vehicles promises to forestall deployment of
such pr•wocativ' weapons; and
WL-reas a suspension of such tests could contribute substantially to the success of the strategic arms limitation talks
between the United States auid the Soviet Union: Now, therefore,
be it
Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate that prompt
negotiations between the Governments of the United States of
America anu of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to seek
agreed limitations of both offensive and defensive strategic
weapons should be urgently pursued; and
Resolved further, That the President of the United States of
America should propose to the Government of the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics an immediate suspension by the
United States and by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
of the further deployment of all offensive and defensive
nuclear strategic weapons systems, subject to national verification or such other measures of observation and 1aspection as
may be appropriate.
COMMITTEE ACTION

Senate Resolution 211 was introduced by Senator Edward
W. Brooke and 39 cosponsors on June 17, 1969. Three
additional Senators joined as cosponsors subsequently.
The resolution as originally introduced expressed the sense
of the Senate that the President should propose to the Soviet
Government an immediate suspension by both countries of
flight tests of multiple independently iargetable reentry vehicles, subject to national verification or such other measures
of observation and inspection as appropriate, 4ind also that the
Government of the United States should declare its intention
to refrain from additional flight tests of multiple independently targetable reentry vehicles as long as the Soviet
Union also refrained. The original resolution was referred to

the State Department on June 18, 1969, with a request for
executive branch comments.
The Department of State replied on June 24, in a letter from
William B. Macomtber, Jr., Assistant Secretary for Congrssional
Relations, to the chairman. The State Department reply stated
that the executive branch was in accord with the resolution in
supporting the desirability of starting talks with the Soviets on the

subject of limitations on strategic weapons and went on to note
that preparation for these talks was underway. The letter called
attention to President Nixon's statement at his news conference of
June 19 at which he said:
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We are considering the possibility of a moratorium or tests as part of any arms
cont;,wl agreement. However, as for any unilateral stopping u.' the tests on our part, I do
not think that it would be in our interest. 3

Finally, the Department of State's letter 0-"srved that preparations for opening the tOlks with the Soviet dnion were being
considered )y rhe National Security Council and that consequently the Department did not believe that a witness to testify
on the resolution would be helpful to the committee.
The Subcommittee on International Organization and Disarmament Affairs of the Committee on Foreign Relations held a public
hearing on th, original resolution on July 16, 1969. The witnesses
were Dr. Goruon MacDonald, vice chancellor for research and
graduate affairs, University of California at Santa Barbara; Dr.
Jack T. Ruina, professor of electrical engineering, Massachusetts
Institute of Technology; and Dr. Herbert York, professor of
physics, University of California at San Diego. The hearings have
been separately printed. In the course of the hearing, Senator
Brooke read into the record a portion of a letter from Dr.,
Freeman Dyson of the Institute for Advanced Study. All three
witnesses and Dr. Dyson supported the objectives of the resolution.
Senate Resolution 211 was discussed in an executive session of
the Committee on Foreign Relations on October 7, 1969. At that
meeting, a revised text of the resolution was presented by Senator
Brooke which deleted the resolvir'g clause relating to a declaration
of intent by the United States to refrain from additional flight
tests of multiple independently targetable reentry vehicles as long
as the Soviet Union also refrained. At the Ociober 7 meeting,
some members o0 the committee expressed a desire to hear
Secretary Rogers report on the discussions he had recently held
with the Soviet Foreign Minister. Other members of the committee said that they would prefer to hear additional testimony
before taking action on the resohttion.
The committee met with Secretary Rogers in executive session
on October 29, 1969. Secretary Rogers told the committee that
the Department of State supported the spirit of the resolution but
that he did not think it would be helpful to the SALT talks which
were about to begin.
Senate Resolutio-. 2i I was discussed again at an executive
session of the comi,,ittee on February 10, 1970. It was the
consensus of the members of the committee present that further
consideration of the resolution should be re!ated to the administration's plans with regard to the Safeguard system and the
relationship of both this question and the MIRV question to the
SALT talks.
All of these subjects were aiscussed at a c0assified executive
session on February 2, 1970, when the committee met with Mr.
3Ibid.,

1969, p. 255.
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Gerard Smith, Director of the Arms Control and Disarxament
Agency, for a briefing on the SALT talks. Sovi,.t and Chinese
strategic weapons developments were discussed in a classified
executive session on March 2, 1970, at which Mr. 'ich.ard Helms,
Director of the Central Intelligence Agency, testified.
A second public hearing on Senate Resolution 211 was held on
March 16, 1970, by the Subcommittee on Arms Control,
International Law and Organization, which had formerly been
called the Subcommittee on International Organization and
Disarmament Affairs. The witnesses were Senator Brooke and Dr.
Marshal! Shulman, director of the Russian Institute, Columbia
University. In the course. of his statement to the subcommittee,
Senator Brooke asked that the second resolving clause of the
original resolution be amended to include an immediate suspension by the United States and the Soviet Union, of both flight
tests and deployment, rather than simply flight tests, of multiple
independently targetable reentry vehicles.
The resolution was discussed again in 2n executive session
of the committee on March 20, 1970. Some members of the
committee felt that a suspension of both testing and deployment of only multiple independently targetable reentry
vehicles would pose certain risks for the United States.
Others were of the view that a resolution which called for a
suspension of only flight tests, but not deployment, would
not be received as a reasonable basis for agreement in light
of the fact that the testing program of the United States
has proceeded to the point where deployment is imminent
while the Soviet Union is apparently not yet in a position
to deploy without considerabiv further testing.
Senator Cooper therefore proposed an amendment to the
second resolving clause of the original resolution expressing the

sense of the Senate that the President should propose to the Soviet

Government an immediate suspension by both Governments of
the further deployment of all offensive and defensiv, nuclear
strategic weapons systems, subject to national verification or such
other measures of observation and inspection as may be appropriate. The committee then voted, 10 to 0, to order Senate
Resolution 211, incorporating Senator Cooper's amendment,
reported favorably to the Senate.
In agreeing to the amendment, the committee decided that the
committee report should note specifically that the further
deployment of one specific offensive nuclear strategic weapons
system-multiple independently targetable reentry vehicles-could
most effectively be suspended by stopping further flight tests
which are subject to national verification or other measures of
observation and inspection. The committee also decided that
language in the preliminary c'ises should be rctained indicating
that a suspension of flight tests of such weapons 7romises to
forestall further deployment.
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COMMITTEE COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

It is generally agreed that there is today, as a practical matter,
rough parity between the Soviet Union and the United States as
far as strategic nuciear weapons are concerried, inasmuch as
neither can destroy the other without .isking certain destruction
itself. But even though both appear to have a sufficiency of
offensive strategic weapons, both are continuing or initiating the
deployment of major strategic weapons systems. It would seem,
therefore, both feasible and desirable to provide the strategic arms
limitation talks with an opportunity to reach agreements without
the additional problem of having to take into account a constantly
shifting and asymmetrical situation with respect to strategic
ns. Il1w committee believes that an immediate mutual
suspension of further deployment of all offensive and defensive
nuclear strategic weapons systems, as proposed by this resolution,
would provide such an opportunity.
As testimony before the committee has made clear, a suspension of the testing and deployment of multiple independently
targetable reentry vehicles is an essential elern, t of a more general
suspension of further deployment of al! oifensive and defensive
strategic nuclear weapons. But it is also clear, and must be
emphasized in this report, that a suspension of testing and
deployment of multiple independently targetable reentry vehicles
could not be sustained for long in the face of the deployment by
the Soviet Union of large numbers of missiles, such as the SS-9,
or the development and deployment of new str.,tcgic defensive
systems by th.- Unitea States or the Soviet Union.
The questior naturally arises whether a suspension of the
deployment of all offensive and defensive strategic weapons
systems, which the resolution as reported urges, can be verifitkd.
Thk committee is inclined to the view that a genera! halt in the
deployment of all strategic weapons is more secure ýv>iinst
significant evasion than a more limited saspension w uk. b: First
of all. it is easier to monitor the strategic activity of an adversary
in the context of a general freeze on the deployment of ai. new
weapons than it is to monitor a situation characterized by
constant change in the types and numbers of strategic weapons
systems involved. Se 'ond, given the rough parity which now
prevails between the United States an,! the Soviet Union, far mort.
evasion would be requir.d to prov*J one party with a significant
advantage within the context of a general suspension ol" the
further deployment of ill weapons than would be required i" 'he
casc of a more limited , ispension.
The committee recognizes that Senatc Resolution 211 is in the
nature of advice to the President which he is free to accept or
reject. The committee believes, however, that the resolution
expresses a growing recognition by the American people that no
effort must be spared to bring to an end the escalating cycle of the
"-
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deployment of nuclear weapons systems-a cycle which threatens
all mankind with destruction. The President and our negotiators
must determine whether the Soviet Union shares this recognition
and whether adequate means can be devised to assure both parties
that escalation in these weapons systems can be brought to an end
pursuant to the obligation binding on the Soviet and the United
States Governments under srticle VI of the Treaty on the
Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons
The effect of this resolution is to urge the President o seek an
agreement at the outset of negotiations which would freeze this
escalation and to indicate that he has the support of the Senate in
such efforts. The resolution supplies a clear expression of the belief
that the present time provides an excellent opportunity to prevent
the beginning of weapons deployments that will take several years to
complete, will in turn inevitably give rise to other weapons systems
and wil'. thus complicate the negotiating situation with respect to
strategic nuclear weapons, perhaps tc' the point where meaningful
agreements will be impossible. An interim halt would provide an
opportunity tc avoid this sequence of events. But it is a fleeting
opportunity that must be seized now. To this end, the committee
recommends the adoption of Senate Resolution 211.
Report of the House Foreign Affairs Committee on Arms Control
and Disarmament Act Amendments, March 26, 19701
The Committee on Foreign Affairs, to whom was referred the
bill (H.R. 16200) to amend the Arms Control and Disarmament
Act, as amended,2 in order to extend the authorization for
appropriations and provide for the uniform compensation of
Assistant Directors, having considered the same, report favorably
thereon with amendments and ý'ecommend that the bill as
amended do pass.
The amendments are as follows:
On the first page, strike out line 8 and all that follows down
through line 8 on. page 2.
Amend the title so as to read: "A bill to amend the Arms
Control and Disarmament Act in order to extend the authorization for appropriations."
COMMITTEE ACTION

On February 24, 1970, the. House of Representatives received a
communication trom the President of the United States (Executive Communication 1675), transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, as
amended, in order to extend the authorization of appropriations
'Ii.
Rept. 91-973, 91 st Cong., 2d est.
2 Documents on Disarmament,
1961, pp. 482495; ibid.. 1963. pp. 622-623; ibid..
.963. p. 206; ibid., 1968, p. 396.

[
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for the 2 fiscal years 1971 and 1972 and to provide for the uniform
compensation of Assistant Directors of the Agency.
Subsequently, on February 26, 1970, a bill to amend the Arms
Control and Disarmament Act was introduced by Honorable
Thomas E. Morgan, chairman of the Committee 3n Foreign
Affairs.
The committee heard testimony on the bill on February 26,
1970, from the Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, Honorable Gerard Smith, and the Deputy Director,
Honorab!e Philip J. Farley.
Thereafter, the committee met in executive session on March
25, 1970, to consider the bill and ordered it favorably reported
with amendments by a vote of 27 to 0.
COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

The committee struck out a provision requested by the
Executive, authorizing the payment to an Assistant Director who
is an officer of the Armed Forces on active duty, in addition to his
military pay and allowances, an amount equal to the difference
between such pay and allowances and any higher compensation
established for the position of Assistant Director.
There are four Assistant Directors of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, one of whom has always been an officer of
the Armed Forces. The civiliar. -sistant Directors receive salaries
of $36,000 a year, while the miliiary officer assigned to serve in
such a capacity, who has alwayý. been of three-star rqnk, has
received only his miltary pay and alLwances.
In the judgrnent of the committee, the compensation and
allowances of a three-star officer, together with the less tangible
benefits he enjoys, should be sufficient so that an assignment to
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency as an Assistant
Directoi shouldfnot be regarded as a hardship post.
Should :I military officer find the salary paid to the civilian
Assistant Directors sutficiently advantageous, it should be possible
for him to forgo his active duty status and accept appointment On
the same basis as the other Assistant Directors.
The other committee amendment merely conforms the title so
that it accurately reflects the committee action.
PURPOSE OF LEGISLATION

H.R. 16200 authoiizes an appropriation of $17,500,000 to
finance the operation of the Arms Control ar:d DisarmameInt
Agency for a 2-year period. Although no allocation to specific
years is made, the Agency has programed $8.3 million for fiscal
year 1971 and $9.2 million for fiscal year 1972.
The previous authorization in 1968 was $18.5 million for the 2
fiscal years 1969 and 1970. The appropriation for fiscal year 1969
was $9,000,000 and for 1970 was $9,500,000.
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Except for the authorization of funds, the bill, as reported by
the committee, makes no change in the existing authority of the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.
The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency is an independent
agency which provides recommendations and advice to the
President, the Secretary of State, and other officials of the
executive branch on matters relating to arms control and
disarmament.
An important aspect of its operations relates to servicing the
representatives of the United States in the conduct of negotiations
with other nations dealing with arms control and disarmament.
The work of the Agency has assumed added importance
because of the bilateral strategic arms limitation talks (SALT) and
the recently initiated effort of the United States to negotiate
agreements with respect to chemical and biological warfare.
The following tables show the allocation of funds for the
previous authorizations for the fiscal years 1969 and 1970, and
the proposed allocation of the funds requested for fiscal years
1971 and 1972:
TABLE I.-ALLOCATION OF FUNDING FOR EXPIRING FISCAL YEARS 1969-70
AUTHORIZATION PERIOD
1969 Actual

1970 estimate

Total

$5,365,289

$6,600,000

$11,965,289

External research ................
Field testing ....
..............

2,489,264
1,112,792

2,190,000
710,000

4,679,264
1,822,791

Sub'Ital ...................

3,602,056

2,900,000

6,502,456

8,967,345
32,655

9,500,000
........

18,467.345
32,655

9,000,000

9,500,000

18,500,000

Program operation ..............

Total obligations ...........
Unaobligated balance .....
..........
Grand totel..................

TABLE 2.-PROJECTED ALLOCATION OF FUNDING REQUE3TED
FOR FISCAL YEARS 197 i-72 AUTHORIZATION PERIOD

Program ......................
Externa! ewearch ................
Field testing ..................
Subtotal.

..............

Grard total..................

1971 -svlwat:

.'972 estimaie

$6,300,000

$6,700,000

Total

$13,000,000

i,545,000
4!",000

1,800,000
3.345,000
70
0,Of3) 1,155,000

2,0CC,000

2,500,000

4,500,000

8.,.0,00O

92,00,000

17,500,000

In general, the outlook in the arms control and disarmament
field is somewhit brighze 1 today thar i. pas., yeas. Wt. are
engaged in a direct discussion with the Soviet Union on matters of
fundamental importance to both of our nations. The Soviets have
also exhibited a cooperative attitude on arm' control at the

'*Awl
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Committee on Disarmament in Geneva and at the United Nations.
It is essential that the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency be
provided with the funds necessary to carry out its important
responsibilities.
PUBLIC INFORMATION

The committee recognizes the importance of making available
to the public adequate information concerning tne problems
involved in dealing with arms control and disarmament and the
efforts being made to deal with them. As one of the four principal
functions of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, se, tion
2 (c) of the Act assigns to the Agency responsibility for "the
dissemination and coordination of public information concerning
arms control and disarmament." 3 At the same time, section 49(d)
of the act providesNone of the funds herein authorized to be appropriated shall be used to pay for the dissemination within the United States of propaganda concerning the work of the United
States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. 4

The committee sees no inconsistency between these two
provisions and is convinced that it is possible to distinguish
between the dissemination of propaganda and furnishing to the
public the appropriate information as required by section 2(c).
The matters involved are frequently highly tecbhical and complex,
and it is necessary that the public be able to arrive at an informed
judgment on the issue which confronts the Unitcd States in this
important field.
CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW MADE BY THE BILL, AS REPORTED

In compliance with clause 3 of Rule XIII of the Rules of the
House of Representatives, changes in existing law made by the bill,
as reported, are shown as follows (new matter is printed in italic,
existing law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman):
SECTION 49(a) OF THE ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT ACT

Appropriation
Sec. 49. (a) There aie hereby authorized to be appropriated
not to exceed $10,000,000 to remain available until expended, to
carry out the purposes of this Act. In addition, there is hereby
authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal years 1964 and 1965,
the sum of $20,000,000 and for the three fiscai years 1966
through 1968, the sum of $30,000,000 and for the two fiscal
years 1969 through 1970, the sum of $i8,500,000, and for the
two fisca. years 1971 and 1972, ihe sum of $117.500,000. to
remain available until expended, to, carry out the purposes of this
Act. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act, not more
3Ibid..

1961. p. 483.

"4Ibid.. 1963, p. 623.
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than $7,000,000 of the fund&, appropriated pursuant to the
preceding sentence for fiscal years 1969 through 1970 may be
used for the purpose of research, development, and other studies
conducted in whole or in part outside the Agency, whether by
other government dgencies or by public or private institutions or
persons: Provided, That this limitation shall not apply to field test
activities conducted pursuant to the authority of this Act.
Soviet Not, to Secretary-General Thant on the Economic and
Social Consequences of Disarmament, March 27, 1970'
The position of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics with
regard to the economic and social consequences of disarmament
was set out in detail in the economic programme for disarmament
submitted by the Soviet Government for consideration by the
United Nations in 1962,2 and also in the replies to previous
questionnaires by the Secretary-General on the same subject (see
E/3593/Rev.l,
E/3736/Add.15, E/3898/Add.1, E/4042,
E/4169/Add. 1 and E/4494).
The ending of the arms race and the achievement of general and
complete disarmament would give a powerful impetus to the
economic development of all States without exception. Tne
conversion to peaceful needs of the immense resources involvedeach year the military preparations of all countries absorb more
than $200 thousand million-would stimulate world trade and
promote the expansion of mutually advantageous economic
relations among States, and this alone would have a favourable
effect on the economic situation in all countries. The possibility of
providing direct economic assistance to the developing countries
would increase, and the removal of the burden of military
expenditure would favourably affect the economic situation of
both developed and developing States.
The Soviet Government, impelled by its concern to enhance the
well-being of the Soviet people, is steadily increasing its expenditure on the development of the economy, on education, science,
health and housing construction and on the production of
consumer goods. It is common knowledge that the Suviet Union
has for a number of years been reducing its military expenditure
and its armed forces, thus releasing the considerable material and
human resources which are so necessary for the peaceful and
constructive life of our society.
However, the sources of tension in the world have not been
removed; the course pursued by certain States of working againstthe relaxation of international tension and engaging in provocation
in various parts of the world, and the unceasing arms-race with its
'E/481 I/Add. 1, Apr. 24, 1970.
'Documents on Dismament, 1962. vol. II, pp. 938-943.
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attendant acute international crises, prevent any solution to the
problems of consolidating peace and international security and
achieving general and complete disarmament.
The race in conventional and nuclear weapons which has been
imposed on the world threatens the whole of mankind with
incalculable disasters. The need to make real advances towards
general and complete disarmament is clear and urgent.
In his statement at the ceremonial meeting held on the occasion
_f the fifty-second anniversary of the Great October Socialist
Revolutions the President of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet
of the USSR, N.V. Podgorny, said:
The Soviet Union sees in the solution of the disarmament problem an effective nu.-ans of
ensuring a system of international security which would prevent the possibiliy of
recourse to force as a means of solving disputes among States.rThe immense resources
consumed by the arms race would be converted to peaceful purposes and to increasing
the well-being of peoples."

This year, 1970, is the twenty-fifth aniqiversary of the end of
the Second World War, which cost millions of lives and severely
damaged the economy of the Soviet 3tate. Guided by the desire to
spare the world the danger of new wars and to open new
possibilities for the achievement of universal economic progress,
the Soviet Union consistently and firmly supports co-operation
among all States of the world to prevent aggressive wars and armed
conflicts, eliminate their consequences and strengthen international security.
General. and comllete disarmament can make a decisive
contribution to achieving universal peace and security and saving
the world from the threat of another war. At the same time, it will
create real possibilities of achieving unprecedented economic
progress in all countries of the world.
Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the Conference of the Committee on Diaarmament: Chemical and Bacteriological Weapons, April 2, 1970'
First of all, may I be allowed to congratulate you, Mr.
Chairman, on your appointment to the post of representative of
Czechoslovakia in our Committee. We wish you every success in
your activities, which involve important tasks in the field of
international policy and the security of States. May I also be
allowed to congrutulate Ambassador Benhima, who has also
arrived in our midst to participate in our work as the repres-ntative of Morocco.
5. In today's statement the Soviet delegation would like to
dwell on the problem of the prohibition of chemical and bactericr
'Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XXI, no. 45 (Dec. 3, 1969), p. 9.
: ('('I)/PV. 46 1, pp. 5 -13.
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logical (biological) weapons. We are gratified to note that this
problem has occupied a prominent place in the work of the
current session of the Committee. The intensive discussion of the
question of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons at
this session enables us to have a well-definea picture of the views
of the member States regarding the direction in which we should
proceed in order to carry out the task in this field and to sum up
some preliminary results of the discussion now going on.
6. In point of fact, all th, ,tat-s members of the Committee
have declared that chtmical ant bacteriological (biological) weapons must be removed from military arsenals and that the
prohibition of these agents of warfare must provide for the
cessation of their development, production and stockpiling and for
their destruction. In the opinion of most States, the starting point
for all these measures regarding chemical and bacteriological
weapons should be the Geneva Protocol of 1925,2 which prohibits
the use in war of all types of chemical and bacteriological agents.
In these circumstances there is reason to hope that a positive result
will be achieved in the matter of prohibiting chemical and
bacteriological weapons. At the same time it would be wrong to
close our eyes to the difficulties and divergent views which exist
on a number of important questions of principle.
7. The basic difficulty which the Committee has encountered
in solving the problem of the prohibition of chemical and
bacteriological weapons, and which has in fact raised a barrier to
the solution of that problem, is caused by the fact that some
members of the Committee, namely the United States3 and the
United Kingdom, 4 are in favour of a separate approach to the
prohibition of chemical and bacteriological weapons, and in favour
of elaborating at first an agreement dealing with biological
weanons only. As regards the prohibition of chemical agents of
warfare, they propose postponing the solution of this question
indefinitely.
8. The Soviet delegation has repeatedly explained the fallacy
and the danger of such an approach to the solution of the problem
under consideration and has advanced arguments of a political,
practical, scientific and military nature. We have pointed out that
attempts to solve separately the problem of the prohibition cf
chemical and bacteriological w".jpons reflect in fact the desire to
leave one type of th'jse weapons, namely chemical agents of
warfare outside the scope of the prohibition.
9. We are satisfied that many delegations share the point of
view that chemical and bacteriological weapons should be prohibited together. The representative of Japan, Mr. Abe, in his
statement on 10 March, said that "with regard to the scope of
1Documents on Disarnmament. 1969. pp. 764-765.
pp. 9-11, 100-106.
Anie: p. 38.

3Arite.

4

431-943 0 -71

-
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weapons to be prohibited, both chemical and5 biological weapons
should be considered at the same time". Speaking in the
Committee, the representative of Ethiopia, Mr. Zelieke, after
having expressed himself in favour of the further strengthening of
the Geneva Protocol of 1925, emphasized that so long as the
prohibition of the production and stockpiling of chemical and
bacteriological weapons follow the procedure of the Protocol,
6 The
"chemical and biological weapons will remain inseparable."
representatives of India, the United Arab Republic, Pakistan and
other countries have also expressed the view that it is necestary to
take that approach to the prohibition of chemical an.. bacteriological warfare.
10. The delegation of the Soviet Union would like to emphasize once again that it is-our firm conviction that it is necessary to
prohibit the development, production and stockpiling of,chemical
and bacteriological weapons at the same time, within the framework of a single agreement, and that only such an approach will
ensure the rapid and effective elimination of chemical and
bacteriological agents of warfare from the life of the human
community.
11. The delegations of the United States and the United
Kingdom, with the support of some other delegations of Western.
countries, have developed the opposite concept and put forward
arguments in favour of prohibiting biological weapons immediately, by means cf a separate agreement, and have suggested that
the prohibition ,_'f chemical weapons should be postponed to a
later stage and form the subject of another agreement. The main
argument in favour of such a solution to the problem advanced
by the delegation of the United States and the United Kingdom
is that biolog~cal agents of warfare, unlike chemical agents, have
not yet been used on a large scale In war, that biological weapons
are more dangerous than chemical weapons and tfiat their use is
highly problematical because from the military point of view it
would be inexpedient in practice. The delegations of the United
States and the United Kingdom argue that biological weapons are
strategic weapons whereas chemical weapons are tactical ones, and
therefore it is necessary-so the argument runs-to deal first with
the prohibition of biological weapons. Finally, the prohibition of
the production of chemical weapons, as the United States
representative pointed out on 17 March, requires special forms of
those which could be used in respect of
contiol different from
7
biological weapons.
12. We should like to stress that the argument in favour of the
prohibition of chemical weapons after the prohibition of biological weapons and its formalization in a separate agreement
because biological weapons have not yet been used in war whereas
5
CCD/PV. 456, p. 28.
'CCD/PV. 459, p. 9.
7Ante, pp. 103-106.
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chemical warfare is already known to mankind, is devoid of logic.
It would be more appropriate in these circumstances to speak of
the need for the urgent prohibition of both chemical and
biological weapons, since the consequences of their use in war are
well known and since chemical agents, as becomes apparent also
from the statement of the United States delegation, are regarded
by a number of countries as being an important means of warfare
suitable for practical use. ýt is no secret that certain types of
chemical agents are being used for military purposes today, despite
the fact that this constitutes a manifest violation of the standards
of international law established by the Geneva Protocol of 1925
and has been rightly condemned throughout the world.
13. We share the view expressed by the representative of India,
Ambassador Husain, who said:
...we cannot accept the view that, because chemical weapons have on certain occasions
been used in warfare and a number of ccintries have a chemical-warfare capability or are
conducting rescarch in this field, and of those countries some may wish to maintain
chemical-weapons programmes to discourage the use against them of chemical warfare
and to provide i retaliatory capability if deterrence fails-so the argument runs--we
should confin our efforts to a ban on bacteriological (biological) weapons only.,

14. The argument advanced by the United States and the
United Kingdom that biological weapons are more dangerous than
chemical weapons and that therefore their development, production aad stockpiling should be prohibited separately and prior to
the prohibition of the developmcnt, production and stockpiling of
chemical weapons is, to our mind, equally unconvincing. The wars
of our century have most clearly shown the great danger of
chemical weapons which have already been used on a large scale
and whose use in the First World War resulted in over I million
casualties, of which over 100,000 were fatal. However, the point is
not to contrast one type of weapon of mass destruction with the
other but to prohibit both these means of warfare. In this
connexion we should like to point out that the report of the
Secretary-General of the United Nations on chemical and bacteriological weapons 9 and that of a WHO group of consultants, Health
Aspects of Ch'nemical and Biological Weapons. contain a large
number of impressive data indicating the great lethal power of
both bacteriological (tiological) and chemical weapons. The
position of the Soviet Union is-and in this respect we share the
opinion of thc Secretan, -General of the United Nations and of
outstanding experts known throughout the world, approved by
resolutions of the twenty-fourth session of the General Assembly'-0that both of these means of warfare are extremely
dangerous, and we consider that ',hey must be prohibited together
since both are weapons of mass destruction aimed at the
destruction of all living beings.
'CCD/PV. 45 7, p. 13.
'Docume its on Disarmament, 1 9J69,

'0 bid.. pp. 7 16- 7 19 .

pp. 264-298.
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15. As an argument in favour of a separate solution of the
question of the prohibition of chemical and bacteriological
weapons the United States side has also advanced the thesis that it
is necessary to have special forms of control over the prohibition
of !he development, production and stockpiling of chemical
weapons, different from the forms of control over the prohibition
of biological weapons. We do not consider this argument convincing. When it comes to the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological weapons whose
production is directly linked with the peaceful production of chemical substances and bacteriological products, for both these types Vf
weapons it is impossible to establish any international verification in
the form of control posts and on-site inspections. In its intervention
on 3 March the Soviet delegation has already shown how it would
be possible to ensure the implementation of an agreement on the
complete prohibition of cbhemical and bacteriological weapons. 1
16. Nor is the United States argument well founded that it is a
matter of first priority to prohibit biological weapons in view of
the fact that they are allegedly strategic whereas chemical weapons
are tactical. Thus in numerous international documents, including
resolutions of the United Nations, nuclear, chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons have already been treated as weapons
of mass destruction. Moreover, a distinction has never been made
between biological weapons as strategic weapons and chemical
weapons as tactical weapons, The designation of chemical means
of warfare as tactical weapons would objectively lead to diminishing the importance of those types of weapons as weapons of mass
destruction. Their destructive effects and the scale of their use
could be as terrifying as those of ubiological weapons, That is
precisely why chemical weapons have always been treated as one
of the varieties of weapons of mass destruction which, like nuclear
and biological weapons, pose a threat to the very existence of
whole countries and nations.
17. In the course of the discussion a number of delegations
have tried to find a compromise solution of the problem of the
complete prohibition of chemical and bacteriological weapons
which in their view would make it possible to overcome the
existing differcnces in the approach to the solutiQn of this
problejn. Tht idea has been put forward that it might be possible
to work out tNo or more parallel agreements which could be

considered simultaneously and together might cover the entire
problem of the prohibition of chemical and bacteriological
weapons. This suggestion gives rise to very serious and strong
objections on our part, above all because of the reasons for which
we insist on the need to solhe the problem of the prohibition of
chemical and bacteriological weapons within the framework of a
,An:e. pp. 71-78.
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single agreement. Furthermore, such a way of solving the problem
appears very dangerous from the point of view of the possible
consequences of a legal nature. It is easy to imagine, for instance, a
situation in which some particular country or countries would
ratify only one of the several agreements suggested. In that case
the problem of the complete prohibition of chemic&• and
bacteriological weapons would remain unresolved. A situation
would be brought about in which one type of weapon-that is,
bacteriological (biological)-would be prohibited while the otherthe chemical weapon-would escape the ban. In that case it would,
as it were, get the green light for its development, production and
stockpiiing, as well as for its use. Yet it is precisely our task to
prevent and preclude the creation of such a situation. There are no
grounds whatsoever for seeking t, conAlude two or more separate
agreements on the prohibition of types of weapons so close to
each other. Such a ban should be achieved by working out a single
treaty document based on the concrete and very realistic proposals
contained in the drait convention submitted by the nine socialist
countries to the General Assembly of the United Nations.' 2
18. One of the specific considerations regarding possible ways
of solving the problem of the definitive prohibition of chemical
and bacteriological weapons was put forward in this Committee by
the representative of Sweden, Mrs. Myrdal. Having analysed
various aspects of the prohibition of the development, production
and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological agents of warfare,
she drew the conclusion that "it seems possible to deal with them
together to a considerable extent".! I At the same time, referring
to the fact that there exists a certain group of chemical agents
which are widely used to meet peaceful requirements but can also
be used as weapons, the representative of Sweden expressed the
view that the problem of the prohibition of their production
for military purposes: "might be dealt with either in one
comprehensive treaty with specified exemptions or in a separate
treaty or protocol, where the restraining conditions could then be
spelled out in more detail."' 4
19. The Soviet delegation considers that the questions to
which the representative of Sweden, Mrs. Myrdal, has called our
attention are solved sufficiently effectively in the draft convention
proposed by the delegations of the socialist countries, particularly
in articles 4 and 5 which provide for thi' adoption by the States
parties to the convention of legislative measures relating to the
prohibition of the production in those countries of chemical and
bacteriological weapons and f3r the international responsibility of
the national governments concerned for compliance with that
prohibition. Article 3 of the draft treaty, which -"ohibits assisting
'13 Documents on Disarmament. 1969, pp. 455-457.

''Ante. p. 90.
'4 Ante. p. 88.
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other countries to acquire chemical and bacteriological weapons,
in conjunction with articles 4 and 5 will ensure the solution~of the
problem of international trade in that type of chemical agents,
which was also mentioned by Mrs. Myrdal.
20. In any case, the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical and bacterici-hgicai (biological)
weapons provided for in the draft convention proposed by the
socialist countries relates only to weapons and is in no way
intended to hinder the devcopment of the chemical and biological
industry for peaceful purposes.
21. In previous statements the Soviet delegation has commented in detail on the contents of the draft convention of the
socialist States on the prohibition of the development, production
and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological weapons and on
their destruction. In elaborating the draft convention the a.,thors
based themselves on the fact-and this is stated in the preamble of
the document-that the guarantee of strict and scrupulous
implementation of the existing prohibition of their use, as
mentioned in the 1925 Geneva Protocol, remains an important
aim of States in the field of chemical and bacteriological weapons.
The preamb . to the convention, while reaffirming the adherence
of its parties to the purposes and principles of the Geneva
Protocol, calls on all States to comply strictly with it. The draft
convention also refers to General Assembly resolutions 2162 B
(XXI)'s and 2454 A (XXIII)' 6 which 'condemned all actions
contrary to the Geneva Protocol.
22. Today it is generally recognized that the 1925 Geneva
Protocol is a most important and authorilative international
document prohibitirg the use of chemical and bacteriological
weapons. The significance of the Protocol lies in the fact that it
confirmed, as stated in its text, "to the end that this prohibition
shall be universally accepted as a part of International Law...",
those principles which mankind had established long before that
document came into existence. That Protocol has stood the test of
time. It has proved itself a viable and important international
agreement. In evaluating the 1925 Geneva Protocol, the representative of Hungary, Mr. Koimives, pointed out quite rightly that it
"has acquired historical significance as ,., international instrument
prohibiting the use of all chemical and bacteriological agents in
war".' 7 In its resolution 2603 A (XXIV)*the General Assembly
once again confirmed its evaluation of the Geneva Protocol as an
agreement which embodies the prohibition of all chemical and

bacteriological means of warfare, withou* exception, as well as a
rulk of international law."' Following the appeal of the United
'Docuwmn:: on Diarnmraent,1966. pp. 798-799.
"I bid. 196M pp. 793-795.
17CCD/PV. 456, p. 10.
"Document. on Disarmanent, 1969, pp. 716-717.
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Nations General Assembly, a large number of States have acceded
to that agreement. It must be noted, however, that even today not
all States, among which are some militarily important States, have
become parties to the Protocol.
23. We regard as unjustified, even dangerous, the endeavour of
some delegations to give an arbitrary interpretation to the
prohibition in the Geneva Protocol of 1925-as was done, for
example, on 19 February in the statement of the representative of
the United' Kingdom, Lord Chalfont, who asserted that such
chemical substances as CS gas, for instance remained outside the
prohibition.' A similar tendency is contained in the statement
made by the Canadian delegation on 24 March, 20 from which it
appears that from the point of view of Canada the use or the
prohibition of the use of tear gas and other similar agents in war is
a problem which has not yet been solved, anO that therefore the
use of those agents is permissible. In our view such a problem does
not exist. The use in' war of all chemical and bacteriological agents
without exception is quite definitely prohibited by the Geneva
Protocol of 1925.
24. The Soviet delegation considers that any attempt to legalize
the use of tear gas on the battlefield for so-calk4d "humanitarian"
reasons, which is what the representatives of certain States,
including some in our Committee, are trying to lead up to, should
be rejected in the most -Csolute manner. The report of the United
Nations Secretary-General gives a clear and unambiguous reply in
this regard:
It is true that a considerable effort has aio been made to develop ,ehmical agents
which have as their purpose not to kill but to reduce a man's capacity to fight. Such
agents are used by civil authorities of a number of countries in order to suppress
disorders and to control ,iots, but when used in warfare they would inevitably be
employed as an adjunct to other forms of attack, and their over-all effect might be

lethal. 2

25. Those are our considerations in connexion with the
discussion in the Committee on the question of the prohibition of
chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons. In conclusion
we should like to express the hope that the Committee on
Disarmament will overcome the existing difficulties and complications and will achieve positive results in regard to the complete
elimination from military arsenals of a dangerous group of
weapons of mass destruction-chemical and bacteriological ag'.nts
of warfare. Our success along this path would be an impoitant
contribution to the strengiheiiing of peace throughout the world.
The great achievements of our time in the field of chemistry and
biology must be placed at the service of mankind and not threaten
its existence. The Soviet delegation is prepared, as always, to do all
it can to facilitate the rapid achievement of this aim.
''Ante. pp. 38-39.
"Ante. p. 113.
,'Do'ummets on Disarmment, !9 69, p. 268.
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Senate Resolution 211 on Strategic Arms
Limitations, April 9, 197022
Expressing the sense of the Senate on mutual suspension of
further deployment of offensive and defensive nuclear strategic
weapons systems by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and
by the United States.
Whereas the competition to develop and deploy strategic
weapons has reached a new and dangerous phase, which threatens
to frustrate attempts Zt negotia t ing significant arms limitations
and to weaken the stability of nuclear deterrence as a barrier to
war;
Whereas developmeiat of, multiple independently targetAble
reentry vehicles by both the United States and the Soviet Union
represents a fundamental and radical challenge to such stability;
Whereas the possibility of agreed controls over strategic forces
appears likely to diminish greatly if testing and deployment of
multiple independently targetable reentry vehicles proceed;
Whereas a suspension of flight tests of multiple independently
targetable reentry vehicles promises to forestall deployment of
such provocative weapons; and
Whereas a suspension of such tests could contribute substantially to the success of the strategic arms limitation talks between
the United States and the Soviet Union: Now, therefore, be it
Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate that prompt
negotiations between the Governments of the United States of
America and of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to seek
agreed limitations of both offensive and defensive strategic
weapons should be urgently pursued; and
Resolved further, That the President should propose to the
Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics an
immediate suspension by the United States and by the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics of the further deployment of all
offensive and defensive nuclear strategic weapons systems, subject
to national verification or such other measures of observation and
inspection as may be appropriate.
Statement by the Swedish Representative (Myrdal) to the Conference of the Committee mn Diwrmament: Chemical and Biological Weapons, April 9, 19701
The debate in our Committee so far this year on the vital
question of attaining an international ban that goes beyond the
existing ban in the Geneva Protocol on the use of biological and
21S. Res. 211, 91 st Cong., 2d sess. The resolution was approved by a vote of 73 to 6.
with two Senators paired against it.
'C('D/PV. 463, pp. 5-13.
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chemical means of warfare2 and extends to prohibitions in regard
to their production, stockpiling, etc. has been a dynamic one. We
are in the course of obtaining important clarifications as to severai
of the issues involved, technically complicated and politically
vexing as they aid. Several delegations have offered concrete
sugg2stions for solutions. I believe we should push this process of
clarification further before we settle down to try to agree on
precise legal language. With the aim of continuing those "mapping
expeditions", as I have ventured to call the preparatory work,3 I
intend today to dwell particularly on the thorny issue of
verification.
3., Let me say first that we must, as always when exploring
possible methods of verifying compjiapce with any ,ne~surqs of,
disarmament, avoid the risl of setting-such standards of perfecfioa,
that the proposal is effectively killed the moment it is put
forward. The majority of speakers have spoken in general terms of'
the need for verification. But we must surely beware of stating too
categorically that verification is indispensable lest- progress be
deadlocked. We have authoritative statements to prove that it is
possible to forgo control. I am thinking of the unilateral pledges
by some nations about refraining from production of certain
chemical and biological weapons. In the case of the United States
this refers to a total prohibition of production and stockpiling,
together with the final elimination of all biological agents and one
chemical type of agent-namely toxins-without referring to any
need for reciprocity or verification. In the 'case of Canada we have
an equally unconditional declaration of non-possession and also
the renunciation for the future of the development, production,
acquisition or stockpiling of all biological weapons and all
chemical ones, with a reservation concerning just one of the latter,
namely riot-control agents, the position of which is left unclarified. 4 No request for reciprocity or for a system of verification is
made in this context. I should add that only the formal
withdrawal of the reservation about retaliation which Cana'a
made in regard to the use of these weapons when ratifying the
Geneva Protocol is made contingent upon the attainment of
"effective and verifiable agreements". 5 More countries may be
expected to be ready for unilateral, unconditional renunciation of
chemical and biological means of warfare without raising the
question of verification. It would of course be particularly
welcomed if the action taken by the United States were emulated
by the other major Powers.
4. While it has thus been demonstrated that a wide door is kept
promisingly open for considerable progress by national decisions
to surrender unconditionally the right to possess chemical and
'bDocuments on Disvrmment, 1969, pp. 764-765.
3 CCD/PV.
450, pp. 17-18.
S4n1e, p. 113.
'Ibid.
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biological weapons, it nevertheless remains-the task of ths
Committee to elaborate internationally-binding multilateral agreements, preferably universal in scope and covering all agents
without exception. It is within that framework that we have to
study to what degree verification is essential and in what forms it
may be realistically implemented.

5. Again, a warning note must be struck against over-reliance
on perfectibility. Or, to quote the representative of Yugoslavia,
Mr. Vratula:
If we compare the risk involved in imperfect control with the risk 16611ved in the
continuation of the present danger of chemical and bacteriological (biologictal weapons,
the jxuth will be confirmed once again that the former danget is fat less tha the latter.'

Verificatiotfcan never be and need not be 100 per cent effective.
What 'is 'equired is a s4fficienitly high probability of detectign'to
ptovide deterrence 4on'one side and reassurance on the: other. One
might discuss, as has been done in 'the SiPRI study on verification,7 a 50 per cent probability of detection as constituting a
sufficiently high barrier of deterrence against cheating. Even this
figure might, however, be too high to be realistic in the sense that
it would call for more intensive monitoring than is likely to be
acceptable to all prospective adherents to an agreement. One
might discuss the figure of 30 per cent or even 10 per cent as
constituting a sufficient barrier.
6. My colleagues may remember that in the discussion we had
earlier in this Committee on the problem of verification in
connexion with the comprehensive test ban the Swedish delegation offered some suggestions for a soltition based on a statistical
method of evaluation and applying modern decision theories. I
refer particularly to the working paper we put forward in July
1967. For the calculations referred to in that paper we placed the
disclosure probability level at 10 per cent, meaning that a
prospective violator would have to face one chance in ten of being
exposed. This level, we estimated, would be high enough to deter
States from violations in view of the considerable political costs
involved in a disclosure. That figure was IWter challenged,
particularly by the United States delegation, as being too ..ow.9 I
want today, however, to draw, attention, riot so much to any
specific percentage figure as to the scientific logic we then
followed in order to show that the basic problem of obtaining
reasonable assurance coupled with reliable deterrence is a common
one which we meet whenever we try to draw uO a disarmament or
an arms-control measure. This is so because the essential feature is
always a substantive obligation of a negative character; ingthe case
C'('D/PV. 456. p. 17.
'The Problem of Chemical and Biologltcw Isfae (prov. ed., Stockholm, 1970), pt.
IV, pp. 55-56.
' Documents on Disarmament, 196 7, pp. 305-309.
'Ibid.. pp. 322 ff.
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we are now discussing an obligation not to develop, manufacture
or stockpile chemical and biological means of warfare.
7. The main objective of any verification procedure is that it
should generate mutual trust. Whenever dealing with matters of
verification, the Swedish delegation has ai-ued for the necessity of
relying on two basic principles intended to create that mutual
trust and make it grow, namely (a) the principle of open
information and (b) the principle of internationalization.
8. A lead in the same direction, more specifically as to the
value of openness, has been given by President Nixon when
announcing the spectacular renunciatory action taken last autumn.
In regard to biological weapons he declared in his statement of 25
November 1969 that the United States would confine its research
in this field to immunization and safety measures. It was also said
that the military research laboratories would be transferred to
civilian agencies concerned with research in such important
peaceful fields as immunization and protection against diseases.
Further, disposal of existing stocks of bacteriological weapons was
promised.'° In February of this year similar action was taken in
regard to toxins, mostly regarded as chemical warfare agents.',
"7' Js series of measures thus announced by the United States
would seem to ensure full openness for the future as to research,
development, production and stockpiling in that country of
biological means of warfare and of toxins.
9. The representative of Yugoslavia, Mr. Vratuba, made the
suggestion in his speech on 10 March to which I have already
referred that all States should place their institutions engaged in
chemical and biological weapons research, development and
production under civilian administr.2i-cn, for instance by their
respective ministries of health.
10. The initiative to this effect takea in the United States and
similar initiatives which have been o,_ may be taken in other
countries will become of immense importance for increasing the
quality of life on our planet. Microbiology is a fast-growing part of
the "life" sciences which help us to conquer dreaded diseases. All
such efforts are particularly important for that majority of
inhabitants of the globe who live in so-called developing countries.
The continuing fight against disease, malnutrition and hunger, in
which ýhe scientists concerned with microbiology take a leading
part, concerns those countries in a most direct way. ff seen in this
light, our efforts to stop all development for military uses of the
biological agents take on their full meaning. And this is also true
of many chemical agents which combat attacks by mould, insects
and other parasites on our crops and other foodstuffs and promote
development of new means of nutrition such as proteins and
vitamins. The possibilities of improving life would become greatly
' 0°bid.. 1969, pp. 592-593.
''Ante, pp. 5-6.
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enhanc.:d if we refrained from producing all these agents for the

purpose of the death and destruction of man.
11. If, as an exercise in formulating possible solutions, the
Swedish delegation were now to attempt to sketch an international verification system for the prohibition of chemical and
biological weapons production etc., we would place the requirement of open information as the first and fundamental element.
But let me add immediately that we recognize the political
difficulty of reporting on weapons, that is on chemical and
biological agents which have become "weaponized", ready as
munitions. On the other hand, we see great positive value in open
reporting on the agents themselves.
12. This distinction becomes of paramount importance when
we haze to decide on the legal formulae for. our prospective
prohibitory regulations. I hope my colleages will agree with me
that we need a kind of twofold approach, as in the non-proliferation Treaty where article II prohibits, the acquisition of "nu clear
weapons" while article 11 on safeguards focuses upon "source or
special fissionable material".) 2 The principal article in a treaty on
chemical and biological weapons likewise would probably have- to
prohibit the production and possession of weapons themselves. On
the other hand, subsidiary regulations would have to be introduced dealing with the production etc. of agents, possibly in some
language such as "agents which constitute possible components of
chemical and biological weapons", but also with the important
proviso in some such terms as "except for specified peaceful
purposes"-and I would like to emphasize "specified peaceful"
purposes. Such a pattern would make it possible to take into
consideration the distinction I advocated in my last intervention
on this subject on 12 March between what I called unconditional
and conditional prohibition, the latter intended to cover the
situation in regard to substances having considerable peaceful
uses.' 3 The open reporting which we are suggesting as the basic
element of verification would also be concerned with the agents
rather than with weapons.
13. In regard to biological agents a requirement for open
information could immediately be made all-inclusive. With research and development as well as Iroduction limited to laboratory requirements for protective purposes, all need for secrecy
would seem to disappear. On the contrary, unrestricted publication of scientific and technical work aimed at the international
community would open the benefits to the whole world, as I have
just indicated. The fight against disease is of universal interest. In
particular, countries more developed in biological scienoe and
technology would be given better opportunity for sharing their
results with countries lacking comparable research resouroes.
"2 Documents or Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
'(CCD/PV. 457, pp. 19 ft.
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14. A similar course of action could be followed in large part
in regard to chemical agents. A number of these have no civilian
application, including all toxins, most nerve agents such as tabun,
sarin, soman; all blister agents, such as sulphur and nitrogen
mustards; and psychochemicals such as LSD. In addition, however,
certain other chemical agents have a wide use for both military
and civilian production. In this latter case secrecy may be a
prerequisite for profitable commiercial production. The form and
content of the information would obviously have to be different
in these cases.
15. 1 think the advice of experts would be needed on how such
reporting as we may agree upon should be detailed for different
agents in both the chemical and the biological fields, that is in
regard to transmitting publications on scientific research aiid to
government notifications concerning the flow of chemical and biological agents from production to different uses. One might possibly
apply some relevant indicators, such as the number of personnel
engaged in certain activities, the figures for sales, or other measurable factors. Several delegations have already mentioned the need
for experts to come together to present us in the next few months
with detailed information on various technical aspects of the problems of verification. I would lik- once again to add the voice of the
Swedish delegation to the support of these suggestions.
16. I just said that "open information" seems tc us to be one
of the pillars of a verification system, the second being "internationalization". What we feel to be strictly necessary is an
obligatory international reporting system applying to both qualitative and quantitative factors, that is both as to new developments
and as to bulk of prcduction. To include in the text of a treaty an
obligation for goveraments to report continuously or periodically
would seem to be essential in connexion with the prolibition, as
envisaged, of the acquisition of chemical and biological means of
warfare. The detailed procedures, particularly as to how to deal
with "agents produced for specified peaceful purposes", might be
laid down in an Accompanying protocol annexed to the treaty,
both because varioui agents have to be treated differently-the
demarcation line, however, not lying entirely between chemical
and biological agents as separate ca tegories-and because expectations of technological changes call for a type of agreement which
could be amended more rapidly and easily than the fundamental
rules of the treaty itself.
17. A definite hurdle so far has been the selection of the
proper international organ which should be given the duty of
receiving, storing and preferably analysing and distributing the
information contained in the reports. For the biological agents and
for some chemical agents the World Health Organization may seem
to be a natural choice as it already has the essential technical
know-how. For some other chemical agents, particularly those
going through industrial production for civilian uses, it is more
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diff cult to indicate a focal point in the international system of
agencies and organs. The Food and Agriculture Organization may
be one possibility. In the final instance, when the prohibition of
chemical and biological means of warfare has become part and
parcel of general and complete disarmament, there will of course
be available a specialized disarmament agency, the international
disarmament organization provided for in the general draft treaties
of 1962.1 4 But even before that there will be an obvious need to
enlist the co-operation of scientists specialized in the various fields
concerned, and possibly also their international organizations.
That, again, belongs to the questions calling for further penetration.
18. The willingness to report, openly and internationally, on
national activities related to development and production of
chemical and biological agents seems to us to be the indispensable
first requirement in a verification system. A second part might be
an agreed complaints procedure, containing further possibilities of
obtaining assurances that circumvention was not taking place. The
question if, and in what form, that should in turn be followed by a
procedure for applying sanctions I shall deal with a little later.
That is usually part of a different article in similar treaties, most
often in the form of a right of withdrawal. The complaints
procedure, on the other hand, should definitely be part of the
verification system. We hvt had occasion to amplify that view in
considerable-and we hope cGnstructive-detail in another context,
under the label "verification by challenge". I refer to the working
paper put forward by my delegation on 1 April 1969 outlining
possible provisions of a treaty banning underground nuclear
weapon test- 'I
19. The United Kingdom draft treaty on biological warfare
presents, albeit in an abridged form, just such a method of
clarifying suspicious events or activities. The procedure suggested
in its article I11, paragraph 1, appears to us in its general outline to
be a valuable one. The United Kingdom draft does not provide for
queries directly from one party to another party. That may be
based on the argument that the right to raise such queries always
exists. We considered it valuable however-in the different context
mentioned-that there should be established an obligation on the
other party "to co-operate in good faith for the clarification of
all events pertaining to the subject matter of [the 1 Treaty". 16
20. 'Whether it is preferable, as the United Kingdom draft
suggests, instead to turn immediately to an international organ
depends, of course, on (a) whether such an organ is entrusted with
a specified function in relation to the treaty and (b) whether that
organ-or perhaps the Secretary-General of the United Nations"4 Documents on Disarmament. 1965., pp. 77-102, 111-140.
"£ibid., 19t9, pp. 140-142.
Ilbid.. pp. 431 ff.
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has at its disposal the experts needed for investigating complaints.
Anyway, even if a shortened procedure should be prescribed, we
would favour the complaints being lodged with the SecretaryGeneral rather than directly with the Security Council, and tile
automatic procedure of investigating complaints being made
applicable to suspected cases of breach of the prchibitions on
production, stockpiling, etc., as to our minds the prospuctive
treaty should not concentrate on complaints about use of
chemical and biological weapor.s .
21. It would seem to us preferable that lodging a complaint with
the Security Council should be treated as a separate possibility, to
be utilized at the discretion of the complaining party after the
results of the investigation by experts had been submitted: this in
order not to make complaints "political" and perhaps incriminating at an early stage and also in order to separate the functions of
investigation and political judgement. The Swedish delegation,
prima vista, prefers a procedure in several stages which gradually,
and with increasing seriousness, would seek clarification and
thereby as far as possible help to reduce tensions and avoid
denunciations. Again we are reminded how much more flexibly,
and at the same time adequately, complaints procedures would be
handled if we had arrived at such a stage of general and complete
disarmament that there was an international disarmament organization in operation. Be that as it may, we can see that there might
be a need for a Security Council function of judging and, in cases
warranting it, deciding on sanctions.
22. Other delegations may wish to suggest other methods of
verification than the ones I have just outlined, particularly if they
have in mind other targetF for control. I have not wanted to
exclude any verification methods on which general agreement
could be reached, but in this statement I have concentrated on
those elements of a verification system whicl would seem to us to
be primarily necessary for incorporation in the ,.,gal instrument
which is to constitute an agreed ban on production, etc., of
chemical and biological weapons.
23. Obviously the.e are available many other modalities for
obtaining security. They include aerial surveillance of field testing,
information on training, analysis of budgetary provisions, inspection teams, etc. It has seemed to my delegation that such control
methods, which are already to some extent applied by national
agencies, would with a growing improvement in the climate of
trust come to be voluntarily used more and more, first bilaterally
and then, perhaps, also regiom-lly. While such a development
should be encouraged it would seem to us rremature to prescribe
immediately a fully-fledged system of any of these methods for
compulsory use by an international organ. That would, inter alia,
involve -'onsiderable costs in terms of fr'mncial resources, in terms
of experts and in terms of political discomfort. It may well come
to pass that as we in the Committee on Disarmament continue to
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study the possibilities of verification, some of those methods may
have proved their diagnostic importance, their practical feasibility
and their political acceptability, to that they carl be included in
our general agreement. The main thing at this juncture must be to
proceed jointly and in confident co-operation with a relentless
search for solutions acceptable to all delegations.
Tripartite Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament in Connection With the Soviet
Draft Convention on the Prohibition, of the Development,

Production, and Stockpiling of Chemical and Bacteriok~gical
(Biological) Weapons and on the Destruction of Such Weapons,
April 14,19701
I

A new article is to be included in the text of the Convention

reading:
1. Each State Party to this Convention which finds that actions of any other State Party
constitute a breach of the obligations assumed under articles I and 11 of the Convention,
may lodge a complaint with the Security Council of the United Nations. Such a complaint
should include all possible evidence confirming its validity as well as a request for its
consideration by the Security Council. The Security Council shall inform the States
Parties to this Convention of the result of the investigation.
2. Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to cooperate in carrying out any
investigations which the Security Counil may undertake on the basis of the complaint
received 'by the Council.
II
Draft Security Council Resolution

The Security Council
Highly appreciating the desire of a large number of States to subscribe to the
Convention on the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and on the destruction of such
weapons,
Bearing in mind that under article.. of the Convention the States Parties shall have
the right to lodge complaints with th, Security Council together with a request for tbelr
consideration by the Council,
Recognizing the need for appropriate measures with a view to ensuring the
observance of the obligations contained in the Convention,
Taking into comrlderation the desire of the States Parties to cooperate with the
Security Council with a view to ensuring the strict observance of the obligations
contained in the Convention,
1. Declares its readiness:
-to give urgent consideration to any complaints lodged uader article .. of the
Convention,
- to take ail necessary measures for the investigation of a complaint,
-to inform the States Parties to the Convention of the result of the investigation;
2. Calls upon all States Parties to the Conventipn to coopeate with a view to implementing the provisions of this resolution.
'CCD/285, Apr. 14. 1970 sad Corr. 1, Apr. 15. 1970. The working paper was sub.
mntted by ilunmawy, Monrlia, &W Poiand. For the draft convention, see Documents on
Diwrmament. 1969, pp. 55-457.
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Statement by the Polish Deputy Foreign Minister (Winiewics) to
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical
and Biological Weapons, April 14, 19701
First I want to express my cordial thanks for the words of
welcome which you, Mr. Chairman, have addressed to me, words
which I probably do not deserve although on the instructions of
my Government I have to follow the work of this Committee. It
seems that in my capacity as Deputy Foreign Minister I have been
too lazy to come sufficiently often to this Conference. May I be
excused on the simple understanding that the work of the
Committee is neither new nor strange to me and that I follow its
work with the greatest attention and greet any progress with the
greatest q-preciation.
3. If you will permit me, Mr. Chairinan, before I start my
speech on the working paper which has been distributed in the
name of my delegation, among others, I should like to address a
few words to the United States delegation to convey our best
wishes that the difficulties which the crew of Apollo 13 is meeting
may be overcome and that the mission may be if not a complete
success at least a partial one. Best wishes go to those now
struggling in the cosmos for the success of the mission they have
unciertaken.
4. The main purpose of my statement is the introduction of the
working paper presented by the delegations of Hungary, Mongolia
and Poland, and already distributed to you, concerning the
safeguard clause of the draft convention on the prohibition of the
development, production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and on the destruction of such
weapons.2 I would recall that this draft convention was submitted
to the General Assembly of the United Nations by nine socialist
countries in document A/7655. 3 Before commenting on the
details of our working paper I cannot resist dwelling for a moment
on some general problems directly and indirectly connected with
chemical and bacteriological warfare.
5. The main problem which has occupied this Committee's
attention so far has been whether to proceed with the consideration of chemical and bacteriological weapons jointly or to deal
with the bacteriological category of weapons separately. My
Government is firmly persuaded that the problem before us is
neither procedural nor technical: it remains a problem of a
political and a fundamental character.
6. Until 1964 no scientific organization or political agency had
advocated any separate consideration of chemiWal or bacteriological (biological) means of warfare One canno t fail to notice that a
'CCD/PV. 464. pp. 5-16.
:Supra.
'Documents on Disa'mament. 1969, pp. 455-457.
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discussion restricted to biological warfare started only when
substantiated accusations of the use of chemical weapons in the
Viet Nam conflict were made public. Such use of a variety of
chemical agents has led to a number of political actions condemning, in severc terms, that type of war'are. In that connexion,
articles published by the London Observer on 26 May, 2 June and
16 June 1968 disclosed facts concerning research on chemical and
biological weapons which was being conducted at Porton Downi in
the United Kingdom. A further series of articles evoked the
indignant reaction of public opinion in the United Kingdom
against the use of gas in Viet Nam, particularly when it became
obvious that such gas was being produced in the United States
under a United Kingdom licence.
7. That new situation gave rise to an urgent and one might even
say universal demand to strengthen the Geneva Protocol of 19251
and to search for ways and means of preventing activities of the
type undertaken in Viet Nam. In addition to the existing rules of
war as contained in the Geneva Protocol, proposals fallirg within
the scope of disarmament have been advanced by large groups of
scientists and by political organizations in different regions of the
world, the United States and the United Kingdom not excluded.
8. Motivated by the same spirit, the Hungarian delegation
submitted to the twenty-first session of the United Nations
General Assembly a draft resolution whereby the Assembly,
guided by the principles of the United Nations Chartei and of
contemporary international law, considering that weapons of mass
destruction constituted a danger to all mankind and recalling that
the Geneva Protocol of 17 June 1925 on the Prohibition of the
Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of
Bacteriological Methods of Warfare had been signed and adopted
and was recognized by many States, (i) called for strict and
absolute compliance by all States with the principles and norms
established by the Protocol, which prohibits the use of chemicý;l
and bacteriological weapons; (ii) condemned all actions aimed at
the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons; and (iii) declared
that the use of those weapons for the purpose of destroyi-.g
human beings and the means of their existence constituted an
international crime.5
9. As we all know, one of the major Powers, not a party to the
Geneva Protocol, brought to bear the full weight of its influence in
order to restrict the interpretation of the Geneva Protocol and in
order to eliminate the condemnatory clauses of the Hungarian
draft resolution. That line of action was in effect the beginning of
a drive which aimed objectively at weakening the almost universally recognized comprehensive interpretation of the Geneva

lIbid., pp. 764-765.
'Ibid.. 1966. pp. 694-695.
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Protocol of 1925. The Maltese proposal submitted to the
twenty-second session of the General Assembly, calling for the
revision and bringing up to date of the Protocol6 and the United
Kingdom proposal of 1968 advocating the separate consideration
of biological means of warfare 7 are momentous stepping stones
leading in what we believe to be the wrong direction, The United
Kit'gdom representative thought that as far as chemical warfare
was concerned we should remain satisfied with the Geneva
Protocol, and as support for further action in this area he
suggested that the Secretary-General should be requested to
prepare a report on the nature and possible effects exclusively of
chemical weapons and cn the implications of their use.8 Thus
after more than forty years of a remarkable record in the defence
of the comprehensive interpretation of the Geneva Protocol the
United Kingdom Government took steps which indeed endangered
the value and effectiveness of the Protocol.
10. Permit me also to recall that it was the Polish delegation
that then suggested that the requested study should cover ooth
chemical and bacteriological weapons, 9 and we have not failed to
note with satisfaction that every member of the Committee,
including the delegation of the United Kingdom, has joined in
support of the Polish proposal.
11. We now have the opportunity of studying and considering
the Secretary-General's report which covers, from the technical
and scientific points of view, all the various aspects of chemical
and bacteriological (biological) weapons-their basic characteristics, potential toxicity, speed of action, duration of effects, and
indeed all the unpredictable dangers that their use in war might
bring to mankind.o0 Everyone who has spoken on this subject in
this Committee and at the United Nations General Assembly haevaluated the report as a gz'od basis for fruitful discussions and for
the elaboration of sound measures to eliminate effectively those
weapons of mass annihilation.
I
i2. We of Poland were especially appreciative of two main
inferences of the report: viz. (a) that chemical and bacteriological
(biological) weapons clearly belong ta one and the same class of
means of mass destruction and (b) that the universal elimination
of those weapons could in no way weaken the security of any
nation. These two conclusions are of particular import when
viewed in the light of the argumentation advanced in favour of the.
United Kingdom draft convention dealing solely with biological
weapons.'' We note, not without satisfaction, that one of the
major merits of the Secretary-General's report lies in its recogni"Ibid., 1967, pp. 625-626.
'ibid., 1968. pp. 569-571.
"Ibid., pp. 537-5 AS.
'ENIX7/PV. 385, pp. 22-23.
i GDcxurmnti on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 264-298.
'*Ibid., pp. 431 ff.
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tion of the significance of the Geneva Protocol. When discussing
the report, Poland has expressed its unequivocal endorsement of
the recommendations of the Secretary-General on further action
to be taken to deal with the threat posed by the existence of
chemical and bacteriological weapons.
13. We are now able to benefit also from two additional and
diligently documented expert studies. I have in mind the report of
the WHO group of consultants1 2 and the extremely timely and
highly competent study of the Stockholm International Peace
Research Institute' 3 . Of course our mandate concerning problems
of chemical and bacteriological (biological) warfare has been
defined in General Assembly resolution 2603 A (XXIV),' 4 as to
the scope arid the proper interpretation of the Geneva Protocol,
and in General Assembly resolution 2603 B (XXIV), in which the
General Assembly requested the Committee on Disarmament to
give urgent consideration to seeking and reaching agreement on
prohibition and on other measures aimed at securing an effective
and complete ban on those extremely dangerous means of
warfare.'
14. Finally, nermit me to state that of all the many international documents dealing with chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons since the entry into force of the Geneva Protocol
of 1925, whether emanating from intergovernmental agencies,
political sources or scientific organizations, including the League
of Nations and the United Nations, only one document, the draft
convention submitted by the United Kingdom to the Conference
of the Committee on Disarmament on 10 July 1969 tends to
divide the issue generally recogci;-ed as indivisible, and indivisible
it remains.1 6
15. 1 venture to admit frankly that I feel. guilty of having
abused the indulgence of this Committee by a prolonged analysis
of the two differenW approaches to the question of chemical and
bacteriological warfare. But I have endeavoured to demonstrate
which of the two approaches is likely to produce the results
requested fiom us by resolution 2603 A and B (XXIV). Either we
concentrate our efforts to ban effectively and unconditionally all
chemical and bacteriological (biological) means of warfare, thus
contributing to disarmament, or we indirectly, by omission, justify
the miscalculated and dangerous policy of the continued use of
chemical means of warfare, whatever benevolent explanation the
users of such weapons might give.
16. As always, my delegation has listened attentively to the
views expressed here on this very question.
,'World Health Organization, Health Aaspcts of ChemIal and Riologil Ivepo'n:
Report of a WHO Group of Consultants (Geneva, 1970).

''The Problem of Chemical and BhilogIcal Warfare (pi ov. od., Stockholm, 1970).
,'Documentson Disar.,wament, 1 9 6 9 , pp. 716-7! 7.
' SIbid., pp. 7 I-719.
I6bid., pp. 3 24 ff'
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17. The representative of the United States, in his statement on
17 March, with his usual eloquence; all my colleagues have told
nie, demonstrated convincingly that in present circumstances biological means of warfare cannot be used as a practical method of
conducting a war; they do not represent any retaliatory value since
their destructive potential cannot be limited and in consequence
they can affect the aggressor as well as the victim of aggression.' I
My delegation finds no difficulty in agreeing with the view that
because of their nature biological weapons are very unlikely to be
used.
18. On the other hand, not only are we now facing the danger
of chemical warfare but, as we all know, chemical methods are
,a~y being applied in an armed conflict taking place tcday.
Therefore the cbvious and logical conclusion is immediately to
start negotiations which would lead to the elimination of chemical
means of warfare in the first place, at the same time solving the
problem of eliminating all biological means of warfare, a task
which, it seems to be agreed, appears easier to achieve.
19. Some delegations have endeavoured to persuade us that
chemical weapons are of a tactical character and therefore their
use is limited to battlefield operations. Meanwhile Mr. Leonard in
his statement of 17 March provided us with convincing evidence of
the damage which might possibly be caused by an aircraft carrying
an atomic, a biological or a chemical charge. This example
constitutes a clear reminder that chemical means of warfare are
used by the belligerent which has acquired air supremacy. Indeed,
such was the case in Ethiopia and China in the thirties, and we are
observing the same in Viet Nam today. The most repulsive element
is that this is still going on, after the military have ascertained that
there is not the slightest chance for the opposite side to retaliate.
No less repugnant is the fact that chemical weapons have been
used against peoples fighting for their national liberation, who do
not usually possess the simplest means of defence and are deprived
of the material capability usually, as we well know, at the disposal
of tie regular armies of highly developed countries. What
hrnpottance could possibly be attached to whether we qualify this
weapon as strategic or tactical? It remains an instrument of mass
extermination. One can state without any doubt that there is no
politically admissible or militarily justifiable reason which could
support the preservation of bacteriological (biological) and chemical weapons in national armouries.
20. Several delegations, and mainly Lord Chalfont in his
statement of 7 April,1 8 spoke at length on all the differences which
exist between chemical and biological weapons. It would not, of
course, be too difficult to prove, as has already been done by the
delegations of the Soviet Union, Czechoslovakia and Bulgaria, that
'Ante, pp. 102 ft.
ICCD/PV. 462, pp. 9 ft.
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those differences are emphasized simply to separate the consideration of issues of chemical and biological weapons. An equal or
even greater number of arguments can be presented in order to
stress the absolute sameness of those categories of weapons. One
can at the same time demonstrate with equal success that there are
differences in the production, methods .of use and destructive
effects of each and every kind of bacteriological weapon. Does this
mean that a separate convention for each type of such weapons
would be advisable?
21. It remains therefore to decide that the question of'separate
or joint consideration of chemical and -biological weapons is
dictated not by technical or procedural factors but by the specific
political and military considerations of individual States. Mankind
could not profit from such an approach, disarmament processes
might be slowed down and the community of nations would suffer
in the end.
22. My delegation wishes to express its appreciation to the
leader of the United Kingdom -delegation, Lord Chalfont, for
having reiterated in his statement of 7 April 1970, which I have
already mentioned, that the United Kingdom delegation remains
"ready to fall in with the wish of the majority to discuss the
prospects for progress on biological and chemical weapons
together". 1 9 Regrettably, the speaker weakened that statement by
concluding that "it is better to have an agreement on biological
weapons than no agreement at all". 2 0 The last phrase might
indicate a lack of confidence in the possibilities of reaching a rapid
understanding on a difficult matter. But our Committee has not
been created to solve only easy problems; it has to tackle difficult
and crucial disarmament problems, and particularly those ripe for
solution. I submit that it is precisely the question of the
elimination of bacteriological (biological) and chemical weapons
that is ripe for conclusive decision.
23. We of Poland would not dare to assume that the statement
of the United Kingdom delegate had the characteristics of an
ultimatum because then the Committee's work might find itself at
an impasse as a result of the uncompromising attitude of a small
group of States. Let us exclude such a possibility and avoid ,
situation in which the self-righteousness of a minority might
destroy a wise policy fully grasped by the majority. After hearing
the statements of practically all the members ot this Committee it
has become obvious that the overwhelming majority definitely
favour joint treatment of chemical and bacteriological means of
warfare.

24. I shall now proceed to make a few comments on our
working paper, which has just been distributed, dnd I will do this
''Ibid., pp. 5-6.

"Ibid., p. 16.
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in connexion with certain articles of the draft convention
contained in document A/7655. 21
25. The system of complaints embodied in our proposal now
before you has been inspired to a large extent by the provisions on
verification formulated in the United Kingdom draft convention
dealing with biological warfare alone. By referring all problems
having a direct impact on the security of nations to the Security
Council we are making proper use of the only organ of the United
Nations which has the power to enforce necessary decisions and is
authorized to undertake such forms of investigation as are
necessary and derive from the character of the complaint.
26. In the second paragraph of the ,proposed new article we
state the obligation of every State party to the convention to
co-operate in carrying out any investigations which might be
decided upon by the Security Council. Should the Security
Council decide, for example, on tfle need for an on-site inspection,
then of course that inspection should be carried out. A very
interesting suggestion, in my view, for securing speedy action in
such a circumstance was put forward here by the representative of
Japan in his statement of 10 March. H( proposed that a roster of
experts on biological and chemical warfare be prepared by the
Secretary-General of the United Nations to be used for on-site
inspection should the need arise. 22 The Polish delegation will not
fail to give this proposal more thorough analysis.
27. When we speak of a system of verification and control our
primary concern must be to ensure that this remains within the
scope of obligations assumed under the treaty. In proposing the
said addition to the draft convention we are fully aware of the fact
that any system of complaint and verification must be credible
and must inspire confidence in order to avert suspicion on the part
of any one of the signatories. On the other hand, we must always
bear in mind that when seeking the most perfect methods of
compliance with any measure of disarmament political realism
should remain our guide if we really desire to make progress.
Indeed, we fully share the view expressed by the representative of
Sweden, Mrs. Myrdal, in her statement on 9 April 1970 that "the
main objective of any verificationi procedure is that it should
generate mutual trst.12 3 We agree with this and accept it to be
the very essence of co-operation. Based on good will it may prove
to be the most efficient if not the only way to solve differences
that might arise in the future between parties to the convention.
28. We also accept the view of the representative of Sweden
that a complaints procedure does not ensure full, positive
observance of the provisions of the convention by all t1K parties
concerned.2 4 But we should tike to draw the Committee's
21Docunn

1 'CCD/PV.
21 Ante. p.

on Dwmnrnment, 1969, pp. 455457.

456, pp. 28-29.
135.
"Ante. pp. 138 IT.
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attention to the fact that in the last two preambular paragruphs of
the draft resolution of the Security Council proposed in our
working paper we twice stress the neces3ity to undertak,. proper
steps to ensure strict compliance with the obligations ,'emming
from the convention. That means that the Security Council, in
accordance with its statutory function deriving from "ie United
Nations Charter, would be in a position to take all appropriate
steps resulting from the process of the investigation so th'-t any
would-be violator would have no chance of escaping sanctions.
29. We well know that there are delegations whi,:h hesitate to
rely solely on the Security Council on questions relating to the
application of safeguard measures because of the vto power of its
permanent members-or' should I say rather because of the
provisions for consensus among
major Powers. We would not
argue that one could not conceive theoreticaily a tr ore sophisticated and effective system of security than that provided for in
the Charter of the United Nations. But, let us face it, no better
system of security has been worked out so far and we doubt
whether the foreseeable future will bring changes in this respect.
We are persuaded that the present system is valid and fully
adequate for the purpose of a convention on chemical and
bacteriological (biological) warfare. On the other hand, we have io
concede that in the past many painful problems of international
relations remained unsolved and some still await solution, not
because of any shortcomings of the Charter but simply as a result
of insidious disregard by some Powers of its provisions and of the
decisions of the Security Council.
30. The consideration of our working paper should be in no
way separated from that of other provisions of the draft
convention and in particular of its articles 5 and 6. Article 5 is an
important instrument safeguvirding compliance with the provisions
of the convention. It provides for the early adoption and
enforc ment by States-of course in accordance with their
constitutional procedures-of the necessary legislative and administrative measures pertaining to the prohibition of the development,
production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and to their destruction. One should not
underestimate the importance of the subject matter and the
enforcement power of its provisions. As in other well-known
international instruments of that same type, the draft convention
envisages the need to supplement international obligations of
States by corresponding national and administrative measures.
31. A pertinent interpretation of administrative measures that
may be undertaken in the fulfilment of t:.-e provisions of article 5
of the draft was spelled out by the representative of Yugoslavia,
Mr. Vratusa, in his statement on !0 March when he suggested that
all States should place their institu tions engaged in chemical and
bacteriological (biological) warfare research, development and
4he
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production under civilian administration. 2 1 We are happy to know

that this interpretation of article 5 has met with support from
maniy speakers here.
32. Another possible important adminstrative measure connected with the implementation of article 5 of the draft
convention migI&t be the inclusion in the textbooks of schools and
universities dealing with chemistry and biology of a precise
indication that the use of any chemical formula or any biological
agent for any warlike purposes constitutes a violation of international law and will be prosecuted in accordance with the
appropriate national legislation. Every individual must become
aware of the danger represented by chemical and bacteriological
(biological) weapons and must be prepared for some form of
participation in the enforcement of the convention prohibiting the
development and production of those inhuman means of warfare.
33. I cannot of course abuse the patience of this Committee by
multiplying examples of possible measures in this field. We are
ready to co-operate in spelling out other possible practical
measures to this end. In these considerations we are guided by our
deep conviction of the necessity of mobilizing the masses of the
peoples of the world against all the dangers of modern warfare in
order th,'t they may not be taken by surprise from ignorance of
the lethal armoury sometimes built up by their own governments.
As Mr. Gomulka said in his speech at the United Nations General
Assemoly in 1960:
It is of the utmost importance that mankind be fully aware of the dangers inherent in
modern warfare. We have no right to conceal from the nations the truth about the real

effects of nuclear arms and of weapons of mass destruction. On the contrary, we are in
duty bound to spread this truth in order to make it easier for all nations to join their
efforts in the struggle against the tlhreat of war for general and complete disarmament.26

Those remarks uttered in 1960 guided our delegation when it
proposed a substantive report by the Secretary-General on the
effects of atomic weapons and, more recently, of bacteriological
and chemical weapons, and we have always advocated extremely
wide distribution of this kind of information.
34. The undoubted value of the safeguard avisions contained
in article 5 of the draft convention rests on the consciousness and
awareness of millions of people, particularly those workers,
farmers and technicians who are proud of their participation in the
building of a better world, not in its utter dectruction. Together
with the scientists engaged in research and given the proper
instrument of internal law thieir attitude can constitute a valuable
guarantee that the convention now proposed by the socialist
States will not be violated, and we hope that in this respect we are
y
2 CCD/PV 456,
2' Docunents on

pp. 16-17.
Disarmament, 1960, p. 257.
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neither romantic nor unrealistic; we are feeling the importance of
the pressure and attitude of public opinion.
35. The problem has been raised of how national enforcement
could be carried out in different economic and social systems. This
does not seem to be a great problem. When the interests of entire
populations are at stake, when we are dealing with crucial
problems of peace and human survival or utter destruction, the
ftelings and actions of individuals are very much the same
irrespective of the political system under which they live. As far as
we are concerned, I stress again that we firmly believe in their final
judgement. And may I be permitted to say that we cling firmly to
the principle enunciated by Lenin that "disarmament is the ideal
of socialism". I say that because we are now approaching the
one-hundredth anniversary of Lenin's birth and it is all the more
appropriate to reaffirm that for us, a socialist country, his heritage
means not only disarmament but also the lessening of international tension, peaceful coexistence and peaceful co-operation,
however greatly the ideas of Lenin and Marx may be twisted by
their opponents.
36. What we are proposing is indeed a combination of
international and domestic legal procedures which would make it
extremely difficult to bypass the provisions of the convention on
the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and on the
destruction of such weapons.
37. In keeping with its position of principle, the Polish Government has always made proposals which would lead, we sincerely
believe, to general and complete disarmament. That is the objective.
Poland has lent its full support to measures to promote the achievement of this aim, and we are not easily discouraged in the pursui), of
our aims. Although in the past there have been situations in which
we could not feel encouraged by the reactions of the Western Powers
to some of our proposzls-the proposal for a nuclear-free zone in
Central Europe in 19572 ", the proposal for freezing atomic weapons
in Europe in 196328, and the proposal fur the convocation of a
European conference on security and co-operation in 196429-we
have never felt discouraged. This is particularly true in connexion
with the last proposal concerning a European conference on security
and co-operation. We are working hard to see that this is convened
anfd to make it a success because we are still ready to explore, together with our socialist friends, every possibility of strengthening
peace and :, curity. In this spirit of complete devotion to the tasks
confronting us in this Committee we of Poland firmly believe that
the proposal I have had the privilege to introduce to this Committee
will be met with good will and an attitude of co-operation-wellknown features of the Conference of the Committee on Dirarmament.
?Ibid., 1O.E5-1959, vol. 11, pp. 889-892.

""Ibid, 1963. p. 651.
"IIbid., 1964, p. 527.
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Statement by the Soviet A.epresentative (Roshchin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical and
Biological Weapons, April 14, 19701
Permit me first of all to welcome the Deputy Foreign Minister
of the People's Republic cf Poland, Comrade J. Winiewicz, who
has come to take part in the work of the Committee on
Disarmament. His statement in the Committee2 and the introduction of a proposal on safeguards for inclusion in the draft
convention of the socialist countries on the prohibition of the
development, production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons, and on the destruction of such
weapons 3 are evidence of the great interest and the ceaseless
efforts of the socialist countries aimed at ensuring progress in the
cause of disarmament and, in particular, in achieving the complete
prohibition of the use of chemical and bacteriological means of
warfare.
58. The Soviet delegation was most interested to listen to
Comrade Winiewicz's statement in which, on behalf of Poland,
Hungary and Mongolia, he introduced a working paper containing
an important addition to the draft convention of the nine socialist
countries. 4 The delegation of the Soviet Union would like first of
all to express its gratitude to the authors of the working document
submitted to the Committee for the work they accomplished ip
preparing the aforesaid proposal.
59. The Soviet side regards the introduction of the text of a
new article on the question of safeguards into the draft convention
on the complete prohibition of chemical arn bacteriological
weapons, and of the draft resolution of the Security Council on
that subject as an important, very useful and timely initiative
aimed at facilitating a rapid and positive solution of an urgent
problem of disarmament-the complete prohibition of chemical
and bacteriological agents of warfare. The Soviet delegation
declares its full agreement with the characteristic features of this
proposal and with the appraisals of its significance which were
made this morning by the Deputy Foreign Minister of the Polish
People's Republic, Mr. Winiewicz, and the head of the delegation
of the Mongolian People's Republic, Mr. Dugersuren. Further to
X:hat has already been said, permit me to draw attention to certain
points in connexion with this proposal which in our view are
important.
60. During the discussions at the twenty-fou,'th session of the
General Assembly and at the current session of the Committee on
Disarmament on the problem of prohibiting chemical and bacteriological agents of warfare the delegations of many countries spoke
in support of the need for a joint prohibition of these agents and
*CCD/PV. 464. pp. 22-25.
'Supra.
'Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 455-457.
'Ante, p. 140.
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expresse 1,their approval of the approach shown in this regard in
the draft convention of the nine socialist countries. At the same
time the delegations expressed the wish that in this draft the
provisions dealing with the safeguarding of compliance with the
convention by the parties thereto should be strengthened. Such
proposals were put forward, particularly in the Committee on
Disarmament, by the delegations of Pakistan, Japan, Nigeria and a
number of other countries. In fact, this was one of the most
important considerations expressed in regard to the aforesaid draft
convention. The addition to the text of the convention proposed
by the three countries and the corresponding draft resolution of
the Security Council represent a step towards meeting those
wishes.
61. Incorporated in the text of the draft convention, the new
article will organically supplement the other articles of the
convention designed to safeguard the strict implementation of the
convention by the signatory countries. Articles 4, 5 and 6 of the
draft conventi'n of the Iine socialist countries and the new article
proposed by the three countries, in conjunction with the proposed
resolution of the Security Council, will ensure a reliable system of
safeguards and an effective procedure for considering cases of
possible violation of the provisions of the convention. Thus there
will be established a realistic and workable system of safeguards,
which is the only conceivable one for the normal operation of an
agreement on the prohibition of the development, production and
stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological weapons, and on their
destruction.
62. Indeed, the implementation of the provisions of article 5
under which each State party to the convention undertakes to
take as soon as possible, in accordance with its constitutional
procedures, the necessary legislative and administrative measures
to put a stop to the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical and bacteriological weapons and to destroy such weapons, and of article 4, under which the parties to the convention
shall be internationally responsible for compliance with this
agreement by all undertakings and citizens of their respective
countries, will ensure the fulfilment of the convertion. It should
be noted that while the provisions of these articles-particularly
article ý -are very categorical, they are at the same time
sufficiently flexible to give each government the possibility of
itself determining the nature of the safeguards in accordance with
the usages and constitutional rules existing in its country.
Entrusting the implementation of the provisions of the convention
to the national governments within their own countries will create
assurances of the implementation of the ban on the development,
production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological weapots by any enterprises in those countries, as well as of the
destruction or the switching of existing stocks of such weapons to
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peaceful needs. In the last analysis, as was most aptly noted by the
representative of Bulgaria, Mr. Christov, on 7 April:
After all, it is the governments which, pursuing an armaments policy, take all decisions
concerning .tudies, experiments, development, etc. of chemical weapons. And it is at
governmentl level that the agreement will be: concluded, with the ncessary control
mteasures.s

63. Thus articles 4 and 5 of the draft convention, as well as
article 6 under which States parties to the convention undertake
to consult one another and to co-operate in solving any problems
which may arise in the application of the provisions of the
convention, are logically supplemented by the provisions of the
new article proposed today. This new article, as explained in detail
by the Deputy Foreign Minister of the Polish People's Republic and
the representative of the Mongolian People's Republic,'provides for
the right of each party to the convention to lodge a complaint with
the Security Council if the party concerned has reason to believe
that any other party to the agreement is contravening the convention, and to request the Council to consider the complaint. Each
party to the convention accordingly undertakes to co-operate in
carrying out any investigations which might be undertaken by the
Security Council. Thus a thoroughly worked-out procedure is established for investigating possible cases of violation of the convention
by the parties thereto. The very fact of the existence of this procedure, apart from its direct purpose, will, we believe, act as a deterrent
and will guarantee strict compliance by all the signatory States with
the terms of the agreement. On the whole-and we emphasize this
once again-the new article on safeguards, together with the
existing articles concerning assurances of the implementation of
the convention, and the tesolution of the Security Council
strengthening those articles will make the convention a reliable
and effective international agreement.
64. Underlying the new initiative of the socialist countries is a
sincere endeavour to contribute to progress in reaching agreement
on a convention on the complete p-ohibition of chemical rnd
bacteriological agents of warfare and our desire to show the most
constructive possible approach to the solution of that problem. We
trust that this circumstance will meet with understanding on the
part of the members of the Commiltee and that in a spirit of
co-operation we shall succeed in completing our work on the
preparation of an agreement on the cxmplete prohibition of
chemical arid bacteriological weapons.
65. In conclusion, we should like to associate ourselves with
the words which the Deputy Foreign Minister of Poland, Mr
Winiewicz, and the representative of Mongolia, Mr. Dilgersuren,
addressed to the delegation of the United States and to express the
hope that the measures being taken for the return of thtw
spacecraft Apollo 13 will be succesully completed and that the
astronauts will w,,urn safely to earth.
'CCD/PV. 462, p. 22.
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Report of the Senate Foreigii Relations Committee on Arms
Control and Disarmament Act Amendments, April 14, 1970'
The Committee on Foreign Relations, to which was referred the
bill (S. 3544) to amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act,
as amended, 2 in order to extend th authorization for appropriations and provide for the uniform compensation as Assistant
Directors having considered the same, reports favorably thereon
with an amendm.-ent and recommends that the bill as amnendet' do
pass.
PURPOSE

The purpose of this bill is to authorize the appropriation of
$17,500,000 for the fiscal years 1971 and 1972 operations of the
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA). The Agency
expects to request the appropriation of $8,300,000 for fiscal year
1971 and of $9,200,000 for fiscal year 1972. The expiring 2-year
authorization was for $18,500,000 of which not more than $7
million could be used on external research. The history of
authorizations, appropriations, and obligations since establishment
of the ACDA follows:
UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY-ANALYSIS
OF AUTHORIZATIONS, APPROPRIATIONS, AND OBLIGATIONS 1962-72

Fiasal years 192 and 1963, no-year
limitation (Public Law 67-297) ......
Fiscal yeaw 1962:
Activitys ...
................
Progpam operation ......
..........
Contract research ..............
Racal year 106.3:
Activity (Public Law 87-943) ......
Proratla operation .............
Con"vact rfeach ..............
T.'L'd fiscal years 1962-63 .......
lacaleawsi964 and 396$ (Public
Law 65- 1 6) ..................
Raca year 1964:
Activit, ( Id'. law $9-245) ......
Prorm operati
...............
t rMarch ..................
Fisca year 3195:
Activity (Public Law 6&-527) ......

Balance of

Balance of

Author.

Appro-

authoriUtion

Aturbo,is11002

iladons

prdetions

available

lapsing

$10.000.000
.

...

'S11,3 1.100
(1.231,100)
(60M.300)

...
...
....
10.000,000

lapsing

Obligations

...

..
.

Unobligated
balance

...
...
......

...

$1,829,190
(1.229,190)

...
...
...

6.106,569
(2,548.560)
(3,60.009)
7,437,759

(600,000)

......

6.00,000
...
(2.500.000)
...
(4.000,000)
...
8.331.100 -11,668.900

...

..

.

-$1910
(-I.910)
...
-391,431
(+45,S60)
(439,991)
.393,341

F

"V.'uc

30,000,000
..

..

Program operation ......

Contract research ..............
Total fiscal yest 11964-5

.......

Ilbcal yoam 1966. 137, and 19611
(Pub.,. Law 68-27) ..............

...

7.00,000

...
.

(3.400,000)
(4.100.000)

.........

...
...

...
...

...

...

7,375,21'
(3.J41.473)
(4.034,144)

...

9,000000

....

9966.130

...

(U M000)
0.....

...

(3.$66.9&S)

....,
20,000,00

(5,400,000)
16.5060,00

_
..
... 13500.000

($,399,165)
16,341.347

-3 24.783
(-$8.93?7)
( $45.656)
-33,676
f-33,035)
(.63s?
-1516.03

30,000,000

'S. Rept. 91-766, 91st Cons., 2d sess.
'Documents on Disarmament,1961, pp. 482495;bid., 1963, pp. 622-623;ibid., 1965.
p. 206; ibid.. 1968, p. 396.
'Appropriated to Department of State .........................

Deduct amount obigated by State
Balance Transferred to ACDA

.........................
...........................

$1,017,000

-186,000
831,000

Supplemental Appropriation to ACDA (Public Law 87.332)....... 1,.000.000
Total available to ACDA

.............................

Obligated by State
.................................
Obligated by ACDA . .................................
Total Obligations .................................

1,831,000
196.
1.829000
1,015,000
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Fiscal year 1946:
Activity (Public Law 89-164) ....
Progam operation .....
........

ContrfsA raswr h................
Flscal yea

...
...

...
...

*9.737,433
4(3.928,269)

.262,567
(.143,731)

(5.928,000)

...

...

(5,809.164)

(119,636)

9.000.000

...
......
......

...

1,775,025
(4.010,457)
(4,764,.5
)

.224,975
(-154,543)
(.70,432)

...

,..
...

'6,999,986
'(4.5M00,00)

..

(4,499.1190
27,512,446
SI,791TSS2

1967:

Activity (Public Law 69-797) ......
Program operation .............
Contract reearch ..............
Focal yew 1965 (Public Law
90-133) .....................
Program operation .............
Contract research ..............
Total 1966, 1967, and 196b
Cumulative thtough M96 ...........

(4.165,00O0
(4,535,000)

_
30,000,000
60.000.000

.....

Flscal yews 1969 anj 1970
(Public Law 90-314) . .............
Flscal year 1969 (PuWlic Lw
90-470) ......................
Program operation .............
Fxtfvr.at Research and field
testing . .....................
FIscal year 1970 (Public Law
91-153) ......
...................
Progrim operAtion. .............
Exter il research and field
testing ...
...................
total fisca yeaws.969 and

Cumalati

1000000
(4.072,000)

18,00,000
.

.

...
. ..

...
1,668,900

...

2,000,000
S,500.000

.........

.
...

9,000,000
(5.363.000)

...

...

(3.634,000)

...

...
...

(6,600,000)

......
...

...

(2,900,00-P)

...

...

...

...

8,967,345
(5,365.289)

-32,655
(-7II)

....

(3,60Q,056)

(.31.144)

......

9.500,000

Fiscal years 1971 and 1972 ..........
Fhca year 1971 .....
..............
Program operation ............
Exte•.i mreserch and field
testing ..........
......................
Flicl year 972 ..............
hogram operation
..........
Externl rs•sncb and field
testing ..............
.......
Total fiscal yearn 1971 and
1972 ....................
Cumulative through t972 ...........

16,500,000
S
s,00000...
76,500.000 71.331,100
7,500,000
..
...

.....
...

..

5500,000

9,500,000
(6,600,000)

...

(2.900,000)
I

...

18,47,34S
70,245,11"

.32.6ss
-. 072,203
..

....

,300.0......
(6,300,000)

...

...

...

...

-

(2,000,000)
.9.200,000
(6,700,000)

...

(2,500,000)

....

...
.

...

I,"0.900

*12
(...)
(-I.l.
467,154
-1.039,.49
...

.

1970 .......................
Itroughg81970 .............

i

9,000,000
(4,500.000)
(4,100,000)
28,000,000
52,131,010

17.500,000 37,S00,00
96.000.000 68,931,100

......

.,.....

...
1,668,900,

...
...
.C)
500,0

17,500.000
7,756,.897 .1,072,203

No other changes in the Arms Control and Disarmament Act are
proposed. The administration had requested authority to pay an
Assistant Director who was on active duty with the Armed Forces

the difference between his military pay, including allowances, ztc.,

and that received by other Assistant Directors (level V of the
executive salary schedule, presently $36,000 a year) but the

committee eliminated this provision.
AGENCY OPERATIONS

As the table above shows, the Agency's functions are divided
into two major categories-program operations and external
research including field testing. Program operations consist of
various important functions-advising the President and Secretary
of State on arms control matters; preparing for, and conducting,
negotiations in this field; and ge.ierally coordinating arms control
research and policymaking in the executive branch.
While in the early years of the agency this aspect of its work
took second place to the external research program, in recent
years tile pendulum has swung and now program operations
absorb the greatcr part of the Agency's funding. This is quite
reasonable i.; view of the important negotiations on strategic arms
limitation (SALT) due to start in Vienna soon and the continuing
discussions at the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament
at Geneva on such subjects as a seabed treaty, chemical and
biological arms control, and similar measur-s.
'Includes apprupriation transfer of $34,875 to GSA.
lnclud•s appropriation transfer of S15,387 tG CSA.

LI

J

156

DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1970

External research, the other major category has been declining
and is estimated to reach a low of $2 million in fiscal year 1971
and rise to $2,500,000 in fiscal year 1972. The committee in the
past has been critical of some of the external research projects of
the ACDA but believes as presently constituted this research is in
the national interest. A large proportion of it, according to the
ACDA Diiector, Gerard Smith, is in direct support of current or
prospective negotiations. While the 2-year $7 million ceiling placed
on this research for fiscal years 1969 and 1970 will not apply to
the fiscal years 1971 and 1972, the committee has been assured
that, nonetheless, this research will be kept below this amount.
COMMITTEE ACTION AND RECOMMENDATION

The ACDA authorization request was submitted by the President on .February 24, 1970, and incorporated in S. 3544, introduced by Senator Fulbright (by request). At a public hearing
on March 23, the ACDA Director Gerard Smith testified in favor of
the proposal. Tiie hearing is printed for the information of the
Senate. Thereafter on April 10, 1970, the committee ordered the
bill reported favorably to the Senate with an amendment.
There is every indication that this is a reasonable request. It is
$1 million !ess than the expiring 2-year authorization. Moreover,
the agency is involved in a number of serious negotiations, the
principal one being SALT. The proposed 2-year authorization of
$17,500,000 for fiscal years 1971-72 will enable the Agency to
carry out its important functions. The committee recommends
prompt enactment of S. 3544, as amended.
CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW

In compliance with subsection 5 of rule XXIX of the Standing
Rules of the Senate, changes in existing law iriade by the bill, as
reported, are shown as follows (existing law proposed to be
onntted is enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed in
italic, existing law in which -no change is proposed is shown in
roman):
SECTION 49(a) OF THE ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT ACT

Appropriation
sec. 49. (a) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated
not to exceed $1 1,000,000 to remain available until expended, to
carry out the purposes of this Act. In addition, there is hereby
authorized to be appropriated for-the fiscal years 1964 and 1965,
the sum of $20,000,000, and for the three fiscal years 1966
through 1968, the sum of $30,000,000, and for the two fiscal
years 1969 through 1970, the sum of $18,500,000 and for the
two fiscal Years 1971 and 1972, the sum of $17.500,000, to
remain available until expended, to car-y out the purposts of this
Act. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act, not more
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than $7,000,000 of the funds appropriated pursuant to the
preceding sentence for fiscal years 1969 through 1970 may be
used foi the purpose of research, development, and other studies
conducted in whole or in part outside the Agency, whether by
other government agencies or by public or private institutions or
persons: Provided, That this limitation shall not apply to field test
activities conducted pursuant to the authority of this Act.
Address by C.P.S.U. General Secretary Brezhnev
at Kharkov [Extract], April 14, 19701
The strengthening of peace in Europe has been and remains one
of the main concerns of our foreign policy. Displaying implacability toward the imperialist policy of militarism and revanchism
and tirelessly exposing the schemes of those who would like to
redraw the borders in Europe, the socialist countries and the
Communist and Workers' Parties have advanced a realistic program
for consolidating European peace. This program envisages the
renunciation of the use of force or the threat of its use,
recognition of the territorial status quo that has come about in
Europe since the second world war and the development of
mutually advantageous trade, economic, scientific, technical and
cultural ties among all European states regardless of differences in
their social systems.

The socialist countries' proposals are not directed against
anyone's legitimate interests. Their purpose is the organization of
international cooperation on the basis of sovereign equality,
noninterference in one another's internal affairs and respect for
territorial inviolability and the state independence of the countries
of Europe. Who could object to such proposals? Is it not clear that
a genuine normalization of the situation in Europe can be achieved
precisely in this way? It is no accident that the idea of convening
an all-European conference of states on questions of security and
cooperation, an idea advanced by the socialist countries, is
receiving ever broader international support.
I especially want to dwell on tbe problem of disarmament.
The whole world knows that for many years now our country,
together with the other socialist states, has been waging a
persistent struggle against the arms race, against the stockpiling of
lethal weapons that threatei. to turn whole countries into heaps of
ruins. The idea of disarmament was advanced by the first Soviet
government, headed by V. 1. Lenin.

Of course, the Communists have never approached this question
from positions of toothless pacifism. We have understood full well
and continue to understand that as long as the threat of imperialist
'Pavda, Apr. 15,1970, pp. 1-2,
(M3v 12, 1970). p. 4.
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intervention exists, as long as imperialism threatens the world with
new military adventures, the forces of progress must possess the
necessary military might to deter aggression and militarism.
At the same time, we believe that in present conditions, in
conditions of the division of the world into states with different
social and political systems, in conditions of an acute political and
ideological struggle between socialism and capitalism in the international arena, practical steps in the direction of disarmament can
and should bc taken. This fact has been vividly confirmed by the
experience of recent years.
The Treaty on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons 2 went
into force recently; the overwhelming majority of the states in the
world are parties to this treaty. Together with the Treaty Banning
the Testing of Nuclear Weapons in the Atmosphere, in Outer
Space and Under Water 3 concluded earlier, and. certain other
agreements of the same kind, the new treaty is called upon to play
an important role in lessening the threat of a nuclear war. We must
create an atmosphere in the world so that the states that have not
yet put their signatures to this treaty will take its provisions into
consideration.
Now on the agenda is such an important problem as checking
the strategic arms race. Preliminary contacts between the U.S.S.R.
and the U.S.A. have already been held. Further talks on this
complicated question are to begin in Vienna in a few days. The
Soviet Union would welcome a reasonable agreement in this field.
We have created strategic forces that are reliable means of
deterring any aggressor. We will respond to any attempts by
anyone to gain military superiority over the U.S.S.R. with the
requisite increase in military might, thereby guaranteeing our
defense. (Prolonged applause.) We cannot act otherwise. (Prolonged applause.)
However, if the U.S. government really desires an accord on
checking the strategic arms race, if the American public succeeds
in overcoming the resistance of the arms manufacturers and of the
military, then the prospects for the talks could be assessed as
positive. In any case, the Soviet Union will do everything in its
power so that these talks will prove useful.
We want to make all this perfectly clear, inasmuch as the
American circies that have a stake in the arms race have now
become especially active. They are circulating slanderous allegations that the Soviet Union intends to Luild up its arms
priduction no matter what. This is an old trick of the militarists,
who have always tried to intimidate the public in order to wangle
larger appropriations Ior war preparations.

2

D3ocurnents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461465.

$Ibid., 1963. pp. 291-293.
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German Television Interview With Secretary of State Rogers:
European Security and Strategic Arms Limitation Talks
[Extract], April 15, 19701
Mr. Werner: Assuming, Mr. Secretary, that the United States
and the Soviet Union cannot in the forseeable future agree on
MBFR do you think or believe that the U.S. administration,
despite .'he pressure exerted by Congress, will be able to maintain
troops in Europe over apd beyond the 30th of June 1971 at the
present level?
Secretary Rogers. Well, I think the answer to that is that we
certainly can maintain troop strength at present levels.
No decision has been made on whether there will be any change
at that time or not. In any event, we are not talking about any
major change. We are talking about shifts of emphasis; we are
talking about burden-sharing and things of that kind.
Now, there has been some discussion to the effect that we have
already decided to reduce our troop strength in Europe; that is not
the case. We will consider it prior to the middle of 1971. We have
said that we think periodically the question of contribution to
NATO should be reviewed. And I am not speaking of it just in the
German context; I am speaking of it in the whole NATO context.
And, at that time, we will have to consider whether there will be a
reduction or not.
But I do want to emphasize that the United States has no
intention-President Nixon has mde this quite clear-of making
any change that will in any way cause political or psychological
repercussions that would weaken NATO.
Mr. Werner: Is it not in the national interest of the United
States itself to support and justify the right of political co-decision
in Europe by the very fact of maintainingforces of adequate level
in Europe?
Secretary Rogers: Yes, there is no question about that.
We consider NATO the most important security alliance that we
have. And we think that our troops in Europe are important to
give credibility to that alliance. So there is no doubt in our minds
about it at all.
And when we talk about a change, possibly, in troop strength,
we are talking about relatively small changes. We have had changes
in the past, as you know. We are not talking about taking our
troops out of NATO.

'Department of State Bulletin, Maý 4, 1970, pp. 567-569. The interview was videotaped Apr. I S and broadcast Apr. 16.
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Mr. Menzel: Mr. Secretary, amongst Western Foreign Ministers,
you have come to be known to have a particularly skepticd view
on the idea of the European security conference. Under what
circumstances would you be able to be friendly with the idea of
such a conference?
Secretary Rogers: Well, I think that the conclusion about my
attitude is incorrect.
We are not opposed at all to the principle of a European
security conference. But we think that a conference, if it is to be
held, should be very thoroughly prepared: that we should
understand before we go to the conference what the conference is
going to deal with, whether it has any prospects of success,
whether the suggestions that are made are made in good faith, or
whether it k!just an attempt to have a propaganda exercise.
Consequently, we have been concerned about the proposal in
that it doesn't really deal with the security problems of Europe.
Security problems in Europe basically revolve around the division
of Germany and the fact that you have the Warsaw Pact troops on
one side of Europe and the NATO forces on the other. And there
was no discussion proposed at all in the European security
conference on these two matters.
Now, we think, for example, that the question of mutual and
balanced force reductions would be a very important subject for
discussion in any conference. And we would like to find out
whether the Soviet Union is seriously interested in that kind of
discussion.
Now, there are mary other discussions going on at the present
time. We have mentioned some of them here today: discussions
between the Soviet Union and the Federal Republic, discussions
between the two parts of Germany, discussions between Germany
and Poland. We are having discussions with the Soviet Union on a
number of matters.
Now, if some progress can be made in those bilateral discussions
and we think that the steps we have taken suggest that a
conference would be useful, then we would be in favor of a
conference. So we are not against a conference. And we think that
the idea of mutual and balanced force reductions is a very
important subject matter for serious discussion.
Mr. Menzel: Mr. Secretary, do you think that additionaldirect
payments of the Federal Republic of Germany to replace the
present payment agreement would be able to check the campaign
for a unilateralwithdrawal of U.S. forces in this country?
Secretary Rogers: Well, as you know, our agreement with the
Federal Republic on offset continues until the middle of next
year; so we haven't gotten started in discussing that subject.
I don't think it should be considered as just a bilateral matter
between the Federal Republic and the United States. It is a
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problem of NATO itself. And the question really is, as I
mentioned earlier, one of burden-sharing: "Is the burden that is
being carried by the United States greater than it should be at the
present time?" And I think that there are a lot of elements that go
into that judgment: the question of troop strength, quality of the
equipment, balance-of-payments matters, and so forth.
Now, the offset arrangements that we have made in the past will
have to be considered in the light of changed circumstances. But it
is just one factor to be considered.
STRATEGIC ARMS LIMITATION TALKS

Mr. von Borch: Mr. Secretary, today in Vienna the second
phase or eound of SALT talks has commenced between the United
States and the Soviet Union. Don't you think that the intended
installation of MIR V's and the expansion of the ABM system must
thwart all hopes for agreement? I think in terms of the Senate
motion J6?-a moratorium.2 What is your view on that?
Secretary Rogers: No, I don't think that the fact that we are
proceeding with our defense programs should adversely affect the
SALT talks.
The Soviet Union is proceeding with their defense programs.
There has been no diminution of effort on their part. They are
deploying their SS-9's, they are testing their SS-9's; they are doing
a great many other things in the defense field, just as we are.
Now, if we can. reach an agreement in the SALT talks, we can
always desist. We don't have to continue. But in the meantime, we
don't think it is appropriate for us to terminate our planning in
view ot the fact that the Soviet Union is continuing their planning
and continuing their deployment.
Mr. von Borch. We in Europe are naturally particularlyinterested in the possible implications of SALT on our continent,
simply because of the fact that the Soviet IRBM's are targetedon
Europe. Do you intend to negotiate also on these area rockets?
Secretary'Rogers: Well, I think it is a little early to tell what we
are going to negotiate on; it depends a little bit or what the other
side discusses. But this was one of the subjects that was discussed
between Chancellor Brandt and President Nixon. And certainly
the United Stafts has no intention of doing anything that might
adversely affect our European allies without full consultation with
the allies. And I think that that is certainly something that is a
very long range prospect, if it is a ,rospect at aHl.

'See ante, p. 132.
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Message From President Nixon to ACDA Director Smith on
Resumption of Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, April 16, 1970'
As you and your colleagues resume the effort begun at Helsinki
to achieve the limitation of strategic armamr~nts, I reaffirm the
statements in my message to you last Novemnber.' I expressed
then-and I express now-the hope that an agreement can be
reached on the limitation and eventual reduction of strategic
arsenals with proper recognition of the legitimate security interests
of the United States and the Soviet Union and of third countries.
Your current instructions will enable you to move from general
explorations to a discussion of more specific proposals toward
these ends.
In proceeding with this momentous task, you will have as your
guide the detailed and comprehensive studies conducted within
our government since the first day this Administration took office.
You know of my firm commitment to the search for an early,
equitable, verifiable agreemient . You have authority to approach
the issues in the most comprehensive manner.
Tt.. effort to limit strategic armaments remains an integral part
of our work for a lasting peace, a peace from which all peup'es will
benefit.
It is my hope and expectation that your Soviet colleagues will
carry into the Vienna meetings the same determination to bring
about a mutually acceptable agreement.
It is appropriate that your opening session is taking place in a
building in which the negotiations for the Austrian State Treaty'
were successfully completed 15 years ago. The United States is
grateful to Austria for the arrangements which haebeen made for
this confercuce.
Statement by ACDA Director Smith at the Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks, April 16, 1970'

Foreign Minister Waldheim, Minister Semenov: On behalf of
the United States delegation, I want to thank you, Foreign
Minister Waldheim, for your gracious words Of welcome. May I
also take this opportunity to 'convey my delegation's appreciation
to you and to the Austrian Gt.vernment for the cooperation
shown in providing the site and arrangements for this second phase
of the strategic arms limitation talks. We appreciate the hospitality

week I'v compilaitv*n of Presuient'a1 Documents, Apr. 20, 1970, p. 531.
Documents on Disarmn-Fent, 1969, pp. 535-536.
)Amnerican Foreign Policy, 195C-J 955: Basic Documents, vol. 1. pp. 643-675.
'Department of State Bu'lletin. May 4, 1970, pp. 572-573.
2

SEMENOV STATEMENT, APRIL 16

163

extended to us oy your great and charming city. Vienna is the
capital of a neutral country whose people, I know, are dedicated
to the cause of peace and understanding among nations and want
to play an active role in serving that cause. It is most fitting,
therefore, that we meet here to carry forward the task of building
peace.
To Minister Semenov, and the other members of the Soviet
delegation, I would like to extend the greetings of the American
delegation. At Helsinki we came to appreciate the high quality of
your delegation and the serious manner of our discussions. We
look forward to continuing our association here in Vienna in this
common endeavor.
Mr. Foreign Minister, Minister Semenov, I would like at this
time to read a message I have received from the President of the
United States.
[The President's message appears supra.]
The members of the United States delegation are fully aware of
the heavy responsibility which the President has entrusted to us.
We recognize that we are entering a more challenging phase of our
talks as we begin the discussion of more specific proposals. We will
make every effort in the search for agreement. We both have
nothing to gain from failure. We and the world have much to gain
from success. We look forward to its early achievement.
Statement
Deputy
ForeignTalks,
Minister
Semenov
at the
Strategicby
Arms
Limitation
April
16, 19701
May I express our gratitude to the Minister for Foreign Affairs
of Austria, Dr. Waldheim, for his kind wishes for success in our
work. We have also attentively followed the statement made by
Mr. smith, head of the United States delegation.
T1, Soviet Government attaches significant importance to the
Soviet-American dialogue on curbing the strategic arms race.
As was underscored a few days ago by the Secretary General of
the Central Committee of the Communist party of the Soviet
Union, L. I. Brezhnev, the Soviet Union would welcome a
reasonabie accommodation in this sphere and in any case will do
its best for these negotiations to be useful.'
In following the behest of the great Lenin whose birth
centenary is being celebrated by progressive mankind, the Soviet
Union unswervingly pursues the policy of peace and cooperatior
among states and peoples. We stand for peaceful coexistence of
states irrespective of their social systems as well as for stronger
internationai security and disarmament. It is from these positions
of principle that we also approach curbing the strategic arms race,
'New York Times, Apr. 16, 1970, p. 3 .

2

See ante, pp. 157-158.
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the intensification of which serves the interests of aggressive
imperialist circles.
It is evident that effective measures toward curbing the strategic
arms race would make a substantial contribution to stronger peace
and facilitate progress in the field of disarmament. This would
meet the interests of the peoples of all countries.
Helsinki saw preliminary contacts between the U.S.S.R. and the
United States on the problem under discussion. The items on our
program of work in Vienna are not simple. Naturally, goodwill and
efforts of both sides are required for emergence of positive
prospects in our talks. As far as the U.S.S.R. delegation is
concerned, it will, according to the instructions of its Government,
make efforts to contribute to the success of our work. It is our
hope that the Vienna phase of the negotiations will lead to
meaningful positive results.
The U.S.S.R. delegation expresses its appreciation to the
Government of the Republic of Austria for the hospitality and
welcome accord.-d to it here. We feel gratified that our stay in
Vienna coincides with the 15th anniversary of the state treaty 3 that
established conditions for Austria's progress along the road of
peace and permanent neutrality. In this connection, may I extend
our heartfelt felicitations and best wish"s t3 the people of Austria.
Thank you.
United States Note to Secretary-General Thant on the Economic
and Social Consequences of Disarmament, April 17, 19701
Since the last United States submission on the economic and
social consequences of disarmament, significant steps have been
taken by the international community ir: the field of arms control.
The treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons has been
ratified by a number of nations sufficient to bring it into force.
Negotiations to limit strategic weapons are under way. At the
Geneva Conference work is progressing on a treaty banning
weapons of mass destruction froti the sea-bed and on significant
new proposals for the control of chemical and biological weapons.
Despite these encouraging developments, none of the agreements so far achieved has had direct budgetary consequences.
None is of the nature anticipated by several past General Assembly
resolutions which foresaw the possibility of substantial resources
for development assistance. World-wide military expenditures have
not diminished. In fact, in 1969 they reached a new record total
of $200 billion, an increase of roughly two thirds over 1962 when
United Nations experts estimated such expenditures at $120
'American Foreign Policy, 1950-195.: Basic Documents. vol. 1, pp. 643-675.
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billion. It is to be hoped that the 1969 level represents a peak in
global spending and that an increasing number of nations will find
ways to curtail military expenditures and release these resources
for constructive and civilian purposes.
In the United States a downturn in the defence budget has
taken place. Outlays for national defence in fiscal year 1970 (the
year ending 30 June 1970), will be an estimated $2 billion lower
than in the previous fiscal year. A mor - substantial cut in United
States defence spending is proposed for fiscal year 1971. In his
budget message to the Congress in January 1970, President Nixon
recommended a national defence budget involving outlays of
about $6 billion less than the estimate for fiscal year 1970. These
reductions for the two fiscal years amount to almost 10 per cent
of the level of defence spending in fiscal year 1969. In the United
States, national defence in fiscal year 1971 will claim a smaller
share of the federal budget than in any year since 1950.
Savings from the reductions in military expenditures are being
reflected partly in income-tax reduction and partly in new or
expanded high-priority civilian expenditures by the Government.
Important steps have been taken by the President to improve
decisions about the allocation of resources, including steps to
assure that the broad picture of total national resources and
competing claims for those resources enters into the process of
decision-making for defence.
It is planned that government programmes for pollution
control, crime reduction, transportation and housing will grow
substantially in the years ahead. A major new initiative has been
recommended by the President to improve the quality of the
natural environment-that is, to attack air and water pollution and
to provide additional recreational resources. Expenditures for
water pollution control are being expanded sigrificantly to include
- five-year programme to stimulate $10 billion of construction for
new waste treatment facilities, shared on a matching basis by the
federal and state governments. It should be noted in this
connexion that much of the social expenditure in the United
States is borne by the state and local governments and that their
expenditures, as a percentage of total government outlays, are
increasing. The Federal Government also assists these entities
through grants-in-aid.
Government financial support for housing in fiscal year 1971
will help provide about 600,000 additional units for low- and
moderate-income families. The goal for the decade is to construct
or rehabilitate 26 million houses, of which six million would be
for low and moderate income families.
Legislation is also being proposed to assist urban transportation
through a 12-year programme of grants to communities, totaling
$10 billion, to modcrnize and expand public transit facilities and
services. About $3 billion of this amount is being requested for
fiscal year 197 1.

166

DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1970

Reductions in defence expenditures will, of course, involve
reductions of both military and federal civilian personnel and of
defence-related jobs in private firms. For the fiscal years 1970 and
1971, about 1.2 million military and civilian positions in the
public and p-,iv":te sectors will be affected. By the end of fiscal
1971, an estimated 2.9 million men will be in the armed forces, a
reduction of 6'30,000 or 17 per cent in two years.
The Federal Government will assist the workers amid communities directly affected by these reductions in defence spending to
make the smoothest possible transition to other activities. This
action will include planning assistance, Inans and grants for
severely affected communities, and, in some# cases, the transfer of
federally owned facilities to non-defence ,use.
New efforts are being made to improve the efficiency of
manpower programmes. The Manptwer Training Act of 1969
creates a comprehensive manpower services system. Proposals now
under consideration would decentralize the administration of
manpower programmes to state and local governments, whicb can
more accurately identify specific local priorities and programmes,
and would provide flexible funding for manpower programmes so
that they may be better utilized in the community to meet local,
needs. In addition, the appropriation of funds for manpower
assistance would be increased if the national unemployment rate
reached 4.5 per cent of the labour force (seasonally adjusted) for
three consecutive months.
The United States system of unemployment insurance, which
has been in effect since 1930, is being improved continually, and
new legislation is now being proposed which would automatically
extend the duration of benefits when unemployment rea,.hed a
certain level. The legislation would not only assist the displaced
workers themselves but would help to maintain purchasing power
in the economy as defence programmes are phased oUt.
In studies of disanament economics in the United States, much
stress has been laid on the need for improvements in the system
for matching the skills of displaced defence workers with available
jobs in the economy. A promising innovation in this connexion is
the Computerized Job Bank, which produces a daily up-to-date
computerized list of available jobs to assist the unemployed. The
system currently is operating in seven cities in the United States,
and it is hoped that by June 1970 this number wil! incea;e to 56.
In addition, 2 system of national job vacancy statistics, presently
under development, will provide information on the numbers and
locations of jobs by industry and by occupation. A pilot project
also is under way in several States to test various methods of using
computers to match specific jobs to meet the needs, interests and
abilities of job applicants.
In a study recently completed by the University of Illinois for
the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,
pension and severance pay plans of a large number of defence

,'
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companies were investigated. While several provisions of these
plans, such as those covering vesting, were found to be more
liberal than those in comparable non-defence companies, the plans
in general were not well suited to meeting the actual needs of the
displaced worker. The recommendations of the authors are under
study by appropriate government agencies.
Procedures already exist for assisting communities where mass
layoffs occur ia defence industries with a resultant strong impact
on the local economy. There are forman of assistance under existing
government programmes whereby affectcd communities may
receive grants and loans tor development. Under law, assistance
may be provided if a mass layoff occurs and a finding is made that
the local unemployment rate will probably exceed the national
unemployment rate by 50 per cent in the absence of such
assistance. Additionally, the Department of Defense in co-ordination with other government agencies, assi3ts affected communities
in planning the most appropriate local use of released military
facilites; these may be sold to the community by the Government
at virtualiy no cost.
A study of the economic effects of certain military base
closures attempts to measnre the actual economic impact on the
local communities of the closure of six nhiaiary install ions
ordered by the Secretary of Defence in November 1964. The
study indicates that because of the high level of aggregate de,-and.
the communities 'by and large incurred only minor im, acts.
A considerabic number of specialized studies on the impact of
defence cutback and !isaimrment in the United State.s have now
been completed r -ireund'i way. It is likely that the number of
new studies of this nature will diminish in the f- resecable future as
emphasis is p,,t on the evaluation and implementation of
recommenciations growing out of compieted studies.
The research reports comrpicted for the United States Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency since the last United States
report on this subject are list,- below. Among these reports is an
annotated list of the resea:
projects spc,nsered by the Arms
Control ard Disarmament Agency in this ficlc. T"ihe new reports,
like others previously compieted, are beii- made available to the
United Nations in the hope that American exptrience iii this field
may prove of value to other nations in planning for the most
effective use of resources released through reductions in military
expenditure.
List of reports compkted since the la't submission to the United
Nations:
The Potential Transfer of Industrial Skills from Defence to

N~on-dtjence lnduse'ries (vols. I and 11)

tVons?"(artcle
indsre
andrworkt.rs
RIe) adapt to civilian o,'cupadefence
can (vonshly
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Re-employment Experiences of Defence Workers
The Defence Dependency of the Metalworking Machinery and
Equipment Industry and DisarnamentImplications
Pensions and Severance Pay for DisplacedDefence Workers
Characteristics of Potential Unemployment Problems in Vietnam ProcurementReductions (Phase I Report)
Economic Impact of Defence and Disarmament in the United
States: An Annotated List of Research ProjectsSponsored by the
-----ArmsCotirol and DisarmamentAgency
United States Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament; Policy on Toxins, April 21,1970'
1. The United States has renounced the production, stockpiling
and use of toxins, and has confined its military programme on
toxins to research and development for defensive purposes only.
Thus, the United States policy on toxins is identical to its policy
on biological programmes.
2. Toxins are poisonous substances produced by biological
organisms, including microbes, animals, and plants. Examples of
microbial toxins are botulinum toxin, staphylococcus enterotoxin,
diphtheria toxin, and tetanus toxin. Toxins produced by animals
ir'clude puffer fish poison, snake and bee venom, and shellfish
poison. Plant toxins include ricin, produced by the castor oil plant,
cicutoxin produced by the poison hemlock, and abrin, produced
by the Indian licorice seed plant. Laboratory experimentation has
shown that, in general, these naturally occurring poisons are far
more toxic than the known nerve agents.
3. Two bacterial toxins, botulinum toxin aad staphylococcal
enterotoxin, have long been discussed as potential agents of
warfare. The botulinum toxin is one of the most poisonous
substances known to science, and has been estimated to be up to
10,000 times as poisonous as nerve agents. For comparison
purposes, if 15 tons of nerve agent would cause 50 per cent deaths
over an area of up to 60 square kilometers, then about one and
one-half kilograms of ootulinum toxin would theoretically produce the same effect. Or, 15 tons of botulinum toxin could
thleoreticaily cause 50 ptr cent deaths in an unprotected population in an area up to 600,000 square kilometers. Effectiveness
would of course depend upon dissemination technology, and
actual coverage could vary significantly. Consequently, because of
their inherently different characteristics (for example, toxicity),
toxins and nerve agents have different possible military roles.
'CCD/286,

Apr. 21. 1970.
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4. Where the target population is without protection, toxins
could be delivered in a given area with relatively limited logistical
effort. Even when masked, the target population would not be
certain of protection against toxins because their extremely low
dose rate would make masks with minor leaks ineffective,
although effective masks would provide substantial protection.
5. In contrast to the biological organisms from which they are
produced, toxins are not living organisms and are not capable of
reproducing themselves. For this reason, the disease or poisoning
caused by toxins is not transmissible from man to man. Thus,
toxins cannot cause infectious disease, epidemics, or long-term
sources of illness. Consequently toxins could create mass casualties
amnong an adversary's population without risk of spreading to
infect the nation initiating use of toxins. The characteristic
symptoms of many bacterial diseases are caused by the toxins
produced within the human body by living bacteria. Examples of
diseases that can be produced by toxins are botulism, tetaiius,
diphtheria and staphylococcal food poisoning.
6. In common with biological agents, toxins generally have
delayed poisonous effects. Their delayed action varies with the
particular toxin. Because of their high potency, the effective
dosage in man is extremely small if he is neither masked nor
immunized. Toxins, if used as weapons, could be dispersed in
aerosol form at considerable distances from the target and could
cover a very large area, resembling the large areas that could be
covered by biological agents. Casualties would therefore result
after the target population had been subjected to extremely small
quantities of the toxin.
7. With regard to the effects of toxins, botulinum toxin
produces botulism, an acute and highly fatal disease. There are at
present six types of this toxin of which four are known to be toxic
for man. The disease, botulism, is characterized by the combination of extreme weakness, vomiting, thirst, fever, dizziness,
blurred vision, dilated pupils, facial paralysis and weakness of
respiratory muscles. Death is attributable to paralysis, respiratory
lailure, and associated cardiac arrest. These symptoms do not
appear for 12 to 72 hours.
8. All persons are susceptib|,; to the disease, which occurs
naturally throughout the world. While almost completely effective
immunization is possible, such measures would be effective only if
administered well before any exposure. The mortality rate for
naturally occurring botulism in the United States is approximately
65 percent. If effectively weaponized and delivered in a highly
purified state, botulinum toxin could have a mortality rate
approaching 100 percent. The toxin could be delivered either as an
aerosol or through contamination of water supplies.
9. Staphylococcal enterotoxin is a stable protein which produces an acute incapacitation known as staphylococcal food
poisoning. It is characterized by severe nausea, vomiting, abdom-
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inal pain, diarrhea, and prostration. Its effects generally last for 24
hours.
10. A plant toxin thought to have potential military utility is
ricin, which is extracted from the castor bean. The lethal dose of
ricin in man is not known, but it is estimated from animal studies
to be about 80 millionths of a gram for the average man. Ricin
causes death by paralysis.
11. The production of bacterial toxins in any significant
quantity would require facilities similar to those needed for the
production of biological agents. Though toxins of the type useful
for military purposes could conceivably be produced by chemical
synthesis in the future, the end products would be the same in the
effects of their use and those effects would be indistinguishable
from toxins produced by bacteriological or other biological
processes.
Statement by the United States Representative (Leonard) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical and
Biological Weapons, April 21, 19701
May I first express our appreciation for the very moving
comments made by speakers this morning, as well as last week,
and those made to us privately on the subject of Apollo 13. Our
delegation, like our entire people, foliowed closely those stirring
events and shared in the great relief and joy which was so widelv
felt at the safe return to earth of the astronauts. f his event
underlined in a most dramatic way the fundamental unity of
mankind, through the extraordinarily widespread and intense
concern demonstrated last week in every part of the globe for the
welfare of the astronauts, and I am confident that the implications
of that demonstration of unity for us here, for the vital task with
which we are charged, are clear to all of us.
5 1. 1 should like next to refer to the document wbich our
delegation has just circulated, which you Mr. Chairman have just
mentioned, on the subject of one important class of chemicals
certain of which could bc used a,, agents of chemical warfare- that
is to say, toxins. 2 The Committee will re:-.a that the United States
has itself adopteud the same policy oa toxins as it adopted earlier
with respect to biological weapons. Toxins are briefly described in
our working paper and attention is drawn to a nui1,ber of their
characteristics which we feel to be particularly important from the
arms control point of view. We hope that in this way we shall be
making a further contribution to the Committee's work, a
contribution supplementing our earlier working paper on the
'CCD/PV. 466. jp. 2 1-25.
Supra.
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interrelationships of the peaceful uses of certain more or less
common chemicals and their possible military applications.3
52. 1 should like to make a brief statement on the general
subject of chemical and biological warfare. The position of my
Government was set forth in detail on 17 March. 4 Since then,
however, several statements have been made in plenary meetings
which either misrepresented the United States position or offered
arguments which we feel are not well founded. Let me first of all
once again make it clear that the United States is committed to
achieving effective controls on chemical as well as biological
weapons. Our differences with some members of this Committee
centre on the present feasibility of attempting to eliminate the
threats posed by those two types of weapons at the same time and
in a single instrument. We do not think that such a single
instrument covering both chemical and biological weapons is now
feasible. We telieve that the Committee could, if it wished, move
directly to negotiate a very simple and straightforward agreement
prohibitin- omological methods of warfare. It seems obvious to us,
however, that chemical weapons pose complex problems which
will require more time and effort to resolve. In fact the discussions
in the Committee sc far this session bear witness to the time that
will be required to reach agreement on chemical weapons.
53. It has been asserted that the effect of a separate convention
on biological weapons would be to legitimize and even to
stimulate the production and stockpiling of chemical weapons. In
fact it has even been alleged that the motivation of those
governments which advocate a separate convention on biological
weapons is precisely to leave themselves free to engage in an arms
race in the field of chemical weapons. That is simply not true, and
I think such attacks do not make a positive contribution to our
work. The United States is fully prepared-indeed is determinedto make a genuine effort to solve the problems involved in
expanding the already existing prohibitions against chemical
warfare at the same time as we proceed with the easier task of a
total ban on biological warfare.
54. Moreover, it is difficult to see any logic in the argument
that a separate ban on biological weapons would stimulate
production of chemical weapons. The same logic would 3uggest
that it was not desirable to agree to arms control measures
concerning nuclear weapons since any restraints on nuclear
weapons could encourage an arms race in conventional weapons.
This Committee has not accepted any such proposition in relation
to conventional and nuclear weapons and there is no reason to
accept a parallel proposition relating to biological and chemical
weapons. As we have pointed out, biological and chemical weapons
would have different roles if ever used in a war, and there is simply
3

Ante, pp. 91-93.
pp. 100-106.

4.4nte,
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no logic in suggesting that a country would have more need for
chemical weapons if it relinquished biological weapons.
55. I might describe our concept of handling chemical and
biological weapons as involving a simultaneous advance along two
or possibly more tracks. If we are able to proceed more quickly on
one track-and we believe that will prove to be the case with
biological weapons-we hope the Committee will fully exploit that
opportunity to make concrete progress, meanwhile moving as
quickly as possible down the other track or tracks. If we follow
that pragmatic course of action it seems only reasonable that as
soon as we come to the end of any track we should formalize the
agreement thus reached in a treaty text.
56. There are serious problems to be solved in developing
additional, generally-acceptable prohibitions on chemical weapons.
These problems are not insoluble. The United States, contrary to
the assertions of some, does not suggest that they are insoluble or
that the problems of chemical weapons should be "put off to the
indefinite future". On the contrary, it is our position that we
should work on these problems now. At the same time, we
recognize, and are prepared to say frankly, that this task will at
best require efforts extending beyond this year. To cite only one
problem, the insistence of some delegations that there is no need
for effective verification to be included in a chemical weapons
prohibition, if this position is maintained, will be in itself a major
barrier to agreement.
57. We believe that many governments, not only the United
States, would not be willing to support a treaty banning the
production a~id stockpiling of chemical weapons if that treaty
were not subject to reliable verification procedures. Our own
research so far leads us to believe that any verification systemr for
chemical agents which did not include effective monitoring and
inspection provisions would riot be adequate. We shall be
discussing the subject of verification at our informal session
tomorrow, but for now I wish to note that we find that the
proposals made on 14 April by the Polish delegation 5 do not
constitute a satisfactory system for verifying a ban on the
possession of modern chemical weapons. It is not adequate to
suggest that there will be a complaint mechanism when there may
be no means of knowing whether and when the facts exist for
invoking the mechanism.
58. An extremely serious arms control problem in the ch -mica)
weapons field concerns a prohibition on the possession of nerve
ag. nts. The nossession of nerve agents does not give any Power a
clear military advantage when it has reason to believe that a
potential opponent will be prepared to retaliate with nerve agents.
But the one-sided possession of nerve agents could offer unacceptable advant:aes to the Powcr possessing them. And, let me
Aitc
Itpp. 141 ff.
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emphasize, such a situation would inevitably increase the temptation to use nerve agents in any ..ontlict. Thus, chemical warfare
could become more, rather than less, likely-a result hardly in
keeping with the objectives of this Committee.
59. We have heard it suggested that the United States, as well as
some other major Powers, need not fear this consequence because
we could always, so to speak, even the score with nuclear
weapons. That argument is one which, in full candour, we are
surprised to hear from any member of this Committee. It seems to
us that anyone who suggests retaliating with nuclear weapons in
the event of a chemical attack is abrogating his responsibility to
find meaningful arms control solutions to the problems of
chemical weapons.
60. It is fortunately the case with biological weapons, however,
that the problem of verification does not present a serious barrier
to progress. Although it is true that systematic inspection with the
objective of detecting small-scale violations of a ban on biological
weapons would pose difficult problems, those problems would be
much less intractable in the case of a suspected large-scale
biological weapons installation. At the same time there are quite
logical reasons why such inspection is not necessary. The principal
purpose of verification in this situation is to assure parties that
they need not maintain a particular weapons capability for
purposes of deterrence or retaliation. Because biological weapons
inherently lack reliability as an effective deterrent or instrument
of retaliation, even their known retention by one State should not
affect another State's decision to give them up. Knowledge of
whether another country in fact has biological weapons is
therefore considerably less significant than in cases such as
chemical weapons where such knowledge could lead other
countries to meet the threat by developing a capability to retaliate
in kind.
61. The question has been asked what the value will be of a
separate biological weapons prohibition. In our view the value is
that such an agreement will reduce substantially the likelihood
that any State will maintain a.biological weapons czpability. It will
thus reduce ihe danger that disease will ever be used as a weapon
of war. In that regard I have been concerned that oijr view of the
usefulness of biological warfare as a weapon has been distorted.
We have maintained that biological warfare is not an effective
retaliatory weapon, but we do not by any means a-sert that it
would be a useless weapon in all circumstances. The rilitary
characteristics required of a retaliatory weapon may be rather
different from those of a we--non intended for first use. Still other
military characteristics may oe reqiired for a covert or sabotage
weapon. Certain biological weapons could in fact be used either
for a massive first-use attack or for a sabotage attack. Theie are a
number of biological agents currently available for those purposes.
The continued development of these weapons would increase the

451 943 0 - 71 - 13
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danger of a way being found to produce strains of biological
agents which would be resistant to medical therapy.
62. Those who believe that biological weapons would have
little military value for first use or sabotage perhaps have not
consulted the excellent report of the World Health Organization
on chemical and biological weapons. 6 That report gives the
following estimates: a single bomber disseminating only 50
kilogrammes of a lethal agent over a city could cause hundreds of
thousands of deaths; sabotage of a communal water supply could
cause death and disruption to tens of thousands of people; and
either sabotage or open attack which led to a secondary spread of
epidemic could, under certain conditions, result in millions of
illnesses and deaths. As the WHO report makes clear, it is already
well within the capability of a number of States to bring about
these potential casualties, and such a capability could be acquired
by many more.
63. We therefore see ample reason to prohibit biological
weapons and to do it promptly, and we see no barrier to taking
this step. Looked at from another direction, we can see no
advantage to the governments of the world in refraining from
taking this step. To leave open the option of producing and
stockpiling biological weapons does not in any way make it morn
likely that we shall deal effectively with chemical weapons.
Chemical warfare presents its own problems and those problems
will have to be taken care of in their own way. That task will not
be made easier by leaving States free to produce biological
weapons. Rather we can see the reverse as bein~g true: a successful
agreement on biological weapons could give greater momentum to
our deliberations on chemical weapons.
64. Certainly those who u',ge that control of biological weapons must await the control of chemical weapons cannot seriously
believe that the United States or any other government would
adopt what it considers an unsound approach to chemical warfare
in order to reach agreement on biological warfare. Biological
warfare is not a useful hostage or a useful lever. None of us can be
sure how long it will take us to formulate new prohibitions on the
possession of chemical weapons, but clearly that process will be
extensive and difficult. We hope that in this Committee we can all
face this fact honestly and that we shall not lose this chance for
progress by doctrinaire insistence on a linkage between these two
types of weapons. One thing is quite clear: we shall not advance
more rapidly toward our goal of banning the possession of both
chemical weapons and biological weapons by refraining for an
indefinite period from banning disease as a weapon of war.
'lhalth Aspects of Chemical and Biological Weapsns: Report o.f a WHO
Group of Consultants (Geneva, 1970).
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Revised Draft
Sea-Bed Treaty, April 23, 1970'
A revised draft treaty on the prohibition of the emplacement of
nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction on the
sea-bed and the ocean floor and in the subsoil thereof is today,
submitted for consideration by the Committee on Disarmament.
3. Discussion of the draft treaty in our Committee and in the
General Assembly has convincingly demonstrated that great
importance is attached throughout the world to excluding the vast
expanse of the sea-bed and the ocean floor, which constitute
two-thirds of the earth's surface, from the sphere of the nuclear
arms race. The solution of this problem has now become a vital
and urgent matter because of the spectacular scientific and
technological discoveries which have made it possible to begin the
practical exploitation of the sea-bed and the ocean floor. But in
addition to the long-term possibilities of using the natural
resources of the sea-bed and the ocean floor for the peaceful needs
of mankind, a real danger has developed of this environment
becoming the scene of a mounting arms race.
4. It is quite obvious that the emplacement by many States of
military objects on the sea-bed and the ocean floor would greatly
expand the sphere of the arms race and would at the same time
create the possibility of local conflicts which might mark the
beginning of a global conflict. At present the military use of the
sea-bed and ocean floor has not yet been fully developed. But the
situation may change in the very near future. Our task is to ensure
that the opportunity is not missed, that all the necessary steps are
taken to prevent the arms race from spreading to this vast area of
our planet. It is easier to stop a process which has not yet begun
than to reveise one that is already in progress.
5. The conclusion of a sea-bed treaty will be another important
contribution to the solution of the problem of narrowing the
scope of the arms race, particularly the nuclear arms race, of
curbing it and bringing it to a complete halt. This new
international agreement can and must become an important stage
towards the next step, which wil! completely exclude the sea-bed
and the ocean floor from the sphere of the arms race. It will help
to create more favourable conditions for working out and reaching
agreement on further measures designed to bring about the end of
the arms race and disarmament. At the same time, the cunclusion
of such an agreement will be a necessary prerequisite for the
development of international co-operation in the peaceful
exploitation of !he marine environment. It is for this reason that
'CUD/Pv. 467, pp. 5-11.
Post, Pp. 185-188.
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the draft treaty before us assumes such importance, as has been
convincingly stated by delegations both in the Committee on
Disarmament and in the General Assembly at its twenty-fourth
session.
6. In resolution 2602 F(XXIV), the General Assembly
welcomes the draft sea-bed treaty drafted in this Committee and
emphasizes that
the prevention of a nuclear arms race on the sea-bed and the ocean floor serves the
interests of maintaining world 3peace, reducing international tensions and strengthening
friendly relations among States.

The General Assembly calls upon the Committee to complete its
work on a draft treaty, taking into account the wishes expressed
by States during its twenty-fourth session. As many delegations
have pointed out in New York and here in this Committee, the
conclusion of a sea-bed treaty is an important matter and work on
the draft treaty should not be allowed to drag on over a long
period.
7. In its present form, the draft treaty takes account of the
wishes and proposals put forward by a large number of States in
the Committee on Disarmament and at the last session of the
General Assembly, both formally and during informal exchanges
of views. We are fully justified in saying that all members of tlie
Committee have taken part in the preparation of the draft treaty
and that this document is the result of collective efforts. We hope
that this will ensure universal acceptance and broad international
support of the draft treaty by all States.
8. As you know, during the preparation of the draft submitted
to the Committee on 30 October 1969,4 account was taken of
proposals made by many States, including proposals cn the
following questions: participation by the Security Council in the
verification of the implementation of the treaty; the convening of
periodic conferences to review the operation of the treaty; the procedure for the adoption of amendments to the treaty, etc.
9. During the discussion of the draft treaty at the
twenty-fourth session of the General Assembly and during the
consultations with members of the Committee on Disarmament at
the current session, additional suggestions were put forward
regarding the inclusion of further amendments and more precise
wording in the draft. In the light of these suggestions, the sponsors
of the draft treaty, the USSR and the United States, have made a
number of changes in the text. These changes relate to four major
provisions of the treaty: control over its implementation, the area
to which it is applicable, the relationship of the obligations
assumed uinder the treaty to other international obligations of the
States parties, and the relationship of the treaty to international
agreements concerning the establishment of nuclear-free zones.
4' Documents

on Disarmament. 1969, p. 715.
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10. With regard to the problem of control, it may be pointed
out that the draft of 30 October 1969 proposed effective measures
for verification of compliance with obligations under the treaty.
These measures provided that such verification might be carried
out by any State Party using its own means or with the assistance
of any other State Party, and that States might refer to the
Security Council any controversial matters that might arise during
that process. That concept of control found support and sympathy
both in this Committee and in the General Assembly. Many
delegations, however, suggested that the verification procedure
should be worked out more fully and put forward specific
proposals to that end. f he most detailed exposition of these
proposals was containefl in the working papers submitted by
Canada,' Brazil 6 and Mexico.'
11. These proposals were taken into account in drafting the
amended text of article IlI we are submitting today. In particular.
this article provides not only for observation of the activities of
other States Parties on the sea-bed and the ocean floor, but also
for an effective investigation procedure, including inspzctions
which may be carried out by agreement between the Parties in
cases where serious doubts arise concerning compliance by a given
Party to the treaty with the obligations it has assumed. The treaty
also specifies that all countries concerned may participate in
mutual consultations and verification arrangements.
12. It is highly significant that, under the new version of article
HI, States Parties undertake, before proceeding to a verification,
not only to notify States Pa.'ties in the region where the
investigation is to take place of their intentions, but also to invite
their co-operation in clarifying the situation that has arisen. A
separate provision of the article, paragraph 6, provides that a
verification conducted pursuant to the treaty should be conducted
with due :egard for the sovereign or exclusive rights o -acoastal
State with respect to the natural resources of its continental shelf
under international law.
13. The detailed verification procedure which has been worked
out, coupled with the right accorded by article III to every Party
to the treaty to refer to the Security Council the question of the
activities of any State on the sea-bed giving rise to serious doubts
which have not been removed by consultation and co-operation,
constitute a clear, yet flexible system of control over fulfilment of
the obligations assumed under the treaty. The article provides that
the Security Council may, as a result of its consideration of cases
where compliance with the obligations assumed under the treaty
has been called into question, take action in accordance with the
Charter of the United Nations.
$Ibid., pp. 481-482, 596-597.
'Ibid.,
pp. 445-447,601-602.
7
AIC. l.'995.

• = •

! i

i

4

178

DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1970

14. In referring to verification of compliance with the treaty,
we realize that cases may arise in practice in which one or other
State Party to the treaty, for various political reasons connected
with its relations with other countries and the international
situation as a whole, wiil be unable to enter into the consultations
provided for in article III of the draft treaty. We therefore think it
should be made clear that the consultation among States Parties to
the treaty, provided for in article III, paragraph 2, with a view to
removing possible doubt.,' regarding compliance with the treaty, is
not of course a prerequisite for the exercise by States Parties of
their right under paragraph 4 of the same article to refer the
matter to the Security Council, in accordance with the provisions
of the Charter of the United Nations, where there are serious
grounds for doing so. Consequently, any State Party to the treaty
may apply directly to the Security Council without resorting to
consultations.
15. Thus, the proposals made in the statements and working
papers of a number of States have been taken into account in
preparing the present wording of article III. That is why the text
of this article should be regarded as a synthesis of the views and
positions of States on the problem of control over compliance
with the obligations assumed under the treaty.
16. Another change made in the draft treaty concerns
provisions relating to tlie definition of the area covered by the
treaty, and more particularly the definition of the width of thi.
coastal zone to which the prohibitions of the treaty will not apply.
Article I of the former text of the draft treaty defined this zone
as: "the maximum contiguous zone provided for in the 1958
Geneva Convention on the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous
Zone" (article I). Since this Geneva Convention' contains a
provision stating that the contiguous zone "may not extend
beyond twelve miles from the baseline from which the breadth of
the territorial sea is measured" (article 24, paragraph 2), the width
of the coastal zone referred to in the earlier draft sea-bed treaty is
twelve miles.
17. General agreement was in fact reached in this Committee
on the substa'nce of the question of the twelve-mile zone.
However, a number of delegations advocated thL omission from
article I of the draft treaty of the words "the maximum
contiguous zone provided for in the 1958 Geneva Convention",
beyond which the emplacement of weapons of mass destruction
on the sea-bed and ocean floor is to be prohibited. It was also
suggested that the provisions of article 1, p:ragraph 2 regarding the
imdertakings of Parties to the treaty should be clarified so that the
treaty clearly specified that the prohibition of tne emplacen.%nt of
nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction did not
s 1 5 UST 1606.
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apply either to the twelve-mile sea-bed zone of the coastal State cr to
the sea-bed beneath its territorial waters. It was also pointed out that
it would be desirable for article II to state directly that the outer
limit of the sea-bed zone Aithin which the coastal States have special
rights is coterminous with the twelve-mile outer limit of the zone
referred to in the 1958 Convention.
18. The above proposals were motivated by the fact that a
number of countries are not Parties to the Geneva Convention on
the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone of 1958, and that the
provisions of a s'-a-bed treaty should therefore be drafted in such a
way that accession to the tieaty does not affect the position of
States with tegard to that C'-nvention. Proposals for the
cor-esponding amendments to the wording of the article
concerning the zone covered by the treaty were made by the
representatives of Argentina, the United Arab Republic, Ethiopia,
Pakistan and several other countries. As you know, the delegation
of Argentina submitted a working paper at the twenty-fourth
.
,a_
a
session of the General Assembly, setting out th. pr•"°•°
number of non-aligned States in a cons-lidated form. 9
19. In order to reconcile the differences of opinion on this
question, articles I and II of the draft sea-bed treaty laid before
the Committee today by the Soviet Union and the United States
includc wording which defines the width of the sea-bed zone for
the purposes of the treaty in accordance with the proposals made
by Argentina, and we believe that the amended texts of these
articles, as now submitted, will be acceptable to the participants in
our negotiations.
20. The third group of changes designed to make the laaguage
of the treaty more precise concerns the problem of the relationship between the obligations assumed under this treaty and the
position of States with respect to other existing international
conventions and with respect to rights or claims related to w, t. s
off their coasts ineluding continental shelves. The representatives
of a number of States proposed that ".he provisions of article II,
paragraph 2, of the draft treaty of 30 October 1969 should form a
separate article. That paragraph of article II provided that nothing
in the treaty should be interpreted as supporting or prejudicing the
position of any State Party with respect to rights or claims which
such State Party mdy assert, or with respect to recognition or
non-recognition of rights or claims asserted by any other State,
related to waters off its coasts, or to the sea-bed and the ocean
floor.
21. This proposal has been taken into account and is now
reflected in article IV of the revised draft treaty. Moreover, to
meet the wish expressed by a number of States, the provisions of
this article have been amplified to state that nothing in the treaty
O9ocuments on Disarmament, 1969,

p. 704.
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shall be interpreted as supporting or prejudicing the position of
any State Party with respect to existing internati )nal conventions,
including the 1958 Convention on the Territorial Sea and the
Contiguous Zone, or with respect to rights or claims related to
continental shelves. We attach great importance to this article. In
its previous statements, the Soviet delegation has repeatedly
emphasized that the provisions of the sea-bed treaty, as is clear
f-om the text, are solely designed to accomplish the purpose this
treaty is intemied to serve, namely, to prevent the extension to the
sea-bed of the race with nuclear and other weapons of mass
destruction. This treaty is not intended to settle numerous issues
of maritime law, to confirm or annul obligations assumed by
States under other international agreements, or to anticipate any
future solutions in this field.
22. An important addition to the earlier text of the draft
sea-bed treaty has been made on the proposal of Mexico and is
contained in a new article VIII, which states that the provisions of
the treaty shail in no way affect the obligations assumed by States
Parties under international instruments establishing zones free
from nuclea: weapons.
23. These are, in general terms, the changes that have been
made in the draft treaty on the prohibition of the emplacement of
nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction on the
sea-bed and the ocean floor.
24. We are now entering the final stage of the preparation of
the sea-bed treaty. It is our view that all the conditions are now
met for the final adoption of the draft treaty. Many delegations
have emphasized in their statements that the draft treaty on the
prohibition of the emplacement of weapons of mass destruction
on the sea-bed and the ocean floor should be completed as soon as
possible. Such statements have been made by the representatives
of Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Japan, Mongolia, Pakistan, Argentina
and other countries. Mr. Natorf, the Polish representative has said
that the debate on this subject in this Committee
has demonstrated a large degree of mutual accommodation and compromise, and that is
why we are confident that it will be possible to reach agreement on a draft treaty for the
sea-bed in a relatively ýhort time.' *

25. We believe that the way is now open to the successful
completion of our long and complex task, the purpose of which
was to take a first step towards the complete demilitarization of
the sea-bed and the ocean floor and the subsoil thereof. I trust
that the draft treaty on the sea-bed and ocean floor which has
been submitted today will meet with the Committee's wide
support and approval and that we shall be able to submit it tor the
consideration of the General Assembly, in accordance with its
resolution 2602 F(XXIV).
'OCCD/PV. 452, p. 10.
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Statement by the United States Representative (Leonard) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Revised Draft
Sea-Bed Treaty, April 23, 19701
One of the prime requirements for progress in negotiating
effective and broadly-acceptable arms control agreements is a
spirit of compromise and accommodation among all participants. I
think the history of the treaty we are considering today illustrates
that such a spirit has prevailed in this negotiation.
27. At the beginning of our spring session last year, the Soviet
Union tabled a draft sea-bed treaty. At the end of that session
the United States proposed a very different draft.3 Members of
the Committee made numerous recommendations for progress on
this problem, which were taken into consideration during the long
sum ner session when the United States and Soviet delegations
engaged in intensive and at times difficult disc-issions in an
attempt to reach agreement on a single draft that they could
present jointly i'-r the consideration of the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament. At our meeting on 7 October 1969
we were able to announce that we had achieved this objective.'
28. From the point of view of the United States, the itaft
treaty that was tabled on 7 October was satisfactory as a possibie
final text. 5 It met what we considered the essential cfiteria of a
sea-bed arms control agreement: it effecti'ely prevented the only
arms race vie could foresee on the sea-bed; its provisions, in our
view, were consistent with existing international law, and it
assured compliance with the prohibitions of the treaty without
interfering in legitimate sea-bed activities.
29. Some delegations in the Committee on Disarmament made
it clear, however, that the 7 October draft did not reflect certain
of their concerns with respect to the sea-bed problem. Dur' g the
remaining weeks of October last year members of this Committee
made numerous suggestions for changes in and amendments to the
joint draft, and on 30 October the co-sponsors of the treaty
presented a revised draft6 to the Committee which incorporated
several of these proposals.
30. During the twenty-fourth session of the United Nations
General Assembly, the 30 October draft was subjected to close
scrutiny by the First Committee of the General Assembly.
Members of the Committee on Disarmament played a leading role
in the discussions in New York. Some delegations developed
specific proposals for further treaty amendments to meet their
'CCD/PV. 467, pp. 12-16.
'rDocunwnts on Disarnmament, 1969, pp. 112-113.
'Ibid., pp. 211 .213.
"Ibid.. pp. 47S-481.
'Ibid.. pp. 473-475.
'Ibid.. pp. 507-S09.
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own outstanding concerns and also the concerns of other United
Nations delegations. The work in New York, was, we believe,
fruitful and worth while. It gave all of us an opporturity to
evaluate our progreqs in the light of 'he comments of many other
countries that ha" not participated in our work here in Geneva.
The final outcome of this activity was a United Nations resolution
which welcomed the submission of the draft treaty to the General
Assembly and called upon the Committee on Disarmament to
continue its work so that the text of a draft treaty could be
submitted to the General Assembly for its consideration.7
31. The General Assembly resolution also requested that the
Committee on Disarmament take into account the proposals and
suggestions made during the twenty-fLurth session, and the
co-Chairmen, in the negotiations they have carried forward since
the beginning of the curre it session of the Committee, have done
so. They have now reached agreement on
second revised
draft of the sea-bed treaty.8 The draft resulting from these
negotiations is b:ing circulated this morning, but as a result of the
informal consultations conducted during the past week its basic
provisions are familiar to members of the Committiee.
32. Article I of the new draft is essentially that contained in
working paper A/C.1/997 submitted by the delegation of Argentina in the First Committee of the General Assembly of the United
Nations on 11 December.9 A few editorial changes have been
made at the suggestion of various delegations, but the basic idea of
the Argentine amendments, that the concept of a "sea-bed zone"
should be used in place of the earlier references to the "maximum
contiguous zone provided for in the 1958 Geneva Convention'" 0
remains, of course, the essential element of this new draft of
article I. This concept is applicable only to this sea-bed treaty and
is therefore not related to other legal questions of the law of the
sea. The 1958 Geneva Convention is thus utilized in the new
article II as an instrument in the solution of the difficult baseline
problem. Moreover, the words "the twelve-mile outer limit" are
used in article II in order to accorrrmodate the points raised at
various times by the delegations of Ethiopia, India, Morocco,
Nigeria, Pakistan ad the United Arab Republic about the
desirability of including in the treaty such a specific reference to
the width of the sea-bed zone.
33. The new article 11 contains all the suggestions of the
working paper submitted by the delegation of Canada on 27
November in New York,'' except for the references to international procedures and the good offices of the United Nations
*i

'ibid., p.

'I nra.

7

15.

'Documents on Disarm ment, 1969, p. 704.
1015 LIST 1606.

,' Documents on Disarnumen.,1969, pp. 596-597.
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Secretary-General in paragraphs 3 and 5. There are three changes
in the Canadian paper. The phrase "includipg the freedoms of the
high seas", which appeared in the 7 October and 30 October
drafts, has been reinserted at the end of paragiaph 1. The United
States considers the freedom to use the high seas to be an essential
element in the effective verification of this treaty. In the last
sentence of paragraph 3 the word "Party" has been delqte I in the
phrase "if the identity of the State Party" since if the State
responsible for questionable activities on the sea-bed had noý been
identified there would be no way of knowing whether that State
was a party to the sea-bed treaty. And in paragraph 4 the words
"serious question", which anpeared in the draft of 30 Oc'ober, are
reinserted in place of the words "reasorable doubt" since we
believe this more accurately characterize,- groands for initiating
Security Council consideration. The procedures provided for in
article III do not, of course, prejudice or limit the right of any
State to apply directly to the Security Council in accordance with
the provisions of the Charter of the United Nations.
34. As recommended by the delegations of India, Morocco,
Pakistan and the United Arab Republic, the disclaimer now
appears as a separate article. This new ,rticle IV is eractly that
contained 'n the Argentine working paper.
35. On 1 December 1969, the delegation of Mexico suggested
in the First Committee of the United Nations that the sea-bed
treaty include a new article regarding nuclear-free zones.' 2 The
first paragraph proposed by Mexico has been incorporated in the
new draft as article VIII.
36. The other articles of the new draft contain minor editorial
changes suggested by various delegations here and in New York.
37. I do not propose today to go into a more extensive
explanation of the new draft since its key articles are the result of
negotiations and consultations with whicb members of this
Committee are already thoroughly acquai:ited. I look torwar, to
further consultations with members of the Committee concerning
any aspects of this draft about which they may have questions.
38. We realize that not all the suggestions and recommendations put forward in this Committee and in New York are to be
found in the revised draft. I can say, however, that they have all
receivcd very careful study and consideration. One of these
recommendations, the draft amendmeit submitted last year by
the representative of Sweden, 13 reflected concern about whether
the draft of 7 October went far enough as a commitment to
further negotiations on additional measures to prevent an arms
race on the sea-bed. The United States believes that it did go far
enough and that accordingly the present draft also goes far
' A/C. i 995.

''1Docuraents on Dimrmm;nent. 1949. p. 4 86.
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enough. We are firmly convinced that the correct approach to this
problem lies in adopting now a mefsire which is realistic in the
light of the present stale of technology ald verification capabilities and in reviewing this measure later as those capabilities may
change. Our commitment to this principle i clearly reflected in
the third preambular paragraph and in the provision in article VI
for a review conference.
39. I would urge members of this Committee to consider
carefully the provisions of article VI. This provides that the treaty
will be reviewed with a view to assuring that both: "the purposes
of the preamble and the provisions of the treaty are being
realized". Thus the charter for the review conference is very broad
indeed. It ensures an opportunity to consider the effect of
technological or other changes upon the operation of the treaty.
And, of course, as I mentioned last October:
if the parties commit themselves to review the treaty after a specified period of
time-that is, five years after its entry into force-we shall eliminate the possibility that a
review might be postponed or delayed indefinitely. 1"
...

40. In fashioning a treaty of this sort I think we must keep in
mind that besides the need for compromise and accommodation,
which we hope will be a guide for all participants, there is a need
at some point to distinguish between what is essential to the basic
objectives of the treaty and what may be desirable but not
indispensable from the point of view of various States. For if we
go too far in attempting to meet all desires we risk losing sight of
tht.. fundamental purpose which has led us to take up the task in
the first place. We may also find that we are being pressed to
accommodate positions which not only raise difficult questions
but primarily relate not to arms control but to other issues being
dealt with in other contexts. One of our principal concerns in this
treaty, of course, has been precisely to avoid affecting issues
beyond the scope of arms control.
41. The text as it now stands is not perfect. Every delegation
would no doubt be able to draft aspects of it to reflect more
adequately the interests and point of view of its own government.
The text represents, however, a delicate and, it seems to us, a fair
balance, among the various interests represented in this Committee
and in the international community generally. In getting the treaty
ready for submission to the twenty-fifth General Assembly we
should consider carefully whether further modifications are
necessary if it is to do what it sets out to do, but we should keep
in mind that the balance we have achieved can easily be impaired,
to the detriment of the common purpose which we all share.
14 Ibid., p. 51 3 .
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Revised American-Soviet Draft Treaty on the Prohibition of the
Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass
Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the
Suhooil Thereof, April 23, 1970'
The States Parties to this Treaty,
Recognizing the common interest of mankind in the progress of
the exploration and use of the seabed and the ocean floor for
peaceful purposes,
Considering that the prevention of a nuclear arms race on the
seabed and the ocean floor serves the interests of maintairniig
world peace, reduces international tensions, and strengthens
friendly relations among States,
Convinced that this Treaty constitutes a step towards, the
exclusion of the seabed, the ocear, floor and the subsoil thereof
from the arms race, and determined to continue negotiations
concerning further measures leading to this end,
Convinced that this Treaty constitutes a step towards a treaty
on general and complete disarmament under strict and effective
international control, and determined to continue negotiations to
this end,
Convinced that this Treaty will further the lirposes and
principles of the Charter of the United Nations, in a manner
consistent with the principles of international law and without
infringing the freedoms of the high seas,
Have agreed as follows:
Article I
1. 'Ihe States Parties to this Treaty undertake not to emplant
or emplace on the seabed and the ocean floor and in the subsoil
thereof beyond the outer limit of a seabed zone as defined in
Article II any nuclear weapons or any other types of weapons of
mass destruction as well as structures, launching installations or
any other facilities specifically designed for s~oring, testing or
using such weapons.
2. The undertakings of paragraph I of this Article shall also
apply to the seabed zone referred to in the same paragraph, except
that within such seabed zone, they shall not apply either to the
coastal State or to the Feabed beneath its territorial waters.
3. The States Parties to this Treaty undertake not to assist,
encourage or induce any State to carry out activities referred to in
paragraph I of this Article and not to participate in any other way
in such actions.

'CCD/269/Rev. 2. Apr. 23, 1970. The draft treaty was submitted to the Conference
of the Committee oo Ditarmament.
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Article II
For the purpose of this Treaty the outer limit of the seabed
zone referred to in Article I shall be coterminous with the
,welve-mile outer limit of the zone referred to in Part I' of the
Convention of the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone, signed
in Geneva on 29 April 19582 and shall be measured in accordance
with the provisions of Part I, Section II, of that Convention and in
accoraznc, with internati-nal law.
Article III
1. In order to promote the objectives of and ensure compliance
with the provisions of this Treaty, each State Party to the Treaty
shall have the right to verify th-ough observation the activities of
other States . arties to the Treaty on the seabed and the ocean
floor and in he subsoil thereof beyond the zone referred to in
Article I, provided that observation does not interfere with such
activities or otherwise infringe rights recognized under international law, including the freedoms of the high seas.
2. If after such observation reasonable doubts remain concerning the fulfilment of the obligations assumed under the Treaty, the
State Party having such douots and the State Party that is
responsible for the activities giving rise to the doubts shall consult
with a view to removing the doubts and, if the doubts persist, shall
co-operate on such further procedures for verification, as may be
agreed, including appropriate inspection of objects, structures,
installations or other facilities that reasonably may be expected to
be of a kind de3cribed in Article I. Parties in the region of the
activities, and any other Party so requesting, shall be notl.ied of,
and may participate in, such consultation and co-operatiou.
3. If the State responsible for the activities giving rise to the
reasonable doubts is not identifiable by observation of the object,
structure, installation or other facility, the State Party having such
doubts slIaU notifyand make appropriate inquiries of States Parties
in the region of the activities and of any other State Party. If it is
ascertained tiirough these inquiries that a particular State Party is
responsible for the activities, that State Party shall consult and
co-operate with other Parties as provided in paragraph 2 of this
Article. If the identity of the State responsible for the activities
cannot be ascertained through these inquiries, thlen further
verification procedures, including inspection, may be undertaken
by the inquiring State Party, which shall invite the participation of
the Parties in the region and of any other Party desiring to
co-operate.
4. If consultation and zo-orcation pursuant to paragraphs 2
and 3 of this Article have not :---ioved the doubts concerning the
215
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activities and there remains a serious question concerning fulfiln-rnt of the obligations assumed under this Treat;, a State Party
may, in accordance with the provisions of the Ch arter of the
United Nations, iefer the matter to the Security Council, which
may take action in accordance with the Charter.
5. Verification pursuant to this Article may be undertaken by
any State Party using its own means, or with the full or partial
assistance of any other State Party.
6. All verification activities conducted pursuant to this Treaty
shall be conducted with due regard for the sovereign or exclusive
rights of a coastal State with respect to the natural resources of its
continental shelf under international law.
Article 1V
Nothing in this Treaty shall be interpreted as supporting or
prejudicing the position of any State Party with respect to existing
international conventions, including the 1958 Convention on tie
Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zonie, or with respect to rights
or claims which such State Party may assert, or with respect to
recognition or non-recognition of rights or claims asserted by any
other State, related to waters off its coa',t; including inter alia
territorial seas and zontiguous zones, or to the seabed and the
ocean floor, including continental shelves.
Article V
Any State Party may propose amendments to this Treaty.
Amendments shall enter into force for each State Party accepting
the amendments upon their acceptance by a majority of the States
Parties to the Treaty and thereafter for each remaining State Party
on the date of acceptance by it.
Article VI
Five years after the entry into force of this Treaty, a conference
of Parties to the Treaty shall be held in Geneva, Switzerland, in
order to review the operation of this Treaty with a view to
assuring that the purposes of the preamble and the provisions of
the Treaty are being realized. Such review shall take into account
any relevant technological developments. The review conference
shall determine in accordance with the views of a majority of
those Parties attending whether and when an additional review
conference shall be convened.
Article VII
Each State Party to this Treaty shall in exercising its national
sovereignty have the right to withdraw from this Treaty if it
decides that extraordinary events i-elated to the subject matter of
this Treaty have jeopardized the supreme interests of its country.
It shali give notice of such withdrawal to all other Stite: Parties to
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the Treaty and to the United Nations Security Council three
months in advance. Such notice shall include a statement of the
extraordinary events it considers to have jeopardized its supreme
interests.
Article VIII
The provisions of this Treaty shall in no way affect the
obligations assumed by States Parties; to the Treaty under
international instruments establishing zones free from nuclear
weapons.
Article IX
1. This Treaty shall be open for signature to all States. ,ny
State which does not sign the Treaty before its entry into force in
accordance with paragraph 3 of this Article may accede to it at
a.Ir". " Ale.

2. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification by signatory
States. Instruments of ratification aid of accession shall be
deposited with the Governments of

-_

which are hereby

designated the Depositary Governments.
3. This Treaty shall enter into force after the deposit of
instruments of ratification by twenty-two Governments, including
the Governments designated as Depositary Governments of this
Treaty.
4. For States whose instruments of ratification or accession are
deposited after the entry into force of this Treaty it shall ent%,r
into force on the date of the deposit cf their instruments of
ratification or accession.
5. The Depositary Governments shall promptly inform the
Governments of all signatory and acceding States of the date of
each signature, of the date of -eposit of each instrument of
ratification or oi accession, of the date of the entry into force of
this Treaty, and of the receipt of other notices.
6. This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary Governments pursuant to Article 102 ot the Charter of the United
Nations.
Article X
Ahis Treaty, the Chinese, English, French, Russian and Spanish
texts of which are equally authentic, shall be deposited in the
archives of the Depos,-ary Governments. Duly certified copies of
this Treaty shall be transmitted by the Decpositary Governments t(
the Governments of the States signL"cry and acceding thereto.
In witness whereof the undersigned, being duly authorized
thereto, have signed thi. Treaty
Done in
this

at
day of_.____,
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Statement by the United States Representative (Leonard) to
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical and Biological Weapons, April 28, 19701
The United States delegation found the iniormal meeting on
chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons on Wednesday, 22 April, extremely valuable, contributing significantly to
our understanding of the issues before us. In the course of the
session the distinguished representative of Sweden presented a
series of questions which it was not possible at that time to
discuss in detail. We believe the Committee should, as occasion
affords, continue to consider those and other pertinent questions, and accordingly I would like to take up two of them
very briefly today.
11. One of the questions raised by the Swedish delegation
related to the possible inclusion of toxins in the United Kingdoin draft convention on biological weapons. 2 Lord Chalfont
indicated at that time that the United Kingdom would be
prepared to consider this.
12. As the United States delegation explained in the working paper which we circulated on 21 April,3 when toxins are
produced within the human body by living bacteria those
toxins cause the symptoms which are characteristic of many
bacterial diseases. Toxins could also be prepared and used as
weapons. Those toxin agents would then create effects which
could not be distinguished from those created by toxins produced by bacteria within the human body. Furthermore, because those toxins are produced from bacteria, facilities for
producing toxin agents would be very similar to facilities for
producing biological warfare agents. Therefore, while toxins are
chemical substances, their characteristics from the viewpoint of
arms control are so closely related to those of biological
agents that the treatment of these two categories in the same
convention seems not only appropriate but highly desirable.
13. We believe this could be simply and effectively done by
adding to article I of the United Kingdom draft convention,
after the rcference to "microbial or other biological agents",
the words 'or toxins", making in the remainder of the draft
whatever modifications would be required for purposes of
consistency and clarity. In view of the obvious significance of
enlarging the scope of the United Kingdom convention in this
way, we trust that the governments represented here will give
this matter most serious consideration during our ,pring recess.
14. While we find many reasons-such as their similar pro
duction methods and their effects-to prohibit toxins and biological warfare agents in the same agreement, subject to the
'CCD/PV. 468, pp. 7-8.
'Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 431 ff.
'Ante, pp. 168-170.
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same control measures, we do not see the same logic in the
suggestion that these agents should be prohibited together
with those chemical agents which do not have any civilian
application. The fact that many potential chemical warfare
agents also have widespread civilian uses seriously complicates
our task. But it is not the civilian uses of chemical agents or
the absence of civilian uses that should be the determining
factor in arafting measures %fprohibition and control. Rather,
it is the military uses, proven or potential, which must be the
determining factor for our: work.
15. Turning to another of Mrs. Myrdal's questions of 22
April-a point which she had alluded to earlier in her statement of 9 April 4 -1 would like to comment briefly on the
question of openness and reporting as a basis for verification.
Open information and established procedures for reporting to
an international organization could be important elements in a
verification system for chemical warfare agents. However, openness and reporting and other measures for self-policing are not
sufficient in themselves to form a verification system for a
prohibition on production and stockpiling of chemical weapons. As we pointed out at last week's informal meeting, open
information techniques, such as economic data monitoring, are
not sufficient to give adequate assurance of non-production.
Even with all the data available regarding United States production, research by the Arms Coptrol and Disarmament
Agency has indicated that econom;': . ta monitoring at best
could serve as an adjunct to or:-site techpical inspection, some
measure. of which clearly appears to be refjuired for effective
verification of a chemical wrfaie ban.
Statement by the British Representative (Chalfont) to tL.! Conference of th,- Cnmjittee on Disarmament: Chemical and
Biological Weapons, April 30, 19701
My remarks this morning at this last meeting of the spring
session will be very blief. I should like to say a word about
the sea-bed treaty and then make one or two points about
chemical and biological w;ýapons.
3. Perhaps before I do that

l

may say that my Covernment

and my delegation are always aware that our real aim here is
not simply collateral measures of disarmament but general and
complete disarmament. We always bear that in mind and for
that reason I am extremely happy and encouraged to sce that
there is a great deal of work being done behind the scenes on

the question of general and complete disarmajiient, and it is
encouraging to see how ideas on that are now being formu4Ante, pp. 136 ft.
'CCD/PV. 469. pp. 5-11.

.
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lated. I for one look fonvard very much to seeing how that
develops when we return here after the recess.
4. On the question of the sea-bed, like those of my colleagues who spoke last Tuesday I welcome the tabling by the
co-Chairmen of the revised draft sea-bed tieaty on 23 April. 2
In my view it is a great improvement on the draft tabled on
30 October 1969.3 We are particularly pleased to see that the
co-Chairmen have been able to take account of so many of
the suggestions which have been made by delegations both
here and in New York. The Argentine amendment 4 has been
adopted virtually as tabled. Most of the Canadian amendment
on verification5 and most of the Mexican amendment on
nuclear-free zones 6 have also been included.
5. Of course, we cannot pretend that we are completely
happy with all the aspects of the ne* text. It is a compromise
and necessarily imperfect from the point of view of any
individual delegation. Nevertheless we hope that it will now be
possible to reach general agreement on a sea-bed treaty to
submit to the twenty-fifth sessiorl of the United Nations General Assembly.
6. Turning now to chemical and biological weapons, the
Committee goes into recess with a number of new proposals
to think about and if we take this opportunity to assess them
we may be ready when we come back here to tackle the next
stage of negotiations on this difficult and important problem. I
hope that we can all do this. My own Government at least i3
considering on their merits all the suggestions that we now
have before us. Perhaps I might also mention that during our
recess I hope to visit the countries of a number of delegations
represented here and to have the opportunity of talking with
governments about some of these problems.
7. I should like now to say a few words aboati toxins, and
then to make four separate though related points on the
complex problem of verification.
8. It has been suggested by the representatives of Sweden
and the United States that the United Kingdom draft convention on biological warfare 7 should be amended to cover to'ins
explicitly. In the Secretary-General's report on chemical and
biological weapons these toxins are defincd is "biologically
produced chemical substances which at- v,;ry .ighly toxic and
rn %yact by ingestion or inhalation". 8 1 hese toxins, al*hOInglthe,, are lethal and of biological origia, cannot, like other
biological agents, reproduce themselves, so !heir effects cannot
2Ante, pp. 185-188.

1locmme.'tts on Dismament, 1909, pp. 5C7-5 '9.
p. 704.
S.'bid., pp. 481-482, 59(-597.
'A/C. 1/995.
4'bid.,

tDocuments on o1Q6,9ient, I069, pp. 431 fT.

Ibid., p. 278.
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be passed on from man to man. Therefore a potential user of
toxins as a war agent does not run the risk that the effects of
his own attack might rebound on him tVrough a biological
chain reaction without his adversary even having to retaliate.
This is not a negligible advantage of the toxin as a war agent, and
even so it is not all. The operational advantages of toxins as offensive
agents are matched by the attraction, if I may use that word, of a
production process that is less complicated than that required even
for nerve agents, whose toxicity, of course, they very greatly exceed.
9. The report of the World Health Organization 9 , discussing
the properties of one of these toxins, a substance called ricin,
points out that a nation that lacked the capability to manufacture a nerve gas might well be attracted by the possibilities
of such a toxin as ricin (p.41). The concern that is felt by
members of this Committee about toxins is reinforced by
independent studies. For example the draft rcport by the
Stockholm International Peace Research Institute on chemical
and biological warfare' o estimates that the lethal dose in man
of botulinal toxins is as little as .001 mlgms. And, as the
World Health Organization report points out:
Cultivation of the bacterium.., and purification of the neurotoxic proteins
extractable from the culture are straightforward processes and make it possible to
produce toxins on a fairly large scale in bacteriological laboratories.L'

As a final quotation in regard to the use of toxins, may I cite the
same report and its conclusion that the
... difficulties are probably not insurmountable and, with continued research on
this problem, their dissemination as aerosols or through communal water supplies
could become feasible, if it is not so already. 12

I think those words, and particularly the last six-"if it is not
so already"-are very chilling. They lead me to wonder, as I
have said in this Committee before, whether we can really
afford the luxury of delaying any longer agreement on biological weaporns, including toxins.
10. We have always considered, in fact, that the United
Kingdom draft convention would effectively prohibit the production and acquisition of toxins, but I would like to say
right away that the convention certainly should cover toxins,
and should cover them specifically. They are dangerous agents,
in general more toxic even than any of the known nerve gases.
If it would help to clarify the scope of our draft we would
certainly agree to an amendment. The wording suggested by
Mr. Leonard in his speech on 28 April' - seems to me to do
'World

health Organization, Health Aspects of Chemical and Biologicl Wespols:

R,.,ott of a WHO Group of Consultants (Geneva, 1970).

"Stockholm International Peace Research institute, 7he Problem of Chemical and
Bioloical Warfare (prov. ed., Stockholm, 1970).
Op. cit., p. 4 1.
2
' 3p. cit.. P. 43.

13Supro.
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what is required. Duiing the recess we shall be working on
this, and in the meantime of course I shall welcome any
suggestions which any of my colleagues around this table may
wish to put forward.
11. May I turn now to the question of verification. Some
of what I have to say this morning I have already said at our
informal meeting last week, but I believe it is worth putting
on the recora. I do not pretend that verification is the whole
problem, or the only problem; it is one element among several
which we must consider; but to my mind at least it is the
most difficult of the problems to solve.
12. On this question of verification I would like to make,
as simply as I can., four points.
13. First of all, there has been some debate in the Committee as to whether verification is a political or a technical
problem. Certainly the degree of effective verifica:ion that
anyone can accept without causing instability is a matter for
political decision, or perhaps one might say more accurately
for politico-military decision. But before we can decide on
what represents an adequate level of certainty in a particular
case, obviously we must know what reliance we can place on
the technical methods of verification that are available to us.
Their availability in turn depends on te -hniques and on the
political circumstances which govern their acceptability by all
parties concerned, and of course one must take into account
their cost as well. So I think on this first point we might do
more justice to the argument and to the interdependence of
technical and political considerations if we framed the question
in a slightly different way, and asked ourselves what are the
technical possibilities for verification within the existing political constraints. I think that if we asked ourselves that question
we might arrive at a more useful answer.
14. The second point I want to make concerns the interests
of the smaller Powers. I think that some of us, and perhaps
reasonably enough in view of the arms control agreements so
far concluded, tend to dwell on verification problems as being
problems between the two super-Powers, or at any rate between the super-Powers and their allies on either side. Confidence, of course, is what verification is all about, and I am
sure I speak for all of us here when I say that we welcome
the signs of increasing confidence between the two super-Powers,
and this I think has been shown by the businesslike atmosphere in
"which the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) have recently

opened in Vienna. Even so, any convention, whether between large
States or small, must depend on the degree of confidence that it can

inspire amongst all the parties to the convention. Chemical and
biological weapons, in particular, may be relatively more dangerous for smaller countries than for the larger ones with more
comprehensive and sophisticated weapons of deterrence-and
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indeed, for that matter, of defence as well. I think that must be
obvious to everyone. For this reason I must say that I cannot agree
with the approach to this subject contained in the recent draft
report of SIPRI on chemical and biological warfare, when in Part
IV it examines the technical possibilities for verification. In the
section on identification of chemical warfare agent-producing
plants, the report says:
It is not worth devoting much attention here to chemical warfare agents less toxic
than the nerve gases, even though in some parts of the world such agents could be as militarily significant as the nerve gases are to industrially developed countries. 4

15. This seems to me far too important a consideration to
dismiss as lightly as that. If we look at the consideration of

geographical size alone, a smaller country is obviously vulnerable to effective attack from a quite small and unsophisticated
offensive capability. And then again, such a small country
would probably lack adequate defensive capacity, whether active or passive. Again, an offensive capability of this kind in a
neighbouring country would be harder to detect. Fewer technical aids might be available, and the economic effect of diverting trained and experienced personnel and resources to
methods of detection and verification would obviously be
more marked in a small country than in a larger and richer
one. It seems to me that any system of verification for an
agreement on these weapons must take all these factors into
account. We are not dealing here with nuclear weapons and
with vast sophisticated delivery systems; we are dealing with
weapons which can be produced in small quantities by almost
anyone; in other words, they bear directly on the security of
every party to the agrecment.
16. For my third point may I say a few words about the
Swedish and Yugoslav proposals on verification. Mr. Bobinovic,
in his speech on 16 April, spoke of lessening mistrust "by ever
greater openness, and therefore by some kind of control."''5
He considered that the lack of a certain degree of control
might make the achievement of agreement impossible or, if
agreement were achieved, make it unstable. I agree with these
propositions, and I agree also with what Mrs. Myrdal said
about the two basic principles for creating mutual trust-the
principle of open information and the principle of internationalization.' 6 But I am bound to say that I find it difficult to
follow exactly the Swedish and Yugoslav reasoning when they
deal with the application of these principles of openness and
internationalization. The world is, for better or worse, divided
into societies which have different degrees of openness. We do
not start from the same base in all societies, and openness is
' 40 p. Cit., pt. IV, p. 30.
aICCD(PV. 465, pp. 14-i5.
"See ante, pp. 135-140.
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not really something that can just be written into a treaty
unless its preconditions exist in all the States which may
adhere to that treaty, namely the freedoms of publication and
expression.
17. Then again, when discussing the sort of internationalization proposed by Mrs. Myrdal I think we must, if we look at
this question honestly and objectively, admit that not all
countries welcome the practice of "international good offices".
So it seems to me that the Swedish and Yugoslav proposals
presuppose conditions and political attitudes which simply do
not exist universally; and I 1ý;)ve to say that to that extent
they are not, in my view, as yot at any rate realistic proposals. The draft presented in New York last year by the
Soviet Union and its allies,' 7 by contrast, does at least take
realistic account of what is possible in the societies of its
author; but as a result of this it seems to me that it does not
provide adequately for measures which would deter would-be
violators of that treaty-at least measures which would be
acceptable globally.
18. I come to my last point, which I developed last week
in our informal talks. I think it is a most important point and
I put it to my colleagues around the table as a real question,
not as a debating point, in the hope that when we return we
will be able to get the point clarified. It concerns the attitudes
of countries represented here to the use of chemical and
biological weapons, and perhaps I could take a few minutes of
the time of the Committee to explain exactly what I mean.
19. 1 have referred today to the reports on chemical and
biological weapons and the effects of their possible use in war,
reports prepared by the Secretary-General of the United Nations and the Group of Consultants of the World Health
Organization. Both of those reports, I think, have contributed
considerably to a wider understanding of the technical characteristics of the weapons. We know quite a lot about those
weapons, what they can do, what their effects might be, but
what I do not have, what is missing-in my own mind at any
rate-is an understanding of everybody's attitude towards their
use, everybody's policy about their use in war. The position of
my own Government is clear, I think, from our interpretation
of and clearly stated reservations on the 1925 Geneva Protocol.' 8 And, as I said in my Intervention on 7 April when
speaking about biologisal weapons: "We have never had any
bioiogical weapons; we have none now and we have no intention of acquiring any."' 9 Then again, under our proposed
convention on biological warfare all States would renounce all
use, even in retaliation, of biological methods of warfare. So I
"a
VDocuh,,l
-s on DDiarmoment. 1969. pp. 455-457.
,I'bid..
pp. 764-765.
'CCD/PV.
462, p. 7.
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think that whatever may be the views about the attitude of
my Government at least it is a clear attitude, there is ne
ambiguity about it. There seems to me, however, to be less
clarity, and indeed some real ambiguity, about the position of
some other countries. Fv that I mean that at the time of
signing the 1925 Geneva Protocol some States, like my own,
reserved the right to retaliate, to use these agents in retaliation, and so far as I know those reservations have never been
withdrawn.
20. I think it is relevant to say in that context that what I
call the Soviet draft treaty-and I think everyone knows which
one- I am referring to-makes no provision at all for banning
the use of chemical and biological weapons; consequently it
does not take us beyond the commitments in the Genevw
Protocol. There is another point, too, about the Soviet draft
treaty: it provides only that weapons, and not chemical and
biological agents at all or the components of weapons, would
be abolished-only the weapons themselves. It seems to me,
and as I say I am not making a debating point but asking for
information, that there is a considerable degree of ambiguity
here and I should welcome clarification. If certain countries
really do want to retain a retaliatory capability in the field of
chemical and biological warfare under the terms of any new
agreement then we should know that, because it will inevitably
affect the question of verification of production and stockpiling since, of course, if there is to be a retaliatory capability
then there must be stockpiles of weapons components. And
we can hardly assess the degree of verification that we shall
need unless there is some uniformity and clarity of intention
as to the use of these weapons.
21. I should like, therefore, at this formal meeting to ask
all delegations to consider that question and to clarify their
positions.
22. May I in this context take the opportunity-and again
this is a repetition of something I said last week-to refute
any suggestion that we, in our attitude to chemical and bi,>logical warfare and the control of it, are laying down some
kind of ultimatum; that we are saying in effect "If we cannot
get an agreement on biological warfare alone then we will not
have any agreement at all". That is not what we are saying.
23. One delegation has asked whether we -really do intend
to ban chemical and biological weapons-both categories. Let
me reply by saying that what we want is to see the earliest
possible agreement on the elimination of the use of disease as
a method of warfare while at the same time the obvious
problems that stand in the way of an agreement on chemical
weapons are tackled realistically. lIdeed I think it would be
more relevant if the question that is sometimes asked of me
were to be asked the other way round, and I should like to
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put it now: is it the view of any delegation here that if it
becomes clear that we cannot have a treaty covering chemical
and biological warfare tI gether it is better to have no treaty
at all? I cannot believe that this is really what any of us
wants but I very much hope that the position will become
clearer when we resume our negotiations in the summer.
Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, April 30, 19701
This meeting completes the work of the spring session of
the Committee on Disarmament. We should therefore like to
sum up the results of our work and try and look into the
fiture to determine, at least in general terms, the possible
direction of our further negotiations on disarmament questions.
54. In its statement on 17 February the Soviet delegation
referred to three problems which ought to become the main
subject of discussion in this Committee.2 They were the complete prchibition of chemical and bacteriological weapons, the
reaching of agreement on a draft seabed treaty, and general
and complete disarmament. We would point out today that it
is on these very problems that attention has been focussed
during the session now drawing to a close.
55. Of these problems, that of the complete prohibition of
chemical and bacteriological weapons, has received the fullest
attention during the session-an indication of its urgency. We have
already stated that the Committee has the necessary basis for its
solution. The draft international convention on this question
proposed by nine socialist countries 3 provides an answer to the
problem before us-the complete prohibition of these wtapons.
The proposal made on 14 April by Hungary, Mongolia and
Poland 4 that this draft convention should be strengthened by
additional safeguards of compliance with its provisions was
evidence of the constructive approach adopted by the sponsors of
the draft convention to the solution of the probiern of excluding
chemical and bacteriological weapons from military arsenals.
56. Urfoitunately, no progress towards agreement on a draft
convention on the complete prohibition of chemical and bacteriological weapons has proved possible during this session of the
Committee. This ia du- to the fact that some members of the
Committee have not shown themselves ready to agree to the
immediate and simultaneous prohibition of the production and
stockpiling of these types of weapon, although such a prohibition
'CCD/PV. 469, pp. 19-22.

2Ante, pp. 13-20.
I4Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 455-457.
"Ante, p. 140.
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is a matter of urgency. The technical arguments advanced against
this step and the attempts to justify the need for separate
treatment of the prohibition of chemical and bacteriological
weapons are not, in our view, well founded or conducive to a
solution of the problem of their complete prohibition. On the
contrary, this line taken by some participants in the Committee
essentially involves the retention of one of these daagerous
types ot' weapons-chemical weapons-in the military arsenals of
States.
57. The scope of the prohibition provided for in the i925
Geneva Protocol' has also been brought up in the Committee.
Some delegations have attempted to interpret this Protocol as
though it did not prohibit such chemical substances as irritants
and herbicides, whose use for military purposes is fraught with
serious consequences for man and his environment. It may be
noted with satisfaction that such attempts to undermine the
effectiveness of the Geneva Protocol did not meet with a
favourable response in the Committee. The overwhelming majority
of its members proceed from the assumption that the 1925
Geneva Protocol prohibits the use in war of all chemical and
bacteriological agents without exceptlon, that this prohibition
constitutes a geneially recognized rule of international law and
that this understanding should serve as a starting point for further
measures with a view to the complete prohibition of chemical and
bacteriological weapons.
58. Although no practical progress towards the solution of this
problem has been made at this session, we do not consider that its
discussion has been fruitless. The debate that has taken place has
helped to clarify the views of members of the Committee on this
problem and to establish where and why we differ. A start has
thus been made on the specific consideration of the problem of
the complete prohibition of chemical and bacteriological weapons.
59. Another favourable result of our discussion has been the
condemnation of chemical and bacteriological weapons and the
reaffirmation of the demand for their immediate and complete
prohibition. This will undoubtedly contribute to the attainment of
the Committee's objectives in regard to the prohibition of such
weapons. For its part, the Soviet delegation will spare no effort to
further the achievement of this goal on the basis of the approach
we have repeatedly outlined in this Committee-the simultaneous
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical and bacteriological weapons under a single agreement.
60. Considerable attention has been paid during this past
session of the Committee to the question of the non-emplacement
of weapons of mass destruction on the seabed and the ocean floor.
The submission to the Committee of a revised draft treaty on this
$Documents on Disarmament,1969. pp. 764-765.
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question 6 was an auspicious development. The new text incorporated proposals made by many States members of our Committee
for the amplification and clarification of important provisions of
the treaty, such as the scope of its application, verification
procedures, etc.
61. We believe that the Committee will be able to subrr.t a
draft seabed treaty for the General Assembly's consideration so
that it can then be opened for signature. The conclusion of such a
treaty will mark the first step towards the complete demilitarization of the seabed and the ocean floor. Our task is to continue
efforts to reach agreement on the complete exclusion of this vast
area of our planet from the sphere cf the arms race. This objective
is stressed in the preamble to the draft treaty, according to which
States parties to the treaty are determined to continue negotiations concerning further measures to demilitarize the seabed and
the ocean floor. At the present time, it is important to ensure that
the entry into force of this treaty is not delayed for reasons not
directly connected with its aims and purposes.
62. In addition to discussing these problems, the Committee
has given considerable attention during this session to the problem
of general and complete disarmament. Members of the Committee
have reacted favourably to the proposal that it should reactivate
its effortsz to reach agreement on this problem. The representatives
of many countries have stressed the urgency of solving this cardinal
problem and have urged the Committee to resume its consideration
in a businesslike manner. Many delegations have advocated the submission to the Committee of proposals on this problem which would
take into account the changes which have occurred-in the field of
disarmament since 1962, that is, since the submission of the Soviet
draft treaty on general and complete disarmament' and the
corresponding United States proposals." A number of delegations
have also emphasized their support for the view that agreement on
general and complete disarmament can be reached only with the
participation of the maximum number of militarily important
States and, in particular, of all the nuclear Powers. The resumed
discussion of proposals on general and complete disarmament
must not, of course, lead to any slackening of efforts to achieve
international agreements on collateral disarmament measures. That
point has been stressed in the statements of a number of
delegations.
63. During the Committee's debate on collateral measures,
reference was made to the cessation of all nuclear-weapon tests,
including underground tests. Advocating a positive solution to that
problem, the Soviet Union has consistently stressed its readiness to
reach immediate agreement on the prohibition c'r underground
nuclear-weapon tests on the basis of the use of national means of
6Ante, pp. 185-188.
"Documents on Disarmament. 1965, pp. 77-102.
Ibid., pp. 111-140.
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detection to verify its observance. The present state of modern
science and technology makes it possible to verify compliance
with a test-ban agreement by national means, giving all States the

awsurance that the agreement is being carried out in good faith.
Assertions regarding the need for international verification of
compliance with an underground nuclear-weapon test ban are
without foundation. Agreement on that problem depends upon a
political decision.
64. In evaluating this session of the Committee on Disarmament, the Soviet delegation considers that the discussion has been
very useful and businesslike. We hope that, as a result of the joint
efforts of its members, the Committee will be in a position to
submit to States drafts of new international agreements designed
to slow down and arrest the arms race. In this respect, the
Committee's forthcoming summer session will be particularly
important, since it will take place on the eve of the twenty-fifth
session of the United Nations General Assembly.
65. In coniclusion, I should !ike to wish members of the
Committee success in using the forthcoming recess for further
study of the pru.lems before our Committee. We should like also
to associate ourselves with the expressions of satisfaction and
gratitude to the Secretariat, the Deputy Special Representative of
the Secretary-General and his colleagues for the excellent organization and servicing of this Committee.
Statement by the United States Representative (LPnard) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, April 30, 19701

Since we are concluding today the spring session of the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament I should like to
comment quite briefly on the general course of our work this year.
It seems to me that the Committee has grounds for satisfaction
with its efforts during this past session and for confidence in the
prospect for a successful summer session. We have made strides in
analysing the problems of controlling c& mical and biological
weapons and we are, I believe, measurably cioser to identifying the
most effective way of going about such control. We have also
produced a sea-bed treaty text 2 which is in effect the joint
product of the work of many delegations over the past years, and
which it should be possible to complete without serious difficulty
in good time for the General Assembly.
67. As Mr. Roshchin and other speakers have noted, the
question of controlling chemical and biological weapons has
tended to dominate our meeti.ngs during these past two months.
As we might expect in the ealy stages of analysing an arms
'CCD/PV. 469, pp. 22-25.
'Antr. pp. 185-18&.
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control problem, delegations have made a variety of suggestions
for progress. Some quite wide differences of view among Committee members have been evident, but that is understandable in the
light of the difficult problems we face in attempting to elaborate
further controls on the use, development, production and stockpiling of chemical and biological weapons. What we are considering here is, for certain major countries at least, not simply a
measure to prevent armament or an arms limitation measure but a
true disarmament proposal. It has long been assumed that
disarmament measures woLuld be somewhat more difficult and
complex to negotiate than measures which do not touch on
important, already-existing weapons systems, and we should not
be surprised or disheartened when that assumption turns out to be
correct.
68. Despite the differences among us, and perhaps to some
extent because of them, we have made good progress. We have
deepened our knowledge about the technical aspects of the
problems of chemical and biological weapons and we have gained a
clearer understanding of the broad concerns underlying the
approach of Committee members to that issue. We in the United
States delegation have noted an increased awareness in the
Committee of the particularly difficult problems posed by
chemical weapons. As I uiave emphasized throughout this session,
we share the desire of Committee members to continue to work
vigourously towards a .olution of those problems.
69. We have noted also that the general approach embodied in
the United Kingdom draft convention, 3 has not been seriously
questioned as providing sound procedures for the control of
biological weapons. There is an obvious and real dIfference of view
as to the context in which those procedures should be put into
effect-that is, whether they should be adopted independently of
controls on chemical weapons or only in company with such
controls-but so far as the prcedures ihernselves are concerned
they seem to be accepted as sound and reasonable by most
delegations. The explicit extension of the coverage of the draft
convention to include toxins which the United States proposed on
28 April' would in our view strengthen the draft as an arms
control measure, and we are gratified at the comment which Lord
Chalfont made this morning that our suggestion as to how the
United Kingdom draft convention might be modified seems to do
what is required.'
70. With the negotiation and presentation to the Committee
of a second revised joint draft prohibiting the emplacement o".
nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction on th,
sea-bed we have taken a further important step towards preventin:9
SDocuments on Disrmament. 19(9. pp. 431 ff.
4Ante, pp. 189-190.
$Ante, pp. 190-197
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an arms race in an area which man is just beginning to explore and
develop. The United States delegation has noted, in the course of
recent consultations with other delegations, that there is broad
satisfaction with the progress reflected in the new draft. We are
confident that when we reconvene on 16 June we will be able to
move ahead on the sea-bed question expeditiously and in a
constructive manner so that a draft treaty can be submitted to the
General Assembly for its consideration. If we concentrate on the
sea-bed treaty during the period immediately following the recess,
perhaps devoting to it two or three of our first few meetings, we
should be able to complete our work on this issue in good time.
We could then move on to the other important issues with which
we must deal during tite summer.
71. Many delegations have already referred in their statements
to General Assembly resolution 2602 E (XXIV) 6 which requests
us to work on general and complete disarmament and to report
thereon to the twenty-fifth session of the General Assembly. I
would expect that this will be one of our principal tasks when we
reconvene.
72. As you know, the United States believes, on the basis of
our experience in arms control and disarmament negotiations, that
the best way to make progress toward the goal of general and
complete disarmament is to concentrate on concrete and specific
measures. But certainly the exercise called for in General
Assembly resolution 2602 E (XXIV) can play a useful role in the
rededication of our efforts to broader goals and in the identification of specific measures which will be the milestones on the path
to those goals. Some delegations have already begun to give this
question careful attention, and we are confident that the ideas
which they have been developing, together with the thoughts that
other Committee members may bring back after the recess, will be
a positive contribution to our work this summer.
73. There are in addition several topics on which as yet this
year we have hardly touched. One such topic-and a most
important one-is the comprehensive test ban and the related and
useful Canadian initiative embodied in General Assembly resolu7
tion 2604 A (XXIV) on seismic detection of underground events.
We imave. before us also the proposal for a cut-off of the production
of fissionable materials for weapons purposes. A significant

modiftsation to this proposal was put forward by the United
States last year and -he United States delegation continues to
believe that the cut-off plan deserves careful consideration by the
Committee.
74. It seems clear that if we are to deal fully and completely

with all the complex questions we have before us and if we are to
finish our work well in advance of the twenty-fifth anniversary
"Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 713-71.
1Ibi., pp. 719-722.
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session of the General Assembly we will have to make good use of
the forthcoming recess and be prepared to work at a brisk pace
when we reconvene in June. I should like to mention in this regard
that, if any members of the Committee find during the recess that
*specific questions have arisen about our work, the United States
for its part would certainly be prepared to discuss those questions
through diplomatic channels. We believe that consultations among
members when the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament
is not in session can help all of us in our preparations and thereby
expedite our work when we return to Geneva.
75. Before leaving Geneva, I should like to thank the Acting
Special Representative of the Secretary-General, Mr. Epstein, and
the members of the United Nations staff who have been working
here in the Palais, and particularly our interpreters, for their
continued excellent performance in providing all of us with the
efficient services necessary for our work.
News Conference Remarks by Premier Kosygin
[Extracts], May 4, 19708
Question by Izvestia Correspondent M. Ilyinsky. --How do you
assess the possible influence of the present events in Cambodia on
the state of affairs in Europe, in particular, on progress in
questions of European security?
Answer. -It seems to us that, in the light of recent events, the
necessity to take steps in Europe to strengthen European security
is confirmed still mo-e clearly. The Soviet government holds to its
view on the -,-essity of convening an all-European conference
that would serve to strengthen all-European security and thereby
to strengthen security the world over.
Question by L. Loewe, Correspondent of the West Ccrman
Radio Network Westdeutscherrundfunk.-In the light of the
aggression in Cambodia, is the Soviet government considering the
possibility of breaking off the Soviet-American talks in Vienna?
Answer. -Our delegation went to Vienna with instructions from
the Soviet government to conduct serious negotiations with the
delegation of the United States on a highly important problem of
interest to all the peoples of the world-the question of the
limitation and reduction of strategic armaments. Of course,
negotiations are built on trust, and at a time when agreements are
being broken, when international documents are being treated in a
high-handed manner, then of course, this puts us on our guard. I
Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. 22, no. 18 (June 2, 1970). p. 4.
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must say that this action by the U.S.A. does not in the least
strengthen trust between our two states, and without trust
negotiations are very difficult.

News Conference Remarks by President Nixon
[Extract], May 8, 19709
Q. Mr. President, in your Inaugural Address, you said that one
of your goals was to bring us together in America, You said that
you wanted to move us in inter.. tional terms from an era of
confrontation to an era of negotiation. You said you wanted to
bring peace to Vietnam. During the past 2 weeks, it seems that we
are farther than ever from those goals. How do you account for
this apparent failure?
The President. Don't judge us too quickly. When it comes to
negotiation, I would suggest that you recognize the fact that some
very important talks are going forward on arms limitation with the
Soviet Union. We are still far apart. But I will predict now that
there will be an agreement. When the agreement comes it will have
great significance. I say that having in mind the fact that we are far
apart from the Soviet Union in our policy toward Southeast Asia,
in our policy toward the Mideast; but i say that where the
problem of arms is concerned, here is where our interests are
together. The Soviet Union has just as great an interest as we have
in seeing that there is some limitation on nuclear arms.

Statement by Secretary of Defense Laird to the Senate Armed
Services Committee: Strategic Balance and Arms Limitation,
May 12, 19701
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:
Dr. Foster, Admiral Moorer and I appreciate the opportunity to
discuss with this Committee key aspects of the stategic balance, and
the relationship of United States strategic force programs to the
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) which we are conducting
with the Soviet Union.
President Nixon, in his report to the Congress on U.S. Forei&ga
Policy for the 1970's, characterized these talks as "the most
important arms control negotiations this country has ever entered. -2
'Weekly Compiation of PreAdentdal Documents, May 11 1970, p. 620.

'TMe Liritation of Stt.qrlc Arus: Heeings Before the Yjbcox.*.A:se ;n Stvmqroc

Arms Limitation Talks of the Committee on Armed S$r,,ces, United S$tes Senate.
Ninety-first Convras, Second Sesion, pi. !1, pp. 105-110.

2United States Foreign Polio) for the 1970'S: A New SrtelyforPmc (H.dom.91.

258, 91st Cong., 2d sas.), p. 131.
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I want to emphasize that I, as Secretary of Defense, and our
military leadership hope that SALT will be successful.
The President has stated the fundamental purpose of our
strategic forces:
The overriding purpose of our strategic posture is political and defensive: to deny
other countries the ability to impose their will on the United States and its a&es under
the weight of strategic military superiority. We must insure that all potential aggressors
see unacceptable risks in contemplating a nuclear attack, or nuclear blackmail, or acts
which could escalate to strategic nuclear war, such as a Soviet conventional attack on
Europe.'

This purpose is independent of SALT. One way to accomplish
this purpose, however, is threugh SALT. The purpose of these
talks is to determine whether it is possible to find an agreementacceptable both to the Soviet Union and to the United Stateswhich can improve the security of both countries, reduce the
likelihood that nuclear war will occur, and reduce the portion of
our national resources devoted to strategic weapons. We b,,lieve
that it is possible to reach a historic agreement with the Soviet
Union on the limitation of strategic arms. We believe such an
-,reement should be acceptable to the Soviet Union provided the
Soviets do, in fact, share our objective of deterrence.
It is my responsibility as Secretary of Defense to recommend
those programs that are deemed appropriate for preserving
national security. In formulating these recommendations and in
presenting our programs to Congress, we have outlined the
rationale underlying the strategic programs proposed in the fiscal
year 1971 budget.
As I noted in my Defense Report, and have reiterated
elsewhere, we believe that today we do have sufficient forces for
deterrence. However, we are very much disturbed by what we have
observed about the character and rate of buildup of Soviet
strategic forces. Thus, our concern is not about today, or even
next year. Our concern is about what the future may bring.
Let me summarize briefly what has been happening in the past
several years in the changing relationship between U.S. and Soviet
strategic forces and, in particular, the accelerated momentum that
the Soviets have achieved since 1965.
In 1965, the Soviet Union had some 220 older-type missile
launchers somtewhat similar to the 54 TITANs we had. Today, the
situation with respect to this type of missile is about the same.
In 1965, the Soviet Union had no small ICBM launchers
comparable to our MINUTEMAN force, for which we had
established a force goal of 1,000 launchers. Today, the Soviet
Union has over 800 operational launchers similar to MINUTEMAN, and the Soviets could have in excess of 1,000 launchers
within the next two years.
'Ante, p. 22.

4&1-N3 0 -71 - 1

206

DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1970

In 1965, there were no operational launchers for the large
So(iiet SS-9 missile for which the United States has no counter's.,rt: today, there are some 220 operational with at least 60 more
under construction, and testing of a multiple re-entry vehicle-the
triplet version-continues.
In 1965, neither the Soviet Union nor the United States had a
depressed trajectory ICBM or a Fractional Orbital Bombardment
System. Today, the Soviets have tested both configurations and
could have an operational version already deployed. We have
nothing like that under development.
Since 1965, the Soviet nuclear-propelled ballistic missile submarine force has grown rapidly from about 25 missile launchers to
over 200. Two years from now, some 400-500 "POLARIS-type"
missile launchers should be operational, and by 1974-75 this force
could exceed the constant U.S. force of 656 SLBM launchers.
While the Soviet heavy bomber and tanker force has remained
relatively constant at about 200 in the past five years, the U.S.
force of heavy bombers has declined by over 200 giving us a total
of about 550 heavy bombers.
Today, we believe that 64 Moscow ABM launchers arc
operational. In addition, testing for new -nd/or improved ABM
systems continues, while several of the large surveillance radars,
that have an important early warning and tracking function in the
Soviet AbM weapons system, are already deployed. The United
States has no operational ABM components in place. We have
reoriented and slowed down the deployment of the ABM system
authorized by Congress in 1967-then SENTINEL, now SAFEGUARD.
What these facts show is that the Soviet Union, in the past five
years, has multiplied its strategic offensive missile launchers from
around 300 to about 1,500, a five-fold increase. In the heavy
bomber area, the Soviets still have about the same number that
they had in 1965-200, of which 50 are configured as tankers.
The United States, by contrast, has made no increase in the
force level that was established around 1965 for strategic offensive
missile launchers- 1710-and has actually reduced its heavy
bomber force in this period by more than 200-from 780 to about
550.
In terms of total force megatonnage, the Soviet Union achieved
a four-fold increase during :iis period. In contrast, the United
States has reduced its total force megatonnage by more than 40
percent.
We are concerned about the future because of the momentum
in this Soviet buildup. The rapid Soviet buildup in the past five
years has reached the point where there is reason to wonder what
the Soviet goal is. It also raises a serious questi6)n in our minds
about the future adequacy of our forces. Advances in Soviet
deployments and technology could threaten the survivability of
our ICBMs and bombers.

I
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Our concern is based on the fact that our restraint in weapons
deployments during the past five years, and the Soviet buildup in
that same period have !ed to a current situation where we are, in
essence, at a crossover point in the strategic balance. What gives
this concern urgency is the momentum behind Soviet deployments
and developments in major strategic systems that could carry them
well beyond the crossover point in a short period of time, unless
we take major offsetting actions.
In planning our forces, we also must recognize that the recent
launching of a satellite has reinforced our judgment on the
potential capability of Communist China's ICBM technology.
In considering whether our forces will be adequate, we cannot
assume-no matter how high our hopes-that a SALT agreement
will be reached, nor can we know what its provisions might be.
At the same time, we also want to insure that we do not
complicate SALT by our own actions.
As President Nixon has said, all U.S systems are subject to
negotiation. But it is even more important for all of us to keep in
mind the fact that we do not yet have an agreement that preserves
our security.
The problem is simple to formulate, but difficult to solve: we
must keep open options that would be appropriate either if an
agreement is reached, or if there is no agreement at all. In other
words, we must preserve flexibility on strategic programs for any
possible outcome:
(1) For those programs that will still be required even if there is

an agreement.
(2) For those programs which we would need relatively soon if

agreement is not reached, recognizing that we can stop or modify

these programs if agreement is reached. And-

(3) For the research necessary for programs that we might need
in the future, regardless of the outcome of SALT.
We have been guided by these considerations in formulating our

programs for the forthcoming year.

Most of the recent discussion has focused on our recommendations to proceed during these talks with additional minimal

deployment of the SAFEGUARD Anti-Ballistic Missile program as
well as deployment of the Multiple Indepcndently-targetable
Re-entry Vehicles (MIRVs) fer MINUTEMAN and POLARIS
which were previously approved and funded by the Congress.

There are two overriding reasons for our recommending these
programs. One concerns the preservation of our deterrent. The
other involves our negotiating position in Vienna. Let me say a
few words about this latter issue first.
Much argument has been put foward that we should stop the
previously scheduled MIRV deployments and defer additional

SAFEGUARD deployment at this time, in order to enhance the
prospect for a successful agrcement.
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I do not find this proposal inconsistent with the spirit of strategic
arms limitation-but I do believe that it is inconsistent with
the purpose of the arms limitation talks, which is to sit down at the
tab.ýe with the Soviet Union and work out an agreement that
provides essential security and is acceptable to both sides.
Were we to forego deployment of the programs deemed
necessary for the preservation of our deterrent posture in the
absence of a SALT agreement, I believe we would convey to the
Soviets the impression that their strategic buildup is tolerablewhen, in fact, it is a natter of great and growing concern. It would
suggest to them that we are prepared to postpone unilaterally and
indefinitely these programs, while they continue their deployments with the momentum I have just described.
Such a course of action could also encourage the Soviet Union
to maintain, and perhaps even accelerate, the pace of those
programs. It is apparent that our restraint in not going beyond the
level of missile launchers decided upon five years ago has not
caused the tempo of Soviet strategic deployments to slacken.
It is essential to the conclusion of a mutually acceptable and
meaningful agreement that the Soviets be willing to constrain the
offensive deployments that could threaten our deterrent. If we
were to refrain now from moving to protect our deterrent, the
Soviet Union would have achieved a one-sided arms control
limitation without agreeing to any constraints on its own forces. I
believe that such a prospect would be a most serious reverse
incentive to the Soviets to negotiate a meaningful agreement.
It has been suggested that, as an alternative, we should propose
to the Soviet Union an immediate cessation of MIRV testing and a
halt to the deployment of MIRVs and other strategic systems.
Virtually everyone endorsing this view has agreed that adequate
verification should be povided. But I would point out that this
proposal raises such compkcx questions that negotiating it could be
as complicated as the negctiation of a durable and comprehensive
agreement.
Turning now to the second reason for proceeding with
the modified SAFEGUARD program and the deployment
of MIRVs, some have argued that the United States and
the Soviet Union both possess an adequate deterrent today.
I agree. But I should point out that weapons in inventory
which can survive and penetrate today would not necessarily have that capability five or seven years from now.
We must ensure that these forces cannot ever be eroded to
the point where there would be serious doubt about our
capability to retaliate effectively after a surprise attack. In
other words, we must guarantee the survival of sufficient
forces-under all foreseeable conditions-so that the Soviet
Union knows it would be a grave mistake to attack the
United States, today or in the future.
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I believe there are two ways to achieve such a guarantee,
through negotiations, and through appropriate force planning and
deployments. We are pursuing both paths. Naturally, there is a
close relationship between the two. I do not believe any of you
would view a strategic arms agreement that would place the
United States at a disadvantage as acceptable to our security.

The same reasoning is applicable to our strategic programs. As I

our planning on the situation that we
noted, we mustwe base
do not have an arms agreement. Naturally, we
perceive, since
have no way of knowing conclusively that the projections of
future Soviet strategic weapons deployments which we must
consider will, in fact, become a reality. But the momentum they
have established makes it imperative that we preserve our strategic
options. The programs that we have recommended and are
recommending are designed to preserve the availability of necessary options.
Let me review the two important programs which have received
emphasis in the current debate over strategic armaments-SAFEGUARD and MIRV.
In this transitional budget year, the modified Phase 2 SAFEGUARD program is the only additional step we are recommending
to pieserve the survivability of our land-based deterrent. We chose
this course in order to avoid the necessity thi!, year of either
adding to our offensive potential, or taking other steps which
would complicate the problems of arms control. "he suggestions
made last year that we either increase our offe.isive forces or
assume a posture of "launch-on-warning" are examples in the first
case of the hard and difficult decisions the fiwcal year 1971
program is designed to postpone, and, in the second case, of a
situation which no Prerident would want to face as the only
course of action available in ait impending crisis.
SAFEGUARD is not provocative to the Soviet Union. It does
rot threaten the Soviet's offensive forces in any way if their
objective is deterrence. It clearly does not provide a heavy defense
of our cities.
SAFEGUARD is designed to provide us the options to fulfill
any or all of several objectives, including: to preserve the
survivability of our land-based deterrent forces, to defend against
the potential ICBM threat from China, and to defend against
accidental launches from any source.
If there is a SALT agreement, it could be consistent with the
deployment oi SAFEGUARD.
If a SALT agreement precluded any ABMs, then we could halt
the deployment or dismantle the SAFEGUARD conponents. If
we did, we would have to regard SAFEGUARD as money well
spent, since it may have encouraged agreement at SA'.T. In any
case, its continuation today is necessary insurance that w must have.
ThWi is true because if there is no SALT agreement and we did
not have the SAFEGUARD deployment or some other offsetting
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action underway, we would have lost the lead time necessary to
'.ounter effectively the growing Soviet threat to our land-based
deterrent forces.
Turning now to the other strategic program of importance, we
are continuing the previously approved program of deploying
MIRVs for POSEIDON and MINUTEMAN for two reasons:
1. To make sure that an adequate deterrent survives in the face
of the increasing vulnerability of MINUTEMAN and bom-

bers to the Soviet strategic threat.
2. To insure that our surviving retaliatory forces can penetrate
Soviet defenses ih the future.

In designing our MIRV programs we could have chosen to use
our technology to develop a very major increase in our hard target
kill capability, thus giving the Soviet Union grounds for anxiety
about whether our intentions included preparation for a major
counterforce capability. We have not followed this path but havw
instead used the technology to enhance our ability to penetrate
Soviet ABM defenses and to cover soft retaliatory targets with
fewer surviving U.S. missiles. Thus, our scheduled MIRV deploymeni is designed to preserve our deterrent in the least threatening
way in the face of growing Soviet offensive and defensive
capabilities.
If we did not plan on actions to offset the expanding threat-I
would, as Secretary of Defense, have to face the possibility that, in
the mid-to-late 1970's, we might no longer be able to rely on either
the Bomber or MINUTEMAN force to survive a surprise attack. In
such a situation, without MIRV, we would be left with only the
POLARIS deterrent forre in our strategic arsenal for high-confidencr -etaliatory purposes.
Many people overlook the fact that a very large percentage of
our retaliatory power (measured in terms of both warheads and
megatons) is carried by our bombers and land-based missile
forces. As I noted in the Defense Report, we have some 4,200
strategic nuclear weapons in our strategic force today. Only about
15 percent of those weapons are carried by the POLARIS SLBM
force, while about 60 percent of them are carried by our bombers
and 25 percent by our ICBMs.
If w, permit our ICBM a,,d bomber forces to become highly
vulnerable to a surprise attack by the mid-to-late 1970's, we would
be faced with the prospect of relying on the submarines at sea and
on alert-carrying even less than 15 percent of our strategic
weapons-for retaliation with high confidence.
We are fully confident that the SLBM force at sea is
invulnerable to surprise attack today and should remain so for the
next five to s,-ven years and hopef'ully longer. But is that fraction
of the force which is at sea and on alert enough-is that posture
sufficient-to insure that the Soviet Union would be deterred? I do

5
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not believe that we can afford to take this kind of a risk with our
national security. The MIRV deployments provide an essential
increase in targeting flexibility to offset the growing vulnerability
of our land-based retaliatory forces, which is one of the major
reasons for continuing these previously scheduled MIRV deploy-

ments.
Compounding this problem is the Soviet Union's activities in
the anti-ballistic missile field. In order to be confident in our
deterrent, we must insure not only that enough retaliatory
weapons are left after a Soviet first strike, but also that they are
able to reach their target. An extensive ABM capability on the part
of the Soviet Union could greatly reduce our confidence in our
penetration capability.
By the mid-to-late 1970's Soviet strategic air defenses and
missile defenses could be quite formidable. In addition to the
extensive air defense capability they already possess, the Soviets
are pursu--g a vigorous anti-baiiistic missile research and development program designed to improve the present operational system
or to develop substantially better second-generation ABM components.
Y'," all know that with regard to ABM defenses, long-lead items
are the acquisition and tracking radars. For a decade now, the
Soviets have been deploying a system of such radars. As I noted in
my Defense Report, "The Soviets probably have a number of
these early warning radars either operating or under construction,
and as such are expanding their surveillance coverage to include
most of the areas that are of concern to them." In addition to the
Moscow ABM system, the Soviets have deployed a very extensive,
sophisticated air defense system across the approaches to Western
Russia. We cannot rule out the possibility that the Soviets have
oiven or will give' this system, called the SA-5 or TALLINN
system, an ABM role. We believe such a role is technically feasible
for this system. This is a problem of particular concern because of
the extent of the TALLINN deployment-over 1,000 intercepter
missile launichers.
Turning now to possible arms limitation agreements, if a SALT
agreement were concluded which banned MIRVs, we would, of
course, be prepared to honor it. I think we can all agree that such
an agreement would have to include acceptable verification
provisions.
If no SALT agreement were reached, and we do not deploy
MIRVs on schedule, we will have lost the lead times necessary to
counter potential Soviet defenses and the future threats to the
survivability of our offensive forces.
To summarize, Mr. Chairman, I would like to note that, in the
past fifteen months:
We have not accelerated the planned deployment of offensive
systems, but have actually slowed it down.
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We have slowed down the previously approved ABM deployment plan, keyed it to the emerging threat, and reoriented the
the system to provide more timely protection for our land-based
deterrent forces.
In short, Mr. Chairman, as I pointed out in my Defense Report,
we are seeking every opportunity to enhance the possibility of
achieving an agreement and avoid exaceriating the arms race-by
deferring decisions, taking minimal steps, and deliberately accepting some increased risk. We could have recommended a considerably expanded strategic forces program for the forthcoming year. I
believe there are many who would view such a recommeidation as
appropriate, in light of the Soviet and Chinese CommunI t
programs.
We have not done so. Neither have we recommended that the
United States unilaterally defer or abandon those programs that
are deemed appropriate, in the absence of a safeguarded agreement, to preserve our future security.
We strongly believe that the proper place to deliberate these
complex issues is at the conference table with the Soviet Union.
These talks are in progress. We cannot foresee the outcome, but let
me reiterate that we hope for success--for an agreement that
preserves our security and permits a continued deferral of these
hard choices that we face with regard to new strategic programs.
Mr. Chairman, we are concerned about the momentum evident
in the strategic programs of the Soviet Union, and the implications
of that momentum for the strategic balance in the futwA,-. We are
also quite conscious of the Communist Chinese strategic weapons
program-and of the recent demonstration of Chinese competence.
These strategic issues are complex, and are not susceptible to
simple, easily agreed solutions. We cannot guarantee that our
approach is precisely right-that the modest program we are
recommending will not be too little or too much for the future.
But I believe that it is a responsible program, consistent with our
security, and entirely appropriate to preserve our options in this
transitional year, pending further developments in the strategic
situation.
In summary, let me recall that two of the three principles
President Nixon deems essential for peace are strength and a
willingness to negotiate. We are serious in searching for a stable
and lasting peace. We are serious in our willingness to negotiate.
We are negotiating now in Vienna. As the President noted last
Friday night, he believes we will be successful in negotiating an
agreement. 4
But we are also serious about maintaining our strength. Without
this element, without preserving our strength, there would be no
need-no incentive--for the other side to negotiate. And I do not
'Supra.
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believe that prospect w3uld enhance thc possibilities for achievingthe durable peace that we all desire.. That is why we feel it is
essential to continue those programs and options designed to
preserve our strength, while at the same time pursuing at the
negotating table our search for an early and effective stratepc
arms limitation agreement.
Arms Control and Disarmament Act Amendments,
May 12, 19705
An Act
To amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act in order to extend the
authoriatiz n for sppropri•lions.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representativesof the
United States of America in Congress assembled, That the second
sentence of section 49(a) of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Act, as amended (22 U.S.C. 2 5 89(a)), 6 is amended by inserting

immediately after "$18,500,000", the following: ", and ,or the

two fiscal years 1971 and 1972, the sum of $17,500,000,".
Approved May 12, 1970.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Rogers: Cam"bodian Incursion and Relations with the Soviet Union
[Extract], May 13, 19701
Q. Mr. Secretary, specifically, has the incursion complicated
our relations with the Soviets?
A. It's a little too early to tell, I think. As you know, Kosygin
had his press conference; 2 and they have, 1 think, taken some
steps to gain propaganda advantage. But I think it's too early to
tell. 1 don't see any indication it's adversely affected their attitude
on the SALT talks. I don't see that itfs changed their position in
the Middle East. So it's too early to tell, I think. I think that the
fact that Prince Sihanouk and his government-in-exile has been
incubat-.d and hatched in Peking has caused the. Soviet Union
some concerti.

S84 Sta. 207; Public Law 91-246.
"Documents or.Diarmament,1961, pp. 482-495; iWd.. 1963, pp. 6224623; ibiS, 1965,
p. 206;ibid, 1968ip. 396.
Department o SWtat Bulletin, Juae 1, 1970, p. 674.

ftee ante, pp. 2'j3-204.
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Report on Chemical-Biological Warfare by the Subcommittee on
National Security and Scientific Developments of the House
Committee on Foreign Affairs, May 16, 19701
Among all forms of warfare, none stands more condemned
before the bar of mankind than the use of chemicals and biological
agents. From ancient times employment of poisons has been
considered a violation oi the rules of war. Today, chemicalbiological weapons are looked on by the public with a horror and
disgust which is not felt for other, potentially more destructive
arms. The reaction has been traced to historical experiences, such
as the gas attacks of World War I, and even to deep-seated
psychological fears. Whatever its origin, this revulsion has expressed itself in continuing international attempts to outlaw
chemical-biological warfare (CBW).
Among those attempts the most noteworthy, and perhaps the
most effective, was the Geneva Protocol of 1925.2 Nations which
adhere to it, as some 84 have, pledge not to use against other
parties to the protocol "asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases,"
or "all analogous liquids, materials or devices" or "bacteriological
methods of warfare." As a result of reservations to the protocol
filed by many countries, only the first use of chemical and
biological weau ons is prohibited for those countries. Parties who
have made such reservations are free to use CB weapons in
retaliation if attacked with them. Moreover, the protocol does not
affect the right of any party to develop, manufacture, and
stockpile chemical and biological weapons.
Although the United States was instrumental in drafting the
protocol of 1925 and American representatives signed it, the
Senate subsequently failed to ratify the agreement. Reasons for
this failure are rooted in historical circumstances and the
personalities of political leaders who have long since passed from
the scene. Despite the lack of any formal adherence to the
protocol, a succession of American Presidents has unilaterally
pledged support for the principles and objectives it expresses. The
United States used no gas of any kind in combat during World War
11 and the Korean conflict.
Through the years, however, the pledge has been seen by some
Americans as an unsatisfactory substitute for actual ratification.
These feelings have intensified as scientific and technological
advances applicable to CBW have increased the potential danger to
mankind. Developments in the biological sciences particularly have
raised fears of uncontrolled global epidemics resulting from
laboratory-created microbes, against which there may be no
natural immunity. Moreover, the clear possibility that knowledge
'Chemical and Biologie Warfare: U.S. Policies and Inteniatlonal Effects (Com.
piint, 91st Cong., 2d ses.), pp. 1-10.
1 Documentz on Dlrmament, 1969. pp. 764-765.
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about CBW will spread soon to most of the world's nations has
engendered considerable interest in the control of such weapons.
ACTION IN CONGRESS AND THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH

The degree of concern in the House of Representatives was
demonstrated by the resolutions on CBW which were sponsored or
cosponsored in 1969 by some 108 Members of Congress.
Originally drafted by Representative Richard D. McCarthy, of
New York, the resolutions called for: (1) the President to resubmit
the Geneva Protocol to the Senate for its advice and consent to
ratification; (2) a comprehensive review of U.S. CBW policies; and
(3) a clear reaffirmation of U.S. policy on no first use of gas and
biological warfare. Sent to the House Foreign Affairs Committee,
the resolutions subsequently were referred to the Subcommittee
on National Security Policy and Scientific Developments.
The subcommittee opened hearings on the resolutions on
November 18 by taking testimony from concerned Members of
Congress, and 2 days later held a second hearing with private
expert witnesses. Before other scheduled sessions could be held,
however, the President on November 25 announced his intention
to resubmit the protocol to the Senate for ratification. He also
affirmed a "no first use" policy for lethal and "incapacitating"
chemical weapons, and unilatenally renounced for the United
States any 3use of biological weapons, lethal or non-lethal, even in
retaliation.
This historic announcement had the effect of rendering moot
the resolutions before the subcommittee. After some consideration, it was decided to pursue the inquiry into international
aspects of chemical and biological warfare, but on a somewhat
broader scale than before. Rather than tailor its hearings to
specific proposals, the subcommittee would try to achieve several
objectives: (1) to explore the meaning and ramifications of the
President's announcement; (2) to deepen congressional and public
understanding of considerations involved in Senate ratification of
the Geneva Protocol; (3) to shed additional light on other issues
raised domestically and internationally on America's CBW policies,
particularly the use of chemical agents in Vietnam; and (4) to look
beyond the protocol ratification to requirements for new international agreements to control the proliferation and use of chemical
and, most particularly, biological weapons.
In its efforts the subcommittee was fortunate to have the
cooperation of a distinguished group of witnesses, including
Members of Congress, nongovernmental experts, representatives of
interested organizations, and spokesmen for the Departments of
State and Defense, and the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency. Their testimony provided a significant body of informa'ibid., pp. 592-593.
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tion and expert opinion on chemical and biological warfare. The
hearings, together with an index and an appendix of significant
locuments on CBW, was issued in January 1970, under the title,
"Chemical-Biological Warfare: U.S. Policies and International
Effects."
Based on the information obtained during the hearings, the
subcommittee in this report is presenting its analysis, findings, and
recommendations on relevant issues of chemical and biological
warfare.
THE PRESIDENT'S CBW ANNOUNCEMENT
AND THE SUBCOMMITTEE INQUIRY

The President's announcement of November 25 must be
accounted one of the most significant official U.S. statements ever
made on chemical and biological warfare. Not only did it give
renewed definition and direction to U.S. policies on CBW, it also
marked an important step in the global effort to control those
much-feared weapons. The brevity of the statement, however, left
some questions about the U.S. position unanswered. During its
hearings, the subcommittee sought to obtain clarification of
certain points, specifically the classification of the gas DM
(Adamsite), the status of toxins, and the future use which might
be made of facilities like Pine Bluff Arsenal and Fort Detrick, Md.,
once they had lost much or all of their BW mission.
Developed during World War 1, DM is a gas which has almost no
odor, and causes headache, coughing, sneezing, chest pains,
nausea, and vomiting. Used for a short time by South Vietnamese
troops according to testimony given to the subcommittee, DM is
considered by some to be a "riot control agent" and by others to
be an "incapacitant" since it can induce systemic symptoms which
can last up to 4 hours. Its status under the President's directive
was unclear. As a result of the subcommittee's inquiry, it was
established that, regardless of classification, the United States no
longer intends to "use, acquire, or export" DM.
An even more important issue was the status of toxins,
poisonous chemical substances which are produced by living
organisms such as bacteria. Although toxins are not contagious,
they can cause severe illness and even death if ingested or inhaled.
Among them are botulinum which produces the generally fatal
disease, botulism, and staphylococcus enterotoxin, which catses
common food poisoning. Because the President's message made no
reference to toxins, their status became a matter of controversy.
Those who supported a toxin ban pointed out that the toxins
would require biological means of production, thus reducing the
credibility and impact of the President's gesture. Those who
favored retaining toxins suggested that the United States should
not specifically bar their future use and thereby lock itself in a
position which would prevent toxin development by synthetic
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chemical processes. Both positions were aired extensively in the
subcommittee hearings.
The controversy was resolved on February 14 when the White
House announced that the President's biological warfare ban had
been extended to toxins as "another step, which we are willing to
take unilaterally, to bring about arms control and to increase the
prospects of peace.",
A third area of debate which resulted from the President's CBW
statement concerned the future use of Government facilities which
have been engaged in biological warfare missions. Principally
affected are Pine Bluff (Ark.) Arsenal, where biological agents
have been produced and stored, and Fort Detrick, Md., the center
of germ war research. Aware of the valuable resources which the
personnel and laboratories of former BW centers represent, the
subcommittee sought suggestions from witnesses on civilian
missions to which tiey might be devoted. Among proposals
received were that BW facilities be transformed into (1) a
national center for testing the possible toxicity of all chemicals
used in foods or in other major ways in the environment; (2) an
agency of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare or
the National Institutes of Health devoted to the study of
bacteria-caused disease; and (3) a central international laboratory
dedicated to defense measures against threatening organisms,
either natural or instigated by man.
From a Department of Defense witness, the subcommittee
learned that alternative civilian uses for the Pine Bluff and Fort
Detrick facilities are being actively explored. Although no final
decision yet has been made within the Government, a strong
consensus apparently has emerged that, to the extent possible, BW
facilities should be turned to peaceful, civilian uses, rather than be
shut down.
THE USE OF CHEMICAL AGENTS IN VIETNAM

The most controversial issue to emerge from our consideration
of America's chemical-biological warfare policies and their international effects concerns the use of chemical agents by the United
States and its allies in the Vietnam conflict. More specifically,
those agents are tear gases such as the widely used CS which causes
tears, coughing, and burning and stinging of the skin, and
herbicides which are used to defoliate th, jungle and destroy food
sources of the enemy. Since each of these classes of chemical
agents presents its own particular problems, separate consideration
generally is accorded them.
Tear gases.-The Department of Defense obtained Presidential
approval in November 1965, for use of tear gases in Vietnam. The
authority to use those agents in military operations subsequently
was delegated to subordinate commanders. While this action was
An:".. pp. 5-6.
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taken with the cvncurrence of the Department of State, a
statement by Secretary Rusk at the time envisioned limited use of
those nonlethal gases:
...We do not expect that gas will be used in ordinary military operations. Police-type
weapons were used in riot control in South Vietnam-as in many o Jer countries over
the past 20 years-and in situations analogous to riot control. whe,• the Vietcong, for
example, were using civilians as screens rof their own operations:S

In actual practice, however, the application of so-called riot
control agents has been much wider. They havt been used not
only to save lives of noncombatants but also to avoA casualties
among U.S. and allied forces. For example, CS has been used to
clear tunnel complexes of Vietcong soldiers allowirg their killing
or capture with considerably less loss of life to our troops than
might otherwise be necessary. It also is used in attacks on
occupied enemy positions. In effect, tear gases have been treated
as normal components of combat power. As a result, some 13.7
million pounds of CS have been used in Vietnam.
The situation is clearly one in which practice has determined
policy, Despite the explanation originally given by the Secretary
of State and other official spokesmen regarding the manner in
which these agents were expected to be employed, the primary
criterion of their use in combat has been their military effectiveness. If in any way they can assist a commander in carrying out his
mission, they are used.
Herbicides.-The principal objective of herbicide use in Vietnam
has been to produce a significant improvement in vertical and
horizontal visibility in jungle areas. Areas defoliated have included
our own base perimeters; roads, trails, and waterways; infiltration
routes; and enemy base camps. A secondary use of herbicides is to
destroy crops in order to deny food supplies to Vietcong forces.
According to the Department of Defense, herbicide operations
have been helpful in protecting American soldiers and have contributed to successful accomplishment of ground combat missions.
Questions have been raised both internationally and domestically about the widespread use of herbicides because of fears
about their effects on Vietnam's natural setting and on its people.
No country has ever been subjected to such intensive use of
herbicides as has South Vietnam since 1962. According to
Department of Defense figures, as of the end of July, 1969. the
United States has sprayed with herbicides 5,070,800 acres, a figure
equivalent to more than 10 percent of the total land area of South
Vietnam.
When defoliating operations were begun, herbicidal chemicals
were not believed to be permanently damaging to plants or toxic
to human beings. With the passage of time, however, evidence has
grown that concentrated applications may have drastic effects on
the environment and on people intensively exposed. Laboratory
tests have indicated, for example, that one frequently used
herbicide,2,4,5-T, causes birth malformations in mice and rats. As
SAmericvn Foreign Policy: CurrentDociumenfs, 1965, pp. 845-846.
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a result its use in Vietnam recently was halted, at least
temporarily. Other chemicals still commonly used in Vietnam also
have been questioned by members of the scientific community for
their environmental effects and safety for human beings. Among
those herbicidal agents are 2,4,D, picloram, and cacodylic acid.
Collateral issues related to the use of herbicide, concern the
possibility of U.S. liability for expensive damage lIaims in the
future, and ti" belief of some observers that thv destruction of
food supplies primarily hurts women, children, and other noncombatants rather than hostile forces.
Internationally, the use of nonlethal gases and herbicides in
Vietnam has resulted in considerable criticism of the United
States. Our Nation has been charged with violating international
law including the Geneva Protocol, and with breaking down the
barriers to chemical and biological warfare which have existed
since World War 1. In December 1969, the United Nations General
Assembly approved a resolution, by 80 votes to 3, with 36 abstentions, declaring that the Geneva Protocol prohibits all chemical
agents which have direct toxic effect on men, animals, and plants.'
The resolution was aimed primarily at U.S. practice in Vietnam.
One of the three nations which voted igainst the resolution was
the United States. Its position has been that neither careful textual
analysis, nor the history of negotiations, nor pertinent interpretations of prior treaties reveal a clear intent to include tear gas
among the protocol's prohibitions, and that, broadly considered,
its provisions do not cover the use of CS in Vietnam. With respect
to herbicides, the U.S. position is that neither the language of the
protocol nor the negotiating history indicates an intention to
cover antivegetation chemical agents. Moreover, the United States,
although not a party to the protocol, has rejected the right of the
General Assembly to interpret or declare principles of international law embodied in the protocol or other treaties "where the
rules are ambiguous and where universal consensus is lacking." 7
SUBMISSION OF THE PROTOCOL TO THE SENATE

In accordance with the President's Nnvember 25 message, the
executive branch was reported by admristration witnesses during
subcommittee hearings last December to be preparing to send the
1925 Geneva Protocol to the Senate for its advice and consent to
ratification. Some delay has been experienced, however, and
submittal has not yet occurred. When formal papers are at last sent
to the Senate, it is expected that they will, according to testimony
before the subcommittee, include a reservation on "no first
use" limited to chemical weapons. The reservation which the
executive branch proposes to make would be more restrictive of
'Documents on Disrmament,1969, pp. 716-717.
'Chemical-Biological Warfare: U.S. Policies and International Effects: Heamnp
Before the Subcommittee on National Security Policy amd Scintflc Development
of the Committee on Foreign Affairs. House of Representative, Ninety-flrst Con.
greus. PFrt Senion, p. 182.
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America's freedom of action than the reservations made by many
parties to the Geneva Protocol. The United States would retain the
right to retaliate in kind only with chemical weapons, whereas
some states have reserved the right to use both chemical and
biolocgical weapons in retaliation. This, of course, would be in
accord with the President's November 25 statement. Moreover, in
an accompanying message the administration is expected to state
its .5w of the scope of the protocol, including its interpretation
that tfe treaty does not cover the use in war of tear gas or
chemical herbicides.
If, as expected, the protocol comes to the Senate in such a form,
that body would be faced with several important, interrelated decisions affecting the protocol, the reservation, and the interpretation.
The protocol.-On the issue of ratifying the Geneva Protocol of
1925, three general lines of action are open to the Senate: (1) It
can approve ratification of the protocol as requested by the
President; (2) it can reject the protocol perhaps, to quote one
opponent, av "an example of hypocrisy and cynicism unworthy of
ratification by the United States;" (3) it can keep the protocol in
committee, as did the Senate of 1926. Some who favor U.S.
ratification of the protocol without any special interpretation on
tear gas and herbicides have advocated this third way, apparently
believing that the United States might be willing to abandon its
position on those chemical agents once the Vietnam war was
settled and the protocol then could be reviewed and approved
without an interpretation.
The reservation.-lf the Senate determines to approve the
protocol, it could take one of three positions on the proposed
reservation: (1) It could approve the reservation as submitted by
the President and thus give congressional sanction to the unilateral
renunciation of biological wartare by the United States; (2) it
could reject the President's proposed reservation and adopt instead
the broader "no first use" reservation now held by many protocol
signers. That action would conflict with the President's unilateral
renunciation of BW and would cloud U.S. policy on the issue; (3)
it could reject any reservation at all, which might be construed as a
unilateral renunciation of the use of CW as well as BW, even in
retaliation.
The interpretation.- Regardless of its action on a reservation, if
the Senate approves the protocol, it would be faced with several
options regart'ng the administration's likely interpretation that
tear gas and herbicides, as used in Vietnam, are not covered by the
treaty. (1) It could explicitly endorse that interpretation, thus
consolidating the position of the U.S. Government on the issue.
(2) it could say nothing on the subject, thus tacitly accepting the
administration's position. (3) it could modify or revise the
interpretation. accepting, for example, the administration position
on herbicides but rejecting it on tear gas, (4) it could refuse any
interpretation, leaving the issue to future negotiations among
protocol signatories. (5) it could express its own interpretation

that tear gas and herbicides are prohibited by the protocol.
Obviously, some courses of action suggested above are more likely
than others. The range of options does, however, point up the
complex issues involved in Senate approval of the protocol. The
situation suggests that optimism may be unwarranted about the
ease with which Senate ratification will be accomplished. Deadly
serious issues are involved about which reasonable men may
differ.
LOOKING BEYOND THE GENEVA PROTOCOL

Impetus is given to ratification of the Geneva Protocol by the
clear prospects of CBW proliferation both among countries
obtaining a capability and in the types of CB agents which might
be available for use in warfare.
The proliferation of chemical and biological weapons would
tend to change the world's balance of power reducing U.S. power.
The military advantage which large, rich nations like the United
States and the Soviet Union have over small, poor countries in a
conventional war is sig-nificantly reduced by the economics of
chemical weapons. Moreover, a simple biological warfare capability, enough to cover si-nall neighboring countries or several
metropolitan areas within the United States, is within the easy
reach of most countries. The biological agent can be grown in a
public health laboratory and covertly delivered in the normal
course of commerce.
Thus, it is argued, the United States and other world powers
would lose some of the relat;ie advantage of nuclear and
conventional capability which results from their wealth and
technology. Strong incentives, therefore, exist to discourage other
nations from acquiring chemical and biological capabilities.
Secondly, on the immediate horizon are modem developments
in molecular genetics which could result in manmade viruses for
which there would be no natural immunities and against which no
reasonable defense could be mounted. Because of the dangers to
all mankind in the use of such agents, they would hardly be used
as a result of any rational military decision, but obviously might
abet aggressive insurgence or blackmail. It is not difficult to
imagine the consequences if such agents should fall into the hands
of a future Hitler.
As the accumulation and development of CB weapons is
allowed to proceed unchecked, the world is confronted more with
the awesome possibility that they will be used. It is not
unreasonable to contend that the effects of these agents in war is
completely unpredictable. If they were ever used on a large scale,
they could bring about serious and radical changes in our
environment and society. The dangers are equally great for the
nation reckless enough to initiate an attack, as for the one
attacked. Faced with that prospect, the world's nations have
recently given considerable attention to the prospects of their
control. At the United Nations General Assembly last year CBW
451-%43
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was the subject of extensive debate-attracting more attention
than any other single disarmament topic. Both in 1969 and 1970,
the subject has been a principal agenda item at the Geneva
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD). Because
the United States is not a party to the Geneva Protocol, some
believe it has been prevented from taking positions of leadership in
international forums which are discussing crucial CBW issues.
Already several draft resolutions and conventions for restricting
and in some cases, prohibiting the production and any use of
chemical and biological weapons, have ben introduced at the
United Nations and the CCD. The United States has expressed its
support for the principles of the British draft convention on the
prohibition of biological methods of warfare. 8 An alternative

approach has been offered by the Soviet Union in a draft
convention which offers prohibitions against developing, producing, or stockpiling of chemical as well as biological warfare
agents. 9 Because the Russian proposal poses serious problems for
verification of limitations on chemical weapons, the United States
has backed the British approach of dealing with this ,omplex arms
control problem on a step-by-step basis, taking the most urgent
and manageable problems first, that is, those related to biological
weapons. Current debate at the Geneva Disarmament Conference
has centere4d on the wisdom of dealing with biological warfare
apart from chemical warfare.
While current U.S. efforts are devoted to promoting the
principles of the British draft convention, research work i'j being
done by ACDA looking toward the prohibition of ciemical

weapons as well. An ACDA spokesman pointed out to the
subcommittee that the key to control of CW is verification. While
policing a CW ban presents difficult technical and political
problems, there is some optimism that technical problems involved

in verification by direct observation can be resolved, perhaps
leading eventually to the complete elimination of chemical agents
of war.
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

After having given careful consideration and review to thc
information, expert opinions and informed judgments provided to
the subcommittee during weeks of hearings on aspects of U.S.
chemical-biologicl warfare policies and their international effects,
we have arri-:ýd at a number of findings and conclusions.
First, because of the obvious dangers to America's strategic
position in the proliferation of biological and chemical weapons, it
is in the national interest of the United States to adhere to existing
international agreements aimed at CBW control and to seek new
$Documents on Dirmvment, 1969, pp. 431 ft.
'Ibid., p-. 455457.
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multilateral pacts which would 'ban the development, production
and stockpiling of CB agents. Moreover, to the extent that such
weapons, particularly those employing biologicals, threaten the
existence of human life on earth or raise fears of extinction, our
Nation has a duty to mrankind to help obtain their effective
prohibition.
Second, the Preskent deserves commendation for his leadership
in announcing his intention to resubmit the Geneva Protocol to
the Senate for its advice and consent to ratification, and for his
unilateral renunciation of any future use by the United States of
biological wcapons, including toxins. It was a historic gesture
which reasserted America's dedication to arms control. Praise is
also due those in Congress, of both political parties, whose
energetic activities helped create the ciimate for the President's
initiative.
Third, the continued, large-scale use of chemical agents in
Vietnam by the United States creates troublesome political
problems. Those problems are virtually certain to be central to
Senate consideration of the protocol, if it is submitted as expected
with an interpretation that the treaty's prohibitions do not cover
the use in war of tear gas or chemical herbicides. To the extent
that approval of such an interpretation would constitute endorsement of current CW activities, it could provoke opposition.
Opponents would include (1) those who believe that CS employment in Vietnam goes significantly beyond the restricted usage
justified by U.S. officials at the time the decision was made; (2)
those who feel that current evidence about the toxicity of some
herbicides to mai, and nature require more thorough investigation;
(3) those who believe the Geneva Protocol prohibits the use of
tear gas and herbicides in warfare; and (4) those who are sensitive
to international concerns that American activities have eroded
barriers against CBW erected after World War 1. On that last point,
it is possible that other signatory nations would not accept the
United States as a party to the protocol if they find that the U.S.
interpretation strikes into the heart ,of the treaty and masks what
they would consider to be essentially a reservation. This dilemma
may seriously complicate Senate consideration of the protocol
and is a legitimate cause for concern.
The difficulty might be resolved if the United States were to
take a position, or make an interpretation, that the use of tear gas
and herbicides in warfare is an open question, given the apparent
ambiguity of the protocol on the subject. Our stance could be that
the problem of tear gas and herbicides is nm:. a moral issue, but
rather an important technical and legal question which relates to
the prevention of proliferation and coalati'~i of chemical-biological capabilitir. Since the question ii an open one, current
chemical warlaye activities in Vietnam cannot be considered
illegitimate or in violation of the protocol. We then could go on to
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declare our willingness as a nation to abide by whatever uniform
and workable rule which we and the other signatories to the
protocol eventually could decide upon. Such an approach, it
appears, would speed approval of the protocol itself and reduce
significantly the possibilities of interna.-'onal repercussions over
the U.S. interpretation of the treaty. Moreover, as U.S. combat
activities wane in Vietnam, it might be possible to scale down
substantialiy CW operations as testimony to our good faith.
Fourth, the United States should take maximum advantage of
its unilateral renunciation of biological weapons to urge other
countries to take similar actions and to achieve international
agreement on a treaty such as the British draft convention which
would effectively outlaw the development, production, stockpiling
and use of biological agents and toxins for warfare purposes.
Further, the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency should
continue to emphasize research which may someday make possible
a similar ban on chemical weapons,
Fifth, personnel and facilities at Pine Bluff, Ark., and Fort
Detrick, Md., constitute valuable resources for our Nation in the
stepped-up campaign against environmental pollution, ecological
hazardL, and dangers to human beings from chemicals and
bacteria. Beyond national benefits to be obtained from turning
those facilities to peaceful pursuits, our Nation stands to gain
worldwide repute by making available internationally the knowledge and techniques developed there.
RECOMMENDATIONS

On the basis of its findings and conclusions, the subcommittee
makes these recommendations:
(1) The President, as soon as possible, should fulfill his
announomd intention by submitting the Geneva Protocol of 1925
to the Senate for its advice and consent to ratification. It has now
been 5 months since the President said he would take that action.
and if the protocol is to be given adequate consideration during
the current Congress, it must be sent up at an early date.
(2) The Senate should speedily approve the protocol and the
single reservation proposed by the Presidet, thereby giving
congressional endorsement to the unilateral and complete renunciardon of biological warfare by the United States.
(3) The question of the use of tear gas and herbicides in
warfare should be left open in any formal or infornal interpretation of the protocol made by the executive branch or the Senate,
_.d once the United States becomes a party to the treaty it should
seek agreement with the other parties on a uniform interpretation

of the scope of the protocol, either through a special international
conference among the parties or through established international
juridical procedures.
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(4) The United States should continue its present policy
of supporting arms control efforts which, proceeding on a
step-by-sVtp basis, seek a treaty totally banning biological
weapons, rather than attempting ilow to achieve a ban on
both biological and chemical weapons in the same agreement.
(5) Every possible effort should be made to retain former
BW facilities and personnel, turning them to the solution of
environmental problems for the benefit of all Americans and,
indeed, all mankind.

Communique and Declaration of the North Atlantic
Council, May 27, 19701
The North Atlantic Council, meeting in Ministerial Session
in Rome on 26th-27th May, 1970, reaffirmed that the Alliance remains indispensable to the security of its members
and makes possible their common search for progress towards
a more stable relationship between East and West in which
outstanding issues dividing Europe can be resolved.
2. Ministers again stated their determination to resolve these
problems through a process of negotiation. They recognised that,
for their part, this search for pe4ce must rest upon a spirit of
genuine partnership, the maintenance of the defensive strength of
the Alliance and the practice of full and timely consultation.
3. Ministers agreed that it will not be enough to talk of
European security in the abstract. The causes of insecurity in
Europe are specific, they are deeply rooted in conflicting
perceptions of state interests, and their elimination will require patient endeavour. However, the Allies for their part,
remain willing to negotiate, in any suitable forum, those
concrete issues whose resolution would enhance the security
of Europe. The success o; efforts to pursue genuine relaxation of teiision will be a test of the willingness of ell interested countries to deal meAningfully with real issues of secu~rity.
4. Ministers affirmed that to endure, peace must rest upon
univera! respect of tne sovereign equality, political independence
and territorial integrity of each European state, regardless of its
political or social system, and for the right of its peoples to shape
'Department of State Bulletin, June 22. 1970. pp. 772-775.
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their own destinies, free of the threat of external intervention,
coercion or constraint.
5. Ministers, recalling their earlier statements on the subject,
examined and approved a report on the situation in the Mediterranean, prepared by the Council in Permanent Session which they
had requestLd in their meeting of December, 1969.2 Having regard
to the conclusions presented in this report, they found reason to
reiterate their concern with regard to the situation in the area.
They stressed again the importance of full and frequent consultation among the Allies on this question and tie necessity for
continued vigilance. They instructed the Council in Permanent
Session to continue their close review of the developing situation
in the Mediterranean and to report fully thereon to Ministers.
6. At their April 1969 meeting in Washington, Ministers
agreed to explore with the Soviet-Union and the other countries
of Eastern Europe which concrete issues best lend themselves to
fruitful negotiations in order to reduce tension and promote
co-operations in Europe and to take constructive actions to this
end. The Courcil thereafter conducted a detailed study of those
issues, and at their meeting in December 1969, Ministers declared
that Allied Governments would continue and intensify their
contacts, discussions or negotiations through all appropriate
channels, bilateral or multilateral, and that they remained
receptive to signs of willingness-on the part of the Soviet Union
and other Eastern European countries to engage in such discus-sions. Progress, they said, in these discussions and negotiations
would help to ensure the success of any eventual conference, in
which of course, the North American members of the Alliance
would participate. to discuss and negotiate substantial problems of
.co-overation and &ecurityin Europe.
7. Ministers expressed satisfaction over the launching or continuation of the whole range of talks and negotiations, initiated by
members of the Alliance, which they have been actively promoting
during the six months since December 1969. At the same time,
numerous other East-West contacts have been pursued. The Allies
havc. consulted and will continue to consult closely on all these
initiatives and contacts.
8. With the suppeil and understanding of its Allies, the Federal
Republic of Germany has initiated talks with the Soviet Union,
Poland arnd GDR in order to improve the situation in Central
Europe. The Allies consider this to be encouraging. They express
the hope that these talks will yield results and will not be
compromised by the presentation of unacceptable demands. The
efforts being made to solve outstanding problems and to achieve a
modus vivendi in Germany which would take account of the
special features of the German situation, represent an important

I
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'Ibid. pp. 184 ft.
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contribution to security and co-operation in Europe. The Ministers
express the hope that all governments desiring to contribute to a
policy of relaxation of tension in Europe will, to the extent
possible, facilitate a negotiated settlement of the relationship
between the two parts of Germany and the development of
communications between the populations.
9. The Ministers noted with satisfaction that the Four Powers,
in the framework of their rights and responsibilities for Berlin and
Germany as a whole began discussions on 26th March about
improving the situation with regard to Berlin and free access to the
city. They express the hope that the difficulties which exist at this
especially sensitive area of the East-West relationship could be
overcome by practical measures and that Berlin would be enabled
to make its full contribution to economic and cultural exchanges.
10. The conversations between the United States and the
Soviet Union aiming at the limitation of strategic armaments,
which began last November at Helsinki, have been continued at
Vienna in April. Ministers welcome these talks, the outcome of
which is so important for the security of Europe and the future of
humanity.
11. On the occasion of the coming into force of the Non-Prolifcration Treaty, 4 Ministers reemphasised the importance they
attach to limiting the spread of nuclear weapons as well as to
measures for genuine nuclear disarmament. They noted with
interest the efforts now under way to exclude mass destructior
weapons from the seabed and to deal with the problem of control
of biological and chemical weapons. They expressed the hope that
further progress on disarmament measures, with appropriate
safeguards, can reduce the arms burdens borne by all.
12. The members of the North Atlantic Alliance have, over a
number of years, proclaimed their interest in arms control and
disarmament measures which facilitate a gradual elimination of the
military confrontation in Europe. Ministers recalled the declarations issued at Reykjavik in 1968,5 and at Brussels in 1969.6 They
noted that up to now these declarations had led to no meaningful
reply.
13. The Allies have nevertheless carried out intensive studies on
mutual force reductions in accordance with the directions given by
Ministers in December 19o9. Ministers examined the detailed
report presented to them by the North Atlantic Council in
Permanent Session. This has been of great value in clarifying the
complex issues involved. Ministers gave instructions for further
relevant studies which would guide policies and exp!orations in
this field.
14. Ministers, having examined all these developments, both
41btd.,

1968. pp. 461-465.

: Ibid. pp. 449450.

'Ibid.: 1969, pp. 625-628.
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positive and negative and having taken note of the Report on the
Procedures for Negotiation which they had commissioned from
the Permanent Council, stated that they were ready to multiply
exploratory conversations with all interested parties on all
questions affecting peace.
15. In so far as progress is recorded as a result of these talks
and in the on-going talks-in particular on Germany and Berlinthe Allied Governments state that they would be ready to enter
into multilateral contacts with all interested governments. One of
the main purposes of such contacts would be to explore when it
will be possible to convene a conference, or a series of conferences
on European security and co-operation. The establishment of a
permanent body could be envisaged as one means, among others,
of embarking upon multilateral negotiations in due course.
16. Among the subjects to be explorer, affecting security and
co-operation in Europe, are included in particular:
(a) the principles which should govern relations between states,
including the renunciation of force;
(b) the development of international relations with a view to
contributing to the freer movement of people, ideas and information and to developing co-operation in the cultural, economic,
technical and scientific fields as well as in the field of human
environment.
17. In addition, Ministers representing countries participating
in NATO's integrated defence programme attach particular importance to further exploration with other interested parties of the
possibility of mutual and balanced force. reductions and have
therefore issued a declaration on this subject.
18. As a first step, Ministers requested the Foreign Minister of
Italy to transmit this communique on their behalf through
diplomatic channels . to all other interested parties including
neutral and non-aligned governments. They further agreed that
member governments would seek reactions of other governments
to the initiation of the comprehensive programme of exploration
and negotiation which they envisage.
19. Ministers reviewed the first report from NATO's Committee on the Challenges of Modern Society and welcomed the
progress made in the six months since the Committee was
established as a demonstration of the value of allied co-operation
on the urgent problems of human environment. Intensive stulies
now in progress will contribute to national and international
action on a broad range of environmental issues, including such
pressing concerns as air and water pollution.
20. Ministeis reaffirmed the view that the benefit of the
Alliance's work in Mankind's environment particularly could
become a basis for broader co-operations between East and West
in this field of ever-increasing importance. They considered that
this could be ensured either through existing international
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orgznizations providing a useful framework for enhanced co-operations or by any other appropriate method.
21. The next Ministerial Sessions of the North Atlantic Council
will be held in Brussels in December 1970.
TEXT OF DECLARATION

Declarationon Mutual and Balanced
Force Reductions
1. Meeting at Rome on 26th and 27th May, 1970, the Ministers
representing countries participating in NATO's Integrated Defence
Programme recall and reaffirm the commitment of their nations to
pursue effective policies directed towards a greater relaxation of
tensions in their continuing search for a just and durable peace.
They recall, in particular, the invitations they have previously
addressed to the Soviet Union and other countries of Eastern
Europe to join them in discussing the possibility of mutual and
balanced force reductions.
2. The objective of the work on which their representatives
have been engaged has been to prepare a realistic basis for active
explorations between the interested parties at an early date and
thereby to establish whether it could serve as a starting point for
fruitful negotiation. Such exploratory talks would assist those
concerned in developing in detail criteria and objectives for
substantive negotiations to follow at the appropriate stage in a
forum to be determined. They would also provide tangible
evidence of the readiness to build confidence between East and
West.
3. Ministers invite interested states to hold exploratory talks on
mutual and balanced force reductions in Europe, with special
reference to the Central Region. They agree that in such talks the
Allies would put forward the following considerations:
(a) Mutual force reductions should be compatible with the vital
security interests of the Alliance and should not operate to the
military disadvantage of either side having regard for the differences arising from geographical and other considerations.
(b) Reductions should be on a basis of reciprocity, and phased
and balanced as to their scope and timing.
(c) Reductions should include stationed and indigenous forces
and their weapons systems in the area concerned.
(d) There must be adequate verification and controls to ensure
the observance of agreements on mutual and balanced force
reductions.
4. As a first step Ministers requested the Foreign Minister of
Italy to transmit this Declaration on their behalf through
diplomatic channels to all other interested parties, including
neutral and non-aligned governments. They further agreed that in
the course of their normal bilateral and other contacts member
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governments would seek to obtain the responses and reactions of
other governments. Members of the Alliance will consult further
regarding the outcome of their soundings with a view to enabling
the Alliance to determine what further individual or joint
exploration might be useful.
Statement by Secretary of State Rogers to the
House Foreign Affairs Committee I Extract], June 9, 1970O
President Nixon said in the February report that we have no
intention of exploiting the dispute between the Soviet Union and
Communist China. Rather, we consider it in our interest to try to
improve our relations with each.2
There was some concern that our action in Cambodia would
drive the Soviets and the Communist Chinese into renewed
cooperation. This has not happened. The Soviets, unlike the
Chinese, have not recognized the government Sihanouk proclaimed from Peking, and they still maintain an embassy in Phnom
Penh. Moreover, Pravda on May 18-18 days after President
Nixon's April 30 speech on Cambodia' -accused the Chinese of
failing to take "cor~certed actions" with the other Communist
countries, apparently with regard to Indochina. The tone of that
editorial is a measure of the rift between the two Communist
powers; it accused Mao of "unscrupulous perfidy" and of
"aggressive great-Han chauvinism." Finally, a June 4 article in the
Soviet foreign affairs weekly New Times explicitly blamed
"Chinese interference in Cambodia affairs" for helping to cause
the Cambodian coup.
There was also concern that our Cambodian action would
damage our discussions with the Chinese in Warsaw and our
strategic arms limitation talks with the Soviets in Vienna. It may
have been the reason that the Chinese c;anceled the May 20
meeting. But we expect that in the near f ture an opportunity will
arise to renew these conversations.
In Vienna the Soviets have not engaged in polemics, even in
recent meetings. They apparently believe, as do we, that, as the
President said in the foreign policy report, "There is no area in
which we ... have a greater common interest than in reaching
agreement with regard to arms control."' 4
On April 16 the substantive phase of SALT began. Both sides
have presented their respective positions and are now engaged in a
more detailed examination of specific issues. We have put forward
'Department cf State Bulletin, July 6, 1970, pp. 2-3.
State.y Foreign Policy for theSUnited
1970's.' A New Strategy for Peace (H. doc.
91-258, 91st Cong., 2d sess.), p. 142.
'Department of State Bulletin, May 18, 1970, pp. 617-621.
4Ante, p. 27.
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proposals dealing with all offensive and defensive strategic
weapons systems, including ABM's and MIRV's.
Our approach has been concrete and comprehensive. The
Soviets have also indicated a preference for a comprehensive
approach but have not been as concrete as we in spelling out
important specifics.
The atmosphere in Vienna remains serious. Some common
ground has emerged, although there are still important differences.
We are in the early stages of exploring the issues, but it is already
apparent that hard negotiations remain.
It is not clear yet what sort of an agreement will result, or
when. Nevertheless, we continue to be optimistic.
The NA TO MinisterialMeeting
The SALT talks represent, in the strategic arms area, one aspect
of our attempt to preserve the balance of strength at lower levels
of cost and tension. Another aspect, in the area of conventional
forces, is our effort within NATO to engage the Soviets and their
allies in talks on mutual and balanced force reductions in Europe.
President Nixon, in his foreign policy report, declared our
readiness to negotiate on this issue in any suitable forum.'
Two weeks ago I attended a NATO ministerial meeting in
Rome. At that meeting we reaffirmed NATO's 1968 initiative on
mutual and balanced force reductions, with special reference to
Central Europe. We set our specific criteria for consideration. And
we requested the Italian Foreign Minister to transmit our
initiatives directly to the members of the Warsaw Pact and other
interested countries.6 These actions illustrate our strong desire for
progress on force reductions. We await with interest a response
from the Soviet Union and the countries of Eastern Europe.
The United States continues to believe, as I told the meeting in
Rome, that the best way to solve the security problems of Europe
is through a step-by-siep approach. Such an approach has already
been launched in the West German talks with the U.S.S.R.,
Poland, and East Germany and in the four-power discussions over
Berlin. Talks on mutual and balanced force reductions would be a
useful further step.
On another major subject discussed at the NATO meeting-a
conference on European security-I emphasized our belief that,
before it can be decided whether a general conference would aid in
improving East-West relations, there should be a good prospect
that the conference would have meaningful results. So far that
prospect is at best unclear. At Rome we agreed to procccd with
bilateral contacts but to defer consideration of multilateral
exploratory contacts until we had assessed, at our December
NATO meeting, the progress on the talks now going on.
s United States Foreign Policy for the 1970's, p. 36.
"Ante, pp. 228-229.

232

DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 197G

The Rome ministerial meeting was very positive from ou" point
of view. I am particularly encouragd by the firm commitment the
ministers made to the search for ways to improve relations among
the countries of Eastern and Western Europe. This commitment
applies not only to the great security issues which have divided the
continent since the war but also to such nonsecurity issues as
restraints on freer movement of people, goods, and information.
The objective of improving East-Wost relations will continue to
stand high on the priority list of this administration.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, June 16, 19701
10. Before beginning our statement on the questions under
discussion in the Committee on Disarmament, we wish to associate
ourselves, Mr. Chairman, with the words of welcome you have
addressed to the newly-appointed representatives to the Committee on Disarmament-Ambassador Petrov, the representative of
Bulgaria, and Ambassador Tanaka, the r-epresentative of Japan
-and to wish them success in their new assignment in tWe search
for a solution to the problem of disarmament. We should also like
to express our satisfaction at seeing among us again Ambassador
Castafieda, the representative of Mexico; Ambassador Erdembileg,
the representative of Mongolia, and Ambassador El Fassi, the
representative of Morocco, who have resumed their participation
in the work of our Committee. We have always valued highly their
collaboration on the problems before the Committee.
11. 1 should now like to discuss the questions under con&ideration in mis Committee. Today the Committee on Disarmament
has again taken up the problems on its agenda. As at its spring
session, the Committee has before it such problems as the
conclusiorn of a treaty on prohibition of the emplacement of
nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction on the
sea-bed and the ocean floor, and agreement on a draft convention
prohibiting the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical and bacteriological weapons and the destruction of their
stockpiles. It has also to consider the problems relating to general
and complete disarmament, the cuestion of the prohibition of
underground nuclear tests, and a number of other matters which
have been introduced by various countries. In the present highly
tense international situation there is urgent need to increase
efforts to solve disarmament problems and to ensure international
security.

'C('D/PV. 470, pp. 7-11.
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12. With respect to prohibition of the emplacement of nuclear
weapons and other weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed
and the ocean floor, we believe that the Committee should
conclude consideration of the draft treaty which was submitted by
the Soviet Union and the United States on 23 April this year.2
The draft takes into account the opinions and comments of many
States, presented both in this Committee and at the twenty-fourth
session of the United Nations General Assembly. Thus the draft
treaty submitted for the consideration of the Committee is the
product of the joint efforts of many countries and constitutes a
kind of synthesis of the different positions and points of view of
many States.
13. In its statement to the Committee on 23 April this year,
the Soviet delegation gave a detailed account of the changes made
in the text of the draft treaty. 3 As we pointed out, the most
important changes are in article 111, concerning control. A number
of new provisions have been added to those on verification and
consultation rights: the right of a State Party to undertake
verification, not only with its own means but also with the full or
partial assistance of any other State Party; the possibility of
referring a matter to the Security Council; the conduct of
inspections; and reaffirmation of the requirement that all verification activities shall be conducted with due regard for the sovereign
or exclusive rights of a coastal State with respect to the natural
resources of its continental shelf under international law.
14. On the proposal of various countries, several new provisions
have been inserted in the draft treaty. Thus, the zone covered by
the draft treaty has been made more specific by the inclusion in
article I of a provision which excludes the possibility of the
emplacement of nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass
destruction in the zone between the outer limit of the twelve-mile
zone and the limit of the territorial waters of other States if their
territorial waters are narrower than twelve miles. At different
stages in the consideration of the draft articles were inserted
concerning amendments, a conference for the revision of the
treaty, a statement that the provisions of the treaty do not atfcct
the obligations assumed by States Parties under international
treaties establishing zones free from nuclear weapons, and also
other changes. Additions were made to the preamble to the treaty.
15. Both the basic text of the draft treaty and the amendments
and additions to it were discussed at the summer session of the
Committee on Disarmament in 1969 and at its spring session this
year, and in the First Committee at the twenty-fourth session of
the United Nations General Assembly. Thus the draft treaty in its
present form takes into account the views expressed on it. We
hope that the States members of the Committee, having had an
2

Ante, pp. 185-188.

'Ante, pp. 175-180.
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opportunity to study carefully and reflect upon this draft, share
our view and that work on the treaty will shortly be concluded.
That would enable us to devote more attention to other
disarmament issues. To drag out our work on the treaty would not
favour agreement. It could only complicate our further efforts to
limit the sea-bed arms race. Agreement on this issue might then be
indefinitely postponed. We fear that any delay in this matter
might have an unfavourable effect on further progress towards
disarmament.
16. Another important and urgent task facing the Committee is
agreement on a draft convention on the prohibition of chemical
and bacteriological weapons. This question was discussed in detail
at the Committee's spring session. The most significant feature of
that debate was that the Committee advanced from general
discussion of the problem to an analysis of the practical issues
raised by the conclusion of an agreement on the complete
prohibition of chemical and bacteriological methods of warfare.
The discussion revealed that the views of members of the
Committee coincided on a number of important points concerning
the total prohibition of chemical and bacteriological weapons. The
main point of agreement was the recognition by members of the
Committee of the urgent need for such prohibition. Most
delegations were in favour of embodying this prohibition in a
single agreement covering both bacteriological and chemical
methods of warfare.
17. The Committee has before it the proposal, submitted by
nine socialist countries, for a draft convention on the prohibition
of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical and
bacteriological (biological) weapons and on the destruction of
such weapons. 4 in our opinion the content of the draft and the
extent of the prohibition it provides for-that is, the simultaneous
prohibition of the production and stockpiling of chemical and of
bacteriological methods of warfare-are in accordance with the
emerging consensus of opinion in the Committee concerning the
direction of our future efforts. On the proposal of Hungary,
Mongolia and Poland the draft convention proposed by the
socialist countries was supplemente& in April of this year by
provisions which strengtheni the guarantees of its observance by
the parties.' That constructive step was taken by the socialist
countries to meet the position set forth by some delegationts in the
Committee and to ensure agreement on the convention as soon as
possible.
18. Delay in the preparation of an agreement totally excluding
chemical and bacteriological weapons from the military arsenals of
States would at present serve only the interests of those trying to
"4Doctunenrs on Disarmament, 1969. pp. 455-457.
SAnte, p. 140.
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retain these means of warfare and to use them in military
operations. It might encourage certain countries to expand the
production of such means of warfare and lead to the development
of newer and even more dangerous forms of chemical and
bacteriological weapons. All this should spur us to try to conclude
our work on a draft convention on the total prohibition of
chemical and bacteriological weapons as speedily as possible.
19. In addition to seeking agreement on partial disarmament
measures such as the demilitarization of the sea-bed and the total
prohibition of chemical and bacteriological weapons, the Cpmmittee must make an all-out effort to achieve the principal purpose
for which it was established-general and complete disarmament.
The need to find a fundamental solution to the problem of
disarmament is especially urgent now that the scientific and
technological revolution has radically transformed warfare and
some States have acquired weapons of unprecedented destructive
power. The rapid improvement and stockpiling of weapons of
mass destruction is fraught with consequences of great danger to
mankind, carrying vwith them the threat of thermonuclear catastrophe.
20. It is obvious, moreover, that the arms race diverts much
manpower and precious material resources from constructive uses.
As this Committee has more than once been told, the countries of
the world together spend $200,000 million annually for military
purposes. No wonder, then that the people are more and more
insistently demanding an end to the dangerous and wasteful arms
race. Their desire for disarmament is also evident from the General
Assembly's decisions on general and complete disarmament and
from the statements made by the representatives of inany States at
the sessions of the General Assembly, in the Committee on
Disarmament and at other international conferences and meetings.
21. The Soviet Union is prepared to engage in businesslike and
specific discussions with a view to preparing and concluding a
treaty on general and complete disarmament, and calls upon all
countries, especially the nuclear Powers, to do the same. The
Soviet Union is proposing the immediate resumption of discussions on general and complete disarmament because it believes
that the negotiation of agreements on certain disarmament
measures has accumulated useful experience and the necessary
organizational machinery for r, gotiations on disarmament proper.
The work already done on the preparation of a draft treaty on
general and complete disarmament has produced some results,
which could serve as a starting-point for further efforts in that
direction. As we have repeatedly emphasized, the Soviet Union
certainly does not propose that the discussions in the Committ".
on Disarmament should be confined to the problems I have
mentioned. As in the past, we are prepared to contribute to the
solution of other disarmament problems and to do everything
possible to ad',ance the common cause of disarmament.
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22. 1 •hould like to say in conclusion that the Soviet delegation
will spare no effort to ensure that the work of the present session
of the Committee. on Disarmament is effective and that the
Committee contributes to the solution of the disarmdment
problem and to the strengthening of international security.
Statement by the United States Representative (Leonard) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, June 16, 19701
23. Mr. Chairman, may I first join you in the welcome
extended to the representatives who are today heading their
delegations for the first time: Ambassador ?etrov and Ambassador

Tanaka; and also welcome. back the three iepresentatives who have
been with us before and are now rejoining us at this session:
Ambassador Castafieda, Ambassador El Fassi and Ambassador
Erdembileg?
24. As our Conference renews its work today after a six-week
recess I think it is appropriate to quote a statement by President
Nixon in his report on United States foreign policy for the 1970s.
In that report he said:
...there is no greater idealism, no higher adventure than taking a realistic road to peace.
It is an adventure realized, not in the exhilaration of a single moment, but in the lasting
rewards of patient, detailed and specific efforts-a step at a time.'

It is through such detailed efforts that this Committee, by
formulating effective arms control and disarmament agreements,
can play an important role in helping to build the framework for a
durable peace. In this light 1 want to comment briefly on the
specific steps we might take here this summer and on the approach
of the United States delegation to these matters.
25. On 23 April the United States and the Soviet Union
submitted a draft treaty, revised for the second time as a result of
our discussions, to ban the emplacement of nuclei,- weapons and
other weapons of mnass destruction on the sea-bed. 3 I hope that
during our recess all governments represented her-. have had an
opportunity to study that revised draft. we look forward to
hearing their comments on it.
26. When the Secretary-General of the United Nations spoke to
us in this Committee on 18 February he pointed out that the
elaboration and submission to the General Assembly of an agrc.d
sea-bed treaty would be an important step in preventing the
danger of the spread of a nuclear arms race to a vast area of our
planet.4 This, indeed, is the central purpose of the treaty. It is the
purpose that the United States has had very much in mind
'CCD/PV. 470, pp. I 1-13.
' United States Forei,," Policy for the 1970.s: A New StinteD, for Peace (H. doc.
91-2%8, 91st Cong., 2d ••st.), p. 155,
"Ante, pp. 185-188.
*CCD/PV. 450,1). 7.
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throughout these negotiations, because we behlave that, as President Nixon said in his policy report: "the spread of weapons
securit1'of
the
complicate
would
realm
new
this
to
mass destruction
prob!em of all nations and would be to no nation's advantage."
27. During our discussions this summer let us aim above'all at
the achievement of our main obiective-to ensure that the
prohibition embodied in this draft will become a widely-accepted
international treaty commitment with binding force. If that
objective is kept in mind we should be able to transmit to the
General Assembly a draft treaty that has broad support in this
Committee.
28. During our 6pring sessicn extensive and probing debate
took place regarding the question of restraints on the development
and production of chemical and biological weapons. We remain
convinced that the best pssibility for early and significant
progress in this area lies in the negotiation of a ban on the
production, stockpiling and use of biological weapons. We have
decribed in considerable detail the threats posed to all by
biological weapons and tile reasons why we believe that progress
on banning those weapons is feasible and desirable at this time. We
hope that during the summer recess members of the Committee
have considered the proposal by whe United States6 to broaden the
coverage of the United Kingdom draft ,;cnvention 7 ': include
toxins. Coverage of these particularly deadly agents will broaden
the significance and the impaci of the convention on biological
warfare.
29. The discussions in the Committee this p
we believe,
helped us to gain a c.*Uarer picture of the problems involved in
attemptir& to elaboral'.e a simultaneous and -'omprehensive ban on
both chemical and bioklgical weapons. In its interventions the
United States delcgation discussed the special problems posed by
;ht;,m:cal agents. In the weeks aheAd we plan to share with t*Committee further results of our research in this area in the hope
that these data will contribute to a fuller understanding of the
problems of chemical weapons.
.
30. As ! mentioned
'tie conclusion o" the spring session. we
wi!l have before us this sammer the Gen,:rJl Assembl resolution
on general ard complete disarmamcAt. We hope our discussions
on this topic will help in oui search for promising and practical
approaches in the field of arms control and disanuament. The
United States delegation has devoted considerable study to this
question during the recess, and we will outline our thoughts in this
area in a plenary statement early in the session.
3 1. I• taking the floor today 1 have touched on a few of the
" rAie. p. 31.
" See ante, p. 189.
7 1ocuments on .3isarrnament. 1969.
pp. 431 ft.
'Ante. p 202.
'Docuren ts on D)isarmament, 1969, pp. 713-715.
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major issues that the Committee will have for consideration this
session. There are other important items already on our agenda or
referred to us by the United Nations General Assembly, such as
the comprehensive test ban and the cut-off in the production of
fissionable materials for weapons; and I am sure that a number of
delegations will have important proposals for us to consider this
summer. If we are to give all of these issues the careful attention
and study that they deserve, and at the same time to complete our
work in advance of the twenty-fifth anniversary session of the
United Nations General Assembly, we will have to proceed with a
clear perception of our priorities and purposes. For its part, the
United States delegation looks forward to working closely with
our colleagues around this table in the common effort to make
this session a fruitful one.
Statement by the Japanese Representative (Tanaka) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, June 18, 19701
First of all I should like to express my deep appreciation for the
warrn welcome extended to me by members of this Committee. It
is indeed a great pleasure for me to be able to take part in the
discussions of this Committee at the very time when it is taking an
important step towards the goal of the Disarmament Decade; and I
will do all in my power to cc-operate with the other members of
this Committee tu make our discussions even more fruitful.
25. The United Nations General Assembly adopted last year
resolution 2602 E (XXIV) relating to the Disarmament Decade, in
which it requested the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to work out a comprehensive disarmament programme,
dealing with all aspects of the problem of the cessation of the arms
race and general and complete disarmament under effective
international control, and to report thereon to the General
Assembly at its twenty-fifth session. 2 In response to that request a
number of invaluable suggestions were put forward at the last
session of this Committee. Now, during this session, we are to
prepare a programme to be submitted to the General Assembly of
the United Nations.
26. hI forrnulatirg a disarmament programme we need to make
a ciear-headed assessment as to how much headway it will be
possibk, for us to make in the coming decade towards general and
complete disarmament. I have to note in this context that one of
the fundamental faciors which make the achievement of general
and complete disannament difficult is that not all of the
militarily-inportant States have yet taken their seats at the
'CCD/PV. 471, pp. 1 I 15.

'Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 713-715.
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negotiating table. Nevertheless, some of the measures envisaged in
the proposals on general and complete disarmament submitted in
1962 by the United States and the Soviet Union respectively have
been achieved. 3 For instance, the prohibition of nuclear weapon
tests h,- been ]partially realized, 4 aykd treaties on the peaceful use
of (';,jter space and on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons6
have also been concluded. We regard these measures as importanW
milestones towards general and complete disarmament. Taking
these circumstances into consideration I submit that what we
should do urgently in the Disarmament Decade is to deal
energetically and in a concrete manner with such disarmament
measures as can be taken even before all the militarily-important
States are participating in disarmament negotiations, and I feel
that this is a realistic approach.
27. The Committee has recognized that it is necessary to give
highest priority to further effective measures relating to the
cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear
disarmament. First, as for the prohibition of underground nuclear
weapon tests, much depends upon the political decisions of the
two super-Powers; and that is part of the reason why we must
solve the problem of how to discover adequate means of
verification which will ensure compliance with a treaty relating to
this question. In order to make progress in our efforts to solve this
technical problem the United Nations General Assembly adopted
last year, on the initiative of Canada, a resolution calling for the
submission of data on national seismograph stations.7 As one of
the co-sponsors of the resolution, my country cannot help
expressing its regret that a certain number of States have refused
to supply the data requested. Since we are requested by the
General Assembly to submit to it a special report on the results of
our deliberations relating to the banning of underground nuclear
weapon tests, and since we also need to make a follow-up study of
the data supplied by various countries, 1 feel it is necessary for us
to consider how to deal with the present question, taking into
account the views of experts.
28. The problem of verification again presents a great obstacle
in the matter of the halting of the production of fissionable
materials for use in weapons; but I believe that it must be possible
to apply as a verification measure in this case a system of
safeguards similar to that which is to be applied to non-nuclearweapon States by the International Atomic Energy A&gency under
the Treaty on the Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. If there
arc States which find that view unacceptable, I think they should
submit proposals of their own.
t'For the revised Soviet and U.S. proposals, see ibid., 1965, pp. 77-102, 111-140.
'Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
'Ibid.. 1967. pp. 3843.
'Ibid., 1968. pp 461-465.
lbid., 1969, pp. 719-722
7
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29. Since our work on drawing up a treaty prohibiting the
emplacement on the sea-bed of nuclear weapons and other
weapons of mass destruction has entered its final stage, the
member States of this Committee should make a united effort to
complete the formulation of a draft treaty at the earliest possible
date.
30. It might be difficult, generally speaking, to take non-nuclear
disarmament measures before all the militarily-important States
are participating in disarmament negotiations. While admitting
that, I should like to suggest that, among non-nuclear measures,
the prohibition of chemical and biological weapons could be
achieved at a relatively early date. That is because ali the
militarily-important States have undertaken, either in international
instruments or in government statements, to refrain from the first
use of poisonous gases and bacteriological weapons. On 21 May
this year Japan deposited with the French Government its
instrument of ratification of the Geneva Protocol of 1925 without
attaching any reservation.' It is well known, however, that many
States have attached reservations to the Protocol, notably reservations relating to ti... ,,taliatory use of such weapons. We hope that
these States will withdraw their reservation. as soon as possible. At
the same time we should make even more strenuous efforts
towards banning the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical and biological weapons, to ensure that recourse will
never, in any circumstances, be had to such weapons.

31. We should also do our utmost to achieve universal
adherence to the treaties on arms control or disarmament which
have been concluded in the past. The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons entered into foce on 5 March this year;
but the safeguards agreements to be concluded with the International Atomic Energy Agency in accordance with article 1II of
the Treaty still depend on future negotiations. I should like to
point out, in that connexion, that in order to make the
non-proliferatiorn Treaty effective the participation of as many
States as possible, especially all the potential nuclear-weapon
States, is essential. That is punt of the reason why we consider that
safeguards agreements sho -A be so formulated as to be acceptable
to those States which awe promoting the peaceful uses of nuclear
energy. As one of the major indtistrial Powers, Japan attaches
great importance to the progress and results of the negotiations
relating to the conclusion of safeguards agreements.
32. It is ipdeed welcome that strategic arms limitation talks
have been initiated between the United States and the Soviet
Union with a view to achieving the cessation of the nuclear arms
race at an early date, wnd we siicerely hope that the two States
will push forward in their pursuit of the objectives of the
'Ibid.. pp. 764-765.
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negotiations without being influenced by momentary fluctuations
in the international situation. The success of those talks would
certainly contribute to the lessening of tensions in East-West
relations and, furthei'more, to the strengthening of the security of
States throughout the world. 1 believe, therefore, that the entire
world eagerly desires the success of the talks, and I earnestly hope
that the Governments of the United States and the Soviet Union
will not disappoint the hopes of the world.
33. While gener, and complete disarmament is the earnest wish
of humanity, I believe that my country, which firmly adheres to
its Constitution, which renounces war, is in a position to play a
unique role in achieving that objective. We are well aware that
disarmament and security are closely interrelated and we have no
intention of turning our eyes away from the hard fact that the
national secu~ity of the States of the world is dependent upon the
existence ot a military balance; nor can we deny that there are
extremely diffic,_-'it problems involved in achieving general and
complete disarmament.
34. One of the prerequisites for attaining the goal of general
and complete disarmament is the participation of all the militarily-important States; and we hope that the Governments of the
People's Republic of China and the Republic of France will take
part in international disarmament negotiations as soon as possible.
Pending the participation of those two States in this Committee,
we should welcome the holding of talks between States outside
the Committee for the relaxation of international tension and the
achievement of various disarmament measures. With the development of weapons of mass destruction there has evolved among the
militarily-important States a sense of mutual restraint with regard
to the use of such weapons; and all these SI ites now have bilateral
channels of communication. I am convinced that it is the
strengthening of such channels and the evolution of a sense of
collective responsibility for international security without regard
to differences in social systems or to the conflict of national
interests that will direct us towards the way to general and
complete disarmament.
35. The question of verification has in the past prevented the
achievement of measures of disarmament. While differences in
conditions between States are primarily responsible for our failure
to solve the verification problem, technical developments in recent
years have provided us with some of the answers to that problem.
Moreover, increased communication throughout the world is an
irreversible trend. The decade of the 1970s, which has been
declared the Disarmament Decade, will also be a time of rapid
change. It is my firm belief that the replacement of suspicion and
distrust by the principle of openness and the spirit of international
solidarity is the key to the attainment of general and complete
disarmament.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical and Bacteriological Weapons, June 18, 19701
37. One of the important results of the discussion of chemical
and bacteriological weapons at the twenty-fourth session of the
United Nations General Assembly was its adoption of a resolution
inviting... all States which have not yet done so to accede to or ratify the Geneva Protocol in
the course of 1970 in commemoration of the forty-fifth anniversary of its signing and

the twenty-fifth anniversary of the United Nations?

This is the resolution to which you yourself, Mr. Chairman, have
just referred.
38. Yesterday, 17 June, was the forty-fifth anniversary, to the
day, of the signing of that agreement. In this connexion we would
say, first of all, that we have noted with interest the statement
made by U Thant, the Secretary-General of the United Nations, on
the forty-fifth anniversary of the Geneva Protocol for the
prohibition of the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other
gases, and of bacteriological methods of warfare. 3 That statement
concerns an important question, the prohibition of the use of
chemical and bacteriological weapons, and we shall study it with
due care. In connexion with yesterday's forty-fifth anniversary of
the signing of the Geneva Protocol we would observe that the
Protocol gave expression to mankind's desire to consolidate, in the
form of a treaty between States, the prohibition of the use of
those agents for military purposes. Of course, the use of chemical
and bacteriological weapons in war has always been condemned.
T!he history of international relations provides clear evidence that
prohibition of the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons for
military purposes has become a generally-recognized rule of
international law. The Geneva Protocol of 1925 reflects this
universal awareness, which is why tWe Protocol states that its
purpose is "that this prohibition shall be universally accepted as a
part of International Law, binding alike the conscience and the
practice of nations".
39. The signing of the Geneva Protocol of 1925, soonl after the
end of the First World War, reflected the peoples' condemnation
of the use of chemical weapons during that war. The wave of
revulsion caused throughout the world by the use of chemical
weapons called for a juridical confirmation of what was already
unchallenged politically and mnorall% : the prohibition of the use of
chemical weapons. At the same time a provision was inserted in
'(('D/2V. 471, pp. 15-18.

"21lie resolution may be found in Dc('urnentry on lisarmament, 1969. pp. 117
719. [or Ihe protocol, wee mrid. pp. 764-765.
,I-or

a s.itfum ry of tile Secrcttry-GencralI

wl VII, nlo. 7 (July 1970),

p.

79ý

statement, sc

UNLMonthly C'hronich',

ROSHCHIN STATEMENT, JUNE 18

243

the Protocol extending the prohibition to bacteriological methods
of warfare.
40. The past forty-five years have convincingly demonstrated
the importance of the Geneva Protocol, which lies above all in the
fact that the Protocol has served and continues to serve as an
important means of preventing the outbreak of a war involving the
use of chemical and bacteriological weapons. Who can say what
disasters might have befallen mankind during the Second World
War if chemical and bacteriological weapons had been widely used
in it? Hitlerite Germany dared not disregard the warning of the
allied Powers that the use of such weapons in warfare could not be
tolerated. That warning, as we know, was based on the Geneva
Protocol of 1925.
41. The Protocol is becoming even more impo-tant in our day.
The progress of chemical and biological science, which has brought
great benefits to mankind, has at the same time made it possible to
create types of chemical and bacteriological agents whose use
might not only inflict enormous loss of human life and incalculable economic damage but might even adversely affect the
future development of human civilization, In that connexion it is
particularly significant that the prohibition laid down in the
Geneva Protocol has a universal character, comprising all forms of
chemical and bacteriological weapons without exception. In its
resolution 2603 A (XXIV) the United Nations General Assembly
designedly drew the attention of States throughout the world to
this fact by stating that the Geneva Protocol. .. embodies the generally recognized rules of international law prohibiting the use in
international armed conflicts of all biological and chemical methods of warfare,
regardless of any technical developments. 4

This resolution undoubtedly put an end to all attempts to place
any other construction on the contents of the Geneva Protoco, or
to minimize its significance.
42. The Soviet delegation notes with satisfaction that in recent
years many States have acceded to the Geneva Protocol, thus
bearing witness to the effectiveness and importance of that
inernational instrument. Unfortunately it must be noted that not
41l the countries of the world have decided to condemn the use Of
chemical and bacteriological weapons outright. The United States,
a Power of very great military importance, has not yet ratified the
Geneva Protocol. The concern felt by the peoples of the world on
that account is increased by the knowledge that the United States
possesses a large arsenal of the types of weapons prohibited by the
Protocol.
43. The Geneva Protocol of 1925 was actually the first
agecment prohibiting the use in war of one of the weapons of

"Documen tr on Disarmament. 1969, pp. 7 16-717.
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mass destruction. In that sense it is a truly historic document. The
conclusion of the Protocol demonstrates that it is possible to reach
effective agreements prohibiting weapons of mass destruction and
to define clearly the course to be followed to achieve that end.
That is particularly important at this moment, when we are
conducting negotiations for the conclusion of an international
convention on the prohibition of the production and stockpilin,
of chemical aiid bacteriological weapons. As many delegations
observed at the Disarmament Committee's last series of meetings,
the Geneva Protocol should become the starting point for further
measures designed to achieve the complete elimination of chemical
and bacteriological weapons from the life of human society.
44. The draft convention on the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological
(biological) weapons submitted by the socialist countries' and
now before the Committee on Disarmament proceeds from those
very premises. Under the preamble to the convention the parties
would recognize the important significance of the Geneva Protocol
of 1925- reaffirm their adherence to the purposes and principles of
the Protocol and condemn all actions contrary to it. The
Convention, like the Protocol, covers both chemical and bacteriological weapons. We take this opportunity to express once again
our conviction that the conclusion of an international agreement
based on the text submitted by the socialist countries will
complete the work begun by the Geneva Protocol.
45. On the occasion of the forty-fifth anniversary of the signing
of "ie Protocol we express the hope that the Committee on
Disarmament will speed its work on the problem of freeing
mankind from the threat of warfare with chemicdi and bacterio-

logical weapons. This would be the best continuation of what was
started in 1925 and would meet the responsibilities placed upon
our Committee.
Budapest Communique of Warsaw Pact
Foreign Ministers IF~xtractl, June 22, 1970'
At the conference, which was held in a spirit of friendship and
mutLial understanding, there was an exchange of opinions on
certain urgent problems in the development of the situation in
Europe.
The Ministers affirmed their governments' conviction th-it an
all-European conference would make an important contribution to
achieving detente, strengthening security and broadening peaceful
5

1bid., pp. 455-457.
'Pravde, June 24, 1970, p. 4; Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. 22, no. 25
(July 21, 1970), p. 19.
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cooperation in Europe. In this connection, special attention was
devoted to questions of stepping up preparations for an allEuropean conference.
There was an exchange of information on the bilateral and
multilateral contacts and consultations that have, been held in
recent months between the interested states on questions of
convening an all..European conference.
The governments of the countries represented at the conference
took note of the broad and, on the whole, favorable response to
their proposals, put forth in Prague in October, 1969,2 a response
that attests to the realism and vitality of these proposals, which
are consistent with the interests of safeguarding security and
developing cooperation in Europe; also, the governments examined with due attention the considerations expressed on this score
by various parties. They concluded that favorable conditions are
being created at present for placing the preparation of the
all-European conference on a practical basis.
The conference stressed the desirability of direct participation
by interested states at every stage of preparations for, and
organization of, an all-European conference, in such forms as are
deemed expedient, including appropriate preparatory meetings
between representatives of these states.
Taking this into consideration, the Ministers reached an
agreement on further important steps to ensure the convocation,
fruitful work and success of an all-European conference. They are
directed in particular toward reaching agreement on an agenda
acceptable to all interested states and on methods for preparing an
all-European conference, on which work could be started without
delay.
The participants in the conference assume that in the process of
preparing and organizing the conference, all interested countries
will act in a spirit of cooperation in examining constructive
proposals, in order to help find solutions acceptable to all the
participants in an all-European conference....
A corresponding documei.t was unanimously approved and will
be conveyed to the governments of all interested states.
Budapest Memorandum of Warsaw Pact Foreign Ministckrs on
European Security. June 22, 19701
The governments of the People's Republic of Bulgaria, the
Hungarian People's Republic, the German Democratic Republic,
Dwocutments on Disarmametri, 1969, pp. 526-528.
YPravda, June 27, 1970, p. 4- Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. 22, no. 26
,July 28, 1970), p. 27. 'he Hungarian Government trartuitted the memorandum to
states that might participate in a cont.erence on European security.
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the Polish People's Republic, the Socialist Republic of Rumania,
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the Czechoslovak
Socialist Republic deem it necessary to bring to the attention of
the interested states their considerations, which in their opinion
would serve the interests of the preparation and convocation of an
all-European conference on questions of security and cooperation
in Europe.
They note with satisfaction that during bilateral and multilateral consultations and an exchange of opinions the positions of
the interested states grew closer on a number of important
questions related to the all-European conference. The results of
the consultations and the exchange of opinions show that the
proposals made in Prague in October, 1969,2 created the basis for
transferring, already in the immediate future, the preparation of
th%. all-European conference to a practical foundation and, along
with bilateral talks, to multilateral forms of preparing the
all-European conference. The direct participation of the interested
states is desirable at every stage of the preparation and
organization of the all-European coiference in the forms that will
be deemed expedient, including appropriate prepz.ratory meetings
between representatives of these states.
The question of the makeup of the conference participants has
been clarified-all European states may take part, including the
G.D.R. and the F.R.G.-on an equal footing with each other and
on the basis of equal rights with the other European states-and
also the U.S.A. and Canada. The initiative of the government of
Finland to hold the conference in Helsinki is being- greeted
favorably. It is understood that convocation of the coi~ference
should not be made dependent on any preconditions.
In many countries the opinion is shared tha). a successful first
all-European conference-the preparation, organization and convocation of which must be the result of a contribution by all the
interested states -would facilitate joint consideration in the future
of other European problems, particularly the problem of creating
a stable European security system, and that in this connection it
would be advantageous to hold a number of all-European
conferences arid to create an analogous body of all interested
states on questions of security and co-oreration in Europe.
Continuing is the discussion of questions of the content of the
work of the all-European conference and its agenda. The two
items proposed in Prague fol the conference agenda meet the
interests of safeguarding security and developing cooperation in
Europe and are questions on which there is a possibility of
achieving wide agreement. These proposals have not raised
fundamental objections. At the same time, z. number of states are
advocating an extension of the conference agenda.
'Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 526-528.
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Guided by a desire tn reach agreement on an agenda for the
all-European conference that is acceptable to all the interested
states, the governments of the People's Republic of Bulgaria, the
Hungarian People's Republic, the German Democratic Republic,
the Polish People's Republic, the Socialist Republic of Rumania,
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the Czechoslovak
Socialist Republic propose to include in the all-European conference also the question of creating a body on questions of security
and cooperation in Europe.
The governments that have adopted the present memorandum
believe that the interests of detente and security in Europe would
be served by consideration of the question of reducing foreign
armed forces on the territury of European states. In order t,
create as quickly as pos-ible the most favorable conditions for
discussing the appropriate questions at the all-European conference and in the interests of productive consideration of the
question regarding a reduction of foreign armed forces, this
question could be discusscd in the body whose creation at the
all-European conference is proposed, or in another form acceptable to the interested states.
Moreover, they believe that it would be possible to discuss,
within the framework of the second item of the agenda proposed
in Prague, questions of the environment, and also to enlarge this
item by including in it a provision on the development of cultural
ties.
Thus, the following questions could be submitted for the
consideration of the all-European conference:
-the safeguarding of European security and renunciation of the
use of force or the threat of its use in interstate relations in
Europe;
-expansion on an equal basis of trade, economic, scientific,
technical and cultural ties, directed toward the development of
political cooperation between the European states-creation at the all-European conference of a body for
quest-ons of security and cooperation in Europe.
The governments of the People's Republic of Bulgaria, the
Htungarian People's Republic, the German Democratic Republic,
the Polish People's Republic, the Socialist Republic of Rumania,
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the Czechoslovak
Socialist Republic express the hop,. that the proposals contained
in the memorandum, which take into account the opinions
expressed by many interested states, will meet with favorable
response from the governments concerned. These proposals are
directed particularly toward reaching agreement on an agenda
acceptable to all the interested states and on methods of the
p,•eparation of the all-European conference, which may be begun
already in the immediate future.
The governments issuing the present memorandum are con-
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vinced tiat the convoc d.ion of an all-European conference-resulting from the joint efforts of all interested states-would be an
important contribution to the achievement of rapprochement, the
strengthening of security and the furthering of peaceful cooperation in Europe.
Statement by the United States Representative (Leonard) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: General and
Complete Disarmament, June 23, 19701
2. It is essential for meaningful consideration of the question of
general and complete disarmament to appreciate the context in
which we strive to make progress towards this goal. The interrelationship of disarmament and international affairs is central. The
disarmament policies of all governments are only one aspect of
their foreign policies; and their disarmament policies, like their
foreign policies, are shaped by their aspirations, their expectations,
their concerns and even their fears regarding the world situation,
and by what they judge to be their national security interests.
3. The resolution on general and complete disarmament
adopted by the twenty-fourth session of the United Nations
General Assembly 2 differed in several respects from those of
earlier years. The most important difference was that, instead of
urging us to renew our efforts towards progress in reaching
agreement on general and complete disarmament, this resolution
requested that we work out a comprehensive programme dealing
with all aspects of the problem of the cessation of the arms race
and general and complete disarmament as a guide for our further
work and negotiations. The United States, members will recall, had
reservations about the language of this resolution, but we voted
for it because we believed it was both reasonable and important
for this Committee to take up questions that would be involved in
the elaboration of any programme regarding disarmament.
4. In my statement today I intend to discuss the question of
general and complete disarmament in relation to that resolution.
In doing so I shall first talk about the context of general and
complete disarmament--that is, the progress which must be made
in the world if we are to make real progress towards general and
complete disarmament. I shall then discuss in general terms arms
control and disarmament measures and their relation to the goal of
general and complete disarmament.
5. 1 want to make clear at the outset that we continue to
support the goal of general and complete disarmament. A: the
same time, however, 1 think that all of us will agree that progress
'CCD/PV. 472, pp. 5-15.

2 Documentnon Disarmament, 1969, pp. 713-715.
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towards general and complete disannament cannot be made in a
vacuum but will have to be accompanied by concrete progress
towards a peaceful world. Such a ptdccful wcrld, in which geveral
and complete disarmament could be realized, would be:
-A world in which the rule of jaw, and not the use of force,
prevailed in relations between States;
-A world in which there were agreed standards of international
behaviour;
-A world in which effec;ve means of enforcing international
agreements and settling disputes had been established and were
utilized;
-A world in which there prevailed a spirit of cont'dence,
openness, and a recognized community of interests among States.
V. This is, basically, the context of general and complete
disarmament foreseen in the Agreed Principles for Disarmamcnt
Negotiations of 1961. While we must be careful, in discussing
disarmament guidelines, not to lift out of context excerpts from
earlier agreements, it is relevant to note that the first of the 1961
Principles states thatThe goal of negotiations is to achieve ageement on a programme which will ensure
that (a) disarmament is general and complete and war is no longer an instrument for
settling international problerrs, and (b) such disarmament is accompanieJ by the
establishment of reliable procedures for the peaceful settlement of disputes and effective
arrarngements for the maintenance
of peace in accordance with the principles of the
3
United Natins Charter.

7. We believe that progress towards such. a world, towards
halting the competition in arms and towards general and complete
disarmament can and indeed must be made. As we look back over
the 1960s we see that advances ha'e already been made. As we
look forward to the 1970s we see reason to hope that greater
progress will be registeied. But continuing progress towards
general and complete disarmament will not depend exclusively on
our planning or negotiations in the Conference of the Committee
on Disarmament. It will depend in large part upon the existence of
a suitable international political climate, important aspects of
which will be:
-The steadfastness of States in pursuing their interests in a
spirit of accommodation and in accordance with th.- funda •,ental
principles and objectives of the Charter of the United Nations;
-Strengthening the United Nations through the creation of
effective machinery for international peacekeeping;
-Regional efforts to develop institutions to preserve the peace
and to cope with local problems and disputes;
-A desire on the part of all important mifitary Powers to
associate themselves with existing constraints on armaments and
to enhance prospects for effective disarmament negotiations.
3'bid.,

1961, pp. 439-442.
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8. In discussing the framework for a durable peace in his report
on foreign policy fet the 1970s, President Nixon po! ited out that
"peace requires a willingness to negotiate".' And he went on to
say that we "are working toward the day when all nations will
have a stake in peace, and will therefore be partners in its
maintenance."
9. With respect to regional peacekeeping, Articles 33 and 52 of
the United Nations Charter er.visage regional efforts that can
contribute to preserving peace. We should tiote that some
successes in regional mediation of disputes have been scored in the
past decade. More effective regional action should be encou,'aged
as the institutions for regional action evolve. And, if we are to
move towards a world conducive to gr(ater progress in disarmament, it is of importance that the United Nations dn the job called
for by its Charter in maintaining peace. United Nations peacekeeping should be developed to contain violence and to prevent
the escalation of conflicts. What is required here is the determination of all United Nations Members to use United Nations
institutio...ý; effectively. The co-operation of contending parties
will certainly be required, as well as the su;pport of those nations
oi which the United Nations must depend for manpower and
funds.
10. I have touched or issues that are beyond the immediate
range of our negotiations in order to highlight the context in
which progress toward general and complete disarmament can be
made. It is that context that we must keep constantly in mind if
our debate on this issue is to be realistic.
11. I shall turn now to some general aspects of arms races and
of arms control and disarmament measures. When we speak about
stopping arms races we should keep in mind the great diversity of
forces al- work in the world making arms races what they are, the
wide range of governmental and even individual activities related
to them, and the variety of approaches that have been suggested
for bringing arms races under control. We are dealing here indeed
with the realm of modem science and technology, with decisions
about weapon systems, force levels and deployments, and with
concepts of deterrence, stability" and creu 1 bility. Our subject is
inextricably bound together with basic national security concerns,
with alliance and treaty commitments, and with other facets of
foreign, domestic and ideological policies. It is influenced by the
activities of all States interacting with one another and by
domestic priorities and public attitudes.
i2. 1 have mentioned a few of the almost limitless aspects of
our problem, not to discourage the Committee from taking up the
challenge the United Nations General Assembly has presented to
us, but rather as a backdrop for the approach that we shall suggest
'United States Foreign Policy for the 1970's: A New Strategy for Peace (H. doc.
91-258, 91st Cong., 2d sess.), p. 4.
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today. This approach involves, first, a recognition of the context
in which we in this Committee work-- that is, a continually-changing
world whose future, as we all know, tieither the representatives in
these negotiations nor their governments can confidently predict
or completely control. It is this world, and not abstract concepts,
that will be the framework for arms control and disarmament.
13. If wc stop or,think tfo a minute about the world as it is
lP -ly to develop during the 1970s, we must recognize that it will

be neither a static nor a placid world. The pattern of international
politics is changing, and perhaps Lister now than at any time since
the Second World War. This process of change, of accelerating
scientific discoveries and social evolution, is inevitab!e-i.q fact, it
is essential for progress; but it is also a process accompanied by
turbulence. It is in terms of this world that governments will
decide their disarmament policies Curing the decade of the 1970s.
14. I noticed with interest at our meeting last Thursday that
.he representative of Japan expressed some important ideas about
general and complete disarmament, which I think it would be well
for us to keep in mind. Referring to the decade of the 1970s, the
Disarmament Decade, as a time of rapid change, lie said:
the replacement of suspicior. and distrust by the principle of openness and the spirit
of international solidrity is the key to the attainment of general and complete
disarmament.

Mr. Tanaka also called to our attention -that disarmament and
security are closely interrelated. He said:
...we have no intention of turning our eyes away from the hard fact that the nation4=
security of the States of the world is dependent upon thie existence of a military balance;
nor can we deny that there are extremely difficult problems involved in achieving general
and complete disarmament.,

15. There is, of course, another side to ihe interaction between
disarmament and world affairs. The successful negotiation of arms
control and disarmament measures, and broad adherence to them,
can contribute to the improvement of international relations. The
elaboration of arms-control treaties reflecting the interests of
many countries demonstrates how relations among States can be
altered and organized to the general benefit. And the implementation of such measures encourages a broad spectrum of international cc-operation. This experience in turn helps to establish the
mutual confidence that can lead to still further progress cowards
disarmament and towards a peaceful world iin general.
16. There are, of course, other d&Zct benefits from progress in
arms control and disarmament. President Nixon pointed out in his
foreign policy report thatThe traditional course of seeking security primarily through military strength raises
several problems in a world of multiplying strategic weapons:
'Ante, p. 241.
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-Modern technology makes any balance precarious and prompt, new efforts at ever
higher levels of complexity;
-Such an arms race absorbs resources, talents and energies;
-The more intense the competition, the greater the uncertainty about the other side's
intentions.
-The higher the levels of armaments, the greater the violence and devastation should
deterrence fail.'

17. The considerations I have described lead us to view arms
contr, i and disarmament as a complex of efforts at many levels, of
efforts that attempt to deal, at times simultaneously, with the
many individual but interrelated aspects of the whole range of
arms and security issues. For so complex a field cannot be dealt
with effectively through one simple, direct process.
18. There are several ways in which progress in arms control
and disarmament can be achieved:
-Through multilateral negotiation of global measures like the
limited test-ban Treaty, 7 tne outer-space Treaty,8 and the
non-proliferation Treaty ;9
-Through regional negotiations and arrangements such as the
Treaty of TVatelolco, 1 0 possible mutual and balanced reduction of
forces in Europe, and possible aims limitations in areas of local
conflict:
-Through bilateral negotiations like the current United StatesSoviet discussions on the limitation of strategic arms (SALT); and
--Through unilateral decisions which might be emulated or
reciprocated by other States.
19. While formal negotiations have so far led to the greatest
achievements, and while multilateral negotiations of global measures are of particular significance for the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament, we should not overlook the importance of steps that States can take individually. These can include
decisions to forego or limit new weapons systems, to scale down
standing forces, to encourage public awareness of the need for
restraint in arms development, and to improve the possibilities for
effective verification of agreements.
20. In referring to his decision on chemical and bio!ogical
weapons, President Nixon stated thatWe are prepared to take any unilateral arms control action that will not compromise our

security and will minimize the danger that certain weapons will ever be developed or
used by any nation."

21. Turning from the method to the substance of arms
control and disarmament measures, we can identify several forms
'Ante, p. 27.
7Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
:bid., 1967, pp. 38V3.
910id.,
0 Tbid.,
]

1968, pp. 461-465.
1967, pp. 69 L.'.

''Ante,p. 30.
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of classification. First, measures can be considered, as they were in
the agenda adopted by the Eighteen-Nation Committee on
Disarmament in 1968, in terms of:
-Measures relating to the cessation of the nuclear arms race and
to nuclear Jisarmament,
-Non-nuclear measures; other collaterl measures; and
-General and complete disarmament. They can also be considered, alrog the lines suggested in our report last yeai to the
General Assembly of the United Nations; as:
-Con fidence-bu;lding measures;
-Measures to prevent aPriaments; mreiasures to limit armament;
and
-Measures of disarmament.'2 There is another method of
categorization which I think we should keep in mind, namely:
--Measures already achieved;
-Measures that might be n~egotiated under present conditions;
--And measures that might be negotiated in the future as
progress is made toward a peaceful world.
22. The United States delegation believes thtt all of these
classifications are valid; but the last one seems to us to be the most
useful in terms of advancing our work. For unless a measure
accords with the realities of world affairs, the measure will not be
achieved simply by iacluding it in c•ine sort of schedule. It is
therefore a major responsibility of this Committee to identify
those measures that do accord with present world realities or the
realities of the immediate future.
23. It will be central in a discussion based on this approach to
have the expression by any delegation of its views on whether
particular measures can and should be elaborated immediately or
considered at a later time. We believe, however, that it is likely to
be futile and perhaps even harmful to engage in debates in which
we Lttempt to produce an agreement on a particular order of
measures. For the point of our discussions should not be to draw
up elaborate charts-such charts do not determine whether
proposals become widely-accepted international agreements.
Rather, the point is to develop a consensus on which proposals are
ripe or will soon be ripe for serious, detailed negotiations.
24. The main point, then, of the 1969 resolution of the United
Nations on general and complete disarmament is, in our view, a
very simple, straightforward question: where do we stand today in
the field of arms control and disarmament, and what are our
prospects for the future? In answering this question it is useful
first to review what has already been achieved, since past efforts
have left us with unfinished business and have perhaps opened
opportunities for further steps.
12 D cuments ow Disarmament, 1968, pp. 583-584.
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25. One of the most important measures achieved through
negotiations before the Second World War was the 1925 Geneva
Protocol.' I This measurn limits the use, or at least the first use, of
certain types of weapons. It does not, however, prevent or limit
the development of those anr aments. That task is still ahead of us.
26. After the war t!he first Iieasure achieved was the Antarctic
Treaty' 4 , which is now more than a decade old. This mea;ure
limits all armaments in one part of the world; it has encouraged
international co-operation and scientific research, and it has been
an example tc-,r later agreements.
27. In 1963 we achieved the limited test-ban Treaty, which
placed certain restraints on the testing of nuclear weapons and
limited radio-active contamination of the atmosphere. The preamble expressed the intention of the parties to seek to achieve the
discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons.
28. In 1967 negotiations were completed uii the Latin-American nuclear-free zone, the Treaty of Tlatelolco, a measure which
prohibits the acquisition of nuclear weapons in a specific region of
the world. Moreover, 1967 saw the entry into force of the
outer-space Treaty, which prevents the introduction of nuclear
weapons in an area which man is just beginning to explore. The
outer-space Treaty made a significant contribution to strategic
stability.
29. The non-proliferation Treaty, which came into effect thlis
year, is, we believe, the most significant arms-control step to date.
The non-proliferation Treaty has highlighted the need for further
arms-control and disarmament negotiations; and these arc in fact
under way today. The Treaty will facilitate the continuation and
expansion of international co-operation in the field of peaceful
uses of nuclear energy; and the successful implementation of the
safegLards envisaged in its article III will represent an unprecedented advance in the scope and importance of international
safeguards.
30. I turn now to measures that might be negotiated in the
light of the present world situation. During the past year the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament has devoted careful
study to the problem of the elimination of chemical arn1 biological
weapons. An early agreement banning biological agents is clearly
possible; it would be a significant disarmament measure. We have
made a great deal of progress in negotiating a prohibition on the
emplacement of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass
destruction on the sea-bed. I might note here that the complexities
we have encountered in fashioning a widely-acceptable measure
for the sea-bed illustrate how international concerns outside the
area of arms control and disarmament interact with the work of
this Committee.
' 3ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
"TIbid., 1945-1959, vol. !1,pp. 1550-1556.
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3 1. The Conference of the Committee on I)isarmament is also
studying the problems involved in aciieving a comprehensive ban
on the testing of nuclear weapons, a subject to which the General
Assembly has attached great urgency. The United States delegation has proposed negotiation 21' a cessation of the production of
fissionable materials for use in weapons; and a number of other
delegations have strongly supported that proposal.
32. That is not a compendium of all measures that have in one
form or ;,iother been put forward by various delegations; but it is
sufficiently extensive to bring us to the next qaestion: what
further measures do members of the Committee believe have
serious possibilities of being negotiated now or in the near future?
The identification of such measures would be an important
element of the task that the General Assembly has placed before
us.
33. The United States delegation cannot presume tc answer
that question for the Committee. We do, however, have a
suggestion as to how we might proceed-a suggestion consistent
with the desire of several delegations that we find ways to achieve
a higher output and a broader scope for our work. Our suggestion
is that the members of the Committee look at the problem of arms
races as a whole and e-:amine -W-icl-c elements are already being
attacked and which are not. iAost measures of disarmament and
arms limitation that have i,, :n proposed in recent years deal
principally with weapons of ma -s destruction. That is as it should
be. These weapons must be brought under control. But should we
not be concerned about other aspects of arms competition?
34. I should like to suggest that all members of the Committee
consider what measures might be achieved relating to armaments
that they already possess or miht feel some pressure to acquire.
How could such measures be negotiated? When might they be
considered? Such suggestio~is would, of course, be particularly
valuable coming from the countries directly concerned. We make
that proposal in all seriousi;css, even though I know that some
may be tempted -o pass it off with a reference to "disarming the
unarmed". In fact we all have and acquire arms; and the
responsibility for controlling them in a world in which conflict is
likely to continue lies with the entire international community.
Moreover, progress towards general and complete d~sarmament
will be made not only by halting present arms races but also by
preventing the initiation of new arms races. It is easier for nations
to reach agreements now to prevent arms races than to attempt to
control them once they are under way.
35. Some delegations have suggested that progress could be
made if the United States and the Soviet Union were to revise
their general and complete disarmament plans of the early 1960s' s
'1SJW

, 1965, pp. 77-102, 111-140.
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in the light of developments since that time. But I wonder here
whether we cannot learn from our eariJer experience. What
progress was made when we attempted that approach to disarmament? After twenty-one meetings in 1962 the Committee adopted, ad referendum, a draft preamble for the treaty on genera' and
complete disaimament.16 That preamble had three sets of
brackets indicating basic language on which agreement had not
been rc,.ched. After forty-five meetings the United States and the
Soviet Union submitted a paper covering three articles. The title
of that paper was "Working Draft of Part I of the Treaty on
General and Complete Disarmament (in a Peaceful World)". 17 The
three articles outlined in *hat co-Chairmen's draft contained some
thirty sets of brackets indicating language preferred by one or the
other Government but not acc.pitable to both. After twenty more
meetings the United States and the Soviet Union were able to
propose one more article, article 4, and that with nine sets of
brackets.' I would hope that members of the Committee who
think that-this approach is productive would review the verbatim
records of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament for
that period, in fact, we began to make real progress towards
general and complete disarmament when we began to examine
what we could accomplish with respect to individual measures.
36. When we look to the future we can expect that further
moves towards disaii-nament will be interrelated, as steps have
been in the past. Every new measure introduces a new factor into
international affairs. Some measures may serve as a catalyst for
further progress; others will increase international co-operation.
Both our experience in carrying out important disarmament
measures and the general political situation will inevitably have an
important bearing on the scope and nature of subsequent
agreements.
37. Let us keep it in mind that arms-control measures, singly
and in succession, have benefits beyond their immediate specific
terms. They have an important effect on the atmosphere in which
governments make their decisions concerning armaments a:ad
disarmament possibilities. During the 1950s most governments
probably expected that the arms race would continue to spiral
upwards. Today, however, many are no longer certain that this
will happen. The measures that have been achieved, the forces of
international co-operation they have set in motion and the further
negotiations they have engendered have helped to create an
expectation throughout the %orld Oiat armaments may level off or
even spiral downwards. Thus, fltk'ough the problems with which
we are dealing often seem intractable, we must continue to try to
solve them in a realistic and purposeful way. keeping in mind that
1'Ibid..

1902, vol. 1, pp. 340-342.
'Ibid., pp. 574-577.
'Ibid, vol. 1i, pp. 727-728.
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too slow a pace could result in a loss of momentum which -ould
impair the relatively favourablc atmosphere that our earlier
measures helped to create.
38. 1 have set forth in some detail today the views of the
United States delegation on how we believe progress can be made
towards our common goal of general and complete disarmament. I
hope that during this session other delegations which have
thoughts to contribute will also express their views on general and
complete disarmament in our plenary meetings. Our delegation
believes that that is the best way to proceed in considering this
complex subject, since it will give all of us an opportunity to
exchange ideas and to study carefully the contributions of all
members of the Committee.
News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State RogerE on

Strategic Arms Limitation Talks [ Extract 1, June 25, 19701
Q. Mr. Secretary, in view of Mr. Smith's recent visit here, can
you say something about the progress of the SALT talks?
A. Yes, we had a meeting yesterday with Mr. Smith and the
President, and with General Allison, and he (Mr. Smith) made a
full report to the President about the talks. The talks have
proceeded, I think, in a very businesslike way, and I think there is
some reason for optimism.
The question, I think, now is one of timing- -how long the talks
will continue at Vienna; whether they will be recessed, and for
how long, and so forth.
But I think on the whole the talks have progressed very well,
and I think, as I say, there is reason to hope that we can reach an
agreement. Whether the agreement will be, in the first instance, a
comprehensive agreement or a limited agreement, I think we can't
predict at the moment.
But. in any event, I think it is important to keep in mind that if
an agreei.ient is reached in the reasonably near future that would
not mean that that would be the end of the road. Because we
would contemplate, if an agreement can be reached and it is of a
limited nature, that there will be prospects for a more comprehensive agreement and further talks.
Q. Mr. Secretary, when you say you might reach an agreement
in the reasonably near future, do you have in mind ,yv the end of
the summer, by the end of this year? Can you give us any idea of
how imminent such an agreement might be."

'Department oj State Bulletin, July 13, 1970, pp. 3 1-32.
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A. No. I don't think it is possible to predict it. I just mean that
I think there is a prospect of atn agreement, but I wouldn't v'ant to
give any particular time framework.

Statement by the Canadian Representative (Ignatieff) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Sea-Bed and
Ocean Floor, June 25, 1970'
2. May I take this opportunity to associate myself with the
welcorme already extended to those heads of delegations who have
joined us for the first time at this session, and to welcome back
old friends? I wish also to welcome back the representative of the
Secretary-General, Mr. Epstein, and members of the United
Nations Secretariat, who continue to provide for us such efficient
services.
3. Proceeding from the discussions which took place during the
first part of this session and the working papers which were then
presented, and profiting from the rev'ew of arms-control issues
during the recess, we are now requireJ, I believe, to consider motrc
specifically what can be achieved , -iing the remainder of this
year. In this first Canadian intervent.,,n I shotuld like to review
how my delegation regards that task.
4. With respect to the revised joinrt draft treaty on the sea-bed
submitted by the co-Chairmen ,o 23 April,' the Canadian
delegation is hopeful that early suostantial progress can be
achieved and that the traty can be completed at this session. This
d-aft could then be presented to the twenty-fifth session of the
United Nations General Assembly i, the expectation that the
result of our negotiations duinig the major part of two sessions
will lead to the con'lusion of a sea-beci treaty by the end of 1970.
That, I think, should be our immediate objective.
5. As I indicated in my statement W,late April, 3 our delegation
believes that we may have just about ia-hed the point at which
maximum consensus has been achieved on tlee -ibstance of the
draft text, with the exception of the point 1 raised at that time
regardhig article Il. This relates to the question of assurances
about r,'ourse to international procedures in helping 3-ates which
have cause for concern ,egarding no,-compliance with the treaty. I
do not -ropose at this stage to elaborate further upon that
statement, which remains the Canadian position, other than to
emphasi7,', in view of certain comments which have been made,
that th Canadian proposals for verification put forward in

'CCD/?V.
pp 5-14.
Ahte. pp. 473.
185-188.
'CCD/PV'. 468, pp. 5-7.
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document A/C. 1/992' do not envisage the establishment of some
new, elaborate and expensive international machinery; they
merely seek to reiterate, within the context of the sea-bed treaty
which we are considering, the right already available on a
multilateral basis under the Charter to all Members of the United
Nations to have recourse when necessary to the good offices of the
United Nations, without prejudice of course to any good offices
which may be available on a bilateral basis.

6. Turning now to the question of chemical and biological
warfare, we welcome the progress made during the last session in
clarifying some of the under!yh:ig issues. The Canadian Government policy regarding chemical and biological weapons presented
in my statement of 24 Marchs was not of course a substitute for
or a detraction irom the multilateral action which is needed to
strengthen and to supplement the Geneva Protocol.6
7. Indeed, what my dele-ation has been seeking is to reinforce
the Geneva Protocol of 1925 by moving from the prohibition of
first use of chemical and biological weapons which results from
the reservations to that Protocol to an effective ban on the
development, production and stockpiling of such weapons. The
Canadian Government policy statement was made as a contribution to the clarification and amplification of national positions
on this important matter, with the hope of promoting a consensus
which might prepare the way for the negotiation of a treaty or
treaties to prohibit the development, production and stockpiling
of chemical and biological weapons.
8. This Committee is under an obligation laid down by the
twenty-fourth session of the United Nations General Assembly-in
this instance resolution 2603 B7 - to continue negotiations on
chemical and biological warfare and to provide a report on all
aspects of the problem to the next session of the General
Assembly. During our spring session several important statements
were made on this item and some interesting working papers were
considered. In our view, these revealed with increasing clarity that
the crux of the problem is the negotiation of agreed and adequate
verification procedures to ensure compliance with any treaty or
treaties. We suggest that the Committee, while continuing the
exchange of views on all aspects of the abolition of chemical and
biologic.al weapons, should devote its primary attention during the
next few weeks to possible approaches to and solutions of the
preblem of verification.
9. In this respect we would support the suggestion put forward
by my Japanese colleague that a series of informal consulta,mons

4 Documents

on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 596-597.
'Ante, pp. 109-114.
6Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
"Ibid., pp. 717-719.
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with experts in attendance as required might provide optimtmu
opportunity for progress." For our part we are prepared to
participate actively in any such meetings, and we would hope to
be able in due course to contribute some suggestions as to how we
believe the examination of this verification problem might be
advance.'
10. Completian of the work on the sea-bd treaty and progress
on the question of chemical and biological warfare at this session,
important as they undoubtedly are if viewed against the risks and
costs of 1the continuing nuclear arms race, cannot be regarded as
adequate responses by themselyes. That is so, in our view, as
gauged against current public apprehensions, or against the various
resolutions adopted by the United Nations General Assembly at its
last session.
11. Resolution 2602 F (XXIV) gave the responsibility tc this
Conference to develop... a comprehensive progiamme ... which would provide the Conference with a
guideline to chart the course of its further work and its negotiations, bearing in mind
that the ultimate goal is general and complete disarmament.9

The Canadian delegation views this resolution as primarily
intended as an incentive to achieve progress in a systematic way on
arms control and disarmament during this decade. We hope that
the Conference o' the Committee on Disarmament will not
become involvc', h., ttempting to draft an elaborate and exhaustive progra-aune for tb.f Disarmament Decade, but will agree on a
flexible formula of obje,'tives to be presentee to the twenty-fIftdi
sessian of the United Nations General Assembly with -the
Committee's endorsement. We therefore believe that we should
strive towards a consensus on what might constitute a oomlprehensave programme of work for the Corference of the Comnmittee on
Divarmament.
12. Wc agree with those who say that these objectives should,
as far as possible, be spelt out in relation to specific measures, be
acceotable to governments as practical proposals; and be related to
ciurrent international tensions. Is it not logica, though, to expect
that the, principal military Powers represented on this Committee
shouid set the lead in making such suggestions, as it is their
armaments above all which.set the pace for the arms race as well as
affecting the international climate?
13. We also agree with those who suy that the time has passed
for metaphysical discussions of ideal progranmies, or merely the
revision of matters dating back to the beginning of the previous
decade. Only through the pursuit of concrete measures will this
Committee attain the ultimate objective of general and compl~e
disarmament. On the other hand, I realize that we wish to avoid an

SCCD/PV. 456, pp. 28-29.
Documef's on Disarmament, 1969, p. 714.
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approach so empirical and pragmatic that the General Assembly of
the United Nations will not be able to discern any cohesiveness,
co-ordination or direction in our targets and objectives.
14. In this task we are not without foundations on which to
build. The most noteworthy achievement of this Committee to
date, the non-proliferation Treaty, 10 has now come into force,
and when it become-s fully effective it will, we hope, ensure that
no additional countries join the "nuclear club"; and as progress
towards general and complete disarmament depends primarily on
effective measures to bring under control the proliferation of
nuclear weapons, both vertical and horizontal, measures such as
the comprehensive test ban-an item to which I will return
later-and a cvt-off in the production of fissile materials for
weapon purposes must in our view be an essential part of any
programme we might draw up.
15. Nor can we ignore criticism which, perhaps justifiably,
questions the ultimate value of agreements which limit nuclear
weapons and to which major nuclear Powers are not a party. Like
the representative of Japan in his intervention on 18 June,' I I
agree with the Secretary-General of the United Nations, who in his
statement of 22 May to the Institute of Man and Science pointed
to the desiralbity of "fimding ways and means of associating all
nuclear Pewers, including France and the People's Republic of
China", with arms control and disarmament negotiations.
16. But there is no doubt, surely, that the priority objective set
for us both at the United Nations General Assemb'y aiid by our
own Conference is to halt the nuclear arms race The means of
bringing the nuclear arms race under restraint -est of course on
political as weli as technological factors. In so far w the political
factors are concerned, in Seekirg sol-tic.-s we undoubtedly have
to look to a large extent to the strategic arms limitation talks
(SALT) and other bilateral contacts between the nuclear Powers.
But it is for this Conference, besides playing its political role, to
examine all the technoiogical factors revolved in facilitating
agreements which might lead to a halt of the nuclear anms race.
17. It is against ihat background that I should now like to turn
to an impor1tant subject or our agendL which has not been
discussed in any di'ptb recently but which the twenty-fourth
session of the United Nations General Assembly considered to be a
matter of urgency and about which it also requested the
Conferen;z of the Comnintte,. on Divantiament to submit a special
report to the twenty-fifth session of the Genoral Assembly. I refer,
of coutse, to the comprehensive test ban.
18. in view of tie "keed foi a special repoAt, tmner the terms of
resolutiori 2604 B (XXIV) of the General Assembly,1 3 to the
"'Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.

.
' IA nte, p. ,,t1.
.
'-Uhited Nations pjess release SG/SM/1261, May 22, 1970.
' 3Dc.06mments on Disarmament, 1969, p. 722.
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forthcoming session of the General Assembly next September, I
should like to recall briefly some of the history and the political
events which give this issue its special significance and importance.
19. Parties to the partial test-ban Treaty of 1963 are under
obligation by the preamble to the Treaty to seek "the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time". 1 4
20. Parties to the non-proliferation Treaty have a more general
commitment to "pursue negotiations ... on effective measures
relating to the cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date",
an obligation which applies particularly to the major nuclear
Powers. The draft sea-bed treaty we are now considering also
envisages a commitment to continue negotihrions leading to the
cessation of the arms race and to disarmament, general and
complete.' 5 The conclusion of a comprehensive test-ban treaty by
the Committee on Disarmament would therefore be a notable
achievement, both to mark the Disarmament Decade and to
reassure all nations that the commitments to which I have referred
are considered as binding.
21. In the meantime nuclear testing, either for peaceful or for
weapons purposes, is being continued by all the nuclear Powers;
although we realize that those which are signatories of the partial
test-ban Treaty have limited their tests to underground explosions. Why, then, the delay in completing the partial test-ben
Treaty? Virtually all delegations here have recognized that the
major political impediment to pr-ogress is related directly to the
security considerations of the nuclear-weapon States. Clearly, until
the nuclear Powers concerned are prepared to agree that the risk
involved in any particular approach to a nuclear test ban is less
than the risk inherent in the continued escalation of the nuclear
arms race, progress can be of only a limited and preparatory
nature.
22. We realize, of course, that the talks on the limitation and
eventual reduction of strategic nuclear weapons have an important
bearing on a comprehensive test ban. Success in the strategic arms
limitation talks, we would hope, could go a considerable distance
towards removing the basic impediment, to which I have referred,
to a comprehensive ban on further testing.
23. Pending progress in the political and security environment
in relation to which the goai of a comprehensive test ban has to be
considered, however, the Canadian delegation remains convinced
that some progress in finding, solutions to some of the major
outstanding technical problems should be pursued. These technical
problems relate, of course, to the question of effective verification, on which the positions of the major nuclear Powers involved
and of many other members of the Committee on Disarmament
"I4 bid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
""See ante, p. 185-188.
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have differed, and still differ, substantially. All delegations here
would, ! think, agree that the seismic component of any
verification system will be large, albeit not necessarily the only
component. The Canadian delegation, among others, has argued
that the task of detection and identification of underground tests
could be facilitated if assured access to adequate original seismological data were to be provided.
24. That brings us to General Assembly resolutions 2604 A
(XXIV) and 2604 B (XXIV). Tle latter requests us, inter alia, "to
submit a special report to the Assembly" on the results of our
dei.berations on a comprehensive test bza and on proposals
relating to it. While we do not know what will be the exact form
or content of that special report, we are firmly of the opinion,
which we hope is widely shared by others here today, that the
report should show that this Committee had at least taken into
account the responses to the Secretary-General's questionnaire on
the international exchange of seismic dita referred to in resolution
2604 A (XXIV)."6 In that context we would also recall that a
specific purpose of resolution 2604 A (XXIV) is, as stated in its
operative paragraph 3, precisely to assist the Committee on
Disarmament in its further consideration of the achievement of a
comprehensive test ban.
25. In view of those decisions of the General Assembly I am
sure that we shall all do our utmost to ensure that our discussions
on the comprehensive test-ban question in this Committee this
summer are as fruitful as possible. As regards the enquiry
concerning the international availability of seismic data, I hope my
colleagues may find it helpful if this morning I give the Committee
a brief report on the progress made to date in response to General
Assembly resolution 2604 A (XXIV), and on the basis of that
report make one or two tentative suggestions for possible future
action by this Committee.
26. As members of the Committee are aware, resolution 2604
A (XXIV) received widespread support at the twenty-fourth
session of the General Assembly both in terms of votes in favour
and in terms of co-sponsorship. At the same time it has to 1be7
recognized, as my Japanese colleague pointed out the other day,
that support in the General Assembly was not as universal as we
would have wished, and that some respunses to the SecretaryGenerai's enquiry were cast in somewhat negative terms. None the
less, of the fitty-four responses so far received and circulated,
thirty-four, from five continents, have been positive and substantive. I have been informed in fact by the Canadian technical
authorities that those responses to the resolution and questionnaire form a sufficiently broad-based sample to permit some useful
'Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 719-722.
''Ante,p. 239.
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initial examination to be made, with what we hope may be
productive results.
27. I wish to make it quite clear to my colleagues that the
difficulties and delays which have been encountered have not in
any way altered our view that the Committee on Disarmament
itself should at this sesion pursue a preliminary examination of
the substantial number of responses available for study soý that a
reference to them may be included in this Committee's report to
the United Nations in response to operative paragraph 3 of
General Assembly resolution 2604 B (XXIV). Technologicallyimproved international co-operation in the zismic field may prove
highly desirable in providing the basis for a limited but substantial
step forward in bridging the technical gaps in the adequate
verification of a comprehensive test ban.
28. As we now consider what might be done to follow up the
Secretary-General's questionnaire, I should like to stress that we in
the Canadian delegation have no preconceived views or ideas on
what conclusions may be drawn from the responses made so far by
governments. At this stage we wish only to open what we hope
may prove to be a useful dialogue in this Committee. Certainly we
believe it is premature to take a position on the question of the
establishment of any international body, with all the financial
implications that might flow from such an action. For instance, we
do not think it is by any means clear that an eventual seismic
exchange system would involve a system .of automatic and
continuous circulation of data, as distinct from ad hoc arrangements, acceptable to governments.
29. We are justified in wondering, however, just how the
adequacy of national verification procedures can be assessed by
governments unless an undertaking is forthcoming concerning the
willingness of governments, on a reciprocal and purely voluntary
basis, to make seismic data available, and also without a further
study of the seismological facilities which may be available in the
world. We will, of course, consult other members of the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament-particularly those
countries that have capabilities in this field and have responded
favourably-about the best approach to a foliow-up of the seismic
information exchange questionnaire.
30. For our part, the chief Canadian Government seismologist,
Dr. Kenncth Whitham, has undertaken to provide an initial
examination of the available responses; and he hopes to put this
into the form of a working paper for circulation to all delegations
here around the beginning of August. Then, if the Committee were

agreeable, that paper might be the starting-point for an informal
meeting or, 12 August at which Dr. Whitham would be present as
well as, we hope, experts from other delegations. Also, if the idea
of an informal meeting some time in mid-August meets with
general approval, we think that besides Dr. Whitham's paper-and
together, of course, with any working papers that other delega-
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tions may wish to contribute-it might be profitable to discuss
certain specific and related questions. In this connexiow: I have
taken the liberty of following the example of Mrs. Myrdal,
representative of Sweden-who I hope wi' shortly join us-when,
in the course of the informal meeting on chemical and biological
weapons, she put forward a series of questions to facilitate
discussion at such informal meetings.
31. Some tentative suggestions which arise in my mind as to
the kind of questions which might usefully be examined in
preparation for , " i :inal meeting on international seismic
co-operation include the following:
32. First, to what extent do the replies to the questionnaire
supplement or modify existing scientific information concerning
facilities for detecting and identifying underground nuclearweapon tests?
33. Second, is it possible to estimate from the information
provided about national seismic facilities the extent to which the
identification capabilities for underground nuclear explosions may
be improved through guaranteed international access to additional
seismological data?
34. Third, have the results of the questionnaire identified any
sectors of the globe or geographic areas for which the levels of
nuclear explosion identification are perceptibly higher or lower
than average? Would these areas be of vital significance in the
enforcement of any comprehensive test ban?
35. Fourth, could the response of governments to the Secretary-General's questionnaire help such governments to identify
methods for improving the effectiveness of their own seismic
detection techniques, or would any further information be
required for this purpose?
36. Fifth, is further examination warranted into the concept of
international exchange of seismic data, as well as into the quantity
and quality of data that may be made available from national
means of identification?
37. Sixth, do the results of this survey warrant further
consultation in the near future among nations ready to contribute
to an examination of facilities for identification of nuclear
explosions by seismological means, and to an examination of the
most effective at- :nable measures to supplement the partial test
ban of 1963?
38. Sevcnth, is it possible yet to establish the degree to which
national verification procedures may be adequate, with or without
an international exchange of seismic data, and the degree to which
a prohibition of underground nuclear tests could be effective on
either basis?
39. In view of the comparatively short time which I understand
is to be available to us for our discussions at this summer session, I
thought it would be useful to go into some detail, even at this
stage, so that all delegations might have an equal opportunity to
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study these suggestions when considering how this Committee
should respond in its report this year to the resolutions of the last
session of the General Assembly of the United Nations, more
particularly to resolution 2604 B.
40. In conclusion, as we are all only too well aware, this
Committee has to be. prepared to meet its :ritics at the next
session oi the General Assembly, which coincides with the
twenty-fifth anniversary of the United Nations. If we are to rise to
that occasion, we must at least be seen to be tackling the problem
of human survival in the nuclear age with the wisdom, patience,
persevwrance and objectivity which is expected of us.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Edelstam) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Sea-Bed and
Ocean Floor, June 25, 1970'
41. My intervention today will be devoted to the draft sea-bed
treaty. 2 At the outset, I wish to join those colleagues who have
expressed their satisfaction at the fact that the co-Chairmen were
able to present jointly to the Committee on 23 April a revised
draft of the treaty on-to use the full title-the prohibition of the
emplacement of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass
destruction on the sea-bed and the ocean floor and in the subsoil
thereof.
42. We have duly observed the important changes which have
been made in the text as compared with that presented by the two
delegations on 30 October of last year. We find it particularly
important to note the incorporation, almost word for word, of the
changes and amendments to articles I and II put forward by the
Argentine delegation during the deliberations last autumn in the
First Committee of the United Nations General Assembly,4 as well
as of substantial parts of the text suggested byý C2anada as regards
article III.1 The Swedish delegation. has all along strongly
supported the efforts 'of the Canadian delegation to work out
language for the verification provisions which could enhance the
possibilities of making the treaty, more generally' acceptable.
43. Before going any further in my analysis of the new text, I
should like to dwell for a moment on the general framework in
which this draft treaty should, in our opinion, be judged. It would
seem to us that there are two basic considerations: f'rst, that of
disarmament, and secondly that of ensuring the sea-bed as the
common heritage of mankind. The latter aspect is 'admittedly
'CCD/PV. 473, pp. 14-18.
SAhte, pp. 185-188.
3 Dbcuments on Diwrnwment, 1969, pp. 507-509.
4
Ibid., p. 704.
I/bid., pp. 596-597.
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being dealt with in another forum; but we cannot and should not
isolate our considerations from the debate which has been taking
place on this subject in the special sea-bed Committee of the
United Natioits.
44. Dealing first with the disarmament aspect, we register with
satisfaction that the successful completion of this treaty will lead
to the creation of an immense area of the world where nuclear
arms and other weapons of mass destruction will be prohibited.
We have to keep in mind, however, that the prohibition refers only
to the bed of the sea and the floor of the oceans and not to the
militarily much more important areas of waters above the bottom
of the sea. The effect of this treaty will therefore, from the
arms-control point of view, be a limited one.
45. Furthermore, the agreement in effect leads only to denuclearization of the sea-bed, not to the demilitarization which
has all along been the goal of the vast majority of States. That is
the main reason why many delegations have come to attach such
importance to the insertion in the present treaty of a pledge
obliging the parties to continue negotiations towards reaching
further prohibitions on the sea-bed. There is admittedly a
reference in the preamble to continued negotiations leading to the
exclusion of the sea-bed and the ocean floor from the arms race.
There is, further, the provision in article VI that a conference will
be held five years after the entry into force of the treaty to review
its operation "with a view to assuring that the purposes of the
preamble and the provisions of the Treaty are being realized."
46. As is well known, the Swedish delegation suggested last
autumn, both in this Committee and in the United Nations, a
somewhat more far-reaching formula by way of a new article in
which the parties would pledge themselves... to continue negotiations in good faith on further measures relating to a more
comprehensive prohibition of the use for military purposes of the sea-bed and the ocean
floor and the subsoil thereof.'

The wording was based largely on the similar provision regarding
further negotiations to curb the nuclear arms race which was
inserted in the text of the non-proliferation Treaty during the
negotiations on that subject on the insistence of the non-nuclearweapon States.7
47. We regret that for the second time the Soviet Union and
the United States delegations, when reviewing their draft treaty
text, have not seen fit to accept that formula. We urge them once
again to study this matter further. i think that such a more
far-reaching pledge regarding further aegotiations would considerably increase the value of the treaty in the opinion of many
States. One of the reasons for (his is of course the fate which a
similar preambular pledge in an earlier arms-control measure has
ITbid., p. 486.
"I1bid., 1968. pp. 40°
1.
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had. I am referring to the paragraph in the preamble to the partial
test-ban Treaty in which the parties expressed then determination
"to achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear
weapons for all time, determined to continue negotiations to this
end .
8
48. The Polish delegation-your delegation, Mr. Chairman-in
its intervention on 18 June made the suggestion that this
Committee should... keep on its agenda the question of the demilitarization of the sea-bed and the ocean
floor as formulated in the 1968 report to the General Assembly, when a programme of
work9 for this Committee was established after the, signing of thy non-piolifexAtion
Treaty. In that way members of the Committee may raise the question of further steps
leading to the demilitarization of this important area whenever they see that a question
is ripe for discussion, without waiting for the review conference as provided for in article
VI of the draft before us. In this, particular case we, believe that what are generally
called 'conventional' armaments can be dealt vAth in a separate document.' 0

I have quoted from your statement, Mr. Chairman, at some length
because I want to express the-support of my delegation for your
suggestions. They should be regarded, however, not as a substitute
for a further strengthening of the pledges in the treaty tekt
regarding further negotiations, but as additions.
49. Turning now to the other main principle, that of securing
the sea-bed as the common heritage of mankind: we know; as I
have said earlier, that this is an issue being dealt with elsewhere.
Efforts are being made to reach agreement on the establishment of
an international regime for the sea-bed,, leading eventually to some
form of international administrative machinery to ensure that the
further exploration and exploitation of the natural resources of
the sea-bed and the ocean floor will be carried out in a way which
furthers the interests of all States and rests on the principle I have
just mentioned.
50. From the outset of the negotiations in our Committee on
the subject of the sea-bed treaty a link has been suggested between
such possible future internationa! machinery and the verification
provisions of the treaty. Already in the spring of last year the
non-aligned members of what, wa, then the Eighteen-Nation
Committee cn Disarmament proposed that, when it became
feasible, verification could be carried out not only by the
individual parties but also through an appropriate international
agency or arrangenie,.k. In the suggestions a§ to verification
provisions which were put forward last year by the Canadian
delegation and which were supported by a vart number of-other
delegations, the possibility was mrentiored of verification being
carried out with the full or partial assisfence of any State party,
this assisiance being sought either directly or indirectly "through
appropriatt international procedures including the good offices of
'[Wid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
'Ibid.. 1968, pp. 583-584.
'0 CCD/PV. 471, p. 7.
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the Secretary-General of the United Nations." 'I As my delegation
interpreted that provision it was a way of saying, although
admittedly very indirectly, that if and when international machinery for the sea-bed was set up it might be possible for States
desirous of so doing to make use of that machinery for their
verification needs in relation to the treaty we ire now discussing.
5 1. In the draft text before us, which in other respects closely
reflects the content of the Canadian proposals, these references to
international good offices, including those of the SecretaryGeneral, have been omitted. In view of the importance attached to
the above-mentioned principle that the sea-bed represents a
common heritage of mankind, and the link between that rinciple
and the notion of an international regime for the sea-be ", we must
regard the failure to make any mention at all in the new text of
the possibility of international control as a serious weakness. I
think there is ground for saying that many other States which have
taken an active part in the discussions on preserving the sea-bed
exclusively for peaceful purposes, and on obtaining general
recognition of the common interests of mankind in that area, will
share this opinion. I would appeal to the co-Chairmen to review
this matter once again in order to see if some reference cannot be
incorporated in the treaty text reflecting the idea of international
verification as a possible future development.
52. I wish to cover one further point. The new wording of
article I, in its second paragraph, extends the prohibitory rules of
the treaty to apply also within tht sea-bed zone, but exempts the
coastal State as well as the sea-bed beneath its territorial waters
from that extension. In this way an ambiguity existing in earlier
texts has been eliminated, an ambiguity in regard to cases where
the territorial sea of the coastal State is less than twelve nautical
miles.
53. An unclear, situation remains, however, on qne point. This
refers to verification. We consider that a corresponding provision
as to verification of the extended prohibition within the sea-bed
zone is needed in order to avoid any conflict regarding the
responsibility for fulfilment of the treaty obligations within the
"gap" between territorial waters and the twelve-mile limit. The
exemption of the coastal State from the prohibitions in aiticl I
should thus be matched by an exclusive right for the coastal State
in relation to verification within that zone, irrespective of whether
its territorial sea extends to tweive nautical, miles or is less. The
whole verification procedure consists of successive measures
founded on thi right of observation, laid down in the first
paragraph. This right of observation applies, accoiding to the
paragraph, to activities beyond 'he sea-bed zone. Certainly
observation is, however, also admitted under international law
on Dviwnwment, 1969. pp. 5%-597.
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within the zone; but the verification procedure as to further
measures within the zone is not regulated in the treaty. Such a
deliberate "gap" in the provisions is, in our view, not desirable and
could lead to unnecessary conflicts in a critical situation.
54. Clarification would be obtaired if an additional paragraph
were inserted in article III, preferanly immediately after the present first paragraph, saying that the right arising under the first
paragraph shall, with regard to activities of other parties within the
sea-bed zone, accrue exclusively to the coastal State. Such a provision could, in our opinion, not be judged as an infringement of the
principle of the freedoms of the high seas expressly referred to in
the first paragraph of the same article. It could, on the other hand,
have an impact on the security considerations of some coastal
States.
55. None of the three main points I have dealt with in this
intervention is new. They do not touch the b-:,ic concepts (,f the
treaty and cannot in any wvy impair them. Thelt >iclusion in a
new and final draft would, on the contrary, I am suTv. increase the
possibilities of a speedy acceptance of tl;e treaty by a vast majority of United Nations Members. I therefore express my sincere
hope that other delegations, and particularly those of the Soviet
Union and the United States, will study them closely in order to
see if some suitable language may be found t(, enable them to be
included. The Swedish delegation stands ready to participate 4ctively in any such efforts.
Italian Paper Submitted to the Conference of the Committee on
Disrrmament: Suggestions on Po&ible Group of Experts To
Study Control of Chemical Weapons, June 30, 1970'
1. In the course of the informal meeting of the CCD on 22
April 1970, deveted to tie question of the prohibition of chemical
and biological weapons, discussions were mairIly concentrated on
the problem of control over the production and stockpiling of
chemical weapor". It thus appeared to be confirmed, in the
opinion of various delegations, that the establishment of an effective system of controls is still the major problem among those that
the Committee will have to solve with a view to achieving an
agreement for the prohibition of chemical weapons.
Moreover, the participation in that same meeting of experts
from various countries gave emphasis to the fact that the problem
of controls presents some aspects that are predominantly scientific
and a knowledge of which is essentia! before the various delegations can profitably embark on discussioci of a draft treaty.

'CCD1289, June 30, 1970.
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2. For the purposes of such a discussion, the committee has at
its disposal, at the moment, three highly valuable scientific
studies: the "Report of the Secretary-General on chemical and
bacteriologic... (biological) weapons and the effects of their possible use" 2 ; the report by the World Health Organization entitled
"Health aspects of Chemical and Biological Weapons"; and the as
yet unfinished report by the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) "The problem of chemical armd biological
warfare".
Of these three documents, the first aims at giving a scientific
evaluation of the effects of chemical and biological weapons and
informing the Governments of the consequences of i. ,y use that
might be made of them, while the second is intended specially for
the public-health authorities and leaves aside the purely military
aspects of the problem. Neither of these two studies goes specifically or in any depth into the question of controls.
The SIPRI report, on the other hand, tackles all the different arpects of the problem hicluding that of verification, to Which
the whole of Volume IV is devoted.
This part of the report, alth'ough of exceptional interest and
usefulness, is nevertheless of an incomplete and preliminary nature. Moreover, it was conceived with a more: general purpose in
not with the specific
Sview,aim of being able to proide the Committee on Disarnhament with an exhaustive technical study as a
working tool.
. The Italian Delegation accordingly believes that the above
mentioned studies could be usefully supplemented by a, specific
"study on the problem of controls of chemical weapons,• which
could constitute a background document for the work of the Conference. Such a study couldfbe drawn up, as has been suggested by
vaiious Delegatiois and in pArticular by the Japanese Delegation, 3
by an ad hoc group of experts. The group could include, among
others, some of the experts who have already collaborated in producing the SIPRI report and the Report of the Secretary-General
of the United Nations.
4. To enable the group of experts to produce; within a' relatively short time, a document of use for the purposes indicated
above, the CQmmittee, in the Italian Delegation's deiw,, should
itself guide the group in its labours, deciding beforehand the lines
on which it should work and the specific subjects with which it
should deal.
5. On the basis of these considerations the Italian Delegation
has thought fit to put forward the following ,,uggestions:
(a) The C.C.D. should set up a group of experts whose task
would be to study the technical questions connected with the
problem of the control of chemical weapons and to draw up a
2 Documents on Dimrmament, 1969,
3'bid,,

pp. 264-298.
408-412;
CCD/PV.
456,
pp. 26-79.
pp.

F
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report thereon which would serve as a background document for
the Committee in its work.
(b) The C.C.D. should itself, as a preliminary step, single out
tCe basic subjects which need to be clarified having recourse to
expert opinion (for example, it could ask for a study of the possibility of control over the production of chemical agents used
solely for warlike purposes, or again it could ask for the study to
be extended to substances which can be used for both peaceful
and warlike purposes, etc.).
(c) Once the general picture of the subjects to be investigated
has been outlined, each Delegation should instruct the appropriate
body in its own country to suggest a list of specific technical
themes to be developed and studied in more detail (e.g., supposing
that the C.C.D. has stated that it thought a technical opinion
necessary in regard to the problem of control solely over chemical
agents of warfare, the appropriate national bodies in ? particular
country might propose an investigation of the poss;' : of instituting controls over the raw materials and intermeoiates needed
for the production of nerve gases and vesicants. In particular, with
reference to nerve gases such bodies might propose that the possibility be examined of controlling international trade in phosphorus and the industrial production of organic-phosphorus esters
[parathion] .)
(d) Each proposal would be transmitted to the group of experts
set up by the Committee. The group would have a first meeting to
compare and examine the various proposals and then to combine
them into a single document to serve as a programme of work.
(e) On the basis of this programme, the group of experts would
meet with a view to drawing up a final report. This document
should deal in detail with all the problems relating to controls of
chemical weapons which are of interest to the Committee, and
would constitute the technical background document for further
discussions in the C.C.D.
United States Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Conmmittee on Disarmament: Toxin Amendment to British
Draft Convention on Prohibition of Biological Methods of
Warfare, June 30, 1970'
The united States proposes that toxins be added to the agents
2
whose use is prohibited by Article I of the UK draft Convention.
The U.S. also proposes that the phrase "by infection or
infestation" be deleted. Article I would then read as follows:

'CCD/290, June 30, 1970.

aDocuments on Disarmment, 1969. pp. 431 ff.
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Articlz I

Each of the Parties to the Convention undertakes insofar as it may not already be
committed in that respect under Treaties or other instruments in force prohibiting the
use of chemical and bioloical metbods of wVafare, -.wver, in any cir•w•ttances, by
making use for hostile purposm of microbial or other biological agents or toxins cawung
death, damage o; disease to man, other animals, or crops, to engage in biological
methods of warfare.

With reference. to Article ll(a)(i), the United States proposes
that the words "or toxins" be inserted after the phrase "microbial
or other biological agents" so that the prohibitions and
requirem'ents contained in that Article apply to toxins as well.
The frust part of Article II, amended, would then read as follows.
Article II
Each of the Parties to the Convention undertakes:

(a) not to produce or otherwise acquire, or assist in or permit the production or
acquisition of:
(i) rrncrobial or other biological agents or toxins of types and in quantities that have

no indei+ndent justification for prophylactic or other peaceful purposes;...

Statement by the Italian Representative (Caracciolo) to the
Conference of the Committee on Di~nnament: Chemical and
Biokogical Weaponis, June 30, 19701
2. As this is the first time that my delegation has spoken since
the session was resumed, I should like to associate myself with
previous speakers in extending a welcome to the new heads of
delegations and also to those who have come back to us after a
long absence.
3. The sole purpose of my brief statement is to introduce
document CCD/289, which the Secretariat has just distributed at
our request and which is intended to be a specific contribution by
the Italian delegation to the negotiations on the problem of
chemical weapons. 2 Perhaps you will allow me also to make a few
comments and some more general observations on the question as

a whole.
4. During the work of the Conference in 1969 and in 1970 a
number of delegations advocated the idea of convening an
international group of experts to study the problem of chemical
and biological weapons and, more especially, that of the control of
chemical weapons. I should like in particular to recall the
statements made by the delegation of Japan on 14 August 19693
and on 10 March 1970.4
'CCD/PV. 474, pp. 5-7.
2Ante, pp. 270-272.
3 Documents
on Disarnmment, 1969, pp. 408-412.
456, pp. 26-29.

SCCD/PV.
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5. The informal meeting held at the request of the Swedish
delegation on '22 April, in which experts from various countries
took part, confirmed tlhe importance of the problem of the
controls to be provided in negotiationc on chemical weapons.
What took place at that meeting showed, moreover, that in order
to make a useful contribution to the achicyement of the specific
objectives of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament,
tle activities of a group of experts should be guided by this
Committee itself. That is the gist of the working paper which has
just been distributed and is essentially designed to suggest how the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament could give the
experts the directivcs they would need to-enable them todraw up
a truly useful document and offer the Conference a technical
instrument useful for its study of the possibilities of control of
chemical weapons.
6. In submitting this document the Italian delegation feels, in
keeping with the views expressed by a large number of other
delegations, that the problem of chemical weapons has certain
special aspects which are very difficult to deal with-in particular
the choice of control measures-and that this problem of controls
should be considered in a systematic and detailed manner. In that
context we believe that our initiative may help to spell outall the
aspects of the problem from, the procedural point of view.
7. Moreover, in our opinion we cannot renounce the idea of
making some progress, however limited, while we await the
conclusion of a global agreement on prohibition of the possession
and production of chemical and biological weapons. Thus we are
convinced that in the meantime we must devote our attention to
solving the relatively more simple problem of prohibition of the
possession and production of biological weapons, while at the
same time actively continuing our efforts to find a solution
encompassing both types of weapons.
8. With reference to the two draft conventions presented by
the United Kingdom Government' and by the governments of the
nine socialist countries, 6 concerning respectively the prohibition
of biological methods of warfare and that of the development,
production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological
(biological) weapons, Italy has already had occasion to express its
views at the twenty-fourth session of the General Assembly and
here in Geneva on 26 February. 7 We are bound to say that the
discussion in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament
appears to have confirmed the soundness of the views we then
expressed.
9. The representatives of the United Kingdom, Canada and the

B Documents on Disarmament, 1969,

Ibid., pp. 455-457.
7(XD/PV. 453, p. 12.
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United States have, furthermore, already provided the Conference
with a mass of evidence demonstrating the differences betwee- the
methods of chemical warfare and those of biological w, "are in
their nature, method of use and deterrent force and in the
4

effectiveness of retaliatory measures. We therefore believe it would
be difficult to undertake to renounce the development,
production and stockpiling of chemical weapons unless that
undertaking were included in a convention ,also providing for

effective control measures. On the other hand it seems to us just as
clear that, in view -of the characteristic differences of -biological
weaporls, such an undertaking could be accepted for these even, if
the control procedures were limited to the system provided in the
United Kingdom draft.
10. I should like, therefore, to reiterate the support of my
Government for the draft convention on the prohibition of the
production, and stockpiling of biolotical weavons submitted on 126
August 1969 by the United Kingdom delegation.-In our viewthat

draft, which is in itself an important measure of armament
limitation, could also be a useful stimulus to the subsequent
negotiation of other agreements on chemical weapons.
11. I should also like to take this oppotunity to express the
adherence of my Government to the proposal put forward by the
United States delegation on 2' April to include in the United
Kingdom draft the prohibition of toxins.' We believe that such -n
amendment would considerably widen the scope of the United
Kingdom draft.
12. The date of 17 June marked the forty-fifth anniversary of
the Geneva Protocol. 9 That Protocol is, in our view, an
international instrument of primary importance which, as the
Secretary-General of the United Nations has so rightly pointed
out, has stood the test of time and proved to be a document of
historical significance.
13. Allow me, therefore, in concluding this brief statement to
recall here the position taken by my delegation in Its statement on
26 February on the prohibition of the use of. chemical and
biological weapons. We still believe that we could make the
Protocol more effective and achieve definite progress by enlarging
its geographic scope, thus giving it a universal character. And, as
we see it, the best means of doing that might perhaps be to
withdraw the reservations expressed on ratification in order to
safeguard the right to use weappns covered by tfie prohibitions of
the Protocol agaiust n~n-sioatory States. It is, of course,
understood that the withdrawal of those reservations-which do
not affect the text of the Protocol-would in no way derogate
from the right of retaliation against countries, signatory or

SFor the original U.S. statement, see ante, p. 189. The a•menowent appeas supa.
'Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-/65.
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non-signatory, which resorted first to zhe use of the weapons
prohibited by the Protocol.
14. Moreover, we feel that the reservations whose withdrawal
we are proposing no longer correspond to the present positions of
some States. Confirmation of that impression can be found in the
statement made by President Nixon on 25 November 1969, when
he said that the United States renounced first use of lethal and
incapacitating chemical weapons. 1 0
15. We are well aware that withdrawal of reservations to an
international instrument may raise legal and constitutional
problems. These problems' must therefore be studied very
thoroughly; and the Italian delegation, for its part, will not fail to
devote its whole attention to them and may revert to themilater.
Statement by the United States Representative (Leonard) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Toxin
Amendment to British Draft Convention on Biological
Weapons, June 30, 19701
16. As my colleagues are avware, the United State, bejieves that
the international community can and should 'c-iclude without
delay a convention eliminating disease as a weapon of war. As we
made clear at the end of our last session, we are prepared to soz
such a convention cover not only biological agents but also the
lethal chemical substances krown as toxins. 2 An opportunity thus
exists to take a major stride forward in arms-control negotiations.
To do all that we can in this effort, I wish to put forward today
precise language for amending the United Kingdom draft
convention 3 so that it would prohibit the use, production and
stockpiling of toxins as well as biological agents.
17. The United States delegation has already described the
potentially devastating effects of the use of toxins in warfare and
the essential similarity between facilities required for the
production of military toxins and biological warfare agents. We
have also expressed the view that, although toxins are chemical
substances, their characteristics from the viewpoint of arms
control are so clocely related to those of biological agents that the
treatment of these two categories, in the same convention would
be not only feasible but highly desirable.
18. Accordingly we propose that article I of the United
Kingdom draft convention for the prohibition of biological
methods of warfare be amended to read as follows:
'*]bid., pp. 592-593.
1CCD/PV. 474, pp. 8-9.
'Ante, p. 189.
'Documenfs on Dimrnmment. 1969, pp. 431 ff.
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Article I
Each of the Parties to the Convention undertakes, insofar as it amry not already be
committed in that respect undeo Treaties or other instruments in-force prolubiting the
use of chemical and biological methods of warfare, never, in any circumstances, by
making use for hostile purposes of microbial or other biological agents or toxins causing
death, damage or disease to man, other animals, or crops, to engage in biological
methods of warfare.

19. We also propose that a similar change be made in article II
(a)(i) by inserting the words "or toxins" after the phrase
"microbial or other biological agents", so that toxins will be
expressly included in the convention's prohibitions and
requirements conce'ning production, acquisition, research and
destruction.4
20. It should be noted that in our proposed amendment of
article I we have deleted the phrase "by infection or infestation".
That is because we believe that the emphasis of the prohibition
should be on the agents themselves rather than on the manner in
which a disease is introduced.
21. We have circulated a working paper which formally
proposes these amendments.'
22. By including these extremely deadly agents, toxins, in the
draft convention prop~osed by the Uqited Kingdom, we will be
greatly enhancing the scope, and thus the importance, of this
arms-control measure. I trust that all those delegations that are
determined, as we are, to strengthen arms-control restraints in the
fields of chemical and biological weapons will appreciate the
significance of these amendments. Let us not fail to seize the
opportunity before us to negotiate a valuable and practical
arms-control measure.
Statement by the Italian Representative (Caracciolo) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Comprehensive
Program of Disarmament, July 2, 1970'
2. The problem of a comprehensive programme for general and
complete disarmament has been a matter of constant concern for
the Italian delegation. We have always been prompted by the
preoccupation that all the engagements to be undertaken in order
to achieve our common goal should be shared, if not equally, at
least in accordance with soine agreed criteria, among the different
States concerned. Though a perfect balance is hard to strike in this
matter, as in any international negotiation, it seems to us that it is
easier to achieve a fair division of burdens by including them in a

4 Ante,

pp. 272-273.
'Ibid.
CCD/PV. 475, pp. 5-10.
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comprehensive frame or programme than by taking up various
measures separately, guided only by circumstances.
3. Of course we recognize the validity of the thesis that all
disarmament measures must be viewed in the political context of
the moment; but we believe that that assumption does not exclude
the possibility, not to say the necessity, of a programme flexible
enough to allow for updating whenever necessary, in order to
examine all the hiplications of the different measures of
disarmament and, consequently, to help maintain a fair balance
among them. The existence of such a programme would also-in
our opinion-allow for a better understanding of the interrelation
between and the implications of the various measures of
disarmament and might help to overcome some of the obstacles
that would arise in their application; therefore it could have an
accelerating and a positive effect on the entire process of
disarmament.
4. In line with those contral ideas the Italian delegation has,
since last year, been setting forth some thoughts on the matter in
the hope of stimulating a wider discussion in this Conference. I
refer particularly to our working paper dated 21 April 1969 in
which we submitted some suggestions for the adoption of an
organic disarmament programme. 2 Subsequently, in the course of
the informal meeting convened on 20 August 1969, we submitted
a statement in which we tried to explain more
clearly the kind of
3
programme of disarmament we had in mind*
5. Our action in favour of a study for a comprehensive
programme continued through the debates in the First Committee
at the twenty-fourth session of the General Assembly and found
its logical expression in the presentation of a draft resolution
(A/C. I /L.499) by the Italian, Japanese and Irish delegations. That
draft resolution, which was approved by the General Assembly by
105 votes to none, with thirteen
abstentions, now stands before us
4
(XXIV).
E
2602
as resolution
6. Again, at our winter session this year, in a statement made
on 26 February, the Italian delegation expressed the view that the
establishment of a comprehensive programme is something more
than the preparation of a mere priority list of measures to be
considered.' In that statement we pointed out that, according to
the wording of the General Assembly resolution, that programme
should cover all the aspects of the problem, including those which
had been referred to by the representative of Sweden in her
statement of 18 February6 and by the representative of the

2 Documents on

Disarmament, 1969, pp. 189-19 1.
'Ibid., pp. 426-430.
4 lbid., pp.713-715.
5 CCD/AP. 453, pp. 6 ff.
'CCD/PV. 450, pp. 11-18.
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Netherlands in his working paper.7 We added, on that occasion,
that the long and difficult operation we were confronted with
required a pragmatic approach and, at the same time, imaginative
efforts; that this work should take as a starting point a number of
simple criteria on the basis of which it should be fairly easy to
evolve a common opinion that would increasingly develop, finally
becoming the object of negotiations and firm commitments by all
countries.
7. We thought then that our first step should be to find the
methods of work most appropriate for achieving this objective.
Therefore, the practical suggestion put forward in our statement
of 26 February was that a working group open to all delegations
should be established and should meet regularly without affecting
the negotiations in the full Committee on specific and collateral
measures. Only as an alternative suggestion, we referred to other
unofficial means that could make it possible for exchanges of
views between delegatiowh: to proceed without interruption.
8. We also tried to make clear in that statement that this
extensive period of consultations between delegations concerned,
either in an official or in an unofficial working group, should be
limited to the first phase of our session, while in a second
phase-which corresponds to the present session of our
Conference-the Committee could begin to consider this
important problem at its official meetings.
9. Following our statement of 26 February we waited the
entire month of March for other initiatives on this important
subject to be taken or for a response to be made to our
suggestions. It was only at the beginning of April that contacts
were established spontaneously among a certain number of
delegations that meanwhile had expressed, in their official
statements or in private conversations, views similar to our own as
to the best way to get some action started.
I 10. I should therefore like to make it perfectly clear to the
whole Committee that at no moment was there any desire
whatever to preclude any delegation from participating in our
exchange of views, and that the setting up of the group that met
regularly during the entire month of April was the result of a
spontaneous gesture and was not based on any political or
geographical criteria. It was a desire for efficiency that prompted
us to confine our initial effort to the limited number of
representatives who had expressed views similar to our own; and
more than once in our meetings we expressed the common desire
to enlarge our consultations progressively without prejudicing the
efficacy of our exercise.
I1. Let me add that cur efforts to find some kind of common
language on such a wide problem were by no means secret; that
every other delegation here, through various channels, was well
'Ante. pp. 59-63.
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aware of the nature and general direction of our efforts; and also
that at no time during that period did we hear any criticism of our
initiative but, on the contrary, we received a good deal of
encouragement. I shall limit myself to recalling the following
words used by the United Kingdom representative, Lord Chalfont,
in his statement of 30 April:
I am extremely happy and encouraged to see that there is a great deal of work being
done behind the scenes on the question of general and complete disarmament, and it is
encouraging to see how ideas on that are now being formulated. I for one look forward
very much to, .-eing how that develops when we return here after the recess."

At the same meeting the United States representative, speaking on
resolution 2602 E (XXIV), 9 said:
Some delegations have already begun to give this question careful attention, and we are
confident that the ideas which they have been developing, together with the thoughts
that other Committee members may bring back after the recess, will be a positive
contribution to our work this summer! 0

12. By then we had reached the end of April, and because of
ths. adjournment of the Conference our group too had to interrupt
its work. During the short period we had met, from 5 April to the
end of that month, more ideas were exchanged than we managed
to put on paper. The problem we had started to tackle was so wide
that some time had to elapse before the various approaches to this
problem could converge in a common line of thought and be
translated into common language. That is why, even if the adtual
wording we finally agreed upon does not carry us very far towards
finding a satisfactory answer to the many questions that w'ere
raised, we honestly believe that our efforts were usefu! and that
they could constitute a basis or a starting-point for further
elaboration in this Committee.
13. While we were conscious of the incompleteness of our
work Pnd of the necessity of filling ha the blanks we had left
because of the limited time at our disposal, we also found
ourselves in complete agreement on the necessity, before going
any further, to set forth to the full Committee the modest result
of our first endeavours in order to find here a larger field of
agreement. W. would certainly be very happy and satisfied if these
efforts in the field of general and complete disarmament could
somehow give a stimulus to the proceedings of the Committee.
14. May I now expose to the Committee the "Preliminary
considerations representing, in general terms, the views of a
number of delegations with which the delegation of Italy has been
in consultation"?'
15. In the first paragraph, entitled "Goal, principles and
mandates", these delegations recalled: that United Nations
:Ante. pp. 19o-192.
'Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 713-715.
"OAnte, p. 202.
I 'Pos:. pp. 440-445.
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General Assembly resolution 1378 (XIV) of 20 November 195912
and the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles of 20 September
196,1 13 -endorsed by United Natiuns General Assembly resolution
1722 (XVI), 1 4 represent the basis for disarmament negotiations
and for new efforts towards general and complete disarmament
under effective international control; that draft treaties on general
and complete disarmament were presented in 1962 by the Soviet
Union' I and the United States,1 and that it had been suggested
by several countries that these draft treaties could be revised and
brought up to date; that United Nations General Assembly
resolution 2602 E (XXIV) of 16 December 1969 requested the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament... to work out ... a comprehensive programme, dealing with all aspects of the problem
of the cessation of the arms race and general and complete disarmament under effective
international control, which would provtde the Conference with a guideline to chart the
course of its further work and its negotiations... ' 7

and finally that both in the Agreed Pfinciples and in resolution
2602 E (XXIV) it is recognized that negotiations should continue
with a view to reaching agreements on partial or collateral
measures, facilitating and forming part of a programme of general
and complete disarmament under effective international control.
16. In A second paragraph, entitled "Main elenien•ts of the
programme", it was pointed out that progre'ss in disarmament is
not an isolated matter but is intimately connected with and
influenced by problems of international peace and security and
the peaceful settlement of disputes; that in order to establish the
international climate of confidence and good will necessary for
progress', specific measures to build up confidence should urgently
be agreed upon, including special studies on certain subjects. May I
note at this point that the choice of topics to be studied was !eft
for subsequent elaboration?
17. It was further pointed out in this paragraph that, while
progress is being made to build up confidence, the States members
of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament should
engage themselves to negotiate meaningful measures to prevent
and limit armament as well as measures of disarmament, taking
into account, inter alia, the special studics mentioned above. It
was also recognized that, in the achievement of general and
complete disarmament under effective international control
through measures to prevent and limit armament as well as
through measures of disarmament, there should be a balance
among these categories of measures.
Documents on Dinrmament. 1945-1959. vol. 11 p, 1545.
"$Ibid., 1961. pp. 439442.
"'Ibid.. pp. 741-742.
I s$Ibid., 1965, pp. 77-102.
*Ibid., pp.111-140.
"Ibid.. 1969, pp. 713-715.
1
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18. We come now to a third paragraph, entitled "Phases of the
programme". There it was recalled that the need for flexibility had
been generally iecognized and that the highest priority should be
accorded to measures for the cessation of the nuclear arms race
and for nuclear disarrament. It was then suggested that, taking
into account the Agreed Principles and the United Nations General
Assembly resolutions mentioned -bove, and further taking into
account agreements already achiev;d on collateral measures, the
Conference of the Committee or, Disarmament should envisage
dealing in fuccessive phases with the main elements mentioned
under the second paragraph. It was also recognized that an
attempt should be made to decide upon these various phases and
to outline the possible content of each phase. Agri• let me point
out that the content of each phase was also left as a blank for
further elaboration. It was further proposed that a review of the
programme of disarmament could take place each year in the First
Committee of tihe United Nations General Assembly.
19. Finally, in a fourth paragraph, entitled "General
considerations", it was suggested that various problems closely
related to disarmament negotiations would have to be examined.
The following ones were tentatively singled out for further
discussion and elaboration: priorities, balance, verification,
regional arrangements, universal pa&.iipation, public opinion and
methods of work.
20. I do not wish for the moment to make any comments on
wording that is the result of a common effort which the other
representatives with whom I had the honour of working have
entrusted me with explaining, in their name, in this plenary
meeting. I feel that any comment at this moment on my part
could alter the character of my statement today, whose only aim
is to trace the origin and the cause of the convening of our group
and to present its work in the most faithful and objective way.
21. 1 wish only to express here my sincere thanks to my
colleagues for the confidence they have shown in me, and to
assure the entire Committee that my delegation stands ready to
continue, at any time and in any framework, the elaboration of
the work we initiated in our limited group. Ours was only a coup
d'envoi to a ball we hope will keep rolling for a long time.
22. Of course I reserve the right to intervene at a later stage of
the discussion and to express whatever ideas or suggestions the
Italian delegation may wish to elaborate on the problem of a
comprehensive programme. to which it attaches the utmost
importance.

ORTIZ DE ROZAS STATEMENT, JULY 3

283

Statement by the Argentine Representative (Ortiz de Rozas) to
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Revised
Draft Sea-Bed Treaty, July 3, 1970O
I am happy to know that the Committee is now resuming its
normal tasks and that the procedural incident which arose
yesterday is thus ended. I accept and am grateful for the apologies
of the co-Chairmen and of yourself, Madam Chairman, becfause
quite frankly I believe that they are justified and that `the
Argentine delegation and the whole Committee deserte them. I
must say, also that I am gratified that the interruption occurred,
beciuse it iwill enable Mr. Kutakov to hear the statement bf the
Argentine delegation, an advantage which otherwise he would not
have enjoyed. I think I can now turn to the serious matters before
this,Committee.
9. My statement today, following an order of priority in
relation, to other s'-bjects before this Conference, will be devoted
exclusively to consideration of the draft treaty on prohibition of
the: emplacement of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass
destruction on the sea-bed and the ocean floor and in the subsoil
thereof. My remarks will refer to the revised text presented
formally by the delegations of the United States of2 America and
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on 23 April.
10. Before actually embarking on a detailed ahalysis of this
question, I shoupld like my first few words to testify to our
gratitude for the efforts of the two co-sponsors to arrive at an
understanding by combining their own interests and objectives
with the proposals and suggestions made by various delegations
both in Geneva and in the General Assembly of the United
Nations. That is proof of the spirit of co7nciliation which guides
the co-Chairmen and emphasizes the competence of our
Committee as the principal negotiating body for disarmament.11. The document is obviously a notable and encouraging
advance on the earlier drafts.3 In its basic parts it substantially
resolves the points of most serious controversy, and gives us
ground for hope that we are approaching the conclusion of a
viable agreement on this subject. It is to be hoped that the
genuine spirit of negotiation manifestedso far will persist and that
when the current session ends, we. shall be able to put before the
1'CC
pp. 475Add.
185-188.
Anne,/PV.

I, pp. 6-13.

' Documents on Disrmament, 1969, pp. 473475, 507-509.
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General Assembly at its twenty-fifth session a final draft which
will command the approval of the Committee and thus obtain
general support in it.
12. First of all I should like to express my delegation's
satisfaction with the new wording of articles 1, 11 and IV. The
Argentine imendments to that part of the treaty have virtually
been incorporated in full and the slight changes introduced in
article I are perfectly acceptable to us since they help to clarify
certain aspects by relating them to a suitable legal procedure and

to the, aims and methods of the instrument.
13. I need not now go into detail on the reasons which
prompted those amendments. They were explained by our.
delegation in the First Committee of the General Assembly when"
we submitted working paper A/C. 1/997.4 I will merely repeit here
what we have said in earlier statements on 'this subject in this
Committee' and in the First Committee of the General!
Assembly: 6 that the disclaimer clause-which has now become
article IV of the draft-would have been invalidated in practice if
in the remainder of the articles controversial concepts in the law
of the sea were resorted to unnecessarily. Thus it was necessary, in
addition to including this clause, to amend articles I and II of the
previous version of the document. We are gratified to note that the
co-Chairmen accepted that approach when drawing up the revised
text, since this will aLsc facilitate our work on the remainder of
the draft during the coming weeks.
14. We have no doubt that the incorporation of our
amendments will make those articles a good deal more widely
acceptable, since, as the Committee may remember, the original
versions were criticized on many grounds in the First Comrnittee
of the General Assembly. Thus we believe that we have helped to
ensure that the draft, at least in this respect, will be more
favourably received in the international community.
15. 1 should like to refer now to article 11. Here too we notice
substantial progress which brings us nearer to a more acceptable
formula. In the same constructive spirit in which we have always
approached these negotiations, we believe it necessary to consider
this article most thoroughly: first because of the importance we
attach to the verification system in the context of any measure
relating to disarmament and arms control; and secondly because
these are the only provisions which authorize and regualate in detail
certain activities of particular importance to the contracting
parties and which in substance might be described as the
"operative" rules of the treaty.
16. Because of the interests at stake, it is sensible that the
careful drafting of those provisions should be an essential aspect of
4id.,

pIp. 704-707.

SCCD/PV. 445, p. 19.

-A/C. I/PV. 1695, pp. 13-15.
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our work. In our opinion some paragraphs stili. require changes
which will reflect more reasonably the approach that has been
recognized by the co-Chairmen-that is, to avoid raising irrelevant
legal questions, and at the same time to adjust the draft to the
amendments submitted by the delegation of Canada. 7
17. To begin with paragraph 1, we note that it introduces an
incorrect idea in referring to the freedoms of the high seas. We do
not believe that, to express the spirit of the draft, it is necessary to
include a formula which is already clearly sdt out in the last
preamnbular paragraph. We are convinced that verification activities
should be ca•rried out with the greatest efficiency, and we hope
that in this respect the future treaty will be as clear as• possible.
But that is precisely what the present wording of the draft does
not achieve. On the contrary, the mention of the freedoms of the
high seas in the context of paragraph :1 leads to confusion and
might elicit the same legal comments as those'made on the earlier
wording of articles I and II subsequently improved by the
Argentine amendments.
18. It would therefore be better to delete those words from the
paragraph, as the representative of Brazil, Mr. Saraiva Guerreiro,
very properly suggested in-his statgerient on 25 June.8 We should
thus revert to the language of the working paper submitted by the
delegation of Canada, which by omitting the reference to the
freedoms of the high seas eliminates any possibility of legal
controversy irrelevant to the purpose of the treaty.
19. I will now turn to paragraph 2 of article ill. To allow States
directly interested in inspection to participate in it, the draft refers
to the "Parties in the region". This would avoid two kinds of
difficulties.
20. First, a political solution is reached which side-steps any
legal problem relating to the scope of certain rights that are much
debated in the international community.
21. Secondly, various States are allowed to participate in cases
where there are overlapping claims to certain sectors of the
continental shelf. This wording is in fact a simple expedient to
forestall situations -which might otherwise cause some friction
between the parties called upon to intervene in a verification
procedure.
22. The solution, however, does not appear so appropriate
when analysed from the point of view of the control system.
Indeed, there is no doubt that the expression "Parties in the
region", being polyvalent, introduces considerable uncertainty and
leaves those States which are to effect the verification to decide
exclusively how far the expression shall apply. True, this same
paragraph tries to overcome this difficulty by opening the doors to
".'any other Party so requesting". But then another problem arises:
7Documents on Disrnmment. 1969. pp. 596-597.

"8CCD/PV.473, p 25.
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how is a party which ha3 not been informed of "such consultation
and co-operation", and may feel itself arbitrarily excluded from
the flexible notion of "parties in the region", to get notice of the
proposed verification activities so that it can apply for
participation in them? As the draft is worded, the only logical
reply is that it will be able to learn about the situation through
news media such as newspapers and the radio-which of course is
not exactly a suitable means or one to be recommended for a
treaty of this kind.
r:
23. It may be worth recalling that the Antarctic Treaty9 ," to
which my country is a party, provides a machinery of inspection
on the ,spot which has been used periodically since the. treaty's
entry into force; and -thatthere existsifor this purpose a procedure
for the exchange of information which, because of the small
number of the States parties, has, worked perfectly. To back up
our argument, we wonder how many States represented here have
become aware through the news media of the decision of a State,
party to the Treaty to carry out the inspections it authorizes.
24. It is therefore necessary to spell out the soope of the draft
as clearly as possible. We believe that this could be done by
mentioning expressly the coastal State party to the treaty, so that
the sentence would read, "Parties in the region of the activities, in
particular the coastal State", the rest of the paragraph remaining
unchanged. That would be more precise and the respective legal
positions would in no way be prejudged, since the addition would
operate in the political context of the notion of "parties in the
region".
25. I would say further that the co-Chairmen's draft itself gives
the coastal State, in its articles I and II, a privileged status for
elementary considerations of security. The same reasons which
justify the reservation of the twelve-mile zone to the coastal State
are valid in this case. We fail to see how it can be recognized that a
State has certain special powers in that zone while at the same
time another aspect of the draft disregards its legitimate interest in
what could occur, for example, fifteen miles from its coast
through the presence of nuclear weapons and other weapons of
mass destruction. In short, to be consistent we should have to
apply to these provisions of the treaty the criteria laid down in
articles I and If.
26. Paragraph 6 of article III provides for the manner in which
verification activities should be conducted. For this purpose it
appears to reflect the provisions of the Geneva-Convention on the
continental shelf.' 0 I think I ought to reitemrte here the
undesirability of adhering to juridical formuilae which are by no
means generally upheld--especially when they are employed partly
for strengthening certain positions. The General Assembly's
"Documentson Disrmaiment. 19-5-1959, evol.
i. pp. 1530-1556.
'414 UST 319.
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experience at its last session with the Geneva Convention on the
Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone' I and its relation with
this draft is very illuminating. Like that Convention, the
instrument relating to the continental shelf has not obtained a
representative number of ratifications; and it is therefore not
difficult to foresee that the wording of this paragraph will be open
to the same criticisms as were levelled in this connexion against
the former articles I and II.
27. It must be borne in mind that quite recently the General
Assembly, in its resolution 2574 A (XXIV), requested the
Secretary-General... to ascertain the views of Member States on the desirability of convening at an early
date a conference on the law of the sea to review the rigimes ot the high seas, the
continental shelf, the territorial sea and contiguous zone, fishing and -onservation of the
living resources of the high seas.' 2

In other words, we are faced with a process which seeks to make
substantial amendments to the law of the sea. The rules governing
the continental shelf will undoubtedly be carefully analysed, and
it is not difficult to predict that the Geneva Convention will be
thoroughly scrutinized with the aim of correcting those rules
which have prevented its general acceptance by the international
community.
28. We believe that the most desirable and appropriate thing to
do would be to adopt a provision which, while recognizing the
special legal status of the coastal State-which is accepted to a
greater or lesser degree by a!l countries-would not reflect the
provisions of any instrument in particular. The question cannot be
settled in the context of the draft before us; consequently the
most logical procedure would be to leave those details for other,
future agreements governing the status of the continental shelf.
29. That solution is also the most appropriate if we remember
the sound position taken by the representative of the Soviet
Union, Mr. Roshchin, who in presenting the draft saidThis treaty is not intended to settle numerous issues of maritime law, to confirm or
annul obligations assumed by States under other international agreemnents, or to
anticipate any future solutions in this field.' 3

We of course agree entirely with that appreciation, but we cannot
fail to point out, and to regret, that according to cur
interpretation the draft takes a definite position on this question.
We therefore propose in paragraph 6 the deletion of the words
"the natural resources of".
30. The last sentence of paragraph 3 omits-quite properly, in
our view-the word "Party" which appeared in the Canadian
working paper. Obviously, if the identity of the State concerned is
15 UST 320.
General Assembly Official Records: Twwnty-fourth Session, Supplement No. 30
(A/76?0), p. 10.
O
'Ahte, p. 180.
2'
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unknown, one can hardly know whether it or is not a party to
the treaty. The present wording could, however, lead to error
concerning its scope. At first sight the procxdure provided in the
draft is apparently applicable to Powers that do not sign the future
treaty. If the inquiries referred to in paragraph 3 did not enable
the identity of the rcGonsible State to be determined, and it were
not known until later when the verification procedures were
started, the inspection could not contimn-e unless the State were a
party, for two reasons which we consider equ'ally important: first,
the provisions of the treaty would be res intar alios acta for that
State; and secondly, exercise of the right conferred by the
instrument could cause the very kind of international tension that
the instrument is intended to avoid. We are sure that this was not
the intention of the co-sponsors; but in fact the wording is not
clear and we therefore see no need for retaining it in the draft, at
least in its present form.
31. Lastly, paragraphs 3 and 5 of the Canadian working paper
contained references to international procedures, including the
good offices of the Secretary-General of the United Nations. No
such references appear in the revised draft. This is a pity, since
they were aimed at helping the large majority of States whose level
of technological development would not enable them to undertake
verification activities themselves. if the Canadian text raises
difficulties for some delegations, there is nothing to preclude
consideration of alternative formulas acceptable to all the States
represented here.
32. The other novelty to be found in the draft text of the
co-Chairmen is the new article VIII. We believe it was necessary to
correct that omission, an.d we are gratified to note that the
co-sponsors have accepted the proposal of the delegation of
Mexico.' 4 That move was designed, most logically, to safeguard
the obligations assumed in other instruments, for instance in the
Treaty of Tlatelolco,l I the scope of which is broader than that of
the draft before us.
33. 1 have analyszd article III in detail because 1 believe that
the text still contains a number of defects which should be
corrected. We should have wished other amendments to be made
to the draft, but we shall refrain from mentioning them at this
time because we share the view expressed by the representative of
the United States, Mr. Leonard, that... there is a need at some point to distinguish between what is essential to the basic
objectives of the treaty and what may be desirable but not indispensable from the point

of view of various States. 1,

34. We believe that the comments we have made represent a
genuine effort to point out only those difficulties which are
1 4A/C.

1/995.

"1
$Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 69 ff.
" Ante, p. 184.
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specially imrnortant to the Argentine delegation, and we trust that
this will be duly taken into account by the co-sponsors. We know
that there are no perfect treaties, and this one will undoubtedly be
no exception; but we should at least strive to produce an
instrument representing an acceptable balance between the interests of the States participating in our negotiations. We are

convinced that our observations will help to concord positions
which, "&ough they may at first glance appear divergent, none the
less offer much latitude for understanding. My delegation is
prepared, as always, to continue to collaborate enthusiastically in
the search for solutions which will command the widest support
for the document we are drafting.
Statement by the Mexican Representative (Castafieda) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Revised Draft
Sea-Bed Treaty, July 7, 19701
First of all, as other delegations have done, I should like to
express our satisfaction at seeing new representatives among us. I
am referring especially to Ambassador Petrov o" Bulgaria-although he is not here today -to Ambassador Tanaka of Japan and
Ambassador Saraiva Guerreiro of Brazil. At the same time I avail
myself of this opportunity to express thanks to all those
representatives who on previous occasions have been kind enough
to welcome me and my colleagues.
25. foday I wish to refer to the new draft treaty on the
prohibition of the emplacement of nuclear weapons on the sea-bed
and the ocean floor submitted jointly by the United States and the
Soviet Union on 23 April. 2 On this occasion I shall consider
certain general aspects of the treaty, including the scope of its
prohibition; and in a subsequent statement I shall analyse some of
its provisions in detail.
26. When the negotiation of the treaty began last year, all the
members of the Committee on Disarmament except the United
States and the United Kingdom showed their clear preference for a
treaty which would promote the total demilitarization of the
sea-bed and the ocean floor rather than one which would only
prohibit the employment of nuclear weapons. A multitude of
reasons were advanced, some of which appeared to be almost
axiomatic, to explain why that domain, hitherto free of armaments, should remain completely uemilitarized. Of course the
need was recognized for States to be able to emplace on the
sea-bed or the ocean floor certain devices-such as sonar devices to
detect submarines-which have only an indirect and passive
military character. However, apart from those logical exceptions, a
'CCD/PV. 476. pp. 11-16.
Ante, pp. 185-188.
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very large majority of the members of the Committee were in
favour of demilitarization and not of mere denuclearization of the
sea-bed and ocean floor.
27. Shortly thereafter-in October last year-the United States
and the Soviet Union submitted jointly a first draft treaty . That
draft was a profound disappointment to us, since by prohibiting
only the emplacement of nuclear weapons it indirectly but
indubitably permitted the general militarization of the sea-bed and
the ocean floor. I assume that it was also a disappointment to
many States which before this agreement had repeatedly and
categorically stated that a partial treaty such as thiz appeared to
them unsatisfactory.
28. We have thoroughly examined the arguments adduced in
justification of a treaty providing only for the denuclearization of
the sea-bed., With all due respect but quite candidly, we confess
that we find such arguments hardly, persuasive and even contradictory. It has been said that because of enormous technical
difficulties and high costs the emplacement of conventional
weapons on the sea-bed is inconceivable, so that in practice it
matters little whether they are prohibited or not. But if that is the
case, what difficulty is there in prohibiting the emplacement of all
weapons? Perhaps today it may not be profitable to emplace
conventional weapons on the sea-bed or the ocean floor, but at
some time in tlhe "future it very probably will be, as technology
develops and progresses. We fail to understand why, if the matter
is indeed of minor importance, the wishes of the large majority of
States are not met.
29. On the other hand, it has been argued that conventional
weapons could not be prohibited because of the enormous
difficulties of verifying and controlling compliance with the
prohibition Furthermore, it ha, been asserted that violation of the
treaty by one State would engender serious risks for the others. If
that is true, we should have to agree that prohibition of the
emplacement of such weapons is indeed important and by no
means negligible. Thus this second argument, which also is often
adduced, contradicts the first.
30. In the third place, the need is adduced, owing to the
existence of submarine fleets, to instal on the ocean floor devices
such as sonar and other iistening and monitoring instruments. That
justified need can .e readily recognized. During last year's debates
we proposed, together with others, a perfectly feasible solution:
that the general principle of prohibition of the emplacement of all
kinds of weapons on the sea-bed and the ocean floor should be
enacted, and that in the following article we should either define
succinctly or enumerate the devices and activities which should
not be deemed to oe included in the general prohibition because
IDoruments on Disarmament, 1969. pp. 473-475.
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they were not weapons or because they had a purely indirect or
passive military character. It lid not seem improbable that the two
States mainly concerned might agree together on that lict or
definition, and that after five years the conference to review the
treaty might re-examine the situation. I venture to observe that
neither in last year's debates in the Committee on Disarmament,
nor in the General Assembly, nor in the debates here this year,
have we heard a single reply to that suggestion-submitted in good
faith by several States for the purpose of finding a solution
satisfactory to all-that would explain why it is unacceptable.
31. The fourth reason adduced is that in the last analysis a
partial treaty of mere denuclearization is only a first step; and it is
added that expansion of the treaty can be proposed at any time,
particularly in the review conference. But if that is true, and if in
fact there is no intention to close the door forever to a more
comprehensive prohibition of the emplacement of all kinds of
weapons on the sea-bed or the ocean floor, frankly we do not
understand why the two great Powers refuse to assume at least the
obligation to continue to negotiate in future the expansion of the
scope of the treaty. Those two positions also appear to us
contradictory.
32. Of course, there is always the supreme argument that the
best is the enemy of the good and that a limited and partial treaty
is better than no treaty at all. However, if that reason is to be
convincing and persuasive, then we have to overlook altogether
that the exclusive prohibition of the emplacement of nuclear
weapons is tantamount to permitting-I would even say, to
encouraging-a non-nuclear armaments race in a domain that has
hitherto been free from these. It can be foreseen-as historical
experience clearly shows-that this permission, no less clear
because implied, points to the principle of competition, not only
between the great Powers but also between middle-sized countries,
to use the sea-bed and the ocean floor for non-nuclear military
purposes. Tot?] prohibition, on the other hand, would undoubtedly put an end to that competition.
33. In fact, prohibition of the emplacement of only nuclear
weapons on the sea-bed or the ocean floor would in practice mean
nothing to the huge majority of non-nuclear States: first because
they cannot emplace what they do not possess; and secondly
because many of them have undertaken and others will undertake
in the future, under the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons, never to possess them. 4 Thus the present treaty
would prevent them from doing something which in any event
they could not do, either physically or legally. In truth, the
prohibitions contained in this draft treaty are not directed at the
huge majority of non-nuclear States. This instrument, by its very

'Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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nature, is not a true multilateral treaty but a bilateral or at most a
trilateral treaty.
34. It is true that in principle there would be no objection to
associating ourselves with the partial prohibition that the United
States, the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom are imposing on
themselves; except that in doing so we should be contributing to
frank authorization of the non-nuclear militarization of the
sea-bed and the ocean floor. The United Nations Genexal
Assembly has already declared categoricalby that the resources of
the sea-bed and the ocean floor may be exploited beyond national
jurisdiction only for peaceful purposes.' What happens, I ask, to
the principle of exploitation of resources for peaceful purposes in
face of the implied authority given by the new treaty for the
miitary use of the sea-bed and the ocean floor? Have we already
renounced that principle? Are we prcpared to derogate from it?
35. 1 know full well that it is vain to aspire to ideal and perfect
solutions, and that we must not disregard international realities or
avoid their consequences. We are. fully aware also that an
agreement between the United States and the Soviet Union on a
matter of paramount importance such as this is an international
reality of the first magnitude which its weight imposes on all the
members of the world community. We recognize that reality, but
do not thereby accept it as good. That is not our responsibility.
All States, or at least all groups of States in the Committee on
Disarmament have different functions to fulfil. It is the duty of
the two greatest Powers to seek the point at which their interests
converge, which means to show realism. On us small and
medium-sized Powers, especially in the group of twelve nonaligned countries in the Committee on Disarmament, devolves
rather the task of considering whether the proposals coincide with
the interests of the mjiority of States-in other words, of the
international community as a whole. If we do not discharge that
function for the sake of political realism, we snhall fail to carry out
the task which specifically devolves on us in the Committee on
Disarmament and gives meaning to our participation in it. For that
reason we feel it our duty to underline the risks which the draft
treaty entails for the international community, apart from the fact
that it is an agreement between the two Powers capable of using
the sea-bed and the ocean floor for military purposes and as such
means something positive.
36. We shall endeavour, then, to shape our course between
those two extremes. Without disregarding the importance of the
agreement arrived at between the Soviet Unien and the United
States, we shall attempt to suggest the smallest changes in the
draft treaty which seem to us compatible with the interests of the
5 Ibid.,

pp. 802-804; General Assembly Official Records. Twenty-fourth Session.
Supplement No. 30 (A./7630), p. 10.

CASTANEDA STATEMENT, JULY 7

293

many non-nuclear States. The best and most logical way of
achieving that purpose would, of course, be to revert to the initial
idea of the large majority of the members of the Committee--'.
other words, total demilitarization. We realize, however, that the
agreement arrived at makes this impossible; and so we shall not
propose it. However, although we cannot yet agree on the total
demilitarization of the sea-bed and the ocean floor, at least we ask
for a formal declaration that the mere denuclearization which has
been agreed so far is in fact but a first step, is only temporary, and
that the two great Powers will continue to negotiate in good faith
with a view to agreeing eventually on a more complete demilitarization of the sea-bed and the ocean floor.
37. We are not proposing, of course, that they should assume
the obligation to agree; no one can be compelled to do that. But
we ask them to assume the obligation to attempt in all seriousness
to do so. It is not a very heavy obligation; it is a limited one. But
at least it must be clearly and categorically stated in an article, as
it was in the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
of 1968. It is not enough to hint at that obligation in more or less
ambiguous terminology in the preamble. If there is the intention
to comply, then there is no reason why anyone should oppose its
insertion in a legal provision of the treaty. If there is no intention
to uddertake such negotiations, then it is almost pointless to refer
in the preamble to the good will which inspires the great Powers.
Sweden has proposed a concrete formula giving effect to this
concept which appears to us fully satisfactory. 6 For the present it
would b, idle for me to go into further detail.
38. Another indispensable amendment would provide to the
largest degree possible for concerted international, especially
multilateral, action to strengthen the control and inspection
machinery of the treaty. The co-Chairmen incorporated in their
second version part of the Canadian proposals, but omitted the
reference to the good offices of the Secretary-General of the
United Nations. It appears to me desirable to provide for action by
United Nations bodies as necessary, through some perhaps rather
more general form of words. My delegation was not entirely
satisfied with the reference to the "good offices" of the
Secretary-General. The expression "good offices" has a technical
connotation in international law: it is a means for the peaceful
settlement of disputes. But what we are seeking is not always
action by the Secretary-General for the settlement of an actual
dispute, but rather that this officer shall assist a State which lacks
the means to carry out by itself a costly and difficult inspection
when a suspicious event has occurred on its coast. It would
therefore be preferable to refer in more general terms to the action
'See De cuments on D'sarmament, 1969, p. 486.
'For &,t Canadian proposals, see ibid., pp. 481-482. The secon I joint draft treaty
appears ibid., pp. 507-509.
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of United Nations bodies, which would inclutde action both by the
Secretary-General-whether good offices or not- and by the
Secnrity Council under article Ill of the treaty.
39. As I have said earlier, I shall analyse in deta-il in a
subsequent statement some of the provisions of tie treaty.
Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament. Revised Draft
Sea-Bed Treaty, July 7, 1970'
1 should now like to speak as representative of 1"u; Soviet
Union.
60. In my statement today I shall deal with the prohiiition of
the emplacement of nuclear weapons anid other weapons of mass
destrpction on tOe sea-bed and the ocean floor. The three weeks
that have elapsed since the resumption of the present session have
shown that members of the Committee clearly desire to complete
the preparation of the draft treaty at this session of the
Committee so that the draft can be submitted to the United
Nations General Assembly at its twenty-fifth anniversary session.
We fully share that desire.
61. 1. should also like to say that, as the discussion in the
Committee has indicated, the changes that have been made and
the revised draft treaty of 23 April,2 on the whole, have the
approval of the members of the Committee. A number of
delegationri
have, however, put forward comments and
amendments relating to the draft. Some of these were submitted
earlier, at previous sessions of the Committee and at the
twenty-fourth session of the General Assembly, while others are
being advanced for the first time. Our general impression is that,
although some of these proposals concern fairly important matters
of principle, they do not affect the essence of the treaty.
62. Thus, some delegations are still pressing for the inclusion in
the article on verification of a provision concerning international
procedures and the good offices of the Secretary-General of the
United Nations. The Soviet delegation would like to explain why
it cannut accept that proposal.
63. As to the provision on international procedures and the
good offices of the SecretaryzGeneral which has been suggested for
inclusion in the sea-bed treaty, we should like to stress first of all
that our opppsition to the proposal is, of course, in no. way
connected with our attitude to the bidividual who, now heads the
United Nations Secretariat-the Secretary-General of the Uited
'CCD/PV. 476, pp. 21-26.
'Ante. pp, 185-188.
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Nations-whom we hold in high esteem. The sea-bed treaty is to be
concluded for a term of many years. for decades, and our
objections to the inclusion of a provision concerning the
Secretary-General cannot therefore relate to the present
incumbent of that post. Our approach to this proposal is based on
the fact that the question of international procedures and the
good offices of the Secretary-G.,nera! form part of a wider
problem that goes beyond the scope of the draft treaty under
discussion and cannot be settled in the Committee on
Disarmament, which is concerned with questions within a clearly.
defined range,
64. We have no desire to involve the Committee in a discussion
of topics outside its competence, but simply wish, in order to
explain our position, to remind it of past occasions on which some
Western Powers have tried to foist on the Secretary-General
political functions designed to secure the adoption of a policy
corresponding to their own narrow interests. Such a situation
arse, for instance, during the events in the Congo and also in
connexion with other international developments, and served to
increase international tension and to undermine the position of
those who headed the United Nations Secretariat in the past. At
the time, we made statements to that effect in the United Nations
saying whai we thought of such activities. We have also repeatedly
pointed out that the geographical distribution and deployment of
staff in the United Nations Secretariat is not, unfortunately, such
as to inspire confidence that the interests of all the main groups of
States are equally safeguarded. The present deployment .of staff
gives some Western Powers u certain advantageous poF;tion and in
many instances enables them to pursue a policy which is not in the
interests either of other States or groups of States or of
international peace and security in general.
63. In reminding the Committee of our position on this
question, we should like to stress once again that it can be solved
only on a broad basis. In our opinion, therefore, it would be
improper for the Committee to divert its attention to the
discussion of this question in connexion with a measure sach as a
treaty on the prohibition of the emplacement of weapons of mass
destruction on thc sea-bed. That is why the Soviet Union cannot
agree to the inclusion ii, the sea-bed treaty of a provision which
might serve es a cover for attempts of all kinds by some Western
countries to utilize international institutions in a manner
detrimer.ta! to the interests of other States or groups of States and
to international peace and security in general.
66. It must also be borne in mind that the establishment within
the United Nations of a group to supervise observance of the
sea-bed treaty woutjI involve substantial and, in our opinio-i,
unnecessary expense. Reference to this point has already been
made today by the representative of Czechoslovakia and we are hi
complete agreement with him. We share his views on this point as
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well as on the whole question of a provision on international
procedures and the good offices of the Secretary-General.
67. A solution to the problem raised by'delegations proposing
the inclusion in article III of a provision on international
procedures and the good offices of the Secretary-General is in fact
provided by the right accorded to States in the sea-bed treaty to
refer questions concerning the observance of the treaty to the
Security Council,, which may take action in accordance with the
United Nations Charter, and also by the right of verification which
may be undertaken by a Party using its own means or with the full
or partial assistance of any other State Party to the treaty.
68. Those who favour including a prevision on international
procedures in the -article on verification say that such a provision is
necessary as a starting-point for future international machinery to
ensure the peaceful exploitation of the sea-bed and the ocean floor
in the interests of all States. This idea was expressed, ih particular,
by Mr. Edelstam, the representative of Sweden, at the meeting on
25 June. 3 The provision he favoured would prejudge, in the treaty
prohibiting the emplacement of weapons of mass destruction on
the sea-bed and the ocean floor, the solution of questions relating
to' a different problem being dealt' with by the United Nations
Committee to study the Peaceful Uses of the Sea-bed and the
Ocean Floor. We believe that to attempt to use this treaty
prohibiting the use of the*sea-bed' for military purposes for the
solution of international problems not really directly related to
the substance of this .'treaty would be to adopt an incorrect
procedure conducive neither to the solution of'such problems nor
to the conclusion of the treaty, The limitation or prohibition of
the military use of the sea-bed would, of course, have an
extremely favourable effect on its peaceful use. The draft treaty
was prepared precisely with the future possibilities of the peaceful
tUSe of the sea-bed ant the ocean floor in mind and in the interests
of such use. The first preambular paragraph of the draft recogtiizes
the common interest of mankind in the progress of the
exploration and use of the sea-bed and the ocean floor for
peaceful purposes. We believe that this form of words properly
reflects the link between these aspects. My delegation notes with
satisfaction that Mr. Khallaf, the representative of the United Arab
Republic, also referred in his statement today to the inadvisability
of "raixing"-to use his term-questions relating to verification of
the non-utilization of the sea-bed for military purposes with
questions relating to the peaceful use of the sea-bed. Here we fully
agree with the position taken on this important matter.
69. We should also like to point out that, as a number of
representatives have stated, it is realized that all the suggested
amendments cannot be incorporated in the document we are
3 CCD/PV.

473, pp. 16-17.
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preparing nor can all viewpoints be reconciled, because some of
them are mutually exclusive. We share the view of Mr. Ortiz de
Rozas, the representative of Argentina, who said in this
Committee on 3 July:
...we should at least strive to produce an instrument representing an acceptable balance
between the interests of the States participating in our negotiations.4

70. It has also been proposed that we should again consider the
possibility of including in the treaty an article on the need for
further negotiations on a more comprehensive demilitarization of
the sea-bed. The representatives of Mexico, Czechoslovakia and
the United Arab Republic have spoken on this question. The
position of the Soviet Union on the matter is well known to the
members of the Committee. Having regard to the need to take the
views of its partners in the negotiations into account, it agreed to
such a provision being included in the treaty as a preambular
paragraph. We share the view of Mr. Zybylski, the representative
of Poland, who, on 18 June, urged the Committee to keep the
question of the demilitarization of the sea-bed and the ocean floor
on its agenda.' It is our understanding that this proposal by the
representative of Poland also has the support of the Swedish
delegation, one of the delegations which initiated the proposal
that an article on demilitarization should be included in the text
of the treaty.
71. On 25 June, the delegation of Sweden further proposed the
inclusion in the verification article of an additional provision,
concerning the exclusive right of coastal States to verify the
sem-bed zone between the limit of territorial waters, where the
width of such waters is less than twelve nautical miles, and the
twelve-mile limit.6 While fully recognizing the Swedish
delegation's efforts to achieve the best possible assurance of strict
compliance with the provisions of the treaty, we should like to
point' out that the existing wording of the draft treaty quite
plainly excludes the possibility of any verification activity by
States other than coastal States within the twelve-mile coastal
zone. Article 111, paragraph 1. for instance, contains the following
statement:
In order to promote the objectives of and ensure compliance with the provisions of
this Treaty, each State Party to the Treaty shall have the right to verify through
observation the activities of other States Parties to the Treaty on the sea-bed and the
ocean floor and the subsoil thereof beyond the zone referred to in Article I ...

"Beyond the zone referred to in Article 1" means beyond the
twelve-mile coastal zone. Similarly other verification measures,
including inspection, can only be undertaken beyond such a zone,
4Ante, p. 289.
5CCD/PV. 471,

p. 7.
6CCD/PV. 473. pp. 17-18.
'Ante, p. 186.
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since, according to article 111, paragraph 2, such measures can be
carried out only:
If after such observation reasonable doubts remain concerning the fulfilment of the
obligations assumed under the Treaty ...

It follows that where "such observation" has not been carried out,
other verification measures cannot take place.
72. But would that mean that, where the width of territorial
waters is less than twelve nautical miles, the belt between the
outer limit of such waters and the twelve-mile limit remains
uncontrolled? In our view, article 1, paragraph 2, which reserves
the right of coastal States to undertake activities prohibited by the
treaty within the zone referred to, presupposes that it is those
States, i.e. the coastal States, that are to exercise control functions
there. That is how we understand the matter.
73. In conclusion, we sthould like to stress once again that, on
the whole, we assess favotu rably the desire of the States represented in the Committee for the speedy conclusion of the sea-bed
treaty. We should like to point out in this connexion that this
desire has been reflected in statements made not only by
representatives in this Committee but elsewhere. We aie gratified,
for instance, that in the Soviet-Pakistan communique' published on
26 June on the occasion of the visit to the Soviet Union of
General Agha Muhammad Yahya Khan, the President of Pakistan,
it was stated that the draft treaty prepared by the Committee on
Disarmament corresponds to the interests of all countries of the
world and should be presented to the United Nations General
Assembly at its twenty-fifth session and then opened for signature. 9
74, The same desire was recorded in the Soviet-Swedish
commuriqud published on 20 June on the occasion of the visit to
the Soviet Union of Mr. Palme, the Prime Minister of Sweden.' 0
That communiqud stressed the importance of the disarmament
negotiations in Geneva leading to the speedy conclusion of the
treaty on the prohibition of the emplacement of nuclear weapons
and other weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed qi d the
ocean floor and in the subsoil thereof.
75. 1 trust that we shall soon be able to complete our work on
the treaty and that it will be duly submitted to the General
Assembly of the United Nations at its twenty-fifth session.

8Ibid.

'Pravda, June 26, 1970, pp. 1, 4; Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. 22, no. 26
(July0 28, 1970), p. 29.
' P'ravda, June 20, 1970, pp. 1,4; Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. 22, no. 25
(July 21, 19701, p. 22.
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Statement by the Mexican Representative (Castafieda) to the
Cemference of the Committee on Disarmament: Sea-Bed and
Ocean Floor, July 9, 1970'
As I announced in my last statement,"' today I shall make some
concrete suggestions which, 1 believe, may improve the content of
the draft treaty on the prohibition of the emplacement of nuclear
weapons on the sea-bed and the ocean floor. 3
21. We have stressed in this and other forums the need to
establish a close link between the prohibition of the arms race on
the sea-bed and the ocean floor and the preservation of an
international sub-marine zone exclusively for peaceful purposes.
Like most countries, we believe that that area is the common
patrimony of mankind. Consequently, the present treaty could
not derogate from that principle, or detract from it or modify it.
However, the treaty neither establishes nor even mentions any
connexion between the two objectives, namely, the prevention of
the arms race on the sea-bed and the ocean floor and the
preservation for peaceful purposes of a zone situated beyond
national jurisdictions that is the common patrimony of mankind.
22. We therefore believe that the preamble to the treaty should
reflect our conviction that all military activity should be prohibited which is prejudicial to the principle that the international
sub-marine zone, deemed to be part of the collective legacy of
mankind, must be used for peaceful purposes only. Of course, that
would not imply prejudging the special features of the regime that
is to 'e established fcr the proper use of the resources of that
zone. On that score, we share some of the ideas expressed by the
representatives of Sweden and India, who, at earlier meetings, have
emphasized that exploration and exploitation of this under-water
area must be carried out for the benefit of mankind.
23. 1 shall now refer to articles I and 11 of the draft treaty. It is
a sound pri.icinle of legal drafting that treaties should possess the
greatest possible degree of autonomy. Every agreement should
contain clear and precise juridical elements likely to make it
self-explanatory and self-sufficient on perusal, thus obviating the
need to refer to international instruments separate from the
treaty. The draft treaty we are considering is far from fulfilling
that requirement. It is true that at various drafting stages it has
undergone changes, thanks to the amendments proposed by
Argentina, 4 which improve the text so far as its field of
application is concerned. None the less, the initial conception and

'CCD/PV. 477, pp. 10-20.
Ante, pp. 289-294
'Anre, pp. 185-188.
"Documents on Disarmament, 1969, p. 704.
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structure of the first draft submitted jointly by the co-Chairmen in
October 1969 basically remain.'
24. Article 1 refers to two distinct geographical zones and
subjects each to a different legal regime. But article I does not
define their respective geographical limits; instead of that it
contains reference to article 11, which of itself somewhat complicates the problem. Nor does article 11 establish a delimitation of
the two geographical zones; rather it refers in its turn to the 1958
Geneva Convention on the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous
Zone 6 .
25. That is not all. Article 11 does not stop at mere reference to
the Geneva Convention but, in order properly to define the
geographical zone to which the treaty applies, it finds that it has
to make another cross-reference, the third, to something else. But,
paradoxically, that something else is none other than article 1,
which had previouuly referred the reader to article 11. Article 1,
paragraph 1, states that the parties undertake not to emplant or
emplace nuclear weapons "beyond the outer limits of a sea-bed
zone as defined in article II . . . ". Article II in turn uses the words
"the outer limit of the sea-bed zone referred to in article I . . .
This looks like a vicious circle and is the most involved normative
structure I have ever encountered in a treaty.
26. But the confusion does not end there. As I said, article I
refers to two zones: one which is beyond a line twelve miles from
the coast and to which the treaty applies-that is to say, in which
the emplacement of weapons is forbidden-and another which is
within the twelve-mile limit, where in principle the treaty
prohibitions do not apply. But article 11 refers only to "the
sea-bed zcne referred to in article 1" without indicating which of
the two zones is meant. One would think that it is easy to
determine which is meant, but that is far from being the case. It
would be logical if the zone which is to be defined were the same
as the zone to which the treaty applies-i.e. the zone in which the
treaty prohibits certain activities and which is beyond the outer
limit of the twelve-mile wide zone. However, that is not the case.
Article 11 states that "the outer limit of the sea-bed zone referred
to in article I shall be coterminous with the twelve-mile outer limit
... " of the contiguous zone contemplated by the Geneva
Convention. That leads me to assume, although I am not
completely certain, that article 11 refers to the zone on the land
side, that is to say within the twelve-mile limit as measured from
the coast. The back-reference in article 11 to that zone instead of
to the other is inappropriate since, as I have said, the zone that has
to be defined is the one to which the treaty applies--in other
words, the one in which the treaty prescribes certain things--and
not the zone in which the treaty in principle does not establish a
prohibition.
'ibid., pp. 47 3-475.

'15 UST 1606.
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27. The uncertainty and the confusion do not stop there either.
Article 11! also includes a crioss-reference to "the zone referred to
in article 1" without specifying which of the two zones is
intended. However, to complicate matters even further, article 111
appears to make reference to the zone which is in the open
sea-i.e. beyond the twelve-mile limit-contrary to what is done in
article I1I.

28. All this is far from constituting the best imaginable method
of legal drafting. These various cross-references are not only
confusing; but also unnecessary. 1 have never understood-and in
any event not been convinced by-the reasons why it was felt
necessary to make reference to the contiguous zone provided for
in the 1958 Convention on the Territorial Sea, which incidentally
is in force only as between fewor than half of the countries
members of the present international community. Originally, the
only function of that reference was to allude to a twelve-mile zone
without actually saying so. One gets the impression that there was
a desire not to confess openly that what was meant was a
twelve-mile zone. But that reason has disappeared. The present
draft treaty clearly states that it is a twelve-mile zone. Why, then,
is the Geneva Convention still invoked when it is the -ause of all
these complications?
29. That is all the more paradoxical since the authors of the
draft have always insisted, and rightly, that the treaty should not
affect either the positions or the rights of the parties deriving from
the law of the sea-a provision which is enshrined in article IV of
the draft treaty. In other words, the aim has been, quite correctly,
to separate the regime of this treaty from the gereral regime of the
law of the sea. It is therefore contradictory, quite apart from being
highly confusing, to indicate by implication and cross-references
that the zone alluded to in article 1 shall be coterminous with the
twelve-mile outer limit of the contiguous zone contemplated in
the Geneva Convention. Moreover, once it is expressly stated that
that zone is twelve miles wide, nothing is gained, from the point of
view of law, by then mentioning that it is coterminous with that
contiguous zone. That is merely a complicated and unnecessary
way of describing the twelve-mile zone.
30. Such drawback,- could be avoided by stating things clearly
through the use of a simple and almost self-sufficient formula.
Thus, paragraph I of article I might simply read:
The States parties to this treaty undertake not to emplant or emplace on the sca-bed
and the ocean floor and hi the subsoil the. of beyond a twelve-mile zone, measured in
accordance with article !1, any nuclear weapons ...

Article 11 would then confine itself sc, lly to stating how that zone
was to be measured.
31. 1 now turn to paragraph 2 of article 1. This paragraph gives
rise to more than one doubt. In simple language, the paragraph
means that the other States will not be able to emplant nuclear
weapons within a twelve-mile zone along the shores of the coastal
451i-947 0 - 7
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State without the consent of the latter. Stated in the terms of
paragraph 2, the obligations of the treaty "shall not apply either
to the coastal State or to the sea-bed beneath its territorial
waters". In the first place, it seems to me that a State, on the one
hand, and the sea-bed, on the other, are such different notions
that it is hardly possible to say in the same sentence that an
obligation is not applicable to either the one or the other. But
apart from this defect of legal drafting, the problem arises of
interpreting the meaning of this paragraph.
32. When one says that the obligations of the treaty shall
not apply "to the coastal State or to the sea-bed beneath its
territorial waters", two zones in which the obligations do not
apply are indicated. In other words, the phrase "or the sea-bed
beneath its territorial waters" necessarily means something different from the twelve-mile zone to which the first part of this
paragraph refers. In accordance with the principle of effectiveness
in the interpretation of treaties, of two possible interpretations the
one which permits some meaning to be given to an expression or
term must be chosen and the other interpretation-that which
would make the phrase or term meaningless and pointless-must
be discarded. If an expression or wording appears in a treaty, there
must be some reason for its presence. The wording "or the sea-bed
beneath its territorial waters" could not, then, be interpreted as a
mere pointless and meaningless repatitin of another concept
which already appears in the same paragraph. If that wording was
added, it must, as I say, mean something different from the
twelve-mile zone contemplated in the same paragraph.
33. In order to unravel the tire meaning of this added
expression we must consider all possible hypotheses. The sea-bed
and the ocean floor beneath the territorial waters of the coastal
State may be narrower than, equal to or wider than the
twelve-mile zone within which, a,.cording to the first part of this
provision, the treaty obligations do not apply. If the territorial
waters above the sea-bed and the ocean floor are narrower than or
equal to twelve miles, then the words at the end of the paragraph,
namely "or the sea-bed beneath its territorial waters", are quite
meaningless-or, to put it differently, it would not be applicable
inasmuch as the interests of the coastal State are already
safeguarded by the first exception, namely, that of the twelve-mile
zone. Consequently, if the words "or the sea-bed beneath its
territorial waters" are to have some meaning of their own and not
be a useless repetition of what has already been said, they must
logically and necessLrily relate to the third and last possible
hypothesis: that the territorial waters are wider than the tweivemile zone to which paragraph I of article I of the treaty refers,
since only on the assumption that they are wider would they not
already be included in the other exception designed to protect the
rights of the coastal State.
34. This can take us very far. The words "or the sea-bed
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beneath its territorial waters" which appear at the end of
paragraph 2 of article 1,could be legally interpreted as authorizing
a State to emplant or emplace weapons of any kind, nuclear or
conventional, not only within the twelve-mile zone pemritted by
the treaty, but even within a considerably larger area, extending to
as much as 200 miles-if its territorial waters go that far-since, as
is well known, there is no agreement on the width of the territorial
sea and there are of course diverse and often conflicting claims as
regards the delimitation of such waters.
35. It would be extremely dangerous if a State, on the pretext
of exercising acts of sovereignty within what it subjectively and
unilaterally regards as its own territorial sea, were to wish
unjustifiably to transfer the arms race to a zone of the sea-bed
beyond twelve miles from the coast.
36. The concern we are expressing becomes even more pronounced when we carefully examine the content of article IV of
the draft treaty. If we read both provisions together, we find that
under article IV the treaty neither supports nor prejudices the
position of any State with respect to the conventional law of the
sea or with regard to any other question relating to rights or claims
which States may assert over territorial waters, contiguous zones,
or continental shelves. It is obvious that in such circumstances any
State could render the treaty nugatory by wrongfully invalidating
the extent of area over which the treaty operates. 1 am sure that
this was not the intention of the two %;o-Chairmen.
37. The representative of the United Arab Republic-you
yourself, Mr. Chairman-rightly pointed out at our meeting of 7
July that this oft-mentioned clause, which had some meaning in
the context of the original Argentine amendments, had lost it in
the framework of the co-Chairmen's present draft.7
38. Consequently, with reference to paragraph 2 of article 1, we
make two suggestions: first, that the words "or the sea-bed
beneath its territorial waters" should be deleted; and, secondly
that, in keeping with the wording used in the draft submitted to
the Conference by the co-Chairmen in Octobei 1969,8 it should
be stated that the undertakings of paragraph I of article I shall
also apply within the twelve-mile zone. The word "within",
which would make things somewhat clearer, has disappeared from
the latest version of the treaty, that of 23 April. 9
39. 1 should now like to make a suggestion relating to the
substance of the prohibition in article 1. The commitment
undertaken under that provision imposes on the contracting
parties the obligation not to emplant or emplace on the sea-bed or
the ocean floor within the limits indicated in the treaty nuclear
weapons or any other types of weapons of mass destruction. While
'CCD/PV.476, p. 20.

SDocuments on Disarmament. 1969. pp. 507-509.
"Ante, pp. 185-188.
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it is true that the latter expression-weapons of mass destruction-is in current use and has been given its naturalization papers
in the special terminology of disarmament, its scope has not been
precisely defined and it is undoubtedly open to misunderstanding.
In order to avoid the generality of the term it would be useful to
include a description, by way of example, of some of the weapons
that have a destructive power of such a nature. Thus, in the
prohibition specific mention might be made of chemical and
biological weapons, which certainly fall within that category of
armaments. Such a reference would help to define more strictly
the ambit of the military prohibitions embodied in the treaty,
apart from providing greater clarity as to the types of weapon
which are to be excluded from the sea-bed.
40. 1 now turn to article III and to some of the suggestions
submitted to this Conference for consideration. Only a few days
ago the delegations of Brazil and Argentina made observations
which we ccnsider very interesting.10 Indeed, quite clearly the
obligations and rights contained in the various paragraphs of
article Ill deserve careful analysis, and certain concepts need to be
rounded out, to prevent the observation and verification procedure from failing to fulfil the purpose for which it was intended.
41. With reference to rardgraph 1, as the representative of
Brazil pointed out on 25 June, the participation of the coastal
State in the verification through observation is not laid down in
precise terms. 1 ' It is true that such verification may be limited to
observation stricto sensu, but it is not difficult to imagine that it
might go further if it is to be truly effective, and include a certain
amount of investigation and exploration. In such cases, and for the
purpose of not interfering unjustifiably with the legitimate
maritime activities that the coastal State may engage .in, it is right
to provide it with a guarantee with respect to acts that go beyond
simple observation, particularly in certain areas like the continental shelf of the coastal State, where the latter has obvious
economic and security interests. Hence the need for the State
concerned to be notified of the observations being conducted
beyond twelve miles from its coasts in areas of specific interest to
that State.
42. We agree with the delegation of Brazil in thinking that in
paragraph 2 of article 111 the coastal State should be categorically
given the right not only to be notified of the consultations and the
measures of co-operation engaged in by the States situated in the
region but also to participate in them. For that reason specific
mention ought to be made of the competence of the State
concerned to act on such matters not as a mere possibility but as
an authentic right, so that the interests of that State may be
sufficiently guaranteed in the inspection procedure conducted by
other countries.
I*CCD/PV. 473, pp. 22 ft.; ante, pp. 283-289.
''CCD/PV. 473, p. 26.
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43. We believe too that the comments made by the representative of Argentina at the meeting of 3 July concerning "parties in
the region" in which the activities are conducted are of special
relevance to a clear definition of that expression which in its
present wording is too ambiguous. If, as proposed by the
representative of Argentina, the words "in particular the coastal
State" were added, the rights of that State would be better
protected. 12 We therefore support his proposal.
44. On the other hand, we do not share the point of view of
those delegations which would eliminate the notion of the
freedom of the high seas from paragraph I of article 111. Not only
is that a concept which belongs to conventional law but it must be
regarded as an integral part of international customary norms and
hence of general international law. The freedom of the high seas is
no longer a matter of controversy. What might be open to
discussion is the precise delimitation of where the high seas
begin-or, if you wish, where they end. However, in the context of
this paragraph the aim is to prevent the observation conducted by
States from infringing rights recognized by international law,
including the freedom of the high seas. It is not a question of
restricting or limiting the rights of the coastal State but rather of
protecting and guaranteeing the freedoms enjoyed by all other
States.
45. The represtntative of Argentina proposed an important
amendment to paragraph 6 of article 11I.1 1 Broadly speaking we
support it but we have some doubts concerning the actual wording
proposed. The situation is as follows. Paragraph 6 provides that
the verification shall be conducted with due regard for "the
sovereign or exclusive rights of a coastal State with respect to the
natural resources of its continental shelf under international law".
That terminology follows closely, though not exactly, the language of the 1958 Geneva Convention on the Continental Shelf.' 4
This Convention provides that the coastal State exercises sovereign
rights over the continental shelf as regards the exploration and
exploitation of the shelf's natural resources. In other words,the
sovereign rights attributed to-or, if you wish, recognized to-the
coastal State are limited by the objective of exploiting natural
resources. The Geneva Convention, then, does not recognize to the
coastal State general sovereignty over the continental shelf.
40. During the 1958 Geneva Conference attempts were made
to obtain recognition of the full sovereignty of the coastal State
over the shelf. Some may remember that it was Mexico which was
the sponsor of a proposal to the Conference to recognize full
sovereignty over the continental shelf to the coastal State. Our
proposal was defeated, although it obtained a large number of
votes. The thesis that was approved, whereby limited sovereign
rights were recognized to the coastal State for the exploitation of
I Ante, pp. 285-286.
" Ante, p. 287.
''15 UST 471.
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resources, ultimately obtained an overwhelming majority of votes
at the Conference. We abide by that decision and are fully
convinced that at the present time the Geneva Convention reflects
and expresses the existing rule of international law on the matter.
For that reason we have no objection to make to the present
paragraph 6 of articl IllI.
47. However, we recognize, together with Mr. Ortiz de Rozas,
that the Geneva Convention is in force only as between a small
number of States-approximately one-third of the international
community-and that the thesis it embodies is only one of the
existing theses. But to agree that the Geneva Convention is not
being universally applied is not the same thing as agreeing that any
other of the theses being asserted at the present time is tlw
authentic expression of existing ii.ternational law. The number of
States calling for full sovereignity over the continental shelf is
probably very small.
48. In the circumstances we have no objection to changing the
present wording of paragraph 6. But the result of that change
should be that the treaty in no way pronounces on this
controversial question, that is, that it does not side with any of the
various positions. Such a solhtion would be more in line with
article IV of the treaty, which divorces, so to speak, the general
questions of the law of the sea from the present treaty.
49. The amendrmient submitted by Argentina would have no',.
that result but th'.. other. If we omit from the present text the
words "the natural resources of" as proposed by Argentina, the
text would read: " . . . with due regard for the sovereign or
exclusive rights of a coastal State with respect to its continental
shelf under international law". That would imply the validation of
one of the existing theses-and certainly a thesis supported by a
small minority-namely that the coastal Stat- exercises general
sovereign rights over the shelf, i.e. rights not limited to the
exploitation of resources. And that would be tantamou1 at to
recognizing, through this treaty-or, I would venture to say,
througe the back door of this treaty-that the coastal State
exercises sovereignty over the continental shelf.
50. For an amendment to paragraph 6 to be acceptable it
would have to be more impartial. That which comes immediately
to mind is the following: "with due regard for the rights of a
coastal State with respect to its continental shelf under international law". In that formulation the type of rights exercised with
respect to the continental shelf is not specified--whether they are
general sovereign rights or sovereign rights limited to the exploitation of resources. I should think that the co-Chairmen would have
ro obJection to a wording such as the one I have indicated, but for
my part I wonder wnether such general terms would in fact be of
greater value and usefulness than the present text.
5 1. The preceding remarks relate exclusively to the text of the
treaty as it stands at present. However, -ertain matters are not
touched on in the draft treaty and have not been adequately
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studied by this Conference. When we changed our original
purpose, which had presupposed the prohibition of all types of

weapons on the sea-bed and on ,the ocean floor, and when the
treaty was limited to the exclusion of nuclear weapors from that
zone of the sea, the attention of the Committee was diverted
mainly to those aspects of the treaty which relate rather to
verification of its implemeniation. As a result, it has not been
sufhicient!y noticed that the emplacement of cerý.ain conventional
weapons on the sea-bed and the ocean floor of a country in the
proximity of the outer limit o4 the permitted twelve miles may
seriously piejudice the security of that State. Since we are
legislating for the purpose of excluding the arms race from the
sea-be-d and the ocean floor, it would seem desirable to establish a
rule which would also rohibit the emplacement on any State's
continentgt shelf of conventional weapons as well.
52. Various representatives have repeatedly referred to these
questions and have indicated that they are anxious to include a
rule that would protect their rights over the contirental shelf. It is
also true that in paragraph 6 of article 111, on which we have
already commented, these considerations are partly taken care of
since the parem'aph states that the verification to be conducted
must show due regard for the sovereign rights of a coastal State in
that sub marine zone.
53. But mention has been made only of verification activities.
Our concern goes further and relates mai,-,y to the possible
emplacement of cwnventionar
weapons-f3r instance, mines or
guided r.issiles with non-nuclear warheads-on the continental
shelf of a Stat.,, even beyond the limits ,f the twelve-mile sea-bed
zone laid down ;1n the treaty., Tlnder the present terms of the
treaty -under what is allowed by the treaty-a State would have
the right to encircle anothei by the emplacement of conventional
weapons on the continental shelf outside the maritime oelt laid
down in the treaty-say, thirteen mi!0ks from the shores of the
coastal State. Zt is technically easier to emplace non-nuclear
devices of eve, -ind on the continental sheif of another State
than on the ocean floor since Ihis plateau extends not too far
below the surface of the set, oler distances that in many cases are
g'eater than twelve miles. The serious consequences for the
security of a coastal State deriving from that situation are quite
obvious.
54. Consequently, if the militarization of the entire sta-bed awi
ocean floor is not to be prohibited it would appear to be desirable
at least to insert a rtle prohibiting the use of the continental shelf
of any State for military purposes. That would include, inter alia,
the establistment of military bases, structures, installations,
fo)'tifcations and other devices of important military value in this
sub-marine zone. Of course, that does not mean that the
prohibition includes those devices of a purely passive or indirect
defensive character, such as means of communication, shipping
and surveillance.
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55. The purpose of the observations I have made today is to ensure that the treaty will constitute a contribution, however small,
to the limitation of armaments. It is also posskle that wit. the inclusion of these formulas the contents of the treaty may be made
more acceptable to the members of the international community.
Netherlands Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament: Radiological Warfare, July 14, 1970'
A. Prospectsfoi radiologicalwarfare
Two modes of radiological warfare are distinguished in the
literature, and also in the United Nations General Assembly
resolution :2 on the one hand the use of nuclear weapons in such a
way as to maximize their radioactive effects, on the other hand
the use of radioactive agents independently of nuclear explosions.
It is technically possible to manufacture nuclear weapons in
such a way that they will cause a maximal amount of fall-out. But
it is not probable that a country would deliberately do so, because
it would hardly offer distinct military advantages. If nuclear
weapons would ever be used, it may be assumed that they will be
used with the aim of achieving a decisive effect against an
opponent in a short span of time. The short-term lethal effects of
a nuclear explosion are caused by blast, heat and initial radiation.
Increasing the fall-out would cause harmful effects after weeks,
months and even years. Normally, such long-term effects would
seem not to be interesting from a military point of view.
Moreover, the attacked area would become badly accessible on
account of its radioactive contamination. The trend in nuclear
weapons technology is going in the direction of cleaner weapons
rather than dirtier ones.
The second method of radiological warfare, namely the use of
radioactive agents independently of nuclear explosions, is likewise
not very plausible.
In order to kill or harm people within a few hours, a radiation
dose would be required of at least 1,000 :oentgen. But the highly
radioactive isotopes one would need for that purpose all have a
short or very short half-life. This implies that thev cannot be
stored for later use. It is true, such isotopes can be produced. For
instance, by irradiating uranium in a high-flux reactor one would
obtain a considerable amount of highly radioactive material which
would remain lethal during a few days. But the transport of this
material to the target area would be a very difficult and
cumbersome Job, in the first place on account of the heavy
protective shielding which would be needed for t.is extremely
'CCD/291, July 14, 1970.
2
Documents oe: Disarmament, 1969. p. 712.
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dangerous material. Large-scale use of such isotopes for so-called
strategic purposes is out of the question.
Whereas the use of highly radioactive materials for causing
short-term effects would run into almost unsurmountable practical
difficulties, the same does not apply to the use of less radioactive
materials which can harm life or health after months or years. For
this purpose one might use materials having a long half-life, for
instance strontium-90, which has a half-life of thirty years. Such
materials are not so difficult to hand!e and can be obtained
relatively easily from the radioactive waste of reactors. But here
the same would apply as with regard to the deliberate manufacture
of "dirty" nuclear weapons: What would be the military rationale
for achieving these long-term harmful effects?
Summing up: judging by the available information possibilities
for radiological warfare do exist theoretically, but do not seem to
be of much or even of any practical significance.
B. Arms controlaspects of radiologicalwarfare
In the light of the foregoing considerations it is difficult to see
the practical usefulness of discussing arms control measures related
to radiological warfare.
Netherlands Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament: Laser Technology and Arms
Control, July 14, 19701
A. Survey of possible military applicationsof laser technology
For the purpose of this survey possible military applications can
be divided into three categories.
1. Applications which, by themselves, are not weapons, some
of which are already in an advanced stage of development or, in
some cases, operational.
First of all, there ame applications which have no typical military
character but may prove to be equally important for civil and for
military purposes. One such application is the use of laser beams
for communication purposes. Lasers offer far-.eaching possibilities
for communications. It is theoretically possible that a great
number of messages ian be transmitted simultaneously by means
of one single laser beam. Another example of laser technology is
the construction of optical computers. Both laser communication
systems and laser optical computers could be suited for military
uses.
Another form of laser technology, which is more directly
relevant to warfare, is the laser range-finder. Here lasers can be
used instead of radar for measuring distances.
'CCD/292, July 14, 1970.
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Other military applications comprise the use of laser beams for
surveillance and reconnaissance purposes. Fcr instance in the
line-scanning camera, and the development of laser devices for
navigation systems for missiles and aircraft and possibly, in the
future, for submarines and for detection of submarines.
Next we come to applicatons of lasers which, though not
constituting a weapon as such, are very closely connected with the
use of weapons, as a valuable aid to increase their effectiveness.
This is the laser illuminator or designator; a laser beam is used to
designate a target to be attacked by bombs, rockets, missiles or
artillery. The designator can be operated by a forward ail,
controller on the ground or from an aircraft. At the same time, a
seeking device must be used in the attacking weapon in order to
enable it to lock on the designated target and to home in on it. It
appears that this method of laser designation and guidance for air
bombardment has already been tested and used in prototype form
and nroven to increase attack accuracy. Significant increases in
accuracy wouid provide economies in the operation of weapon
systems. This development of laser technology, therefore, offers
both military and financial advantages.
2. Direct use of lasers as weapons. In this instance the heat of a
laser beam is ulsed to destroy a target. It is now already possible to
pierce and to cut objects by means of laser beams at a distance of
several yards. For use as weapons it would be necessary to achieve
such effects at much larger distances. A number of difficult
technological problems are yet to be solved.
Among the future largely tactical applications for which laser
weapons appear t6 be conceivable are:
--defence of naval vessels against low-flyi~ag cruise missiles;
-defence against low-flying targets at fc~rward air bases;
-defence against tanks on the battlefield;
-defence rgainst optically guided weapons like optical or
infrared missiles, and countermeasures against a host of night
vision, inf-.a.id and photograph surveillance devices.
An even more remote possibility might be the use of laser
weapons for ballistic missile defence. The laser could offer some
potential advantages over present A.B.M. systems. Because laser
beam. travel at the speed of light, the defence could have more
time to detect, track, and intercept incoming missiles. Further, a
laser A.B.M. weapon would not, itself, produce fall-out. On the
other hand, the practical difficulties in developing this type of
weapon are likely to be much greater than those of the close-range
weapons discussed above. Generating and directing the large
amounts of energy, aiming the laser beam, and transmitting it to
the target are very difficult technical problems. Further, such a
weapon system depends upon the transmission of pptical energy
and would, therefore, be severely limited for use on cloudy days
or in the presence of precipitation.
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It has also been speculated that lasers might conceivably be used
as weapons of mass destruction in outer space. In addition to
certain of the limitations described above, there are inherent
characteristics of the laser, notably its narrow bean, width and its
short effective range, which would militate against its use as a
weapon of mass destrucii'. In the unlikely event that such a
weapon were developed, it should be noted that the Outer Space
Treaty already prohibits stationing weapons of mass destruction in
outer space.
3. Lastly, a third category of potential military laser technology has recently been referred to in the press. This is the possible
use of lasers, instead of fissionable materials, to set off thermonuclear weapons. For that purpose, a laser device which could
produce an incredibly high temperature during an incredibly short
time would be required. Moreover, such a device would have to be
of such moderate dimensions that it could be included in a
warhead or bomb. Again, a number of extremely difficult
problems would appear to require solution before this type of
v•".tpon could be developed. In any event, were such a weapon to
be developed, articles I and II of the N.P.T.3 wotld continue to
apply to the thermonuclear weapons involved.
B. Arms control problems in connexion with the military application of laser technology
With respect to the first category, i.e. applications of laser
technology for non-weapon military purposes, it would not seem
fruitful to consider the possibility of restrictive measures. It is true
that such applications as the laser designator can have an
important impact on the conduct of military operations, but it is
unlikely that agreement could be reached on a ban or restrictions
on devices that are not weapons.
As to the second category, i.e. laser weapons, it would perhaps
seem rather premature to consider the possibility of any arms
control ban. This is because it is not clear at this stage, whether
independent laser weapons systems are a practical and significant
possibility.
With respect to the third category, the laser device for
exploding a thermonuclear weapon, it has already been pointed
out that a number of extremely difficult problems would appear
to require solution before this type of weapon could be developed
and that articles 1 and II of the N.P.T. would be applicable to such
weapons if developed.
Accordingly, the highly speculative character of the conceivable
military applications mentioned in the preceding paragraphs does
not seem to substantiate the need for arms control consideration
at this time. On the other hand, it seems appropriate to follow
2

Documents on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 3843.

3'bid.,

1968, pp. 461-465.
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attentively further developments in the field of military applications of laser technology with a view to possible future arms
control discussion.
Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical and
Bacteriological Weapons, July 14, 1970'
First, allow me to associate my delegation with the welcome
extended to Mr. Vratusa, Deputy Secretary of State for Foreign
Affairs of Yugoslavia, who has resumed his participation in the
work of our Committee. His presence here is an indication of his
country's interest in the problems being examined by this
Committee.
110. I should now like to turn to the question of chemical and
bacteriological veapons, which is what we intend to touch upon in
our statement today. The problem of the complete prohibition of
chemical and bacteriological weapons has been discussed at several
sessions of the Committee on Disarmament. As the Soviet
delegation has pointed out in the previous discussion, our
objective is to reach common ground among the members of the
Committee on certain questions of principle: that chemical and
bacteriological weapons must be prohibited completely and
unconditionally, and that the starting-point for further measures
to prohibit such weapons must be the 1925 Geneva Protocol. 2
That important objective should be the basis of further discussion
of the problem.
111. However, the Committee has encountered some difficulties which are hampering our progress. Most of the controversy
at present is over two points. The first is whether there should be
provision for the simultaneous prohibition of the production and
stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological weapons in a single
agreement, or whether the production of bacteriological weapons
alone may initially be prohibited, as urged, for example, by the
delegations of the United States and the United Kingdom.
Admittedly, the proponents of this approach do not deny the
need for the prohibition of the production of chemical warfare
agents, but they propose that it be postponed to some later stage
by way of a separate agreement. The second controversial point
involves the problem of suipervising the observance of an agreement prohibiting the production of chemical and bacteriological
warfare agents.
112. Regarding the first of those two points, the Soviet
delegation and those of many other countries have adduced,
notably at the Committee's last session, sufficient arguments in
'CCD/PV. 478, pp. 32-37.
Disarmament, 1969, pp. 161-765
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favour of the joint prohibition of the production and stockpiling
of chemical and bacteriological means of warfare, while pointing
out the dangers of adopting any other approach. Judging from the
statements made by representatives, the prevailing view in the
Committee is that both types of weapons should be prohibited
together.
1!3. The other approach advocated by some countries-to limit
the prohibition, for the time being, to the production of
bacteriological weapons and to deal with chemical weapons at
some later stage-would in fact mean excluding from the
prohibition for an unspecified time and preserving for possible use
a dangerous type of weapons of mass destruction: chemical
warfare ageilts. Is not the United States delegation's statement at
the Committee last session that "chemical weapons have obvious
usefulness in certain military situations... ,, symptomatic in this
connexion?
114. The United States delegation's proposal of 30 June4 to
broaden the scope of the United Kingdom draft convention' by
including the prohibition of toxins in no way changes the essence
of the matter: in that version too, all kinds of chemical weapons,
with the sole exception of toxins, are outside the prohibition.
However, in practical terms, so far as chemical and bacteriological
weapons are concerned, it is the chemical weapons which now
represent the greatest threat to mankind and it is those weapons
which should be prohibited as soon as possible.
115. The United States proposal simply underscores the illogical nature of the United States approach to chemical and
bacteriological weapons. Up to now the United States delegation
has stressed the need for keeping chemical and bacteriological
weapons separate, alleging that they are basically different types
of weapons which require a different approach in the matter of
verification. The United States delegation, speaking on the
verification of the prohibition of chemical and bacteriological
weapons, stated on 21 April that "chemical weapons pose
complex problems which will require more time and effort to
resolve... `6 and that "it is fortunately the case with biological
weapons, however, that the problem of verification does not
present a serious barrier to progress'.7
116. Now, however, the United States says that it is prepared
to see the prohibition provided for in an agreement on biological
weapons-that is to say, the United Kingdom draft conventioncover "also the lethal chemical substanccs known as toxins". 8 But
the United States will not go as far as prohibiting other chemical
'Ante,
p. 104.
4

Ante, p. 707.
pp. 272-273.

:Documents on Disarnament,1969, pp. 431 ff.
6Ante, p. 1"7i.

"Ante, p. 173.
"8Ante, pp. 272-273.

IAnte,
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weapons. In stating its readiness to include toxins in the
prohibition, the United States recognizes that the same agreement
can provide for the prohibition of biological warfare agents and
one type of chemical .warfare agent. The United States proposal on
toxins confirms our conviction that the difficulties the Committee
is now confronting are related to political and military considerations and not to the technical difficulties which are formally
invoked as the main problem.
117. The other point which is giving rise to controversy and is
in some measure impeding our progress is connected with the
problem of verifying the implementation of the agreement on the
prohibition of the production and stockpiling of chemical and
bacteriological weapons. That question was thoroughly discussed
at the spring session of the Committee and it is now possible to
draw some conclusions from our discussion.
118. The position of the Soviet Union on supervision of the
observance of the agreement prohibiting the development, production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological weapons was
presented in detail at the last session of the Committee. We
strongly uphold the conviction that where prohibition of the
production of chemical and bacteriological weapons is concerned,
the most rational method of control is supervision by national
governments responsible vis-a-vis other States for ensuring that
these warfare agents are not manufactured by enterprises in their
countries. At the same time we believe that _f, on certain
occasions, the question of a violation of the convention on the
prohibition of chemical and bacteriological weapons should arise
at the international level, that problem could be brought to the
Security Council, which would take appropriate action.
119. In connexion with the problem of control we should like
to draw attention to the following aspect. At the last session of
the Committee, as well as at the current session, there has been a
very clear tendency to channel the consideration of the complete
prohibition of chemical and bacteriological weapons into a
discussion of technical details. At the same time, the need to take
a political decision on the problem is in effect sidetracked. This
can only add to the difficulty of the problem.
120. Here it seems appropriate to recall the experience of the
League of Nations, which is very instructive ii this respect.
Avoiding political decisions on disarmanment, the League plunged
into the maze of the technical aspects of the problem. The rc3ult
was that it was unable to make any progress in actually solving the
problem. Thus, the policy whereby the discussion of disarmament
questions was directed towards matters of technical expertise,
which would cover up the unwillingness of the Powers then
dominating the League to take political decisions on such
(luestions, led to the complete failure of disarmament between the
two World Wars. If we were to choose the same approach we
might find ourselves in the same position. We were gratified to
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note that the Swedish representative, Mrs. Myrdal, expressed the
same thought this morning when she said:
Studies .iAou!d never be undertaken if they would run the risk of becoming substitutes
for actual measures; study groups should never be set up to delay action. Disarmament is
largely a political problem. Negotiations must be understood as having built-in studies,
although most of them are conducted on a national basis.9

121. Furthermore, it should be noted that even the League
experts who studied these very problems of supervising the,
prohibition of the production of chemical and bacteriological
weapons could not help recognizing that the most practical form
of verification thinkable was control by national governments. A
special committee of the League of Nations expressed its opinion
in the form-of a report to the League in 1932 that:
• . . such supervision by a national autho'ity was not inconceivablz, provided that the

existing rational systems of supervision of certain chemical products for fiscal reasons
could be made general. As for entrusting supervision to an international body, in the
Committee's opinion 'the difficulties would be considerable'. It considered as doubtful
the effectiveness of preventing all preparations for chemical warfare by means of
international inspFection, which in addition, 'would be a source of numerous disputes and
-suspicions'...

122. The Soviet delegation considers that our Committee should
address itself primarily to solving the political problems connected
with the prohibition of chemical and bacteriological means of
warfare.
123. The Soviet delegation would also like to express its
opinion on another question which has been raised in the
Committee by a number of delegations. We have in mind the
matter of the reservations made by some countries upon ratifying
'he Geneva Protocol of 1925 and the significance of those
reservations for the conclusion of a convention on the prohibit-on
of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical and
bacteriological weapons and their destruction.
124. The gist of the reservations is as follows: the Protocol is
binding for a country which made a reservation to the appropriate
effect in relation only to participating States; and the Protocol
ceases to be binding for such a country in relation to any State
whose armed forces do not observe the limitations established by
the Protocol. The existence of reservations to the Geneva Protocol
is due, on the one hand, to the scope of its prohibition-i.e. to the
fact that it prohibits only the use of chemical and bacteriological
weapons during warfare and thus accepts the possibility of States
keeping chemical and bacteriological warfare agents-and, on the
other hand, to the fact that not all States, including militarily
important States, are parties to the Geneva Protocol. In such
•CCD/PV. 478, p. 13.
oAmbassador Roshchin was quoting from a U.N. Secretariat paper summarizing two
reports of the Special Committee on Chemical, Bacterial, and Incend
Weapons
(1932). For the U.N. paper, see Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Subcui,,mittee on
Disarmament, Disarmament and Security: A Collection of Documents, 1919-55 (Com.
print, 84th Cong., 2d sess.), p. 185. The Special Committee reports may be found in
Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, Conference Documents.
vol. i1, pp. 370-379, 448-472.
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circumstances the desire of States to protect themselves from
possible attack involving the use of chemical and bacteriological
weapons is only natural.
125. It is pertinent to recall that the warning to the Government
of Hitler Germany by the Allied Powers, which played its proper
part in preventing the Second World War from becoming a war in
which chemical and bacteriological agents were used, was based
precisely on the reservations to the Geneva Protocol.
126. As to the significance of the reservations to the Geneva
Protocol for the proposal made by the socialist countries to
conclude a convention providing for the prohibition of the
development, production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological weapons and also for the destruction of the stockpiles of
such weapons, 1 I we should bear in mind that, as may be seen
from the very title of the draft convention, what is aimed at is the
complete elimination of the possibility of using chemical and
bacteriological warfare agents. The conclusion of such a convention with the participation of a large number of States would
make the question of reservations to the Geneva Protocol
completely pointless, for the simple reason that chemical and
bacteriological weapons would be eliminated from military arsenals; they would be destroyed and would cease to exist. That
understanding stems clearly from the draft convention proposed
by the socialist States, and no additio.is or changes in the text are
required.
127. The Committee on Disarmament has before it the task of
finding a radical solution to the problem of the prohibition of
these warfare agents once f•r all. The draft convention on the
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical and bacteriological weapons and their destruction proposed by nine socialist States provides the nec-ssary basis for such
a solution. The representative of Nigeria, Mr. Sule Kolo, noted this
when he pointed out that this dra-t offers a suitable basis for
negotiation. I2
128. As is known, upon the proposal of the delegations of
Poland. Hungary and Mongolia that draft has been supplemented
by provisions which strengthen the guarantee of its fulfilment by
the participants.' ' That addition to the draft convention will
make it easier to reach agreement on the complete prohibition df
chemical and bacteriological weapons.
129. The problem of eliminating chemical and bacteriological
agents from the military arsenals of States is attracting the
attention of the whole world. The question is often mentioned
during talks between the statesmen of various countries. In the
joint Soviet-Pakistan communiqud published on 26 June of this
'• 2

Documents on Dis mament, 1969, pp. 455-457.

CCD/PV.4t2, p. 36.
13 Ante, p. 140.

U.S. STATEMENT, JULY 16

317

year at the conclusion of the visit to the Soviet Union of Generai
Yahya Khan, the President of Pakistan, stress was laid on
... the need for reaching international agreement on the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical and bactenological (biological) weapons
and on their destruction ....

A few days before that a similar statement was made in the
Soviet-Swedish communiqu6 published at the conclusion of the
visit to the Soviet Union of the Prime Minister of Sweden, Mr.
O!af Palme.' s
130. The Committee on Disarmament bears a great responsibility
for the solution of this problem. We must make every effort to
achieve progress in that direction. This calls for a constructive
approach by the melxnbers of the Committee and for readiness on
theiT part to seek agreement on the prohibition of suc!, dangerous
types of weapons of mass destruction as chemical and bacteriological means of warfare.
Proposed Statement on United State,, Ratification of Additional
Protocol II to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear
Weapons in Latin America, July 16, 1970'

1
The United States understands that the Treaty and its Protocols 2 have no effect upon the international status of territorial
claims.
The United States takes note of the Preparatory Commission's
interpretation of the Treaty, as set forth in the Final Act, that,
governed by the principles and rules of international law, each of
the Contracting Parties retains exclusive power and legal competence, unaffected by the terms of the Treaty, to grant or deny
3
non-Contracting Parties transit and transport privileges.
As regards the undertaking in Article 3 of Protocol 11 not to use
or threaten to use nuclear weapons against the Contracting
Parties,4 the United States would have to consider that an armed
attack by a Contracting Party, in which it was assisted by a
nuclear-weapon state, would be incompatible with the Contracting
Party's corresponding obligations under Article I of the Treaty.
"4 Pravda, June 26, 1970, pp. 1,4; CurrentDigest of the Soviet Press, vol. 22, no. 26
(July 28, 1970) p. 29.
"Pravda, June 20, 1970, pp. 1, 4; Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. 22. no. 25
(July 21, 1970), p. 22.
'S. N5. H., 91st Cong, 2d sess. The statement was transmitted by the Secretary of
State to the President on July 16 (infra). Except for the additional language on the
non-proliteration treaty in the penultimate par., it is identical with the U.S. st.-".went of
Apr. 1, 1968 (Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 204-205).
21bid., 1967, pp. 69 ff.
'See COPRESAL,176, pp. 10- 11.
'Docu ments on Disarmament. 1967. p. 83.
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The United States wishes to point out again the fact that the
technology of making nuclear explosive devices for peaceful
purposes is indistinguishable from the technology of making
nuclear weapons and the fact that nuclear weapons and nuclear
explosive devices for peaceful purposes are both capable 3f
releasing nuclear energy in an uncontrolled manner and have the
common group of characteristics of large amounts of energy
generated instantaneously from a compact source. Therefore we
understand the definition contained in Article 5 of the Treaty as
necessarily encompassing all nuclear explosive devices. It is our
understanding that Articles 1 and 5 restrict accordingly the
activites of the Contracting Parties under paragraph 1 of Article
18. The United States further notes that paragraph 4 of Ai ,icle 18
of the Treaty permits, and that United States adherence to
Protocol 11 will not prevent, collaboration by the United States
with Contracting Parties for the purpose of carrying out explosions of nuclear devices for peaceful purposes in a manner
consistent with our policy of not contributing to the proliferation
of nuclear weapons capabilities. In this connection, the United
States calls attention to Article V of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty,' under which it joined in an undertaking to take
appropriate measures to ensure that potential benefits of peaceful
applications of nuclear explosions would be made available to
non-nuclear-weapon states party to that treaty, and reaffirms its
willingness to extend such undertaking, on the same basis, to
states precluded by the present treaty from manufacturing or
acquiring any nuclear explosive device.
III

The United States also wishes to state that, although not
required by Protocol I1,it will act with respect to such territories of
Protocol P6 adherents as are within the geographical area defined
in paragraph 2 of Article 4 of the Treaty in the same manner as
Protocol II requires it to act with respect to the territories of
Contracting Parties.
Report by Secretary of State Rogers to President Nixon:
Additional Protocol II to the Treaty for the Prohibition of
Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, July 16, 1970'
DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, July 16. 1970
THE PRESIDENT, TuT" WHITE HOUSE.

The President. I have the honor to submit to you, with the
recommendation that it be transmitted to the Senate for its advice
'Ibid. 1968, pp. 461-465.
'Ibid., 1967. p. 82.
'S. Ex. H, 91k!t Con, , 2d sess.
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and consent to ratification, Additional Protocol il, signed on April
1, 19682 on behalf of the United States of America, to the Treaty
for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America.' The
Treaty itself is not open for signature to states that are located
outside Latin America, and such states are not eligible for
membership in, or bound by the decisions of, the regional
organization established to implement the Treaty.
Additional Protocol II to the Treaty is specifically designed for
adheretuce by nuclear-weapon states that are willing to undertake
to respect the express aims and provisions of the Treaty. not to
contribute to its violation :n the territories to which it applies, and
not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against the states
parties to the Treaty. The United Kingdom has signed and ratified
the Protocol. The obligations which s' dtes assume upon ratification of the Protocol derive from both the provisions of the
Protocol and the provisions of the Treaty itself.
The Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin
America is the culmination of a regional effort to keep Latin
America free of nuclear weapons. A Joint Declaration on the
subject was issued by Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Ecuador, and Mexico
on April 29, 1963.1 This effort was welcomed and encouraged by
a resolution adopted by the United Nations General Assembly on
November 27, 1963.' After several years of international negotiations, including consideration of comments by the United
States, the Treaty was opened for signature on February 14,
1967. The United States has expressed its support for the Treaty
not only by signing Additional Protocol 11, but aso in public
statements made by President Johnson and Vice President
Humphrey, by our representatives in the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee and the United Nations General Assembly, and
by United States votes for resolutions of the General Assembly in
1967 and 1968 commending the Treaty and6 calling upon those
eligible to sign and ratify Protocol II to do so.
The Treaty has been signed by all Latin American states except
Cuba (whose present government has indicated that it does not
intend to sign) and Guyana (whose eligibility to sign is in dispute).
It is currently in force for 16 of these sttes, and a new regional
organization has been established to implement it.
The basic undertakings of the Contracting Parties (def'mtci in
Article 2 as the states for which the Treaty is ii force) are set
forth in Article 1. They are (a) to use exclusively for peaceful
purposes the nuclear material and facilities which are under their
jurisdiction; (b) to prolibit and prevent in their respective
territories the testing, use, manufacture, production or acquisition
by any means whatsoever of any nuclear weapons; (c) to prohibit
and prevent in their respective territories the receipt, storage,
'Documents on Dwirmament. 1967, p 83.
'Ibid.., pp. 69 ff.
"Ibid., 1963, pp. 182-183.
'Ibid, pp. 628-629.
"Ibid.. 1967, pp. 620-621;ibid., 1968, p. 799.
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installation, deployment and any form of possession of nuclear
weapons by the Contracting Parties themselves, by anyone on
their behalf, or in any other way; and (d) to refrain from engaging
in, encouraging or authorizirg directly or indirectly, or in any way
participating in the testing, use, ml~iufactire, production, possession or control of any nuclear weapon.
The negotiating history of the Treaty makes it clear that these
prohibitions do not affect transit and transport privileges of
non-Contracting Parties. This fact is reflected in the statement
which accompanied United States signature of Protocol 11 and
which, it is proposed, should accompany our ratification thereof.
In tý.it statement the United States "takes note of the Preparatory
Commission's interpretation of the Treaty, as set forth in the Final
Act, that, governed by the principles ana rules ol intemrationai
law, each of the Contracting Parties retains exclusive power and
legal competence, unaffected by the terms of the Treaty, to grant7
or deny non-Contracting Parties transit and t:ansport privileges."
The United States statement makes clear also that, as regards
the undertaking in Article 3 of Protocol II not to use or threaten
to use nuclear weapons against the Treaty parties, this country
would have to consider that an armed zttack by a Contracting
Party to the Treaty, in which it was assisted by a nuclear-weapon
state, would be incompatible with that Party's corresponding
obligations under Article 1 of the Treaty.
Article 3 of the Treaty defines "territory" to include the
territorial sea, air space and any other space over which the state
exercises sovereignty in accordance with its own legislation. The
statement of the United States makes clear our understanding that
the Treaty and its protocols have no effect upon the international
status of territorial claims.
Article 4 of the Treaty defines the zone of application of the
Treaty as "the whole of the territories for which the Treaty is in
force". The article also makes provision for a broader zone of
application within the Western Hemisphere, including international waters, upon the fulfillment of all of a number of
conditions, one of which is United States ratification of Protocol I
to the Treaty. Protocol I calls upon states to apply the status of
denuclearizatior; in territories for which they are internationally
responsible within the Treaty zone. The United States has not
signed Protocol 1, and the United Kingdom is the only nuclearweapon state that has to date become a party to this Protocol.
Article 5 of the Treaty defines nuclear weapons. It excludes an
instrument that may be used for th- transport or propulsion of a
nuclear explosive device if it is separable from the device itself and
not an indivisible part thereof. But it incIudes any device which is
capable of releasing nuclear energy in an uncontrolled manner and
which has a group of characteristics that are appropriate for use
'Ibid.. pp. 204-205; supra.
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for warlike purposes. Titis definition is particularly significant in
connection with Article 18 of the Treaty, which deals with
peaceful ises of nuclear explosions. Paragraph I of that article
provides that the Contracting Parties may carry out explosions of
nuclear devices for peaceful purposes, or collaborate with third
parties for the same purpose, prot ided they do so in accordance
with the provisions of Article 18 and the other articles of the
Treaty, particulariy Articles I and 5. Paragraph 4 of Article 18
specifically permi, the Contract` ig Parties to accept the collaboration of third parties for such purposes.
The statement which accompanied signature by the United
States of Additional Protocol II, made the following comments on
the definition of "nuclear weapon" in Article 5:
"The United States wishes to point ot t again the fact that the
technology of making nuclear explosive devices for peaceful
purposts is indistinguishable from the technology of making
nuclear weapons and the fact that nuclear weapons and nuclear
explosive devices for peaceful purposes are both capable of
releasing nuclear energy in an uncontrolled manner and have the
common group of characteristics of large amounts of energy
generated instanitaneously from a compact source. Therefore we
understand the definition contained in Article 5 of the Treaty as
necessarily encompassing all nuclear explosive devices. It is our
understanding that Articles 1 and 5 restrict accordingly the
activities of the Contracting Parties under paragraph 1 of Article
18.
"The United States further notes that paragraph 4 of Article 18
of the treaty permits, and that United States adherence to
Protocol II will not prevent, collaboration by tý - United States
witl Contracting Parties for the purpose of carrying out explosions
of nuclear devices for peaceful purposes in a manner consistent
with our policy of not contributing to the proliferation of nuclear
weapons capabilities. In this connection, the United States
reaffirms its willingness to make available nuclear explosion
services for peaceful purposes on a nondiscriminatory basis under
appropriate international arrangements and to join other nuclear
weapon States in a commitment to do so."
Subsequent to the making of this statement, the United States
in fact joined in such a commitment in the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, which entered into force on March 5, 1970 8
Accordingly, it is proposed that when use-, in connection with our
ratification of Additional Protocol 11 the last sentence of this
statement be updated to read as follows:
"in this connection, the United States calls attention to Article
V of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, under which it joined
$Documents on Disamament, 1968, pp. 461-465,
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in an undertaking to take appropriate measures to ensure that
potential benefits of peaceful applications of nuclear explosions
would be maqre available to non-nuclear-weapon states party to
that treaty, and reaffirms its willingness to extend such undertaking, on the same basis, to states precluded by the present treat,
from manufacturing or acquiring any nuclear explosive devices."
Neither tWe Treaty nor our adherence to Additional Protocol II
would present any bar to the use by the United States of nuclear
explosions for excavation of a new Atlantic-Pacific interoceanic
canal with the consent of the party in whose territory such
excavation took place, although it "vould have to be consistent
with other treaty obligations, including the Limited Test Ban
Treaty. But the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in
Latin America would require certain procedures to bt., followed in
connection with such a project. These include (a) advance
notification to the International Atomic Energy Agency, containing the information specified in paragraph 2 of Article 18, and
(b) observation as provided in paragraph 3 of that article, by
representatives of the International Atomic Energy Agency and of
the new regiona! organization established to implement the
Treaty.
Articles 6-11 of the Treaty are not of direct interest to the
United States, since they relate to meetings of the signatories and
the organization and procedures of the regional "Agency for the
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America" (the Spanish
acronym for which is OPANAL). The first meeting of this
organization was held in Mexico City September 2-9, 1969, and
was attended by a United States observer. Article 7 of the Treaty
provides that "Only the Contracting Parties shall be affected by its
decisions. "
Articles 12-16 of the Treaty establish a control system for the
purpose of verifying compliance with the obligations entered into
by the Contracting Parties in accordance with Article 1. Article 13
requires the Contracting Parties to enter into agreements with the
International Atomic Energy Agency for the application of its
safeguards to their nuclear activities.
I enclose a copy of the Treaty and Additional Protocol I, which
I suggest be transmitted to the Senate for its information in
connection with consideration of erotocol 11. Also enclosed is a
copy of the statement which I propose be made an integral part of
United States ratification of Protocol II.
I believe that ratification of Additional Protocol II to the Latin
American Nuclear Free Zone Treaty would complement our other
efforts to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons.
Respectfully submitted.
WILLIAM e. ROGERS
"Supra.
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United States Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament: Nerve Agent and Civilian Chemical Production Facilities, July 16, 1970'
1. A working paper submitted by the United States delegation
on March ) 6, 1970 described the complex relationship between
the producti:on of chemicals for peaceful purposes by commercial
chemical industries and the production of cherlical agents for
war. 2 Another question related to a comprehensive ban on
chemical weapons -nd also requiring further study is the extent of
the external similarity between plants producing chemical weapons and plants producing industrial and commercial chemical
products. In this paper the question is examined with respect to
the production of nerve agents.
2. The chemical processing industry encompasses the conversion
of various chemical raw materials into usable products of all
descriptions. Chemical process plants through-out the world range
in production rate from a few hundred pounds to several million
pounds of finished product a year, and in area from a few
thousand square feet to several thousand acres. Tiue production of
chemical nerve agents involves a chemical process in which the
production facilities and equipment utilized are similar to the
equipment and processes used by a major segment of the world
chemical industry. With the advent of highly complex, interrelated chemical complexes, it is also possible that a wide variety
of chemical products, includiag ne:.e agents, could be produced
within a single chemical complex.
3. The US has indertaken as a parn of its research programme
to examine whether it would be possible by "off-site observation,"
either from the air or from the ground, to determine whether a
particular chemical processing facility or complex was producing,
or was capable of producing, lethal nerve agents. Three United
States chemical processing plants that are similar in size and
general appearance were examined by external inspection. The
first of these plants is a cryogenic (low-temperature) natural-gas
processing plant; the second is a high-energy fuel facility; and the
third (the Newport Chemical Plant), is a VX nervc-agent production facility. The three plants were examined on the basis of
general external appearance, e.g. raw-material input, storage
facilities, consumption of utilities, and waste disposal, and more
specifically on the basis of process equipment and safety features.
4. Raw MaterialInput-With respect to rail and truck deliveries, it
was concluded that aerial observation cannot determine what
materials are being supplied to the facility. Moreover, since many
of the same basic raw materials used in producing nerve agents,
e.g., elemental phosphorus, chlorine, and various petrochemicals,
'CCD/293, July 16. 1970.
2Ante, pp. 91-93.
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are widely used in commercial production, the identification of
some deliveries, even if possible, would not in itself indicate that
nerve agents, rather than plasdciz-rs or pesticides, were being
produced in the plant. In fact obs, vation of the containers used
in shipping might not even indicate in a general way which of
hundreds of chemicals or gases were being transported to the
plant. (See paragraph 5 below).
5. Storage Facilities-Tne raw materials and the intermediate
and end products commonly stored in the chemical process
industry can be in solid, liquid, or gaseous forms. In all three
forms materials can be stored in bulk or in unit containers,
outdoors or under shelter. Unit containers are indistinguishable
from facility to facility. Solid bulk materials are stored both
outdocrs and indoors in piles or in bins or bunkers. The bulk
stc.rage of all types of liquid materials is, of course, generally
carried out in some form of tank, vertical, horizontal, rectangular,
or spherical in shape. Tanks are constructed of metal, wood or
concrete, and their storage capacity can range from 200 to 1
million gallons. Liquid materials can also be stored in barrels, kegs,
drums, cans or glass containers, generally holding less than 75
gallons. Gases stored in bulk are also usually contained in tanks.
The most common types of readily observable containers are the
lahge spherical, cylindrical or horizontal tanks which are used
throughout the chemical industry to hold hundreds of different
chemicals and gases. These same kinds of containers are also used
in nerve agent production.
6. Utilities-The utilities requirements for nerve-agent production are not greatly different from those of regular chemical
operations. Electrical power may be required in greater than
normal amounts but not to a degree which is unique. This
requirement and the more normal water requirement could affect
the location of a plan. The availability of large amounts of these
utilities to a plant would not, however, be a particular indicator of
nerve-agent production since location of industrial chemical
facilities near ample electrical and water supplies A- common
practice.
7. Wastes-The nontoxic wastes of a nerve-agent plant would be
similar to those produced by some industrial chemical plants. On
the other hand, the chemical waste from ihe final unit processes
for nerve-agent production requires neutralization and detoxification before it enters the final waste disposal system. Analysis
of disposed materials might provide some indication of nerve-agent
production, but this could not be done by off-site observation;
rather on-site sampling with extremely sensitive instruments would
be required. Disposal of toxic wastes i3 not, of course, a problem
peculiar to nerve-agent manufacture.
8. Process Equipment-There are many basic types of chemical
processing equipment used for the production of both nerve
agents and industrial chemicals, and these i.asic types can often be
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converted from the manufacture of one chemical t" another, with
varying degrees of ease. While this equipment can often be readily
observed from outside the plant, very little can be determine/,
about its function or rate of operation.
a. Distillation equipment-Distillation is one of the fundamental processes used to separate a specific chemical or group of
chemicals from a mixture. Separation is accomplished in what are
generally referred to as distillation columns. These are vertical,
cylindrical vessels whose height is usually much greater than their
diameter. They range in size from less than 1 foot in diameter and
10 feet in height to more than 15 feet in diameter and 300 feet in
height. It is not possible to identify by outside observation the
processes taking place within the column. In many chemical
plants, distillation columns, like other pieces of equipment, are
frequently used in processes other than the one for which they
were originally designed.
b. Furnaces- Furnaces are one of the principal components of
chemical processing facilities. These industrial furnaces are found
in a great variety of sizes and designs, and there is no particular
type which would be characteristic of nerve-agent plants.
c. Reactors-A reactor is the processing vessel in w•vch chemical
reactions take place. Reactors of all shapes, sizes and configurations are used in the chemical industry, depending upon the
specific process in which they are. to be used. Some reactors differ
only slightly from small storage tanks and small heat exchangers.
Reactor- can differ substantially in size and shape even though
they are designed for similar processes. Again, there is no shape or
other characteristic which is unique to nerve-agent production.
d. Scrubbers-There is a rather large variety of equipment
generally referred to as scrubbers for the separation of solids,
liquids, or specific gases from air or from a gas stream by using
water to scrub out the unwanted materials. These scrubbers are
vertical, cylindrical vessels with a relatively la:ge height-to-diameter ratio. The size of the scrubber depends on the amount of
air that must be treated. External observation does not reveal the
materials that are being treated within the scrubber, and almost
any size or shape might be used in a nerve-agent plant.
e. Flare Stacks-These are tall thin towers, up to several
hundred of feet high, containing at their centres pipes which carry
waste gases to the top where they are burned in the atmosphere.
Although flare stacks are highly visible, their appearance would
provide no means of distinguishing one plant from another.
9. Safety-Because of the highly lethal nature c.^ the agents
being produced, a nerve-agent plant requires special safety
measures. In particular, the containment of toxic chemicals
requires rigid control of plant air. Air coming out of the toxic
process area would need to be scrubbed to remove any toxic
materials, and precautions would need to be taken to prevent any
air from flowing out of the toxic process area into the non-toxic
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operating aieas. Access between the toxic and non-toxic areas
would require special controls such as airlocks. Personnel entering
the toxic process area would have to wear masks and protective
clothing. Such icatures, however, would not be observable from
outside the plant, since they all pertain to operations within closed
structures.
10. Summary-Our research indicates that the problem of
identification of nerve-agent production facilities cannot be solved
by off-site observation. Chemical process facilities are to be found
in numerous locations throughout the world which contain many
of the same raw materials, processes, operations, equipment, and
support installations as those req-uired to produce nerve agents.
State,nent by the United States Representative (Leonard) to the
Conference of the Committee on Lisarmament: Verification of
Agreement on Chemical Weapons, July 16, 19701
I declare open the 479th plenary meeting of the Conference of
the Committee on Disa-mament.
2. As representative of the United States, I should like to make
the following statement.
3. A subject of continuing interest to the United States and to
this Committee is that of adequate verification for any eventual
arms-control agreement which may be negotiated banning the
production, use and stockpiling of chemical weapons. This has
been the subject of several presentations and working papers by
the United States delegation and by other delegations around this
table. Verification of chemical-weapons prohibitions was also the
subject of intense discussion at our informal meeting on 22 April,
at which a number of experts in the field were present.
4. The interest of the United States Governiient in this
question is not new. For a number of years the United States
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency has sponsored research
regarding verification at the various technical stages in the
production cycle of chemical-weapons systems. Some of the
research has been conducted• internally within the United States
Government; much of it has been done on contract by private
research organizations. One such private research organization, thc
Midwest Research Institute, or MRI, which is a large firm of

engineering ani economic consultants se4rving a broad spectrum of
the United States industrial corporations, has recently completed a
study comparing the characteristics which can be discerned

through external observation of plants producing chemical nerve
agents, on the one hand, and plants producing industrial and
commiercial products, on the other.
'CCD/PV.479, pp. 5-7.
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5. The relevance of this particular aspect of the problem of
chemical-weapons verification is very clear. Any serious discussion
of verification problems must, at an early stage, deal with wbat
can or cannot bc achieved by one of the simplest verification
techniques of all: namely vicual observation. Without such a
discussion our treatment of this subject would surely be incomplete. Today, therefore, the United States delegation would like to
share with members of the Committee the results of the
investigation by the Midwest Research Institute, in order to
contribute to our continuing examination of the inherently
difficult obstacles in verifying an agreement that would prohibit
production of chemical weapons.
6. We are, first of all, circulating a working paper which
summarizes in non-technical terms the research in question and its
conclusions.2 Next, we are providing each delegatiorv with copies
of the text of the MRI report dated 20 May 1970, entitled
"Chemical Production Facilities". !i his report contains a narrative,
fifteen-page discussion of the entire research project, including
diagrams of production facilities. Lastly, we are circulating copies
of the appendix to the MRI report, which contains a compendium
of nineteen photographs, some with overlays, of chemical-production equipment and plant sites which are reievant to the
discussion in the text of the report itself. Members will note that
included in the appendix are aerial photographs of the three
plants, including the nerve-agent production facjlity, which were
the subject of the research project.
7. Drawing from the material contained in the research report,
I should note that the chemical-processing industry encompasses
the conversion of various chemical raw materials into a variety of
usable chemical products. Chemical-processing plants throughout
the world range in production rate from a few hundred to several
million pounds of finished products a year. They vary in area from
a few thousand square feet to several thousand acres. The
production of chemical nerve agents involves a chemical pi c'cess in
which the production facilities and equipment utilized are similar
io the equipment and processes used by a major segment of the
world chemical industry. With the advent of highly complex,
interrelated chemical-production facilities it is also possible that a
wide variety of chemical products, including nerve agents, could
be produced within a single extensive chemical complex.
8. In this particular project the Midwest Research Institute
undertook to ascertain whether, through what might be called
off-site observation, either from the air or from the ground, it
would be possible to determin,; whether a particular chemical-processing facility or complex was producing, or was capable of
producing, lethal nerve agents. Three United States chemical-processing plants that are similar in size and general appearance were
2.•pa
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examined by external inspection. The first of these plants is a
low-temperature natural-gas processing plant which produces suzl
fuels as propane and butane from raw natural gas. The second
plant is a facility for the production of a high-energy liquid fuel.
And the third is a plant for production of VX nerve agent, one of
the most modern war chemicals known. The three plants were
examined on the basis of external appearance-that is, their
raw-"aterial input, storage facilities, consumption of utilities and
waste disposal-and, more specifically, on the basis of process
equipment atn4 safety features. As will be seen ifrom the MRI
report we are circulating today, each of those aspects of the
production process of the three plants was examined and carefully
compared.
9. The United States wishes to contribute in e'.ery way
possible to the Committee's continuing efforts in the examination
of verification problems related to a chemical-weapons ban. It is in
that spirit that I submit the above-mentioned working and
research materials to the Committc( today; and in the same spirit I
ask members to give them their caiful and considered attention.
Statement by the British Representative (Portert to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical and
Biological Warfare, July 16, 1.970"
First I should like on behalf of the United Kingdom delegation
to extend a warm welcome to the distinguished representatives
who are leading their delegations -or the first timt. -Ambassador
Petrov of Bulgaria and Ambassador Tanaka of Japan.
11. This morning I shall say a few words about caemlcal and
biological warfare, and in pavtic?. 'ar comment on two lots of
amendments proposed to our draft -irivention" -those submitted
by your delegation, Mr. Chai-rma.i), on 30 June3 and those
suggested by the Netherlands delegation on 17 March.'
12. I shall tun first to the United States proposals. As the
Committee i aware, we consider that the prohibitions of our
convettion would in effect extend to the production o toxins as
weapons of v.ar; since t ic3e, as the Secretary-General's report
points onut, are "'biologically produced chemical substances".-" But
we have a•so made it clear that we would consider favourably any
amendment v, ich brought toxins more precisely within the scope
of our draft conve:i ion. On 22 April the Swedish representative,
Mrs. Myrdal, first raised the question whether the convention
might be extended to cover these dangerous substances, 6 *nd on
"CCD/PV.479. pp. 7-10.
2 Documenr••m
3

Diawmament. 1969. pp. 431 ff.

Ante, pp. 272-273.
'Ante. pp. 97-99.
$DocumentsanDtM VymweM,
t, 1969. ,•. 278.
*hiMsm Myrdal's statement was made at an infornal CCD meetuig and
incorporated in the official (XD records.
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28 April you, Mr. Chairman, in your capacity as representative of
the United States, suggested specific language to effect that. 7 In
his speech on 30 June Mr. Caracciolo also endorsed the proposal, 8
and on the same day you, sir, submitted a drafting amendment.
You proposed that article I of the draft be amended to read as
follows:
Each of the Parties to the Convention undertakes, in so far as it may not already be
committed in that resplct under Treaties or other instruments in .orce prohibiting the
use of chemical and biological methods of warfare, never, in any circumstances, by
making use for hostile purposes of microbial or other biological agents or toxins causing
death, damage or disease to man, other animals, or crops, to engage in biological
methods of warfare.

13. You also proposed that a similar change be made in article
II (a) (i) b" 'nserting the words "or toxins" after the phrase
"microbial or other biological agents", so as to include toxins
expressly in the convention's prohibitions and requirements
concerning production, acquisit'on, research and destruction. You
further proposed the deletion of the phrase "by infection or
infestation". 9 That would be a logical consequence of the
inclusion of toxins, which of course do not "infest".
14. That seems to us to do what is required; though some
further editorial changes may prove necessary. Mr. Roshchin, the
representative of the USSR, in his speech on 14 July seemed
surprised by what he called the readiness of the United States to
bring toxins, but not other chemical weapons, within the scope of
the United Kingdom draft convention ." As the authors of that
draft, perhaps the United Kingdom delegation could make it clear
that by our acceptance of the amendment proposed it is not our
intention to include in the convention a particular chemical
substance as such, but rather to recognize explicitly what is
already implicit in the convention as at present drafted: that an
agreement which prohibits the production of b;.ological means of
warfare would prevent the production of chemical agents of
tiological origin.
15. Lord Chalfont on 30 April drew attention to some of the
properties of toxins as they have been described in the reports of
the Secretary-General of the United Nations and the
Director-General of the World Health Organization on chemical
and biolcgical weapons and the effects of their possible use.- 1
Their high toxicity, together with the relative ease with which
they can be m~ianufactured, could make them very dangerous
weapons irdeed if they were ever allowed to reach the stage of
widespread development and deployment.
'Aqte, pp. 189-190.
:Ante, p. 275.
'Ante, pp. 276-277.
'I Ante, pp. 313-314.
' ' Lord Chaifont's remarks appear ante, pp. 191-193. The Secretary-General's report
may be found in Documents on Disrmanment, 1969, pp. 256-298. For the WHO report,
see H1ealth Aspects of Chemical and Biological Weapons: Report of a WHO Group of
Consu tants (Geneva, 1970).
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16. May I turn now to the amendments proposed during the
last session by my Netherlands colleague, Mr. Eschauzier? On 17
March he suggested the following changes in our text. He
tentatively proposed a re-draft of article I to read:
Each of the Parties to the Convention undertakes never in any circumitances to mak^e
use for hostile purposes of living organisms, whatever their nature, or infective material
derived from them, which are intended to cause disease or death in man, animals or
plants, and which depend i'or their effects on thdr ability to multipiy -i tie person,
animal or plant attacked.

It will be clear to the Committee that the inclusion of toxins in
article 1 make,, it impossible for us to adopt the revised wording of
the article proposed by Mr. Eschauzier.
17. Mr. Eschauaier also suggested new wording for article 11 (a)
(i), which at present prohibits "microbial or other biological
agents of types and in quantities that have no independent
justification for prophylactic or other peaceful purposes;". He
proposed that the word "independent" should be deleted and
"protective purposes" substituted for "other peaceful purposes" 1 2. We feel that the substitution of "protective purposes"
for "other peaceful purposes" would place too restrictive an
interpretation on the legitimate peaceful uses which would be
exempt from the prohibitions of our draft. We agree, however,
that the word "independent" in this section seems to be
unnecessary and could lead to confusion'- and we propose
therefore in line with his suggestion to delete that word.
18. With that excision and the addition of the words "or
1 now read: "microbial or ý.ther
Ic
toxins", article 1l(a)(i)
biological agents or tc'xins of tyopes and in quantities that have no
justification for prophylactic orother peaceful purposeb".
19. We remahL, of course, open to further suggestions. Our
draft conventien as it Atandls deals comprehensively, in its
definition, scope a: a provisions, with a self-contained category of
weapors and agents, and for that reason rep-esents an adequate
basis for agre'emc.nt on biological methods of warfare. We see no
logical rci.on why our search for an agreement on chemical
weapons should hold up the conclusion of a complete and
effective agreement on biological warfare, including toxins, which
is within our g:asp now.
20. May I take this opportunity to support the tribute which
Mr. Roshchin and other speakers have recently paid to the Geneva
Protocol, 13 whose forty-fifth anniversary fell on 17 June? My
Government is convi,'ced that the Geneva Protocol is and ,vill
remain the foundation on which all our efforts in this field must
be based. We therefore welcome the ratification of the Geneva
Protocol by the Japanese Government, announced by the Japanese
representative on 18 June, 1 4 and also the anouncement by the
Foreign Minister of Brazil on 9 July, that his Government intends
•See ante, p. 98.

"SDocumnmts on Diwrmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
"14Ante,p. 240.

MEXICAN WORKING PAPER, JULY 21

331

to deposit an instrument of ratification shortly.1 5 We ourselves
shall continue to work for the strengthening of the Protocol in
two ways-by urging countries which have not yet done so to
ratify or accede to it, and by working for the reinforcement of its
provisions.
21. We remain convinced th at our draft convention on biological warfare, far from weakening the Protocol as some have
suggested, would considerably strengthen its effect. The 1925
Protocol covers the use in war of chemical and biological weapons;
and a number of signatories, including the United Kingdom, in
their reservations to it retained the right to retaliate with these
weapons against violators or non-parties. None of us, I am sure,
would contend that these reservations strengthen the Protocolrather the contrary, because they effectively permit the stockpiling of these weapons. That is why our convention is drafted in
such a way as to prohibit the production, possession and
stockpiling not only of the weapon itself but also of the
component parts of the weapon, which I believe can be assembled
without much difficulty. It would thus in effect make impossible
the retention of any retaliatory capability in any form so far as
biological warfare is concerned. I confess that I cannot see how,
by strengthening the provisions of the Geneva Protocol in respect
of biological weapons including toxins, we can be held to weaken
the total effect of the Protocol.
Mexican Working Paper Submitted to the Conference 3f the
Committee on Disarmament: Draft Sea-Bed Treaty, July '`1,
19701
A second paragraph should be added to article VIII of the drl'ft
treaty, to read as follows:
2. The States Parties to this treaty undertake not to contribute in any way to the
commission in the zone referred to in articie 1, of a•is involving a violation of such
obiigations.

CONOMM

The reasons which nccessitaie tGe addition of this paragraph, as
preiposed by Mexico on I December 1069 ir t&e working paper
submitted to the General Assembly and circulated is document
A/C. 1/995, may be summarized as follows:
1. It is self-evident that any treaty on the prohibition of the
emplacement of nuclear weupcas and othe, vveavoiJs of mass
destruction on the seabed and the ocean floor and in the subsoil
thereof, that may be concluded should not adversely affect the
progress it n2" Žeen possible to achieve through other :nternatiorpa
instniments in force.
sC(A)/PV. 477, p . 8-9.

'CC'D/294, July 21, 1970. The draft treaty appears ante, pp. 185-188.
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2. The Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin
America or Treaty of Tlatelolco, which is at present in force for
sixteen States, has created the first zone including densely
populated territories to be free from nuclear weapois3 The zone

covers at present an area of approximately six million kilometres
and has a population of about 100 million inhabitants.
3. The regime established in article I of the Treaty of Tlatelolco
is one of total absence of nuclear weapons,

.:

concept of the

greatest clarity which entails for the States Parti..s, inter alia, the
following double prohibition:
(a) They may not emplant or emplace nuclear weapons in their
respective territories, whether acting on their own behalf or
through others, and
(b) They may not allow other States tc emplant or emplace
nuclear arms in those territories.
For the purposes of those prohibitio s the term "territory"
includes, inter alia, the territorial sea, and the bed and subsoil
thereof.
4. On the other hand, article I of the draft treaty submitted to
the Disarmament Committee by the delegations of the United
States and the Soviet Union, which is contained in document
CCD/2691 Rev. 2, undoubtedly implies a double right:
(a) The right of any coastal State, whether acting on its own
behalf or through others, to emplant or emplace nuclear weapons
on the seabed and ocean floor and the subsoil thereof within a belt
of sea twelve miles in breadth adjacent to its coasts, and

(b) The right of the nuclear Powers to emplant or emplace
nuclear weapons in that zone with the consent of the coastal State
concerned.
5. It is obvious fr,'m a comparison of the provisions referred to
in the two preceding paragraphs that if it is not to vitiate the
progress achieved so far in respect of the zones free from nuclear
weapons, the new treaty must include an article containing two
paragraphs like those proposed in the Mexican working paper
A/C. 1/995 menti)ned above, which read as fol!ows:
1. The provisions of this Treaty shall in no way affect the obliptions au.&med by
States Parties to it under international instruments establishing ?ones free from nuclear
weapons.
2. The States Parties to this Treaty undertake not to contribute in any way to the
commission, in the zone referred to in aril I, of acts ilwolving a violation of such

obligations.

6. The purpose of the first of these two paragraphs-which, as
is known, has already been incorporated as article VIII in the
revised text of the draft treaty-is to prevent the rioht referred to
in paragraph 4 (a) of this document from being interpreted as
invalidating the prohibition ,referred to in paragraph 3 (a).
'Docmlents on

isvnwmemt. 1967, pp. 69 ff.
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7. For the same reason, the inclusion of the proposed second
paragraph-which should be paragraph 2 of article VIII-is
imperative, since this is the only way of ruling out the interpretation that the right re:erred to in paragraph 4 (b) tacitly modifies
the prohibition referred to in paragraph 3 (b).
8. The Mexican proposal has no purpose other than the one
stated at the beginning: to prevent the new treaty from adversely
affecting certa~n essential agreements already reached in the field
of zones free from nuclear weapons.
9. The paragraph 2 which Mexico is proposing for additions to
article VIII of the revised draft treaty has this as its sole and
exclusive object. The obligation assumed under it would be a
passive obligation, an obligation not to do something, consisting
merely in agreeing not to contribute to non-fulfilment or violation
of any international agreements on nuclear disarmament to which
ct~rtain States are parties or may be parties in the future.
10. The basis of this provision is to be found in the principles
ot international law and the United Nations Charter, particularly
with regard to respect for the sovereign equality of States.
Statement by the Swedish Representative (Myrdal) to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical and
Biological Weapons, July 21, 19701
Time marches on. I feel the urge to take up today for closer
consideration the subject of chemical and biological means of
warfare, to which some, but not sufficient, attention has so far
been given in this session. But allow me at the outset ;- voice
some general concern about our work schedule.
3. Within the next month we must complete action on at least
four important items in order to report to the United Nations
General Assembly in accordance with the mandates given to us.
That constitutes a formidable workload. In the first instance we
must obviously arrive at formulating a comprehensive programme
of disarmament. Next, we hope to be able to arrive at a final and
preferably unanimously-agreed draft sea-bed treat4 . That presupposes that all amendments to the present text- must be in
within this or next week; although I take it that most of them
have been presented more or less textually in the statements by
delegations; and some of those amendments have received very
broad support. Further, we have the task of sul 1aitting a special
report on the comprehensive test ban.- If that is not done, or if
the report is without substance, that will constitute a particularly
glaring failure on the part of our Committee. And we must carry
'CCD/PV. 480, pp. 5-10.

2

Ante. pp. 185-188.

'See Documents on Disarmament, 1969, p. 722.
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forward our work on the banning of the production, testing and
stockpiling of chemical and biological weapons, at least far enough
to be able to make it manifest that we have mastered the general
shape of such a prohibitive measure.
4. Already in my statement on 9 April I touched upon some
elements which my delegation considers should be included in
such a treaty.4 In the meantime we have given further thought to
the subject; and I should like today to share with my colleagues
some more specific suggestions. We have taken as a basis for our
considerations the draft convention put forward by nine delegations in New York last year' as amended here in April.6 The main
reason for this is that it covers both chemical and biological means
of warfare. That does not mean, however, that we have neglected
the contents of the United Kingdom draft convention on
biological warfare,7 amended as suggested by the delegation of the
United States to include also toxins' -a suggestion which was
accepted by the United Kingdom tXelegation at our last meeting.9
It contains useful elements which could also be applied to the
broader ban including all chemical weapons.
5. What I shall do tentatively in the following statement
amounts to giving a description of the main features, as my
delegation would like to see them. formulated, of a convention
prohibiting the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical and biological weapons and prescribing the destruction
of such weapons. It may perhaps be said that we are proceeding in
the wrong order, as agreement has still not been reached on the
basic issue of simultaneous treatment of both chemical and
biological weapons. We feel, however, that by now such good
reasons have been offered and such wide support has been voiced
for a more comprehensive solution that we must endeavour to
follow that road.
6. The preambles to the two draft conventions before the
Committee contain roughly the same elements; and it should not
prove difficult to amalgamate them into a single text. When we do
so, reference should be added, of course, to the important
resolutions which were adopted by the United Nations General
Assembly after the submission of those drafts, particularly
resolution 2603 A (XXIV) concerning the affirmation of the
existing barn on the use of all chemical and biological agents of
warfare, described in a modem definition.' 0
7. When it comes to the main prohibitory provis•on we hold
the view, which I have stated in earlier interventions, that it would
not suffice, nor be meaningful from a verification point of view, to
prohibit only the weapons, as end-products. The prohibition must
4 Ante.

pp. 132-140.
$Documents on Disarmament. 1969. pp. 455-457.
6Ante, p. 140.
'Documents on Disarmament, 1969. pp. 431 ff.
:Ante, pp 272-273.
'Ante, pp. 328-331.
'Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 716-717.
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be extended to the development, production and stockpilinr, of
the active agents themselves. Any chemical and biologic:1l agent
having no recognized application other than for warfare purposes
should thus be inconditionally prohibited. For such agents as have
recognized uses for peaceful purposes the prohibitory regulation
would refer to the cases where they were specifically applied or
intended to be applied for warfare purposes. All ancillary
equipment or vectors speci ri:lly designed for using chemical or
biological agents as agent:, u" warfare would also have to be
prohibited.
8. In our opinion there would have to be, in connexion with
these prohibitory rules, as in the United Kingdom draft, a
clearly-defined clause allowing for exccptions for agents, equipment or vectors of types and in quantities that are justified for
prophylaxis and therapy, for research on protective equipment
and methods, or for use for riot control in accordance with
national and international law.
9. We agree w~th the authors of the two draft conventions on
the necessity of having a provision in which parties undertake not
to assist, encourage or induce any State, group of States or
international organization to develop, produce cr othcrwise
acquire and stockpile the forbidden agents and equipment. We
would also include language in which the parties undertake to
destroy within a certain period or to divert to peaceful uses all
stocks of agents and equipment prohibited under the main
provision. Those rules would correspond to articles 3 and 2
respectively of the nine-power draft and to article 11 (b) and (c) of
the United Kingdom draft.
10. Wh-n we come to the provisions on verification, our
s-,,gesticns differ in several respects from the proposals in the
draft conventions before the Committee. I eAplained our basic
considerations on this subject at some length in my statement on 9
April, to which I have already referred. Our ideas-which could be
put into language better adapted for use in a treaty text-could be
summarized as follows.
11. All parties would undertake the following series of obligations in order to prevent any diversion of chemical or biological
agents from peaceful uses '-n agents of warfare and to ensure
compliance with the prohibitions in the treaty.
12. The first one would be to facilitate and premote international exchange of information on pertinent peaceful, scientific,
technical and other activities; and to co-operate to that end.
13. The second undertaking would consist of reporting to an
agreed international organization-the World Health Organization
has been mentioned as a possible recipient-and as determined by
such organization, relevant data on these peaceful uctivities.
14. The third element would consist of an undertaking by each
party not to provide, nor to permit any juridical or physical
person within its territory or under its jurisdiction or control to
provide, to any recipient chemical or biological agents that might
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be diverted from peaceful uses to agents of warfare, unless
reportea by tne paity to the responsible international organization. That provision would replace the contents of articles 4 and 5
of the nine-power draft convention; and it corresponds tW the con-1
teril, of article Ill, paragraph 2, of the Non-Proliferation Treaty.'
15. The fourth step in the verification process, ,, we perceive
it, would cons't of a provision whereby the parties would
undertake to consult and co-operate with each other and with the
responsible international organization in solving any problems
which might arise in the application of the provisions of the
convention, rnd to facilitate any inquiry or other suitable method
of clarification that might be deemed necessary on the basis of the
exchange of information or collection of reports mentioned
earlier. That stage would correspond to the by now well-known
idea of "verification by challenge", enabling a party to free itself of
any suspicion of cheating. This provision can be said to be an elaboration of the proviso in the nine-power draft, contained in its article 6.
16. Our teXt would, further, contain a clause in order to ensure
that the safeguards I have just outlined would be implemented in a
manner which would avoid hampering the scientific, technical or
economic development of the parties, or international co-operation
in peaceful activities. That idea is taken from the Non-Proliferation
Treaty, which has a similar clause in its article 111, paragraph 3.
17. The verification system could have as a final feature the
right of any party which believed that actions of any other party
constituted a breach of the obligations in the treaty to lodge a
complaint with the Security Council. Such an idea is to be found
in article III of the United Kingdom draft convention, and in the
amendment to the nine-power draft convention put forward by
ihe delegations of Hungary, Mongolia and Poland on 14 April of
this year.' 2
18. Regarding the more procedural parts of the nine-power
draft convention, we have two amendments to suggest: the irst
enabling parties to propose amendments to the convention, and
the second allowing for a review conference five years after the
entry into force of the convention. For both ideas we propose that
the language be borrowed from the corresponding provisions in
the latest draft sea-bed treaty. We consider that such provisions
have proved their value in other connexions and that they should
therefore form part of all future arms-control agreements. A
specific task of the review conference should be stressed: namely
the necessity to take into account any relevant scientific and
technical developments and to pay particular attention to changes
in the recognition of the application of chemical and biological
agents for warfare or for peaceful purposes, respectively, as that
recognition would serve as a basis for the categories of prohibition
which I mentioned earlier.
" Ibik., 1968. pp. 461-465.
12 For the tripartite amendment, see ante, p. 140.
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19. Coming to an end of this description of our suggested
changes in and additions to the draft conventions, I want just to
add that I fully understand and expect that other delegations may
have other and better ideas. I have chiefly wanted by this
description to start a process of more detailed negotiation, aimed
at our arniving at a more definite treaty text which could, we
would hope, be rather generally acceptable. We stand ready to
discuss our ideas further, formally or informally. Wh~at is important, I think, is an accelerated pace of negotiations, enabling ris
to see clearly what agreement has already been achieved, what it is
possible to achieve now, and where disagreement persists.
20. While our Committee has been at work on an internationally-binding convention on the renunciation of chemical and
biological means of warfare, some important steps forward have
been taken by different countries. I have already had occasion in
an earlier statement' 3 to comment on the great merits of
President Nixon's unilateral pledges for the United States, inter
alia to confine its biological research to defensive measures, such
as immunization and safety, to prepare for the disposal of %axisting
stocks of biological weapons,1 4 to renounce preparations for the
use of toxins as a method of warfare, to confine its military
programme for toxins to research for defensive purposes only, and
to direct the destruction of all existing United States toxin
weapons' I -and doing all that without waiting for the settlement
of the questions of reciprocity or verification.
21. In statements to this Committee several declarations with a
similar bearing have bee-, made. The United Kingdom has said,
inter alia, that it has never had any biological weapons, that it has
none now, that it has no intention of acquiring any, and t.at its
research in the field of biological warfare has always been confined
to defensive measures." 6 Canada has declared, inter alia, that it
never has had and does not now possess any biological weaponsor toxins-and does not intend to develop, produce, acquire,
stockpile or use such weapons at any time in the future; and-this
cowmitment. does not cover tear gas and other crowd and riot
control agents-that it does not possess any chemical weapons dnd
does not interd b develop, produce, acquire, stockpile or use such
weapons at any time in the future unless those weapons should be
used against ihe military forces or the civilian population of
Canada or its allies.' 7
22. The Netherlands has said that as long ago as 1930, when it

ratified the Geneva Protocol, it was among the first countries to
renounce unconditionally the use of bacteriological or biological
weapons.' 8 I take it that this means the saiaie as not having or
I

Ante, p. 135.
"Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 592-593.

"SAnte, pp. 5-6.
"CCD/PV. 462, p. 7.
"Ante, p. 113.
"Ante. pp, 94-95.
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intending to acquire such biological weapons. Otherwise, quite a
number of countries, including my own, have ratified without any
reservations the comprehensive Geneva Protocol against the use in
war of either biological or chemical weapons.' 9
23. In my country we have recently stated explicitly that our
position in regard to chemical and biological means of warfare is
definitely a negative one concerning both their production and
their use. On 29 April my Government in a message to Partiament
on foreign policy declared the following:
... the Government considers it important to call attention to the fact that Sweden does
not possess, nor does it intend to manufacture, any biological or chemicai means of
warfare. Research work is being carried out to develop protective methods in the everT,
of our country being attacked with such weapons. Such research work, for example in
respect of vaccines, is of obvious importance also in peacetime, inter alic to develop
protection for the p-)pulation against various diseases.

24. I want to add that the systems of control which exist in
many countries, as also in Sweden, in regard to the handling of
materials such as drugs, pesticides, insecticides and poisons would
seem adaptable to a future international control system. We also
set great store by the principle of openness; and we are at present
exploring the possibilities of adapting our procedures to any
future international obligations.
25. Some members of our Committee have recently invited
nations to follow this avenue of national renunciation. I have
earlier welcomed such national decisions; but I have also stressed,
and I want to stress again, that unilateral decisions can be no
substitute for internationally-binding agreements. It is important
that such voluntary undertakings should not be one-s.ded or result
in an unbalanced situation. And it is, of course, preferable to
arrive at a state of affairs in which we shall have an international
treaty so that all renunciations will have the same and, we hold,
maximum coverage.
26. 1 wish to end this statement by pointing out that I have not
touched upon any of the recently-raised technical aspects of our
work on treaty obligations because Ahope we can continue that
discussion at a new informal meeting of the Committee in the near
futtire.
Statement by the Moroccan Representative (Khattabi) to the
Canference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical and
Bacteriological Weapons, July 28, 1970'
I also should like to welcome to our midst lord Lothian, the
new leader of the U-ited Kingdom deleption, who has just
"IDocuments on Diwrrinmcht, 196f, pp. 764-765.
'CCD/PV. 482, pp. 15-17.
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delivered a brilliant maiden speech to the Conference. We wish
him the greatest success in the mission entrusted to him by his
Government.
40. Approaching the thorny problem of the prohibition of
chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons, Mr. Benhiia
pointed out at our meeting of 21 April that, Zven if the technical,
military and other distinctions between the two categories of
weapons, biological and chemical, are recognized,
...the certain conclusions of such an anplysis do not scem to outweigh the advantages
of a prohibition of the two categories of weapons simultaneously and the incorporation
of that prohibition in a single text.2

That comment, which summarizes the preliminary point of view
of the Moroccan delegation on chemical and biological weapons, is
by no means intended to disregard the difficult problem of
defining a system of verification capable of ensuring that the
provisions of an agreement prohibiting chemical mad bacteriological weapons shall be respected and observed.
41. In view of the importance which my delegation attaches to
this vital ind urgent question, I have the honour to submit to the
Conference today a working paper' based on the outline given by
the leader of my delegation on 21 April.4 This document, the
object of which is to help simultaneously to reconcile ideas
expressed in the Conference and to search for a way out of our
impasse, also takes into account resolution 2603 B (XXIV) of the
United Nations General Assembly, which requests our Conference... to give ulgent consideration to reaching agreement on the prohibitions and other
measures referred to in the draft conventions [submitted to the Conference] and other
relevant proposals.'

42. While we recognize the important and decisive role of
politicai will in the total elimination of chemical and biological
weapons, we have to observe that the international situation and
the relations between the great Powers possessing or able to make
such weapons are not often such as to promote that mutual
confidence which is an essential and indispensable component of
political good will. Furthermore, the mutual fear generated by the
existence of arsenals of chemical and biological weapons is bound
to encourage their proliferation and ccszquently increase the
danger of their use for destructive ends.
43. To promote and strengthen mutual confidence among
States it is necessary and urgent to adopt a certain number of
international disarmament measures. Thus it is of the greatest
importance-, to conclude an international agreem;-At under which
all States parties would undertake the contractual and solemn
obligation no longer to develop, manufacture or stockpile chemp. 9.
4 CCD IPV.466,

SCCD/PV.466.

pp. 5-13.
' Dotwnestts on DiFrwament, 1969. pp. 717-719.
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ical or biological weapons, and to destroy existing stocks of these.
The salutary effect of such an undertaking both upon international opinion and upon relations between States can easily be
imagined.
44. Paragraph I of our working paper proposes that the
development, production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological weapons, including toxins, should be jointly prohibited by
one principal legal initniment which would also provide for their
destruction. The draft convention submitted last year to the
United Nations General Assembly by nine socialist countries' with
the amendment submitted by Hungary, Mongolia and Poland, 6
and the draft convention of the United Kingdom7 amended at the
suggestion of the United States delegation,8 appear to contain the
main points of this prohibition.
45. To guarantee that the provisions of that agreement are
respected and observed, we consider that verification and control
procedures might be dealt with separately ff.r biological agents and
toxins-whose immediate elimination does not raise any major
difficulty-and for chemical agents, whose complexity makes it
difficult at present, in the view of certain delegations, to have a
control that would inspire confidence in the observance of the
provisions prohibiting these agents if designed for military use.
Therefore, according to our working paper, we must provide LAthe
principal instrument means for the consideration of problems
concerning procedures of verification for the prohibition of
chemical weapons. That instrument should, of course, set a
time-limit for the drafting of a supplementary document which
would definitively lay down the verification procedures for this
category of weapons. The convening of a meeting of experts,
proposed last year by the Japanese delegation.' would in our view
certainly be useful pa, ticularly to consider the technical aspects of
verification relating to chemical weapons.
46. The relation between the industrial and commercial production of chemical agents for civilian purposes and the manufacture of chemical weapons is an important aspect of the problem
which should be examined and settled. That problem has already
been the subject of a .aumber of vfrking papers and of relevant
and constructive comments.
47. In that connexion I should like to emphasize that military
reasons should not prevent us from dealing with these two
categories of weapons together and enacting their prohibition in a
single instrument. It should be made clear, consequently, that the
technical aspects of the probiem of verification of chemical agents
are, in our view, the only ones that should be considered to justify
SIbid.,

pp. 455457.

'Ante. p. 140.

"Doct, me-its on Disarmament. 1969, pp. 431 ff.

'Ante pp. 276-277.

'Doxuments on Disrmament, 1969. p. 412.
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the preparation of a text that could be appended, according to our
working paper, to the basic instrument designed -completely to
eliminate chemical and biological weapons.
48. Before concluding, 1 should like to expiress my ddegation's
gratitude to all those who have helped our work forward by
presenting working papers or suggestions on this question. In that
connexion we listened with the keenest interest to the remarkable
statement made on 21 July by Mrs. Myrdal, the Swedish
representative, who clearly described the maii feat ,res of an
agreement combining the advantages of the two draft conventions
before us and at the sarne time providir-g valuable material for a
completer and more broadly acceptable agreement.' 0 We consider
that the analysis she then made deserves the closest consideration
by this Committee. We sincerely hope that the efforts of the
members of this Committee will enable us to accomplish the
important task entrusted to us by the United Nations General
Assembly.
Moroccan Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the

Committee on Disarmament: Prohibition of the Development,
Production, and Stockpiling of Chemical and Bacteriological
(Biological) Weapons and on the Destruction of Such Weapons,
July 2V, 19701
The use of chemical and bacteriological (biological) agents for
non-peaceful purposes may inevitably lead to the greatest deathdealing catastrophe and the worst immediate and long-range,
predictable and unpredictable, disasters that mankind has ever
experienced or imagined. The reports of experts at our disposal
and ti,, observations of a large number of delegations both in the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and in the United
Nations at New York are unanimous in affirming that primary
fact. We strongly believe that we would be failing in our duty as
human
beings worrying
and as members
United
family if we
ever stopped
about of
thatthefact
evenNations
for a moment.
In
keeping with this attitude, the delegation of Morocco is submitting
to the Committee this working paper, which in four points
outlines a system that permits the insertion of procedures for
prohibiting the production of chemical and bacterioloxcal weaponswid for verifying such prohibition.
1. The development, production and stockpiling cf chemical
and bacteriological (biological) weapons should be jointly prohibited by the terms of one principal legal instrument which
would also make provision for the destruction of such weapons.
'ulsup

y

aCCD/ 295, July 28,,. 1970.
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2. The procedures concerning verification and guarantees ensuring observance of obligations would be dealt with separately for
bacteriological (biological) agents and for chemical agents.
3. The verification procedures relating to bacteriological (biological) weapons would be laid down definitively in the provisions
of the principal instrument, and the total elimination of such
weapons could be effective upon the entry into force of that
instrument.
4. In view of the technical difficulties connected with the
verification problem as regards chemical weapons, the principal
instrument should provide in quite precise terms for the manner in
which a subsequient examination will be held with th%.. object of
arriving, within a period of time prescrnbed by the prir z-ipal
instrument, at the text of a supplementary document which :,ouid
definitively lay down verification procedures for chemical weapons.
The supplementary document, whose legal form would be
determined by the principal instrument, would put into effect the
total and definitive implementation of the provisions prohibiting
such weapons.
British Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Comn.ittee on Disarmament: Verification of a Comprehensive
Test-Ban Treaty, July 28, 1970'
1. In August 1969 the United Kingdom tabled i wr :\,ing paper
entitled "Further Notes on United Kingdom IResearch on Techniques for Distinguishing Between Earthquakes and Underground
Explosions". 2 This paper described developments in seismic
methods for monitoring underground explosions, in particular the
U.K. studies made of events in 1966. The results of these studies
formed the basis of the SIPRI Study Group Report in 1968 which
concluded that explosions with a yield down to 10 kilotons in
hard rock could be identified, given the deployment of an
improved seismic system. 3 The conclusion reached in ENDC/258
was that the next step might be a detailed study of the ways and
means of deploying an operational system based on the new
techniques, in order to achieve the identification capability
predicted by the SIPRI Report.
2. There is increasing interest in the international exchange of
seismic ditta as an aid to verification of a Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty. Replies to the Secretary-General's enquiry called for in
General Assembly Resolution 2604A(XXIV) 4 will enable a comprehenskive revicw to be made of the present status of seismic
TCCD/296, July 28, 1970.
'Documents on Disrmament.1969, pp. 405-408.
'Ibid, 1968. pp. 455-458.
41bid.

1969. pp. 719-722.
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monitoring ct underground nuclear events. In the meantime, the
United Kingdom Atomic Energy Authority, as a contribution to
such a review, has carried out a study aimed at determining what
detection/identification capability .could now be achieved in
support of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, at what cost and on
what time scale. The study presupposed that maximum use would
be made of existing stations known to have the required
sensitivity. It was assumed that the estimated capability must not
only take into consideration hard rock conditions, but also
decoupling and other possible evasion methods. The study was
world-wide, but it was recognised that the main interest would be
in the Northern Hemisphere. It has not, of course, attempted to
take into account the replies to the Secretary General's enquiry.
3. This working paper takes into account only those improvements which the SIPRI Study Group considered to be sufficiently
proven for the effects of incorporating them in a postulated
network to be predicted with some accuracy. Other improvements
are, of course, under research and development study, such as the
application of very long wave techniques, but this paper has not
attempted to benefit from these since they remain to be
investigated more thoroughly before they could be deployed.
4. To the existing four U.K. type (21 element short period)
arrays and the three large arrays ALPA, LASA and NORSAR there
are assumed to be added 19 more U.K. type stations making a
total of 26 world-wide. Stations can be moved up to 1000 km
without significantly changing the d-tection threshold as shown
by map A." The printed mb values have been contoured. A
minimum of four stations must detect the P signal in order to
locate the event with a signal to noise ratio of 2. (A similar study,
presented at the SIPRI sponsored conference on this sut:ect,
adopted a ratio of 1.5 which we believe to be too small.)
5. Each station would also be equipped with a 16 element long
period array using American instruments. Map B6 displays the
detection threshold foi Rayleigh waves in terms of earthquake mb
values; add one order of magnitude to each value to obtain the
detection threshold for explosion R waves after optimum processing of the array sum. A minimum number of three stations must
detect the R signal to allow for accidental masking by other events
and for the radiation pattern of earthquakes. The signal to noise
ratio of 2 follows the SIPRI study but the minimum number of
detecting stations (four) required by the SIPRI study is reduced
by one.
6. Should it not prove possible to install all the stations, the
overall capability of the system would of course be reduced.

:Not pnnted here.
'Not printed here.
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DETECTION AND IDENTIFICATION THRESHOLD

7. In the Northern Hemisphere, 90% of all earthquakes down
to a magnitude of at least mb 4 (1-2 kilotons in hard rock) will be
detected and identified by a minimum of four stations (location)
and three stations (identification). These figures assume optimum
processing, especially of the surface wave recordings where gains
of /2 mb after processing have been confirmed. The term
"threshold" refers to a probability of 90%. No station is said to
detect at signal to noise ratios of less than 2, and noise levels are
assumed to be the mean annual root mean square valv es.
8. These figures for detection and location apply also to
explosions. However, explosion generated surface waves are nearly
an order of magnitude lower in amplitude for a given mb value, so
the identification thres,,old in the Northern Hemisphere for these
events would be about mb 4½ (3-6 kilotons in hard rock). The
explosion identification threshold in parts of Central Asia would
rise to about mb 43% (6-12 kilotons in hard rock) if the four
stations located in the USSR were not in fact installed.
9. In principle it would be possible to improve detection of
surface waves by 1/4 of a magnitude unit by including 36 elements
in the long period arrays. Each station would then occupy an area
of 15000 km 2 compared with the 7500 km 2 which would be
occupied by each of the assumed stations, and there would be a
proportionate increase in costs. This possibility was not considered:
(a) Because more Research and Development is required to
confirm whether or not the discrimination criteria apply
with equally high probabilities to events in the magnitude
range mb 4 -mb 4½.
(b) Because dry alluvium of sufficient thickness (about 1000 ft)
to contain an explosion up to 10 kilotons is thought to be
of fairly common occurrence in the interiors of large
continents, so the network. external to the country
concerned, could not detect the P signal.
CRITERIA

10. Four parameters have established themselves as reliable
criteria for discriminating between earthquakes and explosions:
(a) P wave: R wave ratios. Amplitude (mb:ms), area under the
wave train (AR) or spectral ratio distributions for earthquakes and explosions from the same regions are separated
such that decisions with 95% probability can be made.
(b) Depth of source: separates all located events into shallow
(less than 50 km deep) and deep.
(c) First motion.
(d) Complexity of P wave.
11. Using these criteria, the great majority of earthquakes
would be identified at individual stations after relativly simple
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analysis techniques. A small computer would be installed at each
,Aation to assist with data handling and processing.
DATA PROCESSING AND COLLATION

12. A Data Collection and Collation Centre would appear from
this study to be a desirable part of the network described. Without
it, the network would not maintain common standards of
operating, quality control and reporting. The detection/discrimination capacity predicted would not be achieved on a continuing
basis.
13. Amplitude, period, and character of P and R waves of
unidentified earthquakes, and any explosions, would be transmitted to the Data Collection and Collation Centre by the best
available communication channels, together with P onset times of
all events. All epicentres would be determined by the Data Centre.
Records of events still unidentified would be sent by air mail on
request by the Data Centre.
14. The Data Centre would collate and store data which it
would provide to any contributing country on request.
15. If it were thought advisable, the Data Centre could also
present analyses and the results of applying the criteria to a
decision making (technical) body.
16. Experience with Research and Development programmes
indicates that the acquisition of this extensive data from the
proposed world-wide network of stations should further the
physical understanding of the seismic phenomena and of techniques for discrimination, and may thereby lower the identification threshold for explosions.
17. The criteria given above refer to the probabilities of
identifying nuclear events which have in fact occurred, but there is
a further uncertainty which must be recognised. Seismic records
show that one or two earthquakes with magnitudes between mb
41/2 and mb5 occur annually in the Northern Hemisphere, which,
because of their so far unexplained low surface wave amplitudes,
may be wrongly identified as nuclear events.
COST OF THE SYSTEM

18. A very approximate estimate has been made of the cost of
installing and operating such a system, based on experience with
UK arrays. Excluding any installatiot, costs for the seven existing
stations, the cost of installinr short and long period arrays at each
station, together with a data analysis system for each station, and
including the cost of a Data Centre, would not be less than £1 Sm.

These costs would include site surveys and engineering, drilling,
transport of equipment, and would also include a terminal at the
Data Centre for NORSAR, LASA and ALPA long period channels,
and for the best short period beam from these arrays. It however
assumes that the Data Centre would be so situated that it could
draw on computing facilities without capital costs.

14
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19. The total cost of operating the system would not be less
than about £5m a year. However, it is expected that the costs of
housing and of staff would be borne by the host country for each
particular station, and excluding these, the central costs of
operating the network would amount to something like £2m a
year. This would include station technical maintenance replacements and modification at stations other than ALPA, NORSAR
and LASA; data and message communications (existing telegram
or telex civil facilities, postage of records-we assume delays of
several days to confirm a given event); the costs of staffing and
running the Data Centre; and the costs of buying computer time
for use by the Data Centre.
HOUSING AND STAFF

20. The basic concept of the network is that each country
would house and staff its own station, and would have the right to
ask the Data Centre for data from other stations to supplement
data from its own.
TIME SCALE

21. It would be technically possible to install the network in
about five years followirg approval to enter the sites chosen. It
would then take a year or so for the network to settle down and
operate as a unit.
22. The question of location of the Data Centre would need to
be discussed. For the purposes of this study, we have assumed a
location in the UK, centred on the existing research centre at
Blacknest. The Data Centre could be engineered and installed on
the same time scale as the rest of the system.
EVASION

23. Apart from "soft rock" decoupling, theoretically it is
possible to decouple by a factor of 300 relative to hard rock
containment by firing in a cavity excavated in hard rock or salt.
Experimentally facto,.. of 50 to 100 have been observed using
chemical charges and one nuclear explosion of 0.35 kiloton. A
cavity to decouple 10 kilotons would be about 450 ft in diameter,
the volume of its spoil being something like that of a coal mine's
spoil heap. The extra cost and inconvenience to weapon trials

would be considerable. For example, an oil storage reservoir of
suitable dimensions has been dissolved out of a salt dome over a
period of 4 years at a cost of $14m. It is not yet known whether
such cavities could be used repeatedly, though refrigeration of the
cavity may be necessary for repeats at less than two-year intervals.
It may be possible to increase the fully decoupled yield in cavities
by factors of 2, and the use of heat s;nks in the cavity may result
in a reduction in the size of the cavity required to decouple a given
yield, but no experimental data are available to date.
24. Yields of up to 100 kilotons could be tested, without being

BRITISH WORKING PAPER, JULY 28

347

seismically detected, by correctly timing the firing sequence in
relation to suitably located larger earthquakes, thereby deliberately masking the explosion signals by those of the earthquakes.
Earthquakes of magnitudes mb7l/ which are required to successfully blanket signals generated by explosions of 100 kilotons occur
sporadically at intervals of about once a year on average. Like the
"big hole", this adds greatly to the cost and speed of development.
25. Simulation of an earthquake is possible by firing a series of
weapons of different yield up to several tons of kilotons. This
method of evasion may fail however because, unlike decoupling
and signal masking, the signals would be detected and analy'sed;
the surface wave spectra for example could be characteristic of
explosions. This uncertainty constitutes a considerable deterrent.
26. Other than soft rock decoupling, none of these evasion
techniques has been demonstrated experimentally for yields
greater than 0.35 kiloton.
CONCLUSION

27. This working vaper defines the capability and costs of a
practical monitoring network given the present state of the art in
seismology and evasion. There seems to be little point in defining a
more elaborate and costly system at this stage because discrimination criteria for low magnitude events (mb4 - mb 4 ½) are not yet
proven, an. because in the larger countries signals from explosions

of about 1 kilotons (mb4 3/4 - mbS) and less, fired in dry
alluvium, may not be detected by the external portion of the
network.
28. More detailed studies of siting, communication and system
problems could be made available, and work on these in the UK is
continuing.
APPENDIX A
A Test Ban Glossary
Detection

Recognizable P Signal at one station.

Location

Recognizable P signal at four stations.

Identification,
discuimirnation

Earthquake or explosion source diagnosed with 90% probability of being correct by ratio of P:R wave recordings at

three stations.
Unidentifled

Evidence for one or other with less than 90%probability.

P wave

Elastic body wave in which particle motion is in the direction
of propagation. Optimum signal/noise in the (short penod)
1-2 Hlz band at long distances.

R wave

A type of wave propagated along a free surface of an elastic
body, eg. the earth. Particle motion is elliptical and

etuograde t the vertical plane contabainig the direction of
propaption. Velocity of wve propagation incmases with

depth, so the wave is itrquency diqiative. At long distane

the optimum signal/noin lies in the (long period) band
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First motion

Depth of focus
Complexity
Seismic area
Aseismic area
Signal to Noise Ratio
(SNR)
Background Noise

Magnitude
mb derived from
observed P wave
amplitude
ms derived from
o',!erved R wave
amplitude
Decoupling

Evasion
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12-40 s period for relatively small events. (Relatively small
source volumes.)
Initial displacement of ground under seismometer. Caused by
compressional (upward) or dilational (downw'd) P wave.
Indicates motion away from or towards source respectively.
Only earthquakes have mechanism which can cause downward motion towards the source.
Depth below ground zero (epicentre) of weapon or earthquake.
Ratio of first 5 s to next 25 s of seismic energy arriving at
recording station.
Linear zones in which earthquakes frequently occur-usually
areas of new or very recent mountain building.
Area in which, earthquakes rarely occur-usually low lying
areas of very ancient rocks (= shield areas).
The amplitude, or energy, ratio of die detected signal with
respect to background noise.
Seismic noise which peaks sharply in amplitude at 6 s period,
i. e. between the optimum (SNR) bands of the P and R
waves, with minor peak at 18 s. Characteristic periods are
determined by crustal structure. For oceanic crust this perird
is 6 s, for the Lontinental crust 18 s.
An arbitrary (logarithmic) scale devised to measure the
relative sizes of earthquakes. Magnitude zero is defined with
respect to a trace amplitude of I mm recorded by a specified
instrument at a distance of 100 km. Empirical ampi'tudedistance curves are used to normalize observed amplitudes.
Scatter of ±½ magnitude due to deviations from a homogeneous condition at source and receiver, to interference of P
wave by surface reflected echo, and to lobe pattern of
radiation by earthquakes. Magnitude-yield relation varies
with rock type and regional structure; for "hard" rock,
observed to be 1-3 ktons at mb 4 , and 10-30 ktons at mb 5 .
Reduction of magnitude for a given yield vith respect to a
"hard" rock source by firing:
(a) in "soft" rocks. Dry alluvium, the most common of
the high porosity ("soft") rocks, reduces the amplitude of the P signal by an order of magnitude relative
to that radiated fromn a granite ("hard") source rock.
(b) in a cavity larre enough to deform elastically when the
pressure pulse reaches the cavity walls. The radivis
required is smaller than that of the elastic "cavity"
round a fully coupled explosion and the radiated
seismic energy is reduced by a factor of 104, corre
sponding amplitudes by 102 relative to hard rock
source. (b) is the extreme case of (a).
Any method by which a country ccn carry out a nuclear test
and not be found out by wismic observation. Methods of
evasion include: (assuming a monitorb•i system outside the
country making the test), firing an explosion that is too small
to be identified; decouplIng largpr explosions to reduce
seismic signals to vulow the identification threshold; firing ma
explosion soon After sn earthquake so that the explosion
signl gets confused with the earthquake s*nll; attempting to
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simulate an earthquake by firing a series of explosions at
carefully chosen intervals. The technical capability of the
monitoring network must be estimated beforehand.
Low porosity rocks. Granitic rocks are characterized by SiO2
(quartz) and alkali silicate minerals (feldspars). The glassy
(rapidly cooled) rock of this composition is called rhyolite.
Basaltic rocks are characterized by the uisence of free silica
and the presence of ferro-magnesium silicates (olivines).
fired in this kind of material. Among the
LONGSHOT was
sedimentary
rocks, some limestones and shales have low
porosities.

"Soft" rocks
(Unconsolidated or
partly consolidated
sedimentary rocks)

Medium to highly porous rocks. Tuff is an example of
moderately porous, friable rock formed fioro volcanic dust.
Water saturated tuff couples almost as well as does hard
rocks. Alluvium is a highly porous, unconsolida ted, wind
blown (loess) or waterborne material, mainly conposed of
silica and clay minerals. Usually water saturated at depths of
a few hundred feet, but in arid or semi arid upland plains
(e.g. Nevada) thicknesses of several hundred feet of dry
alluvium may be found. The thick deposits of loess in China
are fully documented in school texts as giving the Yangtse
Kiang its name. Decoupling factors drop from between 10/20
to between 2 and 4 in water saturated alluvium.
One rock type grades into the next. The above types are all
found in Nevada, and probably represent the extremes in the
context of magnitude/yield. Plowshar, experiments which
are planned in other varieties can be used to test this
statement.

LASA, ALPA, NORSAR

Large arra's sponsored by ARPA for Vela Uniform programme. Sited in Montana, Alaska and Norway respectively.
The latter two are still under construction.

Nine-Nation Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament: Revised Draft Sea-Bed Treaty,
July 30, 1970'
1. In Article III, para 2, the words "shall be notified of, and"
should be deleted and the following added: "The State Party
initiating the verification procedure shall notify all other Parties of
the beginning of such a procedure, as well as of the results of the
verification, directly or through the United Nations."
2. To Article I1l, para 5, should be added the words "or
through appropriate international procedures within the framework of the United Nations and in accordance wth its Charter."
3. A new article should be added to the present text, preferably
after the present Article !V. This new article, which would thus
I.-'come Artitle V1 would read: "Each of the Parties to the Treaty
'CCD/297, July 30, 1970. The paper was submitted by Burma, Ethaopia, Mexico,
Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistai. Sweden, UAR, and Yugoslavia. The draft treaty appean
ante, pp. 185-188.

tit-W3 0 - ?I - 24
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undertakes to continue negotiations in good faith on further
measures relating to a more comprehensive prohibition of the use
for military purposes of the sea-bed and ocean floor and the
subsoil thereof."
News Conference Remarks by President Nixon on the
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks [Extracts], July 30, 1970'
Q. Mr. President, last Sunday the Russian naval commander
engaged in a bit of saber rattling directed at us. And I recall that
Admiral Hyman Rickover and General Thomas Power of SAC in
the last year warned that we are falling behind in the armaments
race and they warned of nuclear blackmail if the Russians get
ahead. Now with that in mind, do you think we can afford to
disarm at this point or what is your feeling in that rega I?
The President. Well, we have certainly no intention of
disarming. What we are talking about in the SALT negotiations is
not disarmament but a limitation of arms where we limit what we
do and they limit what they do. The very thing that you refer to
makes it very important for us to pursue those negotiations,
because the Soviet Union, since 1967, for example, when we
stopped any deployment of land-based missiles, since that time,
has deployed 724 ICBM's, either SS-9's or SS-13's.
Since that time when we launched our last nuclear submarine
with missile-carrying capabilities, the Soviet Union has deployed
13 more. And by 1975, assuming they continue their present
building pace, they will catch up with us in nuclear ;ubmarines.
We can either continue this race in which they continue their
offensive missiles and we go forward with our defensive missiles,
or we can reach an agreemeni. That is why at this point we have
hopes of attempting to find, either on a comprehensive basis, and
lacking a comprehensiv,. basis, a selective basis, the first steps
toward which the superpowers will limit the development of and
particularly the deployment of more instruments of destruction
w.en both have enough to destroy each other many times over.
Q. To pursue the question of our military preparedness a bit
further, twice within the past week statements have been made by
high ranking naval officers, Admiral Rickover and Admiral U.S.
Grant Sharp, to the effect that our military preparedness is
suspect. And they went further. Each gentleman said that in his
opinion it is doubtful that we could win a war with the Soviet
Union. Given the eminence of these gentlemen, as Commander in
Chief, how do you regard the validity of those statements?
I Weekly Completion of Preaentdu Documents. Aug. 3, 1970, p. 1000. The news
conference was held at the Century Plaza Hotel in Los Anples.
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The President. Well, 1 would first react by saying that if there
is a war between the Soviet Union and the United States, there
will be no winners; there will be only losers. The Soviet Union
knows that and we know that.
That is the reason why it is vitally importar-t that in areas like
the Mideast we attempt to avoid to the greatest extent possible
being dragged into a confrontation by smaller powers, even though

our interests in the area are very, very great. That is why it is very
much in our interests in the SALT talks to work out an
arrangement if we can, one which will provide for the interests of
both and yet not be in derogation of the necessity of our having
sufficiency and their having sufficiency.
One other point 1 would riake briefly is this: What the Soviet
Union needs in terms of military preparedness is different from
what we need. They are a land power primarily, with a great
potential enemy on the east We are primarily, of course, a sea
power and our needs, therefore, are different. But what is
important now is to find a way to stop this escalation of arms on
both sides, and that is why we have hopes in the SALT talks
which, I emphasize again, do not involve disarmament for the
United States or the Soviet Union, but do involve a limitation and
then eventually a mutual reduction.

United States Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament: Seismic Data From Project Rulison, August 4, 1970'
On September 10, 1969, the Atomic Energy Commission
detonated an underground nuclear device in northwestern Colorado. The experiment, designated Project RULISON, was carried
out tinder the AEC's Plowshare programme to develop peaceful
uses of nuclear energy. RULISON, which was designed to
stimulate natural gas recovery from a formation of low permeability, had the following source parameters:
Date:
Origin time:
Geogriphic Co-ordinates:
Surface Elevation:
Shot depth:
Yield:
Medium:

'CCD/298. Aug. 4, 1970.

September 10, 1969
21:00:00.1 G.M.T.
39.4060 N
107.948" %
8,154 fer.t (above sea level)
8,425 feet (beneath the surface)
40 kikitons (planned)
Cretaeous sandstone and shale
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In addition, RULISON was utilized as a seismic experiment by
fielding temporary measurement stations and by collecting data
from permanent seismic stations. RULISON thereby served as the
initial implementation of the U.S. Seismic Investigation Proposal
presented to the United Nations Genei I Assembly on December
5, 1968.2 To foster the exchange of seismic data and to assure
that studies concerning the seismic character of explosicns could
be conducted, the Coast and Geodetic Survey sent pre- and
post-shot advisories to the international seismological community.
Those notified included seismograph station directors and scientific organizations throughout the world. After the explosion, the
Coast and Geodetic Survey collected seismograms covering the
event and arranged to make copies of the records available upon
request from the Seismological Data Center of the Environmental
Science Services Administration.
It is on the basis of the above inforniation that the report being
circulated to the CCD today, entitled "Seismic Data from
RULISON," was prepared by the Coast and Geodetic Survey
under the sponsorship of the United States Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency. The purpose of the report is to pressent a
comprehensive resume of seismic data from RULISON, including
travel times and amplitudes of the principal phases and tho
associated body- and surface-wave magnitudes. A representative
collection of RULISON seismic signals, arranged in order of
increasing distance, has also been included.
In summary, teleseismic data from RULISON indicated an
average body-wave magnitude of 4.9. Teleseismic surface waves
with periods primarily in the 10- to 12-sec range indicated an
associated surface-wave magnitude of 4.5. The amplitudes of
principal phases from RULISON indicate more efficient wave
propagation in Eastern North America than in Western North
America.
Statement by the United States Representative (Leonard) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Comprehensive
Test Ban and Seimological Research, August 4, 1970'
First may I join you, Mr. Chairman, in welcoming back
Ambassador Garcia Robles, the head of the Mexican delegation?
4. 1 should like to refer this morning to the ,.ontinuing efforts
of this Committee to achieve an effective bas~s for an adequatelyverified comprehensive test ban, bearing in mind that the General
Assembly, in resolution 2604 B (XXIV), requested us to pursue
this goal as a matter of urgency and to pay special heed to the
question in our reporting to the twenty-fifth session of the
'Documents on Diw'nvment, 1968, pp. 769-710.
'CCD/PV.484. pp. 3-8.
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General Assembly. 2 One year ago President Nixon expressed his
pleasure that verification problems had been seriously explored at
the preceding, spring session of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on
Disarmament. In his message to the members at the opening of the
summer session of this Conference in 1969, President Nixon
re-emDhasized thatThe United States delegation will be prepared to continue to participate in efforts
towards greater understanding of this key issue. It is only by means of careful study.
with due regard for all of the relevant technical and political considerations, that
progress can be made. 3

1 should like today to reaffirm our strong interest in examining
means by which a comprehensive test-ban treaty might be verified
so that it would represent a stable arranigement which could
enhance the security of all.
5. My Government h=s recently taken a step to advance the
vital exchange of information in the field of seisnic technology.
As this Committee is aware, the United States has invited other
States to submit data on the seismic effects of Project Rulison, a
nuclear test in the United States Plowshare programme, in order
that the findings may be compiled and analysed. 4 In proposing
this method of seismic investigation we had in mind the potential
usefulness of comparing the data from as many widely-dispeised
seismic stations as possible on one given event with known
parameters. Through such a procedure the effects of seismic data
of regional characteristics and distance from the location of the
event could be Audied, as could the variations between different
types of seismic instrumentation. We expected the experiments, hi.
addition to making practical contributions to the amount of
seismic information available on a worldwide basis, to serve as a
medium for developing future patterns of seismic exchange.
6. After the Rulison event, which took place on 10 September
1969, the United States Coast and Geodetic Survey received useful
seismic data from seventeen countries, ir. all of which the stations
recorded the event. Analysis of the data is continuing. A most
interesting report on this experiment has already been prepared
separately by Mr. P.W. Basharn and Mr. R. J. Halliday of the
Canadian Seismologizal Service. As is suggested in our preliminary
working paper on Project Rulison, analytical revorts of this nature
could be discussed in appropriate scientific and technical forums.5
7. Meanwhile, \ve have compiled and tabulated the data on
which the avaiyses will be based. My delegation is making available
today a report entitled "Seismic Data from Rulison", which
contains a comprehensive resume of seismic data from Rulison,
including travel times and amplitudes of the principal phases and
the associated body and surface wave magnitudes. Representative
'Dot-urnenss on Dirnmament, 1969, p. 722.
'Ibid, pp. 300-301.
"Ib.,1968, pp. 769-770.
Slbst., 1969, pp. 246-247.
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seismic signals from Rulison have also been included, together
with a description of the instrumentation used to record the event.
Representatives will note that we have also circulated for their
convenience a working paper which briefly introduces and
summarizes the Rulison report. 6
8. Regardless of the conclusions that may be reached on the
basis of this single experiment, its value could be enhanced if
additional experiments of a similar nature were conducted. The
United States for its part will make known in advance to the
members of this Committee when an4 if future UniteJ Sfttes
experiments are scheduled that could lend themselves to seismic
investigation. We should be pleased to co-operate to the fullest
extent with others who might choose to carry out similar projects.
9. As another step in the same direction, my Government has
submitted a list of seisinic stations from which the United States,
in accordance with resolution 2604 A (XXIV) of the United
Nations General Assembly, would undertake to provide records as
part of an effective world-wide exchange of Eeismological information." Since, in accordance with a proposal by the representative
of Canada," we shall hold an informal meeting on 12 August to
discuss such an exchange, the United States delegation will have
more to say on the subject at that time.
10. 1 should like to mention, in addition, some other way,; in
which the United States has moved to advance the science of
seismology, and 'to improve the seismic techniques that might
complement on-site inspections so as to provide adequate verification for a comprehensive test-ban treaty. A substantial part of
recent seismological progress has in fact resulted from research
performed and published by the United States Government and
private institutions in the United States.
11. We have mentioned previously the role of United States
assistance in the construction of the Norwegian Seismic Array
(NORSAR) in Southern Norway. 9 This installation is approaching
full operational status; and it is expected that very useful data will
be obtained there. To further the study of phased arrays, the
United States is also nearing compietion of the Alaskan Long
Period Seismic Array (ALPA) north of Fairbanks. That array will
consist of nineteen unattended instrument- sites arranged in a
hexagonal pattern at twenty-kilometre intervals, and is capable of
being expanded to a thirty-seven-site hexagonal array with a total
aperture of 120 kilometres. Each instrument site includes a

long-period three-component seismometer.
12. By the end of 1970 data from ALPA and DIORSAR will be
transmitted in real time-that is to say, as the event is happening-to the Seismic Array Analysis Centre in Washington for
"Documentson Diawmemet, 1969. pp. 719-722.
SCL"D/PV.480, p. 24.

'Documents cin tDirament. 1969. pp. 402405.
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recording and processing, as is already the case with data from our
Large Aperture Seismic Array (LASA) in Montana. The data will
be stored on magnetic tapes and will be available to all at nominal
cost.
13. Concurrently with those developments the United States is
maintaining an active programme of research into the effects of
the geological characteristics of different regions on seismic
motion. That problem needs considerable further study, however,
before reliable correlation of the data obtained in different regions
of the world can be assured. As pointed out in the interesting
"Progress Report of the Seismic Study Group" prepared in
February 1970 by Dr. David Davies under the auspices of the
Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), in the
last two years we have gained new understanding of the tectonic
processes of earthquakes; but much work remains to be done in
examining how that new knowledge might simplify the problem of
identifying seismic events.
14. 1 have sketched only briefly the general scope of current
research and development under way in the United States in the
seismic field. In many respects we are still on the frontier of an
understanding of the complex processes that result from natural
and man-made disturbances beneath the earth's surface. Greater
understanding and useful means for applying it will inevitably
come in the years ahead. We hope others will join us in a diligent
effort to pool this knowledge as we continue to consider the
problems connected with verification which have in the past
prevented the achievement of a comprehensive test ban.
Remarks on Biological Warfare by Dr. Joshua Lederberg to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, August 5, 1970'
This is the first occasion at which 1 have been invited to attend
a meeting of this kind. It is also a twenty-fourth anniversary of
another occasion when I was a young medical student attending
my first scientific conference. This was an international meeting at
Cold Spring Harbor, near New York, and it could be truly labelled
as the birthdate of a new scientific field, the genetics of bacteria
and of viruses. My first published work was presented at that
meeting and it concerned the discovery, contrary to decades of
previous supposition to the contrary, that bacteria were indeed
possessed of a mechanism lPke sexual reproduction which made it
possible to crossbreed different bacterial strains. These observations, together with related ones by many other colleagues have
gone into the emergence of the most powerful of new methods
and insights in experime;ital biology, going generally under the
name of molecular biology.
'CCD/312, Aug. 27, 1970. The remarks were made at an informal CCD meeting.
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From the very beginning it was inescapable to me that these
new approaches for the understanding and manipulation of living
organisms had potential implications for human progress of very
great significance. On the one hand molecular biology could
increase man's knowledge about himself and lead to revolutionary
changes in medicine in such fields as cancer, aging, congenital
disease, and virus infections. It might also play a vital role in
industry and in agriculture. On the other side it might be exploited
for military purposes and eventuate in a biological weapons race
whose aim could well become the most efficient means for
removing man from the planet. As a student of evolution, and
having studied it in the microcosmos with bacterial cultures, 1
knew that man had no guaranteed place on our earth. He has faced
and continues to face natural disasters like the infestations that
have wiped out the American chestnut and the European
grapevine. To these long-standing threats would now be added new
ones, potentially of our own invention.
These past twenty-five years, in the course of which the world
community has reached a certain degree of familiarity with the
problems of nuclear power, and has undertaken some of the steps
needed to contain it as a servant for rather than against human
aims, have seen a sustained, remarkable development of molecular
biology. For example, Professor Gobind Khorana recently reported the synthetic assembly of a small gene through chemical
operations on DNA components. It will be a step of another order
of magnitude to extend this technical capability to the synthesis
of small viruses, but this surely will be accomplished within the
next decade. This procedure will allow an unlimited range of
experimental variations of the genetic structure of different
viruses, a process which has many important potential applications
for human health. It also offers us the prospect of engineering the
design of viruses to exquisite detail. Accomplishments like
Khorana's have been possible in a small laboratory on an annual
research budget which is miniscule compared to weapons hardware. A serious military iivestment in this area could be expected
to outstrip this already breathtaking pace of advance by many
fold.
I could mention many other intriguing scientific advances from
my own work and that of others, and fear only that my
enthusiasm in discussing these details might outrun your patience
in hearing about them. I will be glad to engage later in informal
discussions on any aspect of molecular biology that may be of
interest to you. I will just mention the disco"'eries of three
methods of modifying the genetic structure of microbes: (1)
cross-breeding them through what is, essentially, sexual reproduction; (2) inserting new genes carried by e virus, a process called
"transduction", and (3) direct manipulation of DNA as a chemical
substance, and reintroducing this into microbial cells.
1 deeply appreciate the gravity and importance of the work of
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this Committee. Its principal significance is, of course, for the
security of all the people of the world; and to that it is only a
small addition to mention my own moral pre-occupation with
whether my own career will have been labelled a blessing or a
curse to the humanity from which 1 spring. This comment may
have more force if I offer it as not only a personal testimony but
as typical of the dilemma that faces my entire generation of
biological research scientists and our younger students at this very
moment. I am therefore many times indebted to you not only for
your present lab ours but also for having offered me the privilege
of - more personal participation in a process that may yet result in
"civilizing" this branch of science.
For many years BW has been given only incidental attention as
a subject of diplomatic discussion; for it seemed to have little
bearing on t'e adjustments of power that were the main work of
specialists in foreign affairs. However, BW does have something to
do with efforts to reduce the barbarity of warfare. BW stands
apart from all other devices in the actual threat that it poses to the
health and life-expectancy of every human being whether or not
he is politically involved in belligerent actions. In a word, the
intentional release of an infectious particle, be it a virus or
bacterium, from the confines of the laboratory or of medical
practice must be condemned as an irresponsible threat against the
whole human community.
The Black Death, the great bubonic plague that ravaged Europe
in the mid-14th century is in fact a well documented historic
example of just this process. The plague first entered Europe in
1346 via the sailors, rats, and fleas on the ships that returned to
Genoa after having been expelled from Theodosia in the Crimea
where the attacking Tartars had catapulted some of their corpses
into the Genoese fortifications. This plague which reduced the
population of Europe by at least one-third, would of course,
almost surely have made its way West sooner or later, the nature
of the disease being quite beyond the comprehension of the
medical science of that era.
The Black D,ý,th in Europe was only one of many visitations of
the plague suffered by Europe during the last 2000 years. We do
not know why this one should have been so much more disastrous
than many others. The progress of a disease in any given individual
is subject to many factors of which only a few are well
understood. A large epidemic, involving millions of people spread
over time and space, is an immensely more complicated phenomenon about which it is very difficult to make accurate scientific
predictions. This combination of very grave potential hazard with
a high degree of unpredictability is a peculiar attribute of
biological weaponry at its present stage of development. This has a
great deal to do with the rational doctrine that so far has placed a
relatively low value on its military utility.
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The present situation thus might provide )e most favourable
opportunity for international action to regulate the further
development and proliferation of BW. I air convinced we know
enough about it to have legitimate concern about its future
prospects. Until now no nation appears to have staked its security
to any significant degree on BW armaments. . would therefore hope
this provides a basis for accord. If we wait until BW has been
developed into a reliable armament for use under a range of
military doctrine, we must all fear that it could then be too late to
disengage important powers from their commitment to it.
If I may return to the Black Death, the main barriers that may
today keep bubonic plague from being a great threat in civilized
countries are: (1) understanding of and the use of quarantine, (2)
the suppression of rats and fleas by general urban hygiene, and (3)
the use of modern therapy, especially antibiotics, to control the
disease. Each one of these barriers could be breached by further
technical developments if a substantial effort were to be applied
during the next decade to making the plague bacillus into a
weapon.
Other infectious agents might be even more adaptable, Some of
man's deadliest enemies are viruses which, like yellow fever, are
transmitted by mosquitos or other arthropods. These have the
advantage, from a military standpoint, that they may not start a
potentially retroactive epidemic in areas where the vector insect
does not normally abound. it is already evident that such
insect-borne viruses could be applied in the first instance by direct
aerial dissemination, with little or no further spread from the first
wave of infected targets. Recent reports of airborne or pneumonic
rabies, a terrible disease, which as you know is normally spread by
the bite of an infected dog or other animal, illustrate this
possibility. There is then the danger that, if a large nucleus of
people is attacked in this way, further evolution of the virus will
occur to give rise to a new form of the disease that does spread
from person to person, contrary to the calculations of the
attacker. The Black Death itself underwent a similar evolution
from the original bubonic flea-borne plague to outbreaks of the far
more contagious pneumonic variety.
We have learned in recent years that viruses undergo constant
evolution in their own natural history, not only by mutations
within a given strain, but also by the natural cross-hybridization of
viruses that superficially appear to be only remotely related to one
another. Furthermore, many of us already carry viruses in our
body cells of which we are unaware for years, and which may be
harmless-though they may eventually cause the formation of a
tumor, or of brain degeneration, or of other diseases. At least in
the laboratory, however, we can show that such latent viruses can
still cross-breed with other viruses to give rise to many new forms.
My gravest concern is that simiiar scientific breakthroughs of a

rather predictable kind will be made and their potential military
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significance exploited, so as to result in a transformation of
current doctrine about "unreliable" biological weapons. We are all
familiar with the process of mutual escalation in which the
defensive efforts of one side inevitably contribute to further
technical developments on the other and vice versa. The mere
existence of such a contest produces a mutual stimulation of
effort; moreover, there is no practical system of counterintelligence that will protect secret work for an indefinite period
of time from becoming known to others. And the poteatial
undoubtedly exists for the design and development of infective
agents against which no credible defence is possible, through the
genetic and chemical manipulation of these agents. It is thus clear
to me that if we do not do something about this possibility, work
will go forward and my fears will become realities.
Permit me, now, to ask a rhetorical question: Can we establish a
world order that will, in effect, protect "you", as representatives
of the global community, from the subversion of the scientific
advwnces to which my own peers and myself have dedicated their
careers?
I wish I could be sure that such a remark would always be
received with an understanding of the ironic spirit with which it is
uttered. I do not have to tell you of the worldwide attack on
science, the flight from reason that has tempted so many young
people and makes so many dilemmas for those of us in university
life. This generational revolt has probably had its worst impact in
countries which have already achieved a degree of affluence, but it
is eroding the morale of the young even in those countries whose
economic future most depends on their development of a high
level of technical and scientific skill. What the youth see as the
perversion of knowledge is, I believe, an important aspect of their
repudiation of us. Among the undergraduates at my own
university, there is no prospect more disheartening than the idea
that even health research is subject to exploitation in the most
inhumane direction imaginable.
For many years I have advocated that the control of biological
warfare be given a special place in international and national
juitiatives for reasons I have mentioned. I am deeply gratified that
President Nixon's announcement (last November 25) which
disavowed offensive biological warfare development 2 has made it
possible for me to address these issues in terms fully consistent
with the policy of the government of my own country.
As you know, soon after President Nixon's announcement it
became apparent that the problem of toxins had been left
ambiguous. "Toxins", as the term is understood by biologists, are
chemical substances, usually (but not always) proteins of modest
molecular size which are by-products of bacterial growth and
2Documents on

Didmrnanent. 1969, pp. 592-593.
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which may play a lesser or greater role in the disease manifestations of a bacterial infection.
For present purposes we might think of a toxin as a chemical
substance which would be unknown to science except for its
association with microbial growth and one which has an extraordinarily high lethality per unit weight. Many toxins are nerve
poisons, resembling the nerve gases in their effect on the body, but
far more potent. For example, the lethal dose of botulinus toxin is
about one millionth of a gram. This means that one could easily
carry in a despatch case a quantity of toxin sufficient to wipe out
the human population, although the image would imply that the
human herd would line up for the slaughter. The very high
potency of such toxins is certain!y a factor in their military
potential but may even be outweighed by other considerations,
like the possibility of specific immunization of an aggressor force
or population.
Even after agreement to eliminate biological weapons, we will
still remain very vulnerable to a form of biological warfare which
is beyond the reach of any covenant that we can make. This is the
warfare practised upon us by nature, the unremitting barrage of
infection by old and by new agents that still constitute a very large
part of the perils to normal and healthy life.
We have all had vexinig, perhaps even tragic, personal experiences with virus infections. You will all recall the global epidemic
of influenza that was first identified in Hong Kong about three
years ago. This was not a particularly severe form of the virus and
its eventual mortality was ptabably only in the tens of thousands.
It is wrong, however, to believe that there is any assurance that the
next epidemic of this kind will oe as mild; and we have still
developed only the most feeble and precarious protection against
this threat whose impact is shared hy all the nations, but against
which very little common defence has been erected.
You will also recall having read from time to time about small
outbreaks of mysterious new diseases like "Lassa fever" and the
"Marbug virus". These were both extremely dangerous threats;
and while much credit must be given to the diligence of the
medical people who dealt with the outbreaks, a large element of
pure luck was involved in localizing these incidents. We must
expect that there are many additional viruses already indigenous
to primate and human populations in primitive areas and to which

the inhabitants of jdvanced countries are extremely vulnerable.
Yellow fever is a historically important disease which now
belongs in the samc category. It is now maintained on earth
mainly through in animal reservoir of infection, in the monkeys in
tropical jungles. Urban populations are now protected from yellow
fever by campaigns to abolish the ftever-carrying species of
mosquitos in South America and by the availability of excellent
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vaccines in advanced countries. Mosquito species very well capable
of transmitting yellow fever are, however, abundant in South Asia
and the accidental introduction of yellow fever, for example, into
India would be a human tragedy of catastrophic dimensions.
Specialists in epidemiology are quite puzzled that this accident has
not already eventuated and we have no good explanation for this
good fortune. I would no[ mention facts like these which might
stimulate psychotic imaginations if they were not already well
known. My purpose is not to suggest the vulnerability of the Asian
continent to biological military attack but rather to point out
immense gaps in the pattern of international co-operative defences
that should be mounted but which have a relatively feeble
standing in the present-day world. This is in no way a derogation
of the splendid efforts of the World Health Organization which is
centred here in Geneva but an indication of the limitations of its
budget and a suggestion that much more needs to be done and
could be done with resources that might be given over to
biological work in the future.
Countries which are undergoing a transition in the development
of their agriculture are vulnerable to analogous threats ir
biological warfare directed against crops as distinguished from
human targets. The introduction of new crop varieties, that has
had all of the human benefits attached to the expression "the
green revolution", also means that the food supplies of -ast
territories are now committed to specialized strains of wheat, rice,
and so forth. These are now newly vulnerable to destruction by
plant pests of either natural or artificial origin. A potentially tragic
outbreak of "coffee rust" is at this moment a serious threat to the
agriculture and economy of Brazil.
The promulgation of an international agreement to control
biological warfare in a negative sense should, therefore, be
accompanied by steps urgently needed to build positive efforts at
international co-operation, a kind of defensive biological research
against natural enemies of the human species.
One of the best assurances that any country might have that the
microbiological research of its neighbours was directed towards
human purposes would be constantly expanding participation in
international health programmes. Any country that publicly and
avowedly subscribed to the total renunciation of secret BW
rescarch might conceivably be able to continue clandestine efforts
without revealing their substantial content. It would, however,
have great difficulty in maintaining such an effort, at any
substantial level or quality of operation, while still keeping its very
existence secret. This applied especially to those among its ownf
citizens who are specialists in health-oriented research and who are
deeply involved in furthering health research activities within the
framework of the international community. Therefore, besides the
obvious direct health benefits of expanded international co-operation we would also be rewarded by a higher level of mutual
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assurance that every party was indeed living up to the spirit of its
obligations under a BW convention.
In conclusion, let me say that some of the speculations I have
mentioned are ones which all of us must fervently hope will never
materialize. But it would seem to me both foolish and arrogant to
assume that our good will alone, without concrete arrangements,
will serve to forestall the further development, proliferation and
possible eventual recourse to what surely is one of the most
ghastly methods of warfare imaginable.
As a scientist whose research career has centred on the genetics
of bacteria, I have a profound personal interest in efforts being
made in this forum to minimize the risk that infectious disease will
become a routine weapon in future conflicts, civil or international.
You have heard reasons, that I believe are compelling, for
promptly reaching a ban on the development, production,
proliferation or use of biological weapons. I will be indebted to
you for this opportunity if I can return to my laboratory with the
hope of having made the most modest contribution to the
fulfilment of the urgent task before you.
Good luck.

Report by the International Atomic Energy Agency to the
Secretary-General: Recommendations of the Conference of
Non-Nuclear-Weapon States, August 6, 1970'
INTRODUCTION

1. In 1969 the Agency submitted a report to the ScretaryGeneral regarding the action it had taken on the recom -iendations
contained in certain resolutions adopted by the Conference of
Non-Nuclear-Weapon States (CNNWS). 2
2. In Resolution 2605 A (XXIV) the General Assembly invited
the Agency to report to the Secretary-General on further action
taken by it on these recommendations. 3 The present report is

designed to meet that request. It should be read in conjunction

with the main part of this year's comprehensive annual report of

the Agency to the General Assembtly, which covers the same
period ani the same subjects in considerably gpeter detail.
3. Because of this identity of period and topic, end since most
of the relevant recommendations of CNNWS are similar to th.,
'GC(XIV)/INF/120, Aug. 6, 1970. The report was appoed by the IAEA Bard of
Governors in June 1970 and distributed to the Gaeml Confemece on Aux. 6, 1970. It
was transmitted to the Secmetary-Generld on Aug. 31, 1970.
'The ItEA report apecars in Domxws oc. Diw ., 1969. pp. 350-373. For
the CINNWS resolutions, we id.. 1968, pp. 688 ft.
'Ibid. 1969. pp. 723-725.
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Agency's own programme objectives (e.g. simplification of safeguards, full exchange of nuclear information, promotion of the use
of nuclear explosives for peaceful purposes), the present report
inevitably repeats, in somewhat different presentation, the information already communicated to the General Assembly in the
anrual report. The Agency wishes to draw the General Assembly's
attention to this extensive duplication and expresses the hope that
this will be borne in mind should proposals be considered for
further special reports.
4. The most significant development for the Agency during the
period covered by this report was the entry into force on 5 March
1970 of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons
(NPT). 4 The Agency is not only directly affected by the
provisions of Article III of NPT which require non-nuclear-weapon
States Parties to conclude safeguards agreements with the Agency,
but also by Articles IV and V which contain important commitments regarding the increased international exchange of information, equipment and materials for the peaceful uses of atomic
energy, as well as to ensure that non-nuclear-weapon States have
access to the benefits of the peaceful applications of nuclear
explosives. The initial work that the Agency has done to prepare
itself for the assumption of safeguards responsibilities in connection with NPT was described in paragraphs 18-41 of the first
report. In February 1970 the Board of Governors of the Agency
discussed the steps it should take so as to enable the Agency to
carry out its safeguards responsibilities in the light of NPT. In
April 1970 the Board decided to establish a Safeguards Committee
(1970) on which any Member State may be represented if it so
desires. The Committee will advise the Board on the Agency's
safeguards responsibilities in relation to NPT, and in particular on
the content of the agreements that will be required in connection
with the Treaty.
5. With regard to Articles IV and V of NPT, it may be noted
that:
(a) For the first time in many years there has been a sizable
increase in the resources available to the Agency to meet requests
for technical assistance under the regular programme. The number
of projects that the Agency is executing for the United Nations
Development Programme (Special Fund and Technical Assistance
components) (UNDP(SF) and UNDP(TA)) is also slowly increasing
as Governments of developing countries give a higher priority to
nuclear energy projects; and
(b) The first international meeting on the peaceful applications
of nuclear explosives was held at the Agency's Headquarters in
March 197,j. It attracted wide interest and ino-u-rated a significant world-Y ide exchange of information which will be taken
further in a series of more specialized mteetings.
"Ibid.. 1968. pp. 461-465,
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6. The present report will be brought to the attention of the
Agency's General Conference at its fourteenth (1970) regular
se-ssion at the same time as the draft of the Agency's annual report
to the General Assembly. Relevant action taken by the General
Conference will again be des#,,-ibed in the supplement to th.:
Agency's annual report. The General Assembly's attention is also
drawn 0' a separate special report that the Agency is submitting
pursuant to General Assembly Resolution 7605 B (XXIV) on the
progress of the Agency's further studies anad activities connected
with nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes under appropriate
International control.s
AGENCY SAFEGUARDS

7. During the year further progress has been made in improving
and simplifying the Agency's safeguards procedures to be applied,
thus meeting the objectives recommended by CNNWS ard set out
in NPT.
8. The Safeguards Committee (1970) began to meet on 12 June
with the participation of some 50 Member States. Its most urgent
task is to make every effort to provide the Board during the
month of July with an initial report containing advice on
agreements, the negotiation of which is required to begin within
180 days of the original entry into force of NPT. The Committee
was also requested to discuss the problem of safeguards financing
at the carliest possible moment after it had commenced its work.
9. A safeguards system analysis is being carried out by the
Secretariat which is intended to clarify the relationships between
the efficacy of safeguards, manpower requirements, costs, frequency and intensity of inspections, and to identify and avoid
redundancies in the safeguards operations; in other words, to show
quantitatively how and when the safeguards effort of the Agency
shou!d be deployed with maximum effectiveness in deterring
diversion at minimum cost. The analysis is therefore of fundamental importance to the long-term planning of safeguards
activities. An integral test programme on safeguards procedures
has been designed to collect information and experience necessary
for the further elaboration of deLailed procedures. "Integral
testing" is the full-scale application of safeguards to materials in a
facility during a significant period of time, for testing purposes.
10. The groups o' r-onsultants mentioned in last year's report
have
completed
their
impact
of NPT
on the
Agency's
safeguards
workstudies
and ofofthethe
manner
in which
the Agency
should apply safeguards to the entire range of nuclear activities of
a country, so as to ensure that the safeguards are effective,
economical and widely acceptable. The consultants' reports, as
well as the recommendations of two important international panel
meetings, have enabled the Agency to finalize die programme for
"SThe resolution appears ibid., 1969, pp. 725-727. For the IAEA report, see post, pp.
446 ff.
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its systems analysis referred to above, and have provided overall
guidance for the safeguards programme.
11. With valuable help from institutes in Member States,
considerable work has been done on developing instruments and
devices to facilitate and reduce the cost of safeguards and increase
their credibility. The Agency and the institutes concerned are
testing prototypes under plant conditions. Safeguards equipment
should, if possible, be portable or at least movable, and to develop
it the Agency is investigating means of identifying and neasuring
special nuclear materials at various stages of their use in the fuel
cycle.
Co-operationwith regionalbodies
12. The first General Conference of the Agency for the
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin Arnmrica, which met in
Mexico City from 2-9 September 1969, recommended that tue
parties to the Tlatelolco Treaty6 should start negotiations with the
Agency as soon as possible for the application of safeguards
pursuant to Article 13 of that Treaty and asked the Agency to
elaborate a model agreement. In doing so account will have to be
taken of th• broad international responsibilities that the Agency
will have under NH' and the fact that many States Parties to the
Tlatelolco Treaty are also Parties to NPT; hence this task is to be
undertaken in parallel with the preparations under NPr.
NUCLEAP INFORMATION

13. CNNWS called upon the Agency "to continue its utmost
efforts for compilation and dissemination of public information
concerning the peaceful uses of nuclear energy". Last year's report
gave an account of the manner in which this task was being carried
out. The Agency's expanding library services and its scientific
conference and publications programmes were described. Reference was made to the fact that in 1970 a computer-based
International Nuclear Information System t!,41S) would be
brought into operation. INIS began operation in April-May 1970.
14. By 30 June, 35 counthies, including 18 developing rountries and four intematioaal and regional organizations had
committed themselves to participat.e by providing "input" to
INIS. Tnis input consists of descriptions, abstracts and in some
cases full texts of all new pubications on nuclear7 subjects, issued
in the country or region or by the organization concerned. Each
month the Agency merges the input received and distributes to
participants a master file of descriptiofis both on magnetic tape
and in an annourc.nie,1 ! bulletin. Abstracts and full texts are 2lse.
merged into a master file and diNitributed on microfiches. In the
Documents on Diwrmament, /967. pp. 69 IT.

"The !erm "nuclear" has been given a Imited meaning initially so as to keep the
subject %--,op-, small, at least during the early stages of INIS I footnote in origualj.
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first three months, a total of 926 nuclear publications were
described.
15. CNNWS also asked the Agency " ... to study appropriate
international arrangements to facilitate the exchange of scientific
and technical information which has commercial or industrial
value and is not publicly available ....
I, In last year's report the
Agency stated that it intended to consult various Member States
and international bodies to see whether new mechanisms might be
created for the transfer of such information.
16. The Director General subsequently consulted those Member States and the regional organizations that were most likely to
have an interest in the matter, particularly Member States in which
large nuclear programmes may have led to the accumulation of
industrial information under commercial protection. In certain
cases the Member States in turn consulted replcsentatives of
piivate corporations. The problem of access to non-patented, but
commercially valuable technical information is not by any means
confined to the nuclear industry. The information in question is
often of great economic value. The Agency's consultations have
shown that no workable and acceptable scheme for dealing with
this matter by intergovernmental action is likely to emerge. It can
probably best be tackled either bilaterally or within the framework of close regional arrangements.
17. The nuclear-weapon States were also invited by CNNWS to
advise the Agency "as to the possibility of their declassifying
scientific and technical information .... as soon as there is no
longer any reason for its classification on national security
grounds".' While no specific advice on this matter has been
received, it will be seen from the separate report on peaceful
nuclear explosions that t~he Agency's programme of meetings in
relation to peaceful uses of nuclear explosives appears to have
encouraged the dissemination of information on an important new
subject. Moreover, tA'. Fourth International Conference on the
Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy to be held by the United Nations
in Geneva in September 1971, and for which the Agency will bear
scientific responsibility, will provide a further stimulus to the
procels of declassification and an important opportunity for
exchanging such information.
THE USE OF NUCLEAR EXPLOSIVES FOR PEACEFUL PURPOSES

18. Pursuant to General Assembly Resolution 2605 B (XXIV) a
separate repoit on this subject is being submitted to the
Secretary-General by the Agency. 10

SJDocument., on

"Ibid.

See post, pp. 466 tf.

968. p. 679.
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FINANCE FOR NUCLEAR ENERGY ACTIVITIES

Financingof major nuclearprojects
19. In Resolution GC(XIII)/RES/256 the Agency's General
Conference requested the Director General to make a comprehensive study of the likely capital and foreign exchange requirements
for nuclear energy projects in developing countries during the r1ext
decade and of ways and means to secure financing for them.
20. In June the Board approved the first part of this study for
submission to the General Conference and urged Governments to
make additional information available to the Director General to
enable him to complete it. As this document is also being
submitted to the Secretary-General, a detailed report is not
included here. It may briefly be noted, however, that on the basis
of information so far available, developing countries expect to
install 20 000 to 25 000 MW(c) of nuclear capacity between 1970
and 1980 requiring foreign exchange resources of three to four
billion dollars. Between 1980 and 1985 an additional 25 000 to
35 000 MW(e) is expected to be commissioned with probable
foreign currency requirements of from four to six billion dollars.
The Agency's regularprogramme of technical assistance
21. Since the Agency's first report to the Secretary--eneral,
two significant trends have developed in this programme, which is
financed from voluntary contributions of cash to the Agency's
Gelial Fund. 1' The first development is that in 1970 more
Meuiber States than ever before are expected to pledge such
voluntary contributions, and that more of these pledges will be
equal to or larger than the percentage share that the States
concerned pay to the Agency's assessed Regular Budget. In
particular, the United States will raise its voluntary contribution
to the percentage level of its assessed contribution, i.e. by
approximately $150 000. It may be recalled that in 1969 the
voluntary contribution of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
to the General Fund was increased from 100 000 to 150 000
roubles, and there were also significant increases in the contributions from Belgium, Brazil, Hungary, Japan, Poland, Spain,
Thailand and the United Kingdom.
22. The net effect of th,-se dewlopments is that voluntary
contributions are expected in 1970 to reach 83.4% of the $2
million target, a considerably higher percentage than ever before.
The trend is analysed in Table A !-low.
Iv

The Agency's Statutt provides that aU voluntary contnbutions of cash hould be
paid into a General Fund. which is then used to finance the Operational Progrmn-e
Ifx)tnotf t in origtnalI.
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TABLE A
Voluntary contributions
Cash contributions pledged to the General Fund

Established

Year

1959
1960
1961
1962
1963
1964
!965
1966
1967
1968
1969
19701 2
1970"

target (in
of dollai s)
1.5
1.5
1.8
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0

$

Percentage
of
target

hortfall
$

1 183044
996103
1 261200
1 380470
1437394
1 374447
1 330589
1 277416
.1431 823
1 368680
1 492819
1623033
1672933

78.9
66A
70.1
69.0
71.9
68.7
66.5
63.9
71.6
68 4
74.o
81.1
83.6

316956
503897
538800
619530
562606
625533
669 411
722584
568 177
631 320
507181
376976
330 07

Number of
Members
pledging
41
36
37
44
40
42
55
61
62
63
67
70
74

of 70
of 74
of 77
of 80
of 85
of 89
of 94
of 96
of 98
of 99
of 102
of 103
of 103

Percentage of
Members
pledging
58.6
48.6
48.1
55.0
47.1
47.2
58.5
63.5
63.3
63.6
65.7
67.9
71.8

23. As a result of this encouraging development it is expected
that the General Conference will raise the target from $2 million,
at which level it stood from 1962-70, to $2.5 million in 1971.
24. The United States has also pledged to increase its contributions in kind (equipment grants, "cost-free" fellowships and
experts, financial assistance to training courses and study tours) to
the technical assistance programme to an estimated value of $750
000 in 1970 compared with $400 000 in 1969. There have also
been significant increases in contributions in kind by Denmark,
France, the Federal Republic of Germany, India, Mexico, the
Netherlands, Spain and Sweden.
25. A further encouraging development has been the conclusion of an agreement in January 1970 with the Government of
Sweden for co-operation in providing assistance to developing
countries. It is expected that funds for selected nuclear projects
will be made available by the Swedish International Development
Authority from 1970 onwards, thereby significantly augmenting
the resources available for aid to a number of countries. The
Agency is exploring the possibility of similar arrangements with
other technically advanced countries.
26. The second development, reflected in Table B and the chart
below, has been a change in the balance of the regular technical
assistance programme, which has enabled the Agency to meet a
larger proportion of the requests it receives For experts and
equipment. This change was made possible by reducing the share
of available funds allocated to the training part of the programme,
which, in turn, will be compensated for by the value of the
fellowships made available to the Agency cost-free by Member
States.
"As at 30 June 1970.

''Expected total as at 31 December 1970.
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TABLE B
Technical assistance(expertsandequipment)approved compared with requests
Year

Value of requests
roceived
$

Value of assistance
approved
$

Percentage of
requests
met

1959
1960
1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1969
197C

690000
1 150000
1 277600
1530000
1750000
2400000
2500000
3000000
2600000
3600000
3700000
3400000

619400
599 200
513 100
757600
857 800
804600
874000
901600
975000
977000
977000
1 250000

89.6
52.1
40.4
49.5
48.9
33.3
35.0
30.0
37.5
27.1
26.4
36.8

The Agency's regular programme of technical assistance: 1959-1970
%o00

$1000

75

202S

1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964

1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970

L]Value

of assistance approved (in thousands of dofllas).

!iii~iiiiii:•ii
7I

Percentage of expert /equipment requests met.

-2.7. Despite this improvement it seems likely that in 1970
about one third of the total membership of the Agency will still
not pledge any voluntary contributions, and that five Member
States that pay relatively large shares of the Regular Budget will
pledge an aggregate amount that will be about S2.70 000 below the
amount they would have pledged if they had been prepard t,; pay
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the same share to the General Fund. The position as forecast at
the end of 1970 is shown in the table below.
TABLE C
Estimated pledges of voluntary contributionsfor 1970
(actualas of 30 June 1970, plus four Member States
which normally pledge during te year)
Assess-

Required by

Amount

Shortfall

of

Rate at which pledge for

ment

assessment

pledged

Member
States
23

1970 has been made

ratio
%$

ratio

or
(surplus)

in excess of assessment
ratio

15.50

310000

342649

At assessment ratio

52.44

1 048 800

1 048 800

Below assessment ratio
by $7500 or less
($400 to $7500)

1.43

28600

18600

10000

Below assessment ratio
by $13 000 or more
($13 000 to $98 333)

26.59

531800

262 884

268916

74

Sub-total

95.96

1919200

1672933

246267

29

No pledges anticipated
4.19

83800

Number

42
4

5

for 1970

100.1514

103

2 003 000

p

$

$
(32649)
-

83800

-

1672933

330067

It will be seen that 65 Member States (63.1% of the membership)
are expected to make voluntary contributions that will be at least
as large as their proportionate share of the Agency's Regular
Budget. This compares with 47 States (46.1% of the membership)
in 1969.
UNDP(SF)projet:,s
28. The situation at 30 June 1970 as compared with that at 30
June 1969 is shown below:
Number of UNDP(SF) projects being
executed by the Agency (including
projects approved but not yet started)
Total cost of such projects:
UNDP contribution
Government contribution

30 June 1970

30 June 1969

4

2

$3 188 360
$4 361 080

$2 379 160
$3 653 280

"14Percentage exceeds 100% because one State became a Member of the Agency after
the assessment ratio had been established.
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FUND OF SPECIAL FISSIONABLE MATERIALS

29. In its report the Agency informed the General Assembly of
the status of the Agency's existing fund of special fissionable
materials, and reported that additional supplies of such materials
can be expected to be available to Member States, through the
Agency, on the same terms and conditions as they are available on
a bilateral basis."
The Agency also informed the General
Assembly of the action taken by the Agency's General Conference
in September 1969 on this subject.16
30. It may be added that during the thirteenth (1969) regular
session of the General Conference the delegation of Mexico

iadica',,

tIat if a decision were taken in favour of a. nuclear

power station to be installed in Mexico the Government intended
to conclude a contract with the Agency for the supply of nuclear
fuel for a 600-MW(e) power reactor; this would be the first supply
through the Agency of fuel for a nuclear power station.
Preliminary consultations are proceeding with the Mexican authorities in this connection. On 27 November 1969 the Agency
concluded an agreement with Finland and the United States of
America covering the supply of special fissionable materials over a
five-year period - the longest period so far covered b'y an Agency
supply agreement --for a 250-kW research reactor.
COMPOSITION OF THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS

31. It will be recalled that at the end of September 1968 the
Agency's General Conference requested the Board of Governors to
review those provisions of the Statute which lay down how the
Board is to be constituted and to function. It was at that time that
CNNWS recommended that representation on the Board be
broadened. The General Assembly has already been apprised of
the various steps that the Board consequently took in the ensuing
years, leading up to a further request by the General Conference
that the Board should make every effort to present a draft
amendment of the relevant statutory provisions-that is, those
contained in Article VI - in time for consideration by the
Conference in September 1970.' 7
32. The fBoard's Ad Hoc Committee of the Whole which is
dealing with the matter held a further meeting early in December
1969, two meetings in February 1970 and another meeting early
in June 1970. Over this period it had before it a total of eight
suggestions for changing the Board's composition, several of which
were modified versions of sug& "stions first made last year.
33. Subsequently, three formal proposals for amendment of
the Statute were communicated to the Director General under
Article XVIII. A thereof. The Board began their consideration at
" A/7677/Add. 2.
" A/7677/Add. 1.

" Documents on Dismament. 1969. p. 372; A/7677/Adds. I and 2.

372

DOa•MENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1970

its meetings in June this year, deciding to meet again on 7 July
with a view to the formuiaiion of observations upon each of them,
as required under Article XVIII.C.(i). Before the end of June two
more such proposals were received by the Director General, and it
is foreseen that in July the Board will give its attention to them
also.
Czechoslovak Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament: Prohibition of the Development,
Production, and Stockpiling of Chemical and Bacteriological
(Biological) Weapons and on the Destruction of Such Weapons,
August 6, 1970'
The resolution of the XXIV General Assembly of the United
Nations 2603 (XXIV) has expressed the conviction that the
"prospects for peace throughout the world would brighten
significantly if the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical and bacteriological (biological) agents intended for
purposes of war were to end and if they were eliminated from all
military arsenals" and therefore requested the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament "to submit a report on progress on all
aspects of the problem of the elimination of chemical and
bacteriological (biological) weapons to the General Assembly at its
twenty-fifth session 2
The Czechoslovak delegation considers it necessary to point out
the following aspects of the prohibition of chemical and
bacteriological weapons:
1. Ch,-mical and bacteriological weapons form one whole.
Prohibition of one type of these weapons could incite the
equipment of armies with the other type of weapons. Both
categories of these warfare means as a whole create the possibility
of a special warfare-the so-called "toxic war" in the terminology
of some military experts (cf. for ex-.rnple, Rothschild, Tomorrow's Weapons). The basic characteristics of the two categories of
agents is their non-selectiveness, small foreseeability of their
effect, impossibility of an effective protection of population, etc.
These properties evoke a general morad opposition to chemical and
bacteriological weapont s as a whole.
Chemical and bacterioiogical weapons form a special group of
means of warfare aimed at:
-temporary disablement of men,
-or their liquidation without affecting other (material) values,
-or selective extermination of farm animals or plants.
'C('D/?99, Aug. 6, 1970.

'Documents on Diwrmament, 1969. pp. 717-719.
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Should individual agents (biological as well as chemical ones) be
effectively used for military purposes, they would have to be
incorporated in a "weapon system" (cf. Secretary-General's report
A/7575/Rev. 1, page 9).
The "weapon system" is the same for both categories of
weapons: analogical ways of spreading, means of delivery to the
target, verification of their effectiveness in the field, appropriate
storing, personnel training, principles of protection, etc. Therefore
both types of weapons are usually concentrated in one branch of
army.
Separate prohibition of one type would therefore permit the
existence and development of the whole system which could be
completed with the other type of weapons at any time and
without any greater difficulty.
The tendency to separate chemical and bacteriological weapons,
motivated by allegations that they are completely different, can
therefore be explained only by political and military considerations of some countries and is incompatible with the approach
that has been applied in all international negotiations on this
question, namely in the Geneva Protocol of 1925,1 in the Paris
Treaty of 1954,1 in the Austria Treaty of 1955,6 in both draft
treaties on general and complete disarmament submitted by the
USSR and the United States of America respectively,' and in
military manuals and considerations of all countries.
2. Bacteriological and chemical weapons represent two categories of means of warfare which can be defined by their origin,
way of interaction with organism and by other characteristic
properties. Classification of some substances is uncertain: for
example bacterial toxins (biological substances by their origin,
chemical by the character of their effect on organisms) are the
best-knewn representatives of this group today, but the number of
such substances may increase as the time goes on. Better
knowledge of the effects of the agents we know toaay may lead to
changes in their classification, or ne., substances with uncertain
(mixed) characteristics may be synthetized, etc. It is known, for
example, that nucleic acids, which are carriers of virus activity and
can cause disease themselves, can be isolated from pathogenic
viruses. Detailed enumeration of agents of both categories, having
a lasting or sufficiently long validity, is impossible due to the
permanent progress of knowledge and to the expansion of both
categories.
The dete-nminin$ principle for classifying biological agents or
chemical substances as bacteriological or chemical weapons is,
however, their military use against men, farm animals or plants.
'Ibid. p. 275.
'Ibid.. pp. 764-765.

'American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documentt. vol. 1, pp. 979 ft.
'Ibid, pp. 643-675.
'Documents on Disrmament. 1965. pp. 111-140.
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3. Bacterial toxins are by the way of their production and by the
character of their effect closely related to other poisons and are
normally-despite their biological origin-listed under chemical
weapons (cf. Secretary-General's report A/7575/Rev.l).8 Toxins
do not differ from other poisons used as a chemical weapon. If
their effect and military use are the same as those of other
poisonous substances, this proves that a dividing line cannot be
drawn between biological and chemical weapons. Separation of
toxins could be an attempt to a new treatment of chemical and
bacteriological weapons, that is, to their division into deadly and
temporary disabling ones (defoliants, herbicides, etc.).
Separation of toxins has political aspects connected with new
concepts of military strategy of some countries. Such a development would not lead to any solution-on the contrary, it would
make the whole question even more complicated.
4. All studies dealing with the possible way of verification as
regaros the production of chemical and bacteriological weapons
show that this question is very complicated, that it cannot be
solved by purely technical methods on international scale.
Difficulties connected with the verification problem, however,
must not become a determining factor for the possibility of an
agreement which would require, above all, a political decision.
This idea is also contained in the report of SIPRI, 1970, where in
its Part IV it is stated that in the last few years it has become
increasingly true to say that the real obstacles to disarmament are
the momentum of the arms race and the political Fproblems of
stopping it, not the technical problems of verificativn.
If the question of verification is not to become an artificial
brake of the treaty by bringing in complicated technical problems,
it is necessary that the parties to the treaty should agree upon such
a procedure which would be based on a certain degree of trust.
National self-inspection and supervision seem to be the most
suitable fundamental methods of verification. Each State would
adopt, in conformity with its constitutional procedure, the
necessary legislative and administrative measures concerning the
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical and bacteriological weapons and the destruction of such
weapons. National self-supervision could be carried out by
national bodies having an international reputation (for example,
Academy of Sciences, etc.) or in other forms.
Problems arising in connexion with the verification would be
clarified at consultations between the parties to the treaty.
Complaints on the violation of the treaty would be considered by
the Security Council which would adopt the most suitable
procedure for this purpose.
'Ibid.. 1969. p. 278.
'Stockholm International Peace Research Institute, The P',oblem of Chemckal and
Biological Warfare (prov. ed.). pt. IV, p. 1.
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Canadian Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament: Verification of Prohibitions of the
Development, Production, Stockpiling, and Use of Chemical
and Biological Weapons, August 6, 1970'
1. The central problem area in the negotiations to strengthen
and to supplement the Geneva Protocol of 19252 by prohibiting
the development, production and stockpiling of chemical and
biological weapons, is verification. Clearly, the technical and
political considerations related to the negotiation of verification
procedures are intrinsically interdependent. Although science may
provide assistance in devising methods of detection, surveillance
and data analysis, the political intentions of all countries concerned will be the decisive factor in resolving the verification
problem.
2. Every international agreement involves the acceptance, by
parties to the agreement, of an element of risk of evasion or
violation of the agreement. In arms control agreements this risk is
directly related to vital security interests. Any country contemplating a violation of an arms control agreement would undoubtedly estimate the probability of detection or of successful evasion
of any agreed prohibitions, and the adverse consequences resulting
from verification of such a violation. The verification regime
should serve as a deterrent to any violation. The risk that some
party might successfully evade or violate an agreement should be
reduced to the lowest possible level through verification procedures that are adequate and politically acceptable.
3. Verification procedures which are adequate for the prohibition of chemical and biological warfare will have to be complex,
sophisticated and as reliable as can be conceived by utilizing
modem data-processing methods. The relative ease with which
chemical or biological weapons can be acquired through clandestine development, production and stockpiling renders detection of
contravention of a ban on chemical and biological weapons
particularly difficult.
4. The verification of a prohibition of chemical warfare
involves difficulties of a different dimension from those encountered in the prohibition of biological warfare because of the
widespread use in commercial industry of many chemicals which
can also be used in the production of chemical agents of warfare.
Although there are some common integers, many more are unique
to each type of warfare.
5. Veification by complaint procedure as proposed in the
British draft convention-3 is, at present, probably the only feasible
approach to supplementary prohibitions of biological warfare.
SCCD/300, Aug. 6, 1970.
'Documents on Dturmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.

'Ibid. pp. 431 ff.
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This type of warfare is at a relatively early stage of development;
moreover, there is no evidence1 that biological agents have ever
been used as modem military weapons, and their utility as a weapon
is open to question. Efforts to devise verification mechanisms
other than those involved in the investijgation of complaints
concerning use, development, production or stockpiling of biological weapons seem technically futile because of the high risk of
undetected evasion of any other procedurms that might be
promulgated. In the light of all these factors a political decision by
governments accepting the risks inherent in verification through a
complaint procedure for biological warfare would appear to be the
most logical solution.
6. Different criteria must be considered in relation to chemical
warfare which has been used extensively during this century and
has attained a relatively sophisticated degree of development.
Chemical weapons or components of them are known to be
stockpiled in the arsenals of a number of countries and their
potential uses in warfare are not in question.
7. Virtually all of the working papers submitted to the
Committee to date concentrate on efforts to overcome the
difficulties in .,erification for chemical weapons; they are postulated on the apparent consensus that the prohibition of the
development, production and stockpiling of chemical and biological weapons cannot be verified by national means alone and that
there is a requirement for some "international" procedures.
8. Within and beyond the broadly accepted point of view that
verification is the crux o•f the problem and thiat international
procedures for this purpose are required, there is a wide array of
opinions and suggestions, some procedural and scine substantive,
ranging from proposals for verification by challenge to arguments
for on-site inspection. Without attempting to interpret these views,
the following represents a summary of tht various proposals put
forward t, date as an indication of the types of approach which
have been suggested.
(a) The draft convention on biological warfare pioposed by
Britain specifies verification procedures that call for any complaint
concerning use of biological warfare to be lodged with the
Secretary-General of the United Nations and any other complaint
concerning breach of the convention to be lodged with the
Security Council. Complaints of all kinds would be investigated
immediately and a report would be submitted to the Security
Council.
(b) The draft convention proposed by the USSR and its allies
envisages an "obligation to consult and co-operate in solving
questions which may arise in connexion with the observation of
the provisions of the present convention". A separate article notes
that "each State party to the convention shall be internationally
responsible for compliance with its provisions by legal and
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physical persons exercising their activities in its hWiritory
and also
by its legal and physical persons outside its territory". 4
(c) Hungary, Mongolia and Poland introduced ar. amendment
to the Soviet-sponsored draft convention providing for complaints
of alleged violation of the convention to be lodged wvith the
United Nations Security Council which would undertake any
necessary measures to investigate complaints.'
(d) Sweden~ has presented suggestions based on the concepts of
"'open information aaid intemnationalilzat-;on" and has outlined a
system of verification by challenge and of the obligations on
parties with respect to verification which would be incorporaied in
a comprehensive c;cnvention. 6
(e) Yugoslavia has s-aggested a systamatic elaboration ot'legal
measures for national renunciations and controls, declarations and
analysis of open information as a basis for further controls and
international measures to be taken in cases of suspicion or of
actual violations .7
(f) Mongolia has suggested that speciai government agencies
might be established to enfo-.,.e Compliance with prohibitions on
chemical and biologi"'!l warfare in a manner similar to that in the
1961 Single Convention~ on Narcotic Drugs.(g) Japan hi:s oroposed that a group of experts study various
technical aspects of verifying a ban on chemical an.-4 biologica)
weapons.' It has also elaborated a corniplai~nt5 proce.Iure. th?.ough a
roster of cxpcits on call by the United Nations S;ec.-retar,ý-Ceneral
and proposed oLher procedures based on possible checkpoints in
the weapoiis producti. n cycle)1 0
(h) A USA working, paper on the relat,.)nship between chemical
wz,,aons 4-nd peaceful chemiczal production deals with ont of the
specIfic problemis to be overcome in the eslablishavint 'rf
satisfactory, verification ? recedures and concludes that off-site
observation is inadequate-.'
(i) An Italian worki'-" paper outlire~d a negotiating process for
further detailed explo. )ns of the pr,,)blerr of veritication of any
ccnventicn or conventions. ' 2
(j) Motoccoc has proposed a comi- --hensive agre-ement prohibilting cheinical and biological warfare wiJth separate verificatien
procedures for biological and ch'-mical weapons. Verification
procedm-t.s for biological weapon6, would b~e included ini the treaty;
,icrification proce.Ures for chemical weapons wouid be negotiated
'I~d., pp. 4355457
S41 gte

P. 140).

'Ante, pp. 132-140.
((CrDjPV.A65, pp. 14- 19.
'Thc Mongoliaai state-ment appe~irs in CCD/P'i.464, pp. 16-21. For th~e zsdreotic
nwrivatimi, 3ee 18 UST 407.
'Documents on Dismnament, 196 9. p 412.
' 0CCD/PV.456. pp. 26-29.
'Ante, pp, 323-326.
"2 Anttc. pp 27(Q-72.

'
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in a prescribed period of time and then attached to the
Convention as a supplementary document.' I
9. Even a cursory analysis of these proposals, which merit the
most careful consideration, reveals that in the establishment of
any adequate verification system, a combination of national and
international procedures will be required. Various proposals
relating to verification of a ban on chemical weapons urge the
development of some monitoring system based on economic
;nformation. Others suggest the exploration of the sources of all
available data-both that which has been published or is freely
available, and that which governments would be prepared to make
available. Compilation and collation of this information in a
coherent form would serve as a useful first step in the development and negotiation of agreed verification procedures. For these
purposes various relevant questions might serve to differentiate
between aspects on which adequate information may be already
available and other areas where special procedures may have to be
devised.
10. It is evident that additional information is needed to
facilitate the examination of the complex political and technical
problems involved in verifying a ban on the development,
production, stockpiling and use of chemical and biological agents
of warfare. if such information could be made available, it would
assist in developing a consensus concerning which measures to
strengthen and supplement the Geneva Protocol could be negotiated. With this view in mind, member governments might consider
the following questions:
A. National Policy and Controls
(1) Some governments have made declarations concerning their
present policies on the development, production and stockpiling
of chemical and biological weapons or agents of warfare and their
views concerning the right of retaliation retained through reservations they may attach to the Geneva Protocol of 1925. Would
other governments be willing to state or present their policies or
views on these issues?
(2) What national controls are already in force governing the
development, production, stockpiling or use of chemical and
biological agents that are capabie of being used or converted to use
in the development or production of chemical or biological
weapons?
B. Chemical Warfare
1. Productior,
(1) Are annual production figures for the years 1968 and 1909
published or readily available for the following chemicals: phos'Ante. pp. 341-342.
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phorus, phosphorus pentasulphide, phosphorus pentachloride,
phosphorus trichloride, phosphorus oxychloride, dimethylphos-

phite, methylphosphonic dichloride, diethylamino ethyl alcohol,

pinacolyl alcohol, carbonyl chloride (phosgene), hydrogen cyanide, cyanogen chloride, thiodiglycol, sulphur dichloride, ethy-

lene, all organosphosphorus compounds with a toxicity less idhan
200 micrograms per Kg intravenously?

(2) Is information concerning end-products of these chemicals
available and are governments prepared to collect and provide such
data?
(3) Is governmental approval or licensing required for the
production of any of the above chemicals or for products using
these chemicals. in their production?
(4) Is it feasible to obtain information concerning all governmental and non-governmental facilities producing or using any of
the above chemicals?
II. Stockpiling of Chemicals
(1) Are figures available for 1968 and 1969 on quantities of the
above chemicals or end-products that are stockpiled in the
countries concerned?
(2) Would governments be prepared to provide a list of
locations where any of the above chemicals or end-products
derived from them are stockpiled?
(3) Are export or import permits or declarations required and
if so are any of the above chemicals or end-products derived from
them imported or exported from the country?
(4) Is it possible to identify the importer or exporter?
(5) What safety regulations are applicable to the production,
stockpiling and transportation of any of the above chemicals?
III. Research and Development
(1) Are the locations and descriptions of government controlled facilities for research and development of chemical agents
and similar information concerning all non-governmental research
and development facilities available or can the'e be provided?
(2) Under what conditions would governments be willing to
consider the cessation of all training of troops for offensive action
related to chemical and biological warfare?
Japanese Working Paper Submitted to the Confercnce of the
Committee on Disarmament: Question of the Prohibition of
Chemical Weapons. August 6, 1970'
1. Report of statistics
(1) With regard to the verification of compliance with the
prohibition of the production of chemical agents, we shall have to
"C-cD/301, Aug. 6, 1970.
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be content with recourse to ad hoc inspections based on complaint
procedures. At the same time, it would be desirable to establish a
reporting system on the statistics of certain chemical substances
concerning the amount of their production, preferably on a
factory basis, exportation and importation as well as consumption
for different purposes, so that those statistics might be used as
part of the data forming the evidence for a possible complaint.
Since it is impracticable to report the statistics of all chemical
substances, it would be necessary to limit the scope of the items to
be reported on. We feel that a certain level of lethal dose by
hypodermic injection could be employed as a criterion for this
purpose. In suggesting this, we have taken into account the tact
that the information we have on the lethal dose of various
chemicals has been obtained more from experiments on animals
by hypodermic injection than from those by intraperitoneal or
intravenous injection or by dosing through their mouths.
As the level of lethal dose (LD 50) to be employed as the
criterion, we suggest 0.5 milligrams per kilogram of body weight.
That suggestion is based on the consideration that among
organophosphorus compounds, which have the most poisonous
effects of all chemically synthesized substances today, none, having
a poisonous effect not less than the level mentioned above, is used
fof peaceful purposes. A dose of 0.5 milligrams per kilogram of
body weight by hypodermic injection has a lethal effect equivalent
to that of a dose of about 1.0 milligram per kilogram of body
weight administered through the mouth.
(2) The following are the categories which the chemical
substances mentioned above come under.
(a) Nerve agents (e.g.)
VX
Sarin
Soman
Tabun
Die thox yphosphoryl thiocholine
Die thyl-S-(2-triethylam monium-e thyl)- thiophosphate
DimethyI-S-[ 2-(S'-ethyl-S'-e thylthioethylsulfonium)-ethyl I -thiophosphate
(b) Toxins (e.g.)
Botulinus toxin
Tetrodotoxin
Ricin
Shikkimotoxin
(c) Alkadoids
Aconitince
Gelseinicine
(d) Plamt heart poisons (Cardiac-active glycoside)
Scillaren
Digitoxin

JAPANESE WORKING PAPER, AUGUST 6

381

The substances listed in (a) are nerve agents of the organophosphorus family. Although they do have the same effects as
ordinary insecticides and bacteriocides, they are unsuitable for
such peaceful purposes because their toxic effects are much too
powerful. Toxins, alkaloids and plant heart poisons are chemical
substances derived from animals, plants or microbes. While toxins
are high molecular substances consisting mainly of protein and
have an antigenous effect, alkaloids are low molecular substances
and have no antigenous effects. Alkaloids and plant heart poisons
are used for medical purposes in very small doses. Although some
of the alkaloids and plant heart poisons may be chemically
synthesized for academic purposes, it is through the extraction
from plants that those substances are produced in any significant
quantity.
(3) On the basis of the above considerations, relevant items to
be reported on would be nerve agents of the organophosphorus f-:,iiy and the intermediates in their production. Since
nerve agents themselves cannot be used for peaceful purposes and
should be unconditionally prohibited, it would not make sense to
require statistics on them. Accordingly, the items to be reported
on could be limited to the following seven kinds of substances:
yellow phosphorus, phosphorus trichloridc, phosphorus oxychloride, phosphorus pentachioride, phosphorus pentasulfide, dimethylphosphite and methylphosphonic dichloride. They are intermediates not only in the production of nerve agents but also in
industry for peaceful purposes.
If new chemical substances were discovered whose poisonous
effect equals or exceeds the level mentioned earlier, it would be
necessary to consider the addition of such substances and their
intermediates to the list of items to L_ reported on. In order to do
this, those chemicals whose poisonous effects are reported in
academic periodicals or meetings to be the same or more than the
level suggested above and new chemicals which have been made
public without any reference to their toxic effects and which
experts picked out as those which might have considerable toxic
effects must bc tested by an appropriate international research
institute.

2. Technical mnethod o1on-site inspection
As a possible technical method of on-site inspection of the
production of chemical agents, the following one might be
considered.
In recent years techniques of microanalysis have been developed
to check quantitatively the contamination of rivers oi living things
by agricultural chemicals. Those techniques could also be applied
in on-site inspections. For instance, we should be able to apply
improved gaschromatography to microanalyze substances from the
chemical plant concerned existing in very sm-all quantities in liquid
wastes, the soil and dust in and around the premises, on the
451 4 6
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production devices or on the workers' clothes. If an emission
electrode for a flame thermionic detector is attached to the nozzle
of a flame ionization detector in gaschromatography, a hig~h
sensitivity will be shown by phosphorus compounds and the
minimum amount detectable will be I x 10' 3g/sec. Therefore, by
using this method of gaschromatography, it would be possible to
identify an unknown substance contained in a sample by
comparing its retention time with that of authentic substances,
such as VX.
Even when the substance itself cannot be identified through the
method described above, we could obtain considerable information by detecting the phosphorus, halogens and sulphur possibly
contained in the substance. If we use a coulometry detector, the
minimum amount required for detecting sulphur and halogen
compounds will be 1 x 10- g. Employing that method in
combination with other analytical methods, it might be possible
even to determine the chemical structure of the unknown
substance.
VX, Sarin and Soman have in their structures phosphorusmethyl (alkyl) bonds which do not cleave in mild decomposition.
Therefore, it would be useful for the detection of the development, production and stockpiling of nerve agents of the organophosphorus family to check whether chemicals with phosphorusmethyl (alkyl) bonds might be found in liquid wastes, etc.
Yugoslav Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament: Elements for a System of Control
of the Complete Prohibition of Chemical and Biological
Weapons, August 6, 1970'
Consideration of the complex problem of chemical and biological weapons clearly indicates, that in the assessment of most
countries it is indispensable and possible to reach as a matter of
urgency an agreement on the prohibition of the development,
production and stockpiling of all chemical and biological agents
for war purposes and on their elimination from existing arsenals.
Consideration of this question has also demonstrated that one
of the key problems of its solution is the question of control or
verification of the fulfilment of the obligations under a treaty on
the total prohibition of these weapons.
A study of the question of control leads to certain conclusions
which could provide a basis for further efforts:
First, there is a need to control the fulfilnm ent of the complete
prohibition of chemical and biological weapons under the treatly.
Second, it appears that it would be possible to introduce a type
'CCD/ 302, Au,- 6, 1970.
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of control that would be appropriate, adequate and politically
acceptable even under the conditions prevailing in the world
today.
Third, the success of the control will largely depend on the
degree of political readiness on the part of governments to accept
control. Technical problems do exist, but their solution seems to
be possible if a positive political decision is taken
Control of the complete prohibition of chemical and biological
weapons, in order to be purposeful and at the same time politically
acceptable, should above all meet the following requirements:
1. It should be effective to the point of leaving no possibility
for secret violation of the treaty of major significance.
2. It should not inflict commercial or other damage through
the disclosure of industrial, scientific oi, other secrets.
3. Its functioning should be relatively easy and simple, at both
the national and international level.
4. The cost of control system should be kept to a minimum.
Obviously, it would be impossible to maintain one hundred pcr
cent control over all institutions and installations which could be
utilized for research, development and production of chemical and
biological weapons. However, such control is not necessary to
achieve the desired objective.
It is evident that it would not be possible by any reasonable
kind of control to prevent the clandestine production of limited
quantities of chemical and biological weapons, which would have
no real military significance.
In devising such a control system the overall operation of which
would provide sufficient guarantees for each party to a treaty, two
categories of measures may be required:
1. NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE MEASURES OF RENUNCIATION AND
SELF-CONTROL BY EACH COUNTRY

(a) The enactment of a law prohibiing research for weapons
purposes and of the development, prduction or stockpiling of
agents for chemical and biological weapons.
(b) The enactment of a law for the compulsory publication of
certain data from this sphere, which would facilitate international
control, as fc-- instanc,, the names of institutions and facilities
engaged in or which, by their nature, could engage in the activities
prohibited under ti. treaty. Certain data concerning the production of' such materials or agents which could be used for the
production of chemical or biological weapons would be regularly
submitted to an international organ. The general list of such data
would be es:ablished by the treaty itself, in an annex.
(c) The taking and promulgation of' a decision to elinminate
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existing stockpiles and to abolish proving grounds for the testing
of these weapons, and all installations related exclusively to such
weapons.
(d) The cessation of training of troops in the use of cnemical
and biological weapons and the deletion from army manuals of all
such instructions with the exception of those sections dealing with
protection against chemical and biological weapons.
It is self-evident that a treaty on the Complete Prohibition of
All Chemical and Biological Weapons will also preserve the rights
of countries to continue research, development and production of
means of protection.
Some of the present military institutions in this field could be
re-adapted for research work for peaceful purposes or for
protection, in keeping with the provisions of the treaty regulating
these matters.
In enacting such laws, an exception could be made, in line with
the provisions of the treaty on the Complete Prohibition of
Chemical and Biological Weapons, for types and quantities of
agents used for riot control purposes within the country.
The enforcement of these laws would be left up to each
individual state.
National legislative measures of renunciation and self-control
should represent the most important group of measures and the
main deterrent to possible violation of the treaty on the complete
prohibition of chemical and biological weapons.
All naqtional legislative measures of renunciation and self-control
by each country should be preceded by the enactment of a law
placing under civilian administration or control-the Ministry of
Health, the Ministry of Industry or a similar organ-all institutions
now engaged in the research, development or production of
chemical and biological weapons. Such a measure would significantly facilitate the implementation of the treaty and reduce the
possibilities for illegal production of chemical and biological
weapons.
2. MEASURES OF INTERNATIONAL CONTROL

(a) The collection of certain data which States would publish
and report in fine with their internal legislation (ltema (b) from th.e
first group of measures), and other relevant information which
could indicate whether any prohibited activity was being undertaken.
The collection, receipt of reports and analysis of these data
would be carried out by an international organ, one of those
already in existence or one that would be especially set up for this
purpose. which might also discharge other functions in connexion
with the control of the prohibition of chemical and biological
weapons.
(b) (;overnments shculd, at their own initiative, and within the
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framework of consultations and co-operation in good faith, if the
need arises, make it possible through an appropriately regulated
procedure, in accordance with the concept of verification by
challenge, to ascertain that there is no activity on their territory
prohibited by the treaty.
(c) The complaints procedure to the Security Council.
PROCEDURE IN CASE OF SUSPICION OF VIOLATION

In case any party to the treaty harbours any doubts about the
implementation of provisions of the treaty by any other party, it
should enter into discussions and consultations with such other
party with a view to clarifying the situation and removing such
doubts.
In case of suspicion that the treaty on the complete prohibition
of chemical and biological weapons has been violated, a State
harbouring the suspicion should inform other parties to the treaty
and also apply to the international organ, submitting the necessary
information for the purpose of preliminary investigation, which
should be provided for.
On this basis, the international organ would contact the state
under suspicion, for the purpose of making relevant enquiries or
conducting a preliminary investigation to ascertain whether the
suspicion is founded.
If the procedure undertaken does not yield a satisfactory
solution, the country under suspicion may offer verification under
the "verification by challenge" procedure.
If the State harbouring the suspiýion considers it has not
received a satisfactory reply after this procedure, it may address
itself to the Security Council which would endeavour urgently to
find a solution.
The right of countries to address themselves to the Security
Council remains unaffected and they may resort to it at any stage
of the above procedure.
Soviet Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament: Complete Prohibition of Chemical
and Bacteriological Weapons, August 6, 1970'
1. The main problem as regards chemical and bacteriological
weapons is to achieve their complete prohibition, namely the
prohibition of their use, development, production and stockpiling
and the destruction of stocks of such weapons.
The problem of prohibiting the use of chemical avd bacweriological weapons is solved by the Ceneva Protocol of 1925.2 This
Protocol, to which about seventy States are parties, embodies an
OCCI)!303, Aug. 6, 1970.
'Documents on Di.wrmament. 1969. pp. 764-765.
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important and generally recognized rule of international law
prohibiting the use of chemical and bacteriological warfare
methods. It may be noted with satisfaction that the Protocol has
recently been ratified by Japan and Brazil. However, the United
States of America, which has a very highly developed chemical
industry and produces and uses chemical means of warfare, is as
y~t not a party to it. In the present situation, in order to bring
about a general renunciation of the use of chemical and
bacteriological weapons and thereby make the Geneva Protocol
more effective, all States of military importance, and in particular
the United States of America, must by acceding to the Geneva
Protocol undertake not to use chemical or bacteriological means
for military purposes.
The complete prohibition of chemical and bacteriological
weapons can only be achieved by the renunciation on the part of
States of the development, production and stockpiling of such
weapons and by their undertaking to destroy such weapons. It is
this solution of the problem of chemical and bacteriological
weapons which is envisaged in the draft convention of the nine
3
socialist countries.
2. The conclusion of a convention on the prohibition of the
production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological weapons and on the destruction of such weapons, widely acceded to by
Sta'.es throughout the world, is aimed to lead to the complete
elirr ination of such ;veapons. This would complete the process
which was initiated by the conclusion of the 1925 Geneva
Protocol. It would also solve the question of the reservations to
the Protocol entered by a number of States. Those reservations,
which have the effect of providing that the prohibitions of the
Protocol are binding only with respect to Sta+,s which are Parties
and that they cease to be binding with respect to any State whose
armed forces do not observe the r~strictions laid down in the
Protocol, have played their part in preventing the unleashing of a
war involving the widespread use of chemical and bacteriological
methods. The reservations ierved as the basis for the warning
issued by the Allied Powers to the Government of Hitler Germany
concerning the possible use of chemical weapons by the latter
during the Second World War.
The conclusion of a convention aimed at the complete
elimination of chemical and bacteriological weapons from the
military arsenals of States will make the question of reservations
to the 1925 Geneva Protocol superfluous.
3. The proposal by the United Kingdom to conclude a
convention solely for the prohibition of biological weapons 4 not
only fails to solve the problem of the complete prohibition of
chemical and biological weapons, but in essence means the
'Ibid.. pp. 455-417.

"4Ibid.,

pp. 431 ff.
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expansion and legalization of chemical means of warfare. Given
the present rapid progress of science and technology, it is precisely
the chemical weapons which present the greatest danger, since
they have assumed an important place in the armed forces of a
number of States. Such weapons have already been widely used in
the past and are being used at the present time. It is generally
recognized, however, that the use of biological weapons involves
tremendous risks, even to the country that might use them as a
means of warfare.
Chemical and bacteriological weapons have consistently been
considered together in view of the common characteristics of these
types of weapons of mass desiruction. The prohibition of the use
of chemical and bacteriological weapons is provided for in a single
international instrument-the Geneva Protocol of 1925. Attempts
to adopt a different approach to the prohibition of chemical
weapons and biological weapons and proposals to provide for their
prohibition in separate agreements will mean undermining the
existing generally recognized rules of international law embodied
in the Geneva Protocol, which adopts a unified approach to
chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons alike. In these
conditions, the implementation of the United Kingdom proposal,
which is based on a separate approach to chemical and bacteriological weapons and provides for the prohibition of the latter
alone, constitutes a direct danger in that it will promote the
build-up by States of arsenals of chemical weapons and increase
the risk of the use of such weapons in international conflicts.
4. The draft convention on the prohibition of the development,
prodluction and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological weapons and on their destruction, proposed by the nine socialist
courntries, contains provisions ensuring the strict observance of the
terms of the agreement by the parties to the convention. Those
provisions have been arrived at on the assumption that the
establishment of a system of international verification to determine whether chemical and bacteriological weapons are or are not
being produced in a given country is an exceptionally complex and
practically impossible task, since the process of manufacturing
chemical and bacteriological substances for peaceful purposes is
essentially no different from that of their production for military
purposes. Under such circumstances, the most reasonable method
is control exercised by national Governments, each of which will
thus be internationally responsible for ensuring that not a single
industrial undertaking or citizen in its country engages in the
development or production of chemical or bacteriological weapons
and that no such weapons are being stockpiled in the country's
military arsenals. The relevant provisions are contained in arti,'les 4
and 5 of the draft convention proposed by the socialist countries.
They are supplemented by article 6, whereby the parties to the
convention undertake to consult and co-operate with one another in
solving problems connected with the application of the convention.
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Of great importance also are the additions to the draft
convention of the socialist countries. sponsored by Hungary,
Mongolia and Poland, concerning the involvement of the United
Nations Security Council in the investigation of cases of violation
of the convention.'
The measures embodied in the draft convention of the nine
socialist States for ensuring the implementation of the conventicn
are sufficiently strict and at the same time sufficiently flexible,
and they enable the Governments themselves to choose such
methods of control as, in their view, will most effectively
guarantee implementation of the terms of the convention. Those
measures do not limit the right of States, if they so wish and if
they reach agreement on the matter, to have recourse to methods
of an international character. That possibility is covered by tne
provisions of article 6.
5. A number of proposals put forward by members of the Disarmament committee, including Sweden, 6 Morocco 7 and Yugoslavia, 8 with a view to developing the system of control envisaged in
the draft convention of the nine Socialist countries, are interesting
and merit careful consideration and further elaboration
Nevertheless, it is quite obviously necessary to maintain a
balance in considering the political aspects of the problem of the
prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical and bacteriological weapons and the technical aspects of
the problem of control over such prohibition. The attempts being
made to base the work of the Committee on just the study of the
technical features of the problem of control may hinder or in any
case considerably delay the adoption of a political decision, which
is necessarily the priority task in solving the problem of the
prohibition of chemical and bacteriological weapons. Past experience, and in particular the activities of the League of Nations,
shows that channelling disarmament discussions along the lines of
technical expertise and deferment of political decisions resulted in
failure io reach 4n agreement. This should not be lost sight of
during consider :t;on of the problem of the complete prohibition
of chemical and bacteriological weapons.
Additional Italian Working Paper on the Problem -)f Controls
Over Chemical Weaporg, August 6, 1970'
(I ) In the working paper tabled by the Italian dele¢;ation on June
30, 199702 the following concepts were, in particular, stressed: (a)
'Ante, p. 140.
6Ante. pp. 132-140.
7

Ante, pp 341-342.

SSupra.

'CCD/304
tug. 6, 1970. The paper was -.
,bbmitted
Conmnitteec on DVimrnament.
'Ante. pp. 270-272

to the Conference of the
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the establishment of an effective system ef conri. ':c .till the
major problem among those that the Committee wiP have to solve
with a view to achieving an agreement for the prohibition of
chemical weapons; (b) the problem of conrols presents sonie
aspects that are predominantly scientific and a knowledge of
which is essential before the various delegations can profitably
embark on the discussion of a draft treaty; (c) for the purposes of
such discussion, the technical studies which are already at the
disposal of the Committee should be appropriately supplemented
by a specific study on the problem of controls of chemical
weapons to be undertaken by a special group of experts; (d) the
Committee should itself guide the grou-, on its labours deciding
beforehand the lines on which it should work and the specific
subjects with which it should deal.
(2) During the tiformal meeting held on August 5, 1970 and
on other previous occasions, many delegations made valuable
contributions to the discussions of the Committee by presenting
their views and asking technical questions on the problem of
controls over chemical weapons.
The Italian delegation wishes, on its part, to formulate a
number of questions of technical nature, in the hope that this may
help the work of the Committee:
(a) Assuming that, for the substances listed in the Japanese and
Canadian papers3 a control problem arises only when considerable
quantities are involved, is it possible to establish, by mutual
consent, a listing of the large chemical industries which produce
and pi-actically control the products concerned?
(b) Taking for granted that such a possibility exists, does the
fact that large quantities of these substances are mainly used by
big industries involved in peaceful proauction make it easier to
control any leak of such products towards non-peaceful uses?
(c) Granted the hypothesis that it is possible to exercise an
overall control of the production and the flow of these substances,
what is then the minimum percentage variation which, if not
justified on economic grounds, could give rise to the suspicion that
the final destination is not meant for peaceful uses?
(d) If a percentage variation of a specific factor in itself is not
suitable as an indicator as to the destination of the product for
warfare purposes, could this same factor acquire a de sive
importance when combined with the percentage variation of
another factor related to the former?
(e) Does an international organization exist which could
contribute effectively to verifying the production and the flow of
the substances concerned and, if it exists, could it include this task
in its present structure or could it do so through minor structural
and organizational changes?
'CCD/288 andante, pp. 375-379.
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(f) Taking for granted that such an organization exists, could
its contribution be stfficient to establish a founded suspicion that
a violation has been committed and thus justify a complaint?
(g) Could the present trend %hich aims at eliminating phosphates organic compounds as insecticides help the solution of the
problem of controls?
(3) In the opinion of the Italian delegation technical documents such as the ones mentioned above represent examples of the
very contibutions which, in working paper CCD/289, we suggested should be tabled by the various delegations to the C.C.D.
It will be rezal!ed that in paragraph 5 (c) of the same working
paper it was proposed that "each delegation should instruct the
appropriate body in its own country to suggest a iist of specific
technical themes to be developed and studied in more detail".
We believe, however, that tabling such technical documents
cannot be considered sufficient in itself. In our opinion, more
app~ropriate methods should be envisaged so that contributions by
individual countries could be fully utilized by t._ C.C.D.
To this end, we supported the idea of setting up a group of
experts with a view to organizing the work that each competent
national body would carry out. Moreover, in order to enable the
group of experts to produce, within a relatively short time, a
useful document for the specific purposes of the Committee, we
also suggested under paragraph 5 b, c, d, e, of our working paper, a
particular procedure according to which the group should be given
appropriate guidance by the Committee itself.
Canadian Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on DiMarmament: Seismological Capabilities i
Detecting and Identifying Underground Nuclear Explosions,
August 10, 19701
1. United Nations General Asscmbly Resolution
At the XXIVth United Nations General Assembly, Canada
proposed a resolution, 2604A, which was adopted at the 1836th
plenary meeting on December 16, 1969.2 In summary form, the
resolution requested the United Nations Secret*ary-General to
circulate to governments a request that they supply by May 1,
1970, information concerning seismological Ltations from which
they would be prepared to supply records on the basis of
guaranteeut availability and to provide certain information about
each of such stations.
'CL'C/305, Aug. 10, 1970.
"Documents on Disrmament, 1969. pp. 719-722.
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This resolution, which had been proposed and discussed in tile
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) in GYr-,n in 1969, was designed to assist in clarifying what resources Y uld
be available 1'Or the eventual establishment of an effective
world-wide exchange of seismological information which would
facilitate the achievement of a comprehensive test ban.'
The proposal in Resolution 2604A was exploratory in nature
and designed to elicit information on the quantity and quality of
the data records that could be made available, and not to prejudge
the form tha,' might eventually be decided for any exchange
system. The Canadian Delegation believes that it is by no means
clear that any eventual seismic exchange system would involve the
circulation of data on a continuous, as d'istinct from, an ad-hoc
basis, or that the seismic data exchange concept, if proven viable
on telhnical examination, would necessitate the establishment of
any sort of international control agency or data centre.
The aim of t6e resolution was to achieve a limited step of
clarification. This modest proposal is a first step in any process
whereby seismology could assist in clarifying for national states
the implications of the essentially political decision involved in the
prohibition of underground testing.
2. Response to Request for Information
Pursuant to Resolution 2604A, the Secretary-General circulated
on _inuary 30, 1970, a note (PO134/611) soliciting responses to
the questionnaire appended to the resolution, which specified the
details concerning conventional seismograph stations and array
stations that governments were invited to submit to the SecretaryGeneral.
At the time of preparation of the Canadian assessment of '1e
significance of the returns, 54 returns were available: 33 counuies
reporting information for seismograph stations on their territory,
15 countries reporting no operational seismograph stations on
their territory, and 6 countries indicating that in their view the
purposes of the resolution were unnecessary or preferring to
maintain a vo;untary form of seismological data exchange and
including no data on seismograph stations in their returns.
3. Assessment of Returns
A preliminary Canadian assessment has been circulated which
represents an analysis of the UN seismological returns up to and
including Document A/7967/Add. 3. Canada has stodied the
heterogeneous network of stations and arrays described in the
returns, and attempted to find a way to define and describe the
intrinsic potential application of this world-wiee network to the
31bid, pp. 418-420.
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detection, location and identification of underground nuclear
explosions at any location throughout thc world.
Briefly, this ensemble of stations can detect P waves (body
waves) of both earthquakes and underground explosions down to
body wave -nagnitudes, m4.0 to m4.2 occurring anywhere in the
northern hemisphere: the definition used involves gireater than, or
equal io, 50 per cent interval probability at a minimum of 5
stations, and with a corresponding location capability between 20
and 45 km. When conversion is made to 90 per cent probability of
detection of an event by at least five stations, the lower limit in
the northern hemisphere is between m4.5 and m4.7. As the
definitions are relaxed by reducing the minimum number of
detecting stations, there is some improvement at the expense. of
location accuracy.
Identification is a much more severe problem: the earthquake
Rayleigh wave (surface wave) detection capability is generally
between m4.6 and m5.0 in the northern hemisphere w.ith an
analogous 50 per cent probability definition (we have converZed in
this statement to body wave magnitudes). An improvement of 0.4
magnitude units is possible for some test sites and station paths
and matched filtering capability at certain stations can produc~e a
further improvement of between 0.2 and 0.3 magnitude units.
There is, therefore, a potential for a range m4.0 to m4.4 for
earthquake Rayleigh surface wave detection at the 50 per cent
probability level, although this requires some relaxation of the
definition used. Again, conversion to 90 per cent probabilities
increases this estimate to m4.5 tc m4.9. The cor;esponding figures
for the detection of explosion Rayleigh waves and thus for
positive identification of explosions are I magnitude higher,
namely, between m5.0 and m5.4 at the 50 per ce,'t level and 0.5
magnitude units higher at the 90 per cent level. Extensive research
could allow the application of negative long-period criteria capable
of producing a decrease estimated at 0.6 magnitude units in these
figures provided some further relaxation in the rigour of the
defin-itions used is accepted: this is probably only satisfactory with
the application of a suite of nor-perfect criteria to the analysis of
any doubtful event. The magnitude yield relation varies with rock
type and regional effzcts: m4.75 can be equated with a yield
between 8 and 20 ktons in hard rock.
On the basis of this preliminary assessment, the Canadian
Delegation recommends extensive studies of other discriminants
and particulariy of short-period ones for which signal detection
capability is more simple to achieve. The assessment made
demonstrates useful positive discrimination for certain test sites
down to m4.5 at the 50 per cent probability level of application.
For the first time, as a result of the UN questionnaire, a station
ensemble exists with a form of government assurances, or
potential assurances, which can be used by any state to make its

own study of the problems of seismologioa1 verification. This is a
fundamental first step, and the response on the whole has been
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very satisfactory. States should conduct their own examination of
this situation, so that, at the very least, a consensus might emerge
of the present state-of-the-art and capability.
Typical questions which might usefuijy be examined in assessing
the significance of the UN questionnaire results with respect to
progress towards a CTB would, in aw, view of the Canadian
Delegation, include the following:
(1) To what extent do the replies to the q iestionnaire,
supplement or modify existing scientific information concerning
seisrnic facilities for detecting and identifying underground nuclear
weapon tests?
(2) Is it possible to estimate from the information provided
about national seismic facilities, the extent to which the identification capabilities for underground nuclear explosions may be
improved through guaranteed international access to additional
seismological data?

(3) Have the results of the questionnaire identifed any sectors
of the globe or geographic areas for which the levels of nuclear
explosiuip identification are perceptibly higher or lower than
average'? Would these areas be of vital significance in the
enforcement of any Comprehensive Test Ban?
al's questionnaire help such governments identify methods for improving the effectiveness of their own seismic detection techniques,
or would any further inform ation be required for this purpose?
(5) Is further examinaition warranted into the concept of the
internaLonal exchange of seismic data, as well as into the quantity
and qnality of data that may be made available from national
means of identification?
(6) Do the results of this survey warrant further consultation in
the near future among nations ready to contribute to an examination of the facilities for identification of nuclear explosions by seismological means, and to wan examination of the most effective attainable measures to supplement the Partial Test Ban of 1963?4
(7) Is it possible yet to establish the degree to which national
verification procedures may be adequate, with or without ;n
international exchange of seismic data, and the degree to which a
prohibition of underground nuclear tests could be effective on
either basis?
Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: General Fnd
Complete Disarmament, August It, 1970'
The Soviet delegation intends today to present some considerations concerning the problem of general and complete disarmament.
Id.J 1963, pp. 291-293.
'CCD/PV.486, pp. 9-16
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20. Speaking at the beginning of this year in favour of the
renewal in the Committee of the di;cussion of that problem, 2 we
had in mind that such a discussion might help to find the most
rational and mutually acceptable ways of approaching the preparation of, and agreement on, a programr.me of general and complete
disarmament. We note with satisfaction that the problem of
general and complete disarmament has been referrod to by all
members of the Committee in their statements during the spring
and summer session and that in the course of the discussion
concrete considerations nave beei- advanced and suggestions made
which deserve detailed study and analysis. In our statement today
we intend to comment on some, of the matters which bave been
touched upon in the course of the discussion.
21. The Soviet Union has always been in favour of the
elaboration of a disarmament programme. In the past we
submitted a draft treaty on general and complete disarmament.' It
was based on a number of principles which in our opinion have
lost none of their significance. We are referring to the 1961 Joint
Statement by the Sovi'et Union and the United States of Agreed
Principles for Disarm,,mele-t Nejotiations,4 which was approved by
the Geueral Assembly of the United Nations at its sixteenth
session (resolution 1660 (XVI)) and which recommended our
Committee to base its discussion on general and complete
disarmament upon those principles.5 We share the view of
delegations which believe that the disarmament programme must
be realistic and flexible, and that it must be based on the aims and
principles previously defined and on the results which have so far
been achieved by our efforts in the field of disarm.ament. We also
agree with the view of the representative of Yugoslavia that the
preparation of such a programme
...

should not degenerate into an end in itself, nor should the debate on the programme

be pennitted to drag on ad infinitum or to ovtrshadow efforts dealing with individual
urgent issues in *-his field."

22. At the same time, the Soviet delegation believes thaL the
disarmament programme should not be linked chronologically to
any "decade" or even two decades. It would hardly be very
appropriate to fix a timetable for reaching agreement. Our task is
to achieve the earliest possible agreement on, and implementation
of, measures in the field of disarmament, especially as many of
them do not. allow of postponement and call for urgent decisicn.
It must also be borne in mrind that, as Mr. Khallaf, the
representative of the United Arab Reptiblic, said-and we agree
with him- the criteria for establishing a programme for disarma3Ar.e, pp. 13-20.
SDocxuments on Disarnment.1965. pp. 77-102.
"4Ibid. 1961, pp. 439-442.

"Sb, pp. 677-678.
SCD/PV.478, p. 26.
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ment must be the practical possibilitkie, the. maturity o!l' the
various questions. and of course, the in cernationnal clnm ate.'
23. As regards this last point-namely, ',e !inking of the
problem of disarmament with that of international securitywhich has received considerable attention "*r the statements of
many delegations, we would say that in our view this interrelationship constitutes an important element, which must always be kept
within our field of vision. The two problems interact constantly. It
is an unquestionably correct thesis that a deterioration in the
international climate contributes to the arms race and that the
arms race, in turn, exacerbates relations between States, creates an
atnosphere of mistrust and leads the world to the brink of war's
cF astrop,,e. Progress i. disarmament is not an isolated process; it
is connected with the problems of peace and security, the
settlement of disputes and the establishment of an atmosphere of
confidence. It is this interrelationship which explains why efforts
to strengthen international security and ac._ieve disarmament
constantly engage the attention of all peoples.
24. Basing themselves on the fact tbat the problems of security
and disarmament are closely connecteli some delegations in the
Committee have expressed the view that no progress can be made
on one of these problems if the other is not solved concuirently. It
seems to us that such an approach to the solution of these
problems, and especially of the problem of disarrnament, might
result in further and sometimes unjustified delays and complications. Of course, it would be very tempting to work out
procedures for solving both of these problems simultaneously, but
that seems hardly feasible. The search for such procedtri's to solve
these important international problems might create a situation in
which the solution of urgent questions in the field of disarmament
would be put off until progress had been made on ensuring
international security. Such an apprcoch would result in the
Committee's having either to concern itself with the elaboration (if
subject-matter outside its competence or 'qj l'old up agreement on
disarmament measures pending the favourable development of
international events and positive results from the work of
international bodies seeking ways of ensuring peace and international security. In our opinion, such an approach to the solution
of the disarmament problem would not contribute to the
attainment of those positive results.
25. In this connexion we should like to say that we do not
share the view expressed by the representative of Sweden, Mrs.
Myrdal, that:
...
we sould from now on pccifically seek to iitroduce in a comprehensive programme
for disaumament land I stress "to introduce in a omprehensiw programme for
disarmament") direct correlation %%ith other United Nations activities. -Poripanu with
disarmament, a strengthening must take piace of the United Nations macnii.ry for

'CCD/PV.452,p. 15.
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establishing friendly relations; for ýettling disputes; for keeping a watch on conflicts
brewing .

There can, of course, be no doubt about the task of strengthening
the role of the United Nations in the maintenance of international
peace and security. However, it would hardly be appropriate to tie
directly together, in a single package, the attainment of a
disarmiment programme and an extensive range of measures of a
differer~t kind enumerated in the statement of the Swedish
delo.gation. By acting in that way we would further complicate the
already d fficult 1iegotiatil2ns on disarmament. We should, rather,
try and a&hieve the greatest possible amount of progress in our
talks seeking agreement on mneasures in the field of disarmament,
with a view to the fact that success in these talks would contribute
to ensuring international peace and security and to the success of
United Nations activities in the latter sphere.
26. In not sharing the view that these two most important
international problems-disarmament and security-should be tied
together in a single package, we do not at all intend to minimize
the role of efforts to strengthen international security. The Soviet
Union has always attributed great significance to that problem. As
is known, it was on the initiative of the Soviet Union that the item
on the strengthening of international security was considered last
year by the United Nations General Assembly. One of the main
tasks of the twenty-fifth anniversary session of the General
Assembly will be the elaboration of a concrete solution of that
problem. There has also been wide support for the proposal of the
socialist countries concerning the convening of a general European
conference to work out measures to ensure security and the
development of collaboration in Europe. 9
27. We feel, however, that it is more appropriate, in practical
terms, that questions of ensuring international security which are
not an integral part of a programme of general and complete
disarmament should be regarded as being in the category of
general tasks of strengtening international peace and security,
both at the world-wide and at the regional level. Attempts
between the two world wars to make the solution of the above
problems conditioral on one another did not contribute to the
achievement of progiess in the matuer of disarmament.
28. Many delegations which have spoken during the present
session of the Committee have referred to the relationship
between general and complete disarmament and partial measures
in this field. On that question the Soviet delegation bases itself on
the provisions of the Agreed Principles for Disarmament Negotiations, paragraph 8 of which says that States participating in the
negotiations should achieve agreement upon the total programme
and that
"*('CDPV.478, pp. 12-13.

'Dotuncents un Dimarmemnt. 1969. pp. 106-109.
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efforts to ensure early agreement on and iM' lmentation of measures of disarms
merit should 'be und-rtaken without prejudicing progress on agreement oa tht total

programme and in such a way that these measures would facilitate and form part of that
programme. I

t

29. Following that principle, we do not place partial measures
of disarmament in opposition to general and complete disarmament. The Sov;et delegation considers that the positive solution of
partial disarmament measures creates favourable conditions for the
elaboration of a programme, and the adoption of positive
solutions, with regard to the problem of general and complete
disarmament. On the other hand, success in the elaboration of a
programme of general and complete disarmament would in turn
contribute to the arrangement and implementation of partial
measures. Thus the two problems-partial measures and general
and complete disarmamen* -are closely interdependent; they
condition one ar'other and can be solved on parallel lines. That has
already been bon., out by the practice that has been follov ed in
the solution of disarmament problems so far. Thus, in the past few
years it has proved possible within the framework -:,f the
Committee to agree upon a number of partial measures which are
integral parts of the USSR proposal of 1962 concerning general
and complete disarmament.'' The fact that the difficulties we
encounter in trying to harmonize the positions of parties on
general and complete disarmament seem to us greater than those
in harmonizing positions on partial measures, cannot b,- interpreted to mean that we should concentrate all oir attention on
partial measures at the expense of efforts to solve the question of
general and complete disarmament.
30. In connexion with the problem of the relationship of the
various aspects of disarmament, we should like to make a few
comments also on the question of "equilibrium" in carrying out
measures of disarmament, or the principle of balance, which has
been referred to here by many delegations and in particular by the
representative of Sweden. We share her view that "balance ...
cannot mean scrapping gun fo: gun, or reducing armies 3oldier for
soldier... ", 2 Today there are States which have auclear f4nd
other powerful weapons, while most States do not possess such
weapons. That means that the process of disarmament, by its very
nature, cannot be purely mechanical in the sense indicated above.
31. This consideration was taken into account in the elaboration of the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles, paragraph 5 of
which reads:
All measures of general and complete disarmament: should be balanced so that at no

stage of the implementation of the treaty could any State or group of States gain
miltary advantage and that ecurity is ensured equally for all."

'*Jid, 1961. pp. 4 4 1-4 4 2 .
V'Iid. 1962. pp. 103-127; 1965, pp. 77-102.
',(CD1PV.478. p. 17.
3Dom ,nents on Diwrvment. 1961. p. 441.
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Such a definition of the principle of balance corresponds to the
interests of all States. It was a basic element of the Soviet draft
treaty on general and complete disarmament. For instance, the
armed forces of the Soviet Union and the United States in the first
stage were to be reduced to the level of 1,900,000 men, while for
other, States it was recomme.ided that the level should be
determined on the basis of the particular features and military
capacity of the armed forces of the country in question.
32. In that provision, which relates to the principle of balance,
there is a general approach: there is the idea of solving the
problemi as a whole, while the more detailed figures that flow from
this principle for the armed forces of particular States are to be
de.lermined by the contracting parties when elaborating any given
disarmament measure. This applies both to the solution of the
problem of general and complete disarmament and to the
implementation of partial disarmament measures.
33. Speaking of the principle of balance in the process of
disarmament we should Hike to recall the thesis we have advanced
that in the implementation of important measures of disarmament, including nuclear disarmament and, especially, general and
complete disarmament, all the militarily most significant SL,,es
must participate, and absolutely all th.3 nuclear Powers. The
implementation of key disarmament measures by only some States
would create a situation in which the security of the States
carrying out the disarmament measumes would be jeopardized.
Such a course of events would in all likelihood lead to a
deterioration of the international climate.
34. Delegations in their statements have g;ven considerable
attention to the problem of verification of the implementation of
disarmament agreements. Verification of disarmament constitutes
an important and at the same time coii.,-'ex problem, ii.asmuch as
its purpose is to ensure strict cotc-pliarce by all parties to the
treaty with their disarmmnent obligations. Disarmament is fcasible
only as a supervised process. T1ere must be adeq,1ate guarantees
that no States are evading the carrying out of disarmament
measures and have no possibility of stockpiling armaments
secretly, thereby creating a threat to the security of other States.
35. This is precisely the basis for one of the provisions in the
Joint Statement of Agreed Principles for Disarmament Negotiations which says:
All disarmament measures should ýe implemented from beginning to end under such
strict and effective international control as would proride firm amarance that ab' parties
are honouring their obligations.'

It is our convi. -on, however, that the implementation of control
should not peimit uniustified interference in the internal affairs of
States. This control should ensure observation of the fulfilment of
disarmament obligations but should not serve as a means for
'1 Ibid.
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observation of, or spying upon, existing armaments and should not
create a threat to the national security of States.
36. An international control ,ystem for the implementation of
measures of general and complete disarmament was duly provided
for in the 1962 Soviet draft treaty on the ýubject. In that draft the
range of powers of the international control bodies is linked to the
nature of the disarmament measures that are being carried out.
For instance, for the reduction of the size of armed forces and (,f
armaments on-site control is proposed at the places where the
troops are disbanded and the armaments destroyed, and for the
elimination of rockets capable of delivering nuclear weapons on-site
control would be carried out at the places where they are destroyed.
3 7. In the implementation of partial disarmament measures,
too, it is necessary to take into account considerations of national
security and not allow the verification of specific partial measures
to over-expand into unjustified interference in the internal affairs
of other States or into a means of military or political espionage.
38. We believe that in all cases where there is a readiness on the
part of States to reach agreement on measures of disarmament,
concrete forms and methods of verifying the implementation of
such measures should and can be found although-and we stress
this--elaborating and agreeing on forms and methods of control is
a complex, involved process in which numerous political and
military-technical factors play a part. Experience with disarmament shows that where there was a will to adopt appropriate
political solutions, we found it possible to work out mutually
acceptable positions on questions of verification.
39. The elaboration of a programme of disarmament will raise
the question of priorities with regard to the various disarmament
measures. Many delegations in this Committee have spoken in
favour of giving priority to questions of nuclear disarmament. The
Soviet delegation shares that view. As is known, immediately after
the end of the Second Word War the Soviet Union called for the
immediate and unconditional prohibition of nuclear weapons.
Since then this question has been raised on numerous occasions by
representatives of the Soviet Union in various international
forums. Questions of nuclear disarmament are given pride of place
in our draft treat'y on gcnerai and corrmplete disarmament, where it is
propolsed in tho very f'ist stage to eliminate simultaneously all means
of delivei-ing nuclear wapons--strategic, operational and tactical.
40. In the Soviet Government's Memoiandum of 1 July 1968
on Some Urgent Measures for Stopping the Arms Race and for
Disarnament it was proposed that negotiations should be !tarted
.orthwith on stopping the manufacture oi nuclear weapons, the
reduction of stockpils of those weapons and the subsequent total
prohibition and eliminabuin of nuclear weapons under appropriate

international control.' 5
"Ibid. :968, pp. 466-470.
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4 1. In addition, we would point out that so far as th"r actual
content of a disarmament programme is concerned, the bases for
such a programme have already, as we see it, been del:neated in
documents available to members of the Committee: the Soviet
draft Treaty of 1962 on General and Complete Disarmament, the
Soviet Government b Memorandum of 1968 on Some U:gent
Measures for Stopping the Arms Race and for Disarmament, the
provisional agcda of the Committee adopted by the Committee
in 1968,16 and other documents. These documents contain
proposals on questions relating both to the limitation and
elimination of armaments and to general and complete disarmament. They deal also with proble-ns of nuclear disarmament, the
reduction of conventional weapons and armed forces, the freezing
and reduction of military budgets, and all other measures leading
to the dismantling of the military apparatus and the disbanding of
all armed forces. Finally, those documents also envisage the
implementation of partial or collateral disarmament measures.
42. We realize that the solution of the problem of priorities in
the matter of disarmament presents numerous complications,
inasmuch as the problem is closely cu.nected with that of
ensuring the security of States. The determination and approval of
priorities in the disarmament programme call for considerable
efforts, which can yield posit-e results only if there is goodwill
and a readiness on the .art )f States to find agreement on
measures for general and complete disarmament.
43. Those are some of our views r, the problems that have been
put forward by delegations during 1onsideration of the question of
general and complete disaimainent. The extensive discussion
which has taken place in the Committee oia this question will
doubtless contribute to progress in the solution of the problem of
genera ane complete disarmament. We believe that on the basis of
the discussion th'At 'Ias taken place and in the light of the views
that have been expiessed and the proposals that have been made,
it wili be possible to determine our future procedure for agreeing
on the programme. and subsequent implementation, of measures
for general and complete disarmament.
Report by Secretary cf State Rogers to President Nixon: Genevw
Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating,
Poisonous, or Other Gases, August 11, 1970'
THE PRESIDENT,
The White House:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Washington, August ii, 1970

1 have
honor to submit
you, for
withadvice
the recommendation
that
it bethe
transmitted
to the to
Senate
and consent to
:'Ibid, pp. 583-584.

'S. Ex. 1, 91st Cong., 26 seu.
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ratification, the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of
Asphyxiating, Poisonous or 3thcr Gases, and of Bacteriological
Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva June 17, 1925.2 The United
States proposed the Protocol in 1925 and submitted it to the
Senate in 1926. Although the Senale never voted on the, question
of ratifying the Protocol, which was returned to the President in
1947, the United States has always supported its principles and
objectives and has pledged itself internationally to observe these
principles. At present there are 85 parties to the Protocol, the
most recent of which, Japan, became a party on May 21, 1970.
The United States ;.s the only major military power'which is not a
party.
Recent support of the principles and objectives of the Protocol
was given by the United States in 1966, 1968 and 1969 at the
United Nations. The United States has voted in the General
Assembly for resolutions which called for "strict observance by all
States of the principles and objectives of the Protocol" and invited
"all States to accede to"' the Protocol.3
The Protocol prohibits the use in war uf asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, and of all analogous liquids, materials or
devices and bacteriologiCzl methods of warfare. The Protocol is
the basic international agreement in this field, and its principles
have been observed in almost all armed conflicts since 1925 by
parties and non-parties alike.
While the Protocol itself speaks in terms of flat prohibitions un
the use of chemical and bacteriological agents in war, thirty-iiine
States (including France, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republic:i,
and the United Kingdom) have ratified or acceded with reserv,tions. The reservations of rost ui' the itsuiving states assert that
the Protocol is binding on theni only with respect to other parties
to the Protocol and limit the prohibitions to, no firt use.
It is proposed that the Senate give its advice and consent to
ratification subject to a reservation as follows:
"'hat the said Protocol shall cease to be binding on the
Goveri.ment of the United States with respect to the use in war of
asphyxiating, poisonous or other gase., an( of ah analogous
liquids, materials, or devices, in regad tc. an enmniy State if such
State or any of its allies fails to respect the prolhibitions lid down
in the Protocol."
This reservation would permit dhe retaliatory use by the United

States of chemical weapons and agents, but would not limit in any
way the Protocol's prohibition with respect to biological weapons.
Rdtification of the Protocol as quaihfied by the proposed
reservation would put the United States in the following position:
Unhike France, the Union of So'ie: Socallst Republics, the

United Kingdom, and most cther reserving State:- the Urite,
L)ocunme't on swnrmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
1bid, 1966. pp. 798-799;iNd. 1968. pp. 793-795;ibid., 1969, pp. 717-719.
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States would not assert by reservation a limitation of its
obligations under the Protocol to the Parties thereto.
Like France, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United
Kingdom, and other reserving States, the United States would
reserve the fight to use the prohibited chemical agents in
retaliation against any enemy State if such State or any of its allies
fails to respect the prohibitions laid down in the Protocol.
Unlike France, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the
United Kingdom, and all but one other reserving State, the United
States would not assert by reservation the right to ust bacteriological methods uf warfare in retaliation.
The United States considers that the term "bacteriological
methods of warfare" as used in the Protocol encompasses all
biological methods of warfare and the use in warfare of toxins
however produced.
It is the United States understanding of the Protocol that it
does not prohibit the use in war of riot-control agents and
chemical herbicides. Smoke, flame, and napalm are also not
covered by the Protocol.
The subject of arms control as it relates to chemical warfare aid
biological warfare is of continuing and increasing importance in
the international field. At the 1969 summer session of the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, the United
Kingdom presented a draft convention establishing a comprehensive ban on the development, production, stockpiling, and use
of biological methods of warfare. 4 In accordance with your
announcement of November 25, 1969 that the United States
would associate itself with the principles and objectives of that
draft convention, s we have taken an active role in its negotiation.
Other proposals on the subject of chemical and biological warfare
have also been introduced in the United Nations General Assembly
and the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament by other
Governments.
Members of the Conference of the Committee on D.saxmament
have indicated the need for universal adherence to thie Pi :tw.ol as

a condition precedent to agreement and more comprehensive
measures.
The United States should become a party to the 4¶rctocol ko
strengthen the general prohibitions on the use of chen•, l v'ar.tre
and biological warfare and to facilitate our particip.,tion in th.-I
formulation of new arms control provisions in this area.
Respectfully submitted.
WILLIAM P. ROGERS

*Ibid, pp. 431 ft.
'Ibid. pp. 592-593.
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Treaty Between the Soviet Union and the
Federal Republic of Germany, August 12, 1970'
The high contracting parties,
in the endeavor to contribute to the strengthening of peace and
security in Europe and throughout the world,
in the conviction that peaceful cooperation between states on
the basis of the aims avd principles of the Charter of the United
Nations corresponds tt the aspirations of the peoples and the
broad interests of interiational peace,
in appreciation of the fact that previously realized agreed
measures, in particular :he conclusion of the agreement of Sept.
2
13, 1955, concerning the establishment of diplomatic relations,
have created favorable conditions for new important Fteps for the
further development and strengthening of their mutual relations,
in the desire to give expression in contractual form to their
determination to improve and expand cooperation between them,
including economic relations as well as scientific, technical and
cultural contacts, and in the interests of both states,
have agreed on the following:
Art. 1. -The Union of Soviet Socklist Republics and the
Federal Republic of Germany regard the maintenance of international peace and the attainment of an easing of tensions as an
important goal of their policy.
They affirm their desire to promote the normalization of the
situation in Europe and the development of peaceful relations
between all European states, and in doing so proceed from the
existing real situation in this region.
Art. 2.-The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the
Federal Republic of Germany will be guided in taeir mutual
relations, as well as in questions of guaranteeing European and
international security, by the aims and principles that are laid
down in the Chiarter of the United Nations. In conformity with
this, they will solve their disputes exclusively by peaceful means
and assume the obligation to refrain, pursuant to Art. 2 of the
Charter of the United Nations, from the threat of force or the use
of force in questions that affect security in Europe and international security, as well as in their mutual relations.
Art. 3.-In conformity with the aforementioned aims and
principles, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the Federal
RepubJ;- Jf Germany are agreed in the recognition that peace in
Eurc.;, can be maintained only if no onc infringes on the present
boundaries.
'Pravd, Aug. 13, 1970. p. 1; CwVrent Dige of the Soklet Pren. vol. 22, no. 33
(Sept. 15, 1970), pp. 2-3. The treaty has not entered into fo4(.

"Senate Foreign Relations Conmitt., Docmunrtx on Ge mmy,

priqt, 87 th Cong., Ist sesm.), pp. 135-187.
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They undertake the obligation to respect unreservedly the
territorial integrity of all states in Europe in their present
boundaries;
they declare that they have no territorial claims whatever
against anyone, nor will they advance such claims in the future;
today and in the fut-ure they regard the boundaries of all the
states in Europe as inviolable, as they stand on, the day of the
signing of the present treaty, including the Oder-Neisse line, which
forms the western frontier of the Polish People's Republic and the
boundary between the Federal Republic of Germany and the
German Democratic Republic.
Art. 4.-The present treaty between the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics and the Federal Republic of Germany does not
affect bilateral and maltilateral treaties and agreements previously
concluded by them.
Art. 5. -The present treaty is subject to ratification and shall
take effect on the day of the exchange of the instruments of
ratification, which is to take place in the city of Bonn.
Done in the city of Moscow on Aug. 12, 1970, in two copies,
one each in the Russian and German languages, both texts being
equally binding.
For the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics

For the Federal Republic
of Germany

A. KGSYGIN
A. GROMYKO

W. BRANDT
W. SCHEEL

Swedish Technical Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament: Comparison of Two Systems
f or Verification of a Comprehensive Test Ban, August 12,
19701
1. On August 4, 1970, the delegation of Canada distributed a

technical paper entitled "a preliminary assessment of world-wide

seismological capabilities in detecting and identifying underground
nuclear explosions based on information submitted ty co-operating countries in accordance with the United Nadons General
Assembly resolution 2604 A (XXIV)", 2 see also Working paper
CCD/305, submitted by the delegation of Canada.' These, documents describe the verification capabilities, in terms of seismological body wave magnitudes, ot those parts.' of the present
seismographic resources which are explicitly available for a global
data exchange. On July 28, 1970, the delegation of the United
Kingdom tabled the "Working paper on Verification of 7
'CCD/306, Aug. 12, 1970.
SDocumneoo Dknmem,
sAnte, pp. 390-393.

1969. pp. 719-722.
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Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty", CCD/296, describing, in tWrms
of explosion yields and body wave magnitudes, the verification
capabilities of a hypothetical global system of 26 airay stations, of
which 19 remain to be installed.4
2. The present paper compares the identification capabilities of
the two systems in terms of the yield of underground, nuclear
explosions in hard rock. This is done by interpretation of the body
wave magnitude limits given: '", two above mentioned papers.
3. The body wave magnitude limits given in we Canadian paper
for the present data exchange resources and in the British paper
for a system of 26 arrays were interpreted according to one
common relationship between yield W in kilotons and body wave
magnitude mb:
mb=3. 4 9 + 0.93 1ogW +/- 0.50

obtained as a mean from US explosion yields and Canadian
magnitudes. The material used covered yieldsfrom 70 to 1200
kilotons and its use here therefore involves some extrapolation.
The +/- term above gives the body wave standard deviation for a
single measurement at a randomly selected station. Ina system of
stations it would be roughly inversely proportional to the square
root of the number of stations involved. If tae stations in the
system were individually calibrated for explosion yields, the +Iterm would decrease from 0.50 to 0.30. The, relationship above is
different from the one used in the British document CCD/296,
making themagnitudes there lower by about 0.4 units.
4. As a result, the following yield limits for detection and
identification of nuclear explosions in hard rock in the Northern
Hemisphere %ere obtained:
data exchange todcy

Detection

Identificatior,

8 kilotons

90

"

26 arrays

3 kilotons
"

12

5. In view of the considerable uncertainties involved the two
identification limits given above should be quoted as a 100 kiloton
and a 10 kiloton system respectively. The difference between
them is mainly due to th,- large number of long-period arrays
considered in the 26-array syit.rm but also due to the fact that the
interpreted magnitudes were differently calculated in the two
documents studied. The British analysis of the array system has
considered the parallel use of several identification methods,
whereas the Canadian analysis of the data exchange capabilities
considered one identification method only, by body and surface
wave magnitudes.
6. The data exchange system would improve if identification by
complexity were included and both systems wotAd improve if
identification by short period spectral ratio and negative identifi'*Ante. pp. 342-349.
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ca ion by not seeing surface waves were included. The limits
would also decrease if the possibilities for effective compounding
cf identification by different methods and from different stations
were further explored.
7. The 90 kiloton limit for the data exchange s,''tem men,
tioned under parabiuph 4 above was obtained as a conservative
compromise between the 40 and 150 kiloton limits corresponding
to the alteirnative body wave limits 5.0 and 5.5 given on page
10-10 in the Canadian technical document.
8. The 12 koton identification limit for the 26-array system
corresponds to the body wave magnitude limit 4.5 referred to on
page 2 of the British documen L.
9. Four arrays of the 26 arrays were taken to be located in the
USSR. If they were left out, the identification limit in Central
Asia would rise to about 20 kilotons.
10. The yield and magnitude material referred to in paragraph
3 above also provided the formula
M*=2.67 + 1.19 logW +/- 0.3
for the mean vertical Airy phase magnitude of continental
Rayleigh waves. The two formulae given above, or other sirmilar
ones, can be used for an assessment of explosion identification
capability directly in terms of hard rock explosion yields and
continental Rayleigh wave magnitudes, thus circumventing the
precarious use of various relationships between body and surface
wave magnitudes. The use of earthquake body and surface wave
data would then be confined to the assessment of the false alarm
rate.
Utited States Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament: Regional Arms Agreements, August 12, 19701
On 19th April, 1966, the, US representative to the ENDC,
Ambassadc, William C. Foster, described in the ENDC certain
principles for regional conventional arms limitation agreements. 2
The US continues to believe that these principles could provide
the basis for regional conventional arms agreements that would
prove universally beneficial by reducing the likelihood and the
potential levels of regional conflict. Moreover, we believe that
agreements based on these principles would promote rather than
undermine the vital interests of all the nations with direct irnterest
in the security of the region concerned. The principles, as set forth
in 1966, were as follows:
'CCDI307, Aug. 12, 1970.
on Diumnuent. 1966, pp. 226-230.
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First, the arrangement should contain an under
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, by the affected countries not to

acquire from any source, whether indigenous producuon or importation, those types of
military equipment which they agree to regulate. These would include the types of
equipment that the participants decided were not required to meet their security needs,
after taking into account the effect of the arrangements on other naions in the region.
Restrictions would have to be placed on production as well as importation. It would
serve little purpose if a c9untry agreed to forego importation of certain mrltary
equipment while at the same time it undertook to manufacture such equipment. Nor
would a regional arms race be averte, if a country within the region agreed to forego
production of certain costly military equipment but then imported It from supplier

nations.
Second, the initiative for an arrangement should come from within the region
zoncerned. We have already seen that constructive initiatives in regional arms control are
possible. This Committee cannot itself work out measures for particular regions. It can,
however, provide encouragement and support. Such support might be furnished by

discussing principles such as the ones I am suggesting today.
A third guiding principle is that the arrangements should include all States in the
region whose partkipation is deemed important by the other participants. An
arrangement could apply, as agreed by ihe participants, to either an entire region, a
sub-region, or any two or more countries in the region.
Fourth, potential suppliert should undertake to respect the regional arrangement by
not supplying the proscribed types of equipment to the affected countries. S*zppriers
would, of course, be free to continue to assist in the economic development of the
affected countries. They could supply equipment of types not proscribed and render
other types of support and assistance deemed necessary to meet the defense and internal
security arrangements of the affected countries.
Fifth, the arrangement should contribute to the security of the States concerned and
to the maLitenance of a stable military balance. This principle should assist in guarding
against any possible attempts to use regional artangem~nts to undermine existing
seru-ity arrangements, contrary to the wishes of the States concerned. In addition, the
arrangement should contain enough flexibility to permit adjustment to major changes in
the political-military environwun•t.
Sixth, adequate provision should be made for satisfying all interested parties that the
arrangement is being respected.

We again commend these principles to the Committee. We note,
however, that they relate principally to the general nature of the
undertaking rather than to its arms control content. We note also
that they do not attempt to suggest means of approaching the goal
of regional armament limitation in situations, perhaps more the
rule than te exception. in which achievement of a formal
multilateral arrangement in one step, and as a first step, is
extremely difficult. We therefore propose three mcre gaidelines
which touch on these aspects:
1. One or more countries in a region might unilate.rally
undertake not to acquire certain types of expensive, technologically advanced combat equipment. Countries nead from time to
time to replace obsolete and worn out equipment and to
moder.ize their forcen. It should be possible, however, to
distinguish the kinds of equipment suitable for replacing outmoded items in existing inventories from the types of highly
sophisticated equipment whose acquisition would alter the balance
of military capabilities within a region. The types of equipment
that countries might undertake not to acquire would vary
depending on the region in question, and it should be recognized
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that requirements for weapons systems for a region and within a
region will charge over time. The cumulative effect of unilateral
decisions by a number of countries not to acquire certain
categories ef arms might well lead to the de facto exclusion from
the region of major items of military equipment The resulting
stabilization of the arms situation in the region could then serve as
the basis for formal agreement constructed along the lines of the
principles described by Ambassador Foster.
2. Responding to the initiatives of countries in a region that
had taken the unilateral steps described above, states outside the
region capable of supplying the equipment in question might
similarly undertake, after consultation with the countries having
taken the initiative, not to turn over the specified types of
equipment to the countries involved. If other major suppliers were
to undertake similar unilateral commitments, the effect would be
to create a dual guarantee against the acquisition of the specified
types of equipment by countries in the region. This double
guarantee could be incorporated in an appropriate agreement.
3. Countries might unilaterally undertake to make available to
others in the region information regarding national policies as to
production, purchase or supply (if arms. While they might not
wish to divulge order of battle or tables of organization and
equipment, they might find no prejudice to their security interests
in making known to others major policy de.sions affecting
acquisitions of armaments. Where appropriate, this information
could perhap,; be diseminatcd ,rough existing regional organizations. If the example set by ont or more nations in q region were
to stimulate others to adopt similar pfacticts, the result might be
greater mutual uf, dursimidhur. The countries within a region that
were exchanging information on their arms proctzrement pohtcLs
might agree, in such an atmosphere, to discuss among thernselves
policies regarding specified types of equipment, that would bmost likely to cause new tensions and imbalances Ln the area. In
the end, some degree of uniformity of policy might thus be
achieved within the region.
Mesuae From President Nixon to the Senate; Ad&itional Protocol U
to the Treaty for the Prohihi!-on of Nuclear Weapons" in LatinAmerica, August i3, 19701
The White House, August 13, 1970.
To the S enate of, .'ie United States:
I transmit herewith Additional Protocol 11 to the Treaty for the
Prohibition of Nuclear Weaponm in Latin America, with a view to
receiving the idvice and consent of the Senate to its ratifiation.
'S. Ex. H, 91st Cocs,, I'd Lu. rot ts*ty apM. n in Fm wolts on DiNA.vyKV,
1967, pp. 69 fK. Addi-tioan Phosoc B mkt 'se fhond b.W, p. 83.
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The Additional Protocol was signed on behalf of the United States
on April 1, 1968.
For the information of the Senate, I transmit also the report by
the Secretary of State with respect to the Protocol and a copy o0

the Treaty to which it relates.
The Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin
America, done at Mexico City February 14, 1967, is the first
successful attempt to create a nuclear free zone in a populated
region of the world. The Treaty i3 limited to states located in the
Latin American region and is already in force among 16 Latin
American nations.
Add, tional Protocol II is designed for nuclear-weapon states,
which are not eligible to- sign the Treaty ifseff. It calls upon them
to respect the denuclearized status of Latin America, not to
contribute to violation of the Treaty, and not to use or threaten to
use nuclear weapons against the Treaty parties.
It is in the best interests of the United States to assume these
obligations toward the Latin American countries bound by the
Treaty. By creating this nuclear-free zone the nations of Latin
America have made an important contribution to peace and
security in the Western Hemisphere. Ratification by the United
States of Additional Protocol II would not only indicate our
support for the Latin American nuclear-free zone but would

reinforce our other arms control efforts such as the Non-Proliferation Treaty.
I recommend that. the Senate give early and favorable consideration to Additional Protocol H and give its advice and consent to
ratification, subject to the statement which accompanies the
report of the Secretary of State.' That statement, which is similar
to the one made by the United States at the time of signature,'
expresses our understanding concerning territories and territorial
claims, transit and transport privileges, non-use of nuclear weapons, and the definition of "nuclear weapon" The statement also
reaffrmns our willingness to make available nuclear explosion
services for peaceful purposes on a nondiscriminatory basis under
appropriate international arrangements.
RICHARD NIXON.

Statement by the Swedish. Representative (Myrdal)to the Conference of the Committee o' DB
mteni,-August 13,1970W
In my statement today I wish to deal 'mainly with the
comprehensive test ban. The Conference of the Committee on
2
"Ante.

pp. 318-322.
IDocuncnts on Disnmament, 1968, pp. 204-205.
'CCD/PV. 487. pp. 5-15
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Disarmament has been requested by the General Assembly of the
United Nations:
... to continue, as a matter of urgency, its deliberations on a treaty banning
underground nuclear weapon tests, taking into account the proposals already made in
the Conference as to the conteits of such a treaty, as well as the views expressed at the

current session of the General Assembly, and to submit a special report to the Assembly
on the results of its deliberation. 2

3. 1 took the liberty of saying in my last statement, on 21 July,
that if the special report thus requested by the General Assembly
was not submitted, or if the report was without substance, "that
will constitute a particularly glaring failure on the part of our
Committee". 3 I am glad to be able to note that since " made that
statement some development has taken place: valuable documentation has been presented and, not least, we have had an
interesting informal meeting on the subject.
4. Nevertheless, the fact remains that, since the conclusion of
the partial test-ban Treaty 4 -seven years ago--the United Nations
has been urging this body to complete it and arrive at a treaty
banning also underground nuclear weapon tests. And each year the
Committee has failed to achieve such a measure and has beer. able
to state in its report to the General Assembly only that it has
devoted attention to the matter.
5. As things look now, I do not think we would be justified in
saying more than that in the special report that we have been
asked to submit this year. No attempt at real negotiations on the
subject has been made so far, at least not multilateral negotiations.
There is thus no sign of a movement forward. Only on the
technical aspects of the ,latter, and more particularly in regard to
verification, has the Committee expended some effort during these
very last weeks. In particular, the Canadian delegation merits
praise for having been so active in this regard.
6. In the special report to the General Assembly we should
describe objectively the state of the negotiations on the comprehensive test ban as a whole, I suggest that in the report we indicate
the reasons for the lack of progvess, for the apparent lack of a
genuine willingness to negotiate.
7. What are those reasons? It would be stating less than the
obvious if we did not say, I think, that we arc waiting for the
strategic arms limitation talks (SALT) to give the green light.

Some optimistic reports have been circulating in the Press recently
indicating that the prospects are rather bright for some sort of
agreement between the Soviet Union and the United States as a
result, if not of !he present round of talks in Vienna, rerhaps of
the next round, m tine late autumn in Helsinki. It is generally

agreed that the test-ban issue is closely tied with the subject
'•Documents on Disrmament, 1969. p. 7 2 2.
'Ante. p. 333.
" Documents on Dsarnwm,
4 .-.' 1963. pp. 291-293.
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matter of SALT-that is, the freeze and eventual cut-back of
strategic nuclear weapo:n systems. If such a freeze is obtained it
ought, therefore, to be followed more or less immediately by a
ban on further testing.
8. This link with SALT ought also to be a reason, I think, why

our Committee should be active now and proceed to prepare the
ground more thoroughly for the comprehensive test ban to come.

We ought to be able to say in the special report that at the
monimnt whern SALT achieves its expected results the preparatory
work on a comprehensive test ban will be so well advanced as to
enable governm tnts tc conclude within a very hort time a treaty
banning underground lauclear wepon tests.
9. That leads me to remind the Committee of the initiative
which my delegatic P. took in submitting on 1 April 1969 a
working paper with suggestions as to the possible provisions of
such a treaty banning undergo•-nd nuclear weapon tests.' Perhaps
I may b.e allowed to spell out once again the main provisions of
our proposal. They are to be found in articles I and I! of our
suggested treaty text.
10. Articlc I, paragraph I contains the prohibition cf all
underground nuclear explosions. Paragraph 2 of the same article
ensures the prohibition of collaboration with any third party- for
the carrying out of such explosions. The content of both those
provisions is identical with that of corresponding provisions of the
partiel test-ban treaty. Paragraph 3 of article I isnew, however. It
provides for exceptions from the general prohibitory rule for
explosions for peacefal purposes, on the condition that they are to
take place "ij- conformity with an international agreement to be
rnegotiated separately". I shall return to the subject of the
-=reement concerning peaceful nuclear expiosions later in this
statement.
11. To continue the expose of the Swedish draft treaty of last
year I shall turn now to article II, which deals with the vital issue
of safeguards. It follows the pattern of other S'v•,dish proposals on
verification by constituting a gradual proctss of measures Of
increasing severity leading, if necessary, to the ultimate step ,%f
bringing to the attention of the Seeurity Council 'of the United
Nations the fact that a party is deemed to have failed to
co-operate to the fullest extent for the clarification of a particular
event. That provision is contained in paragraph 4 of article II. The
preceding paragraphs contain the less drastic and, qo to speak,
more normal steps in the verification process. Thus, paragraph I
contain; a solemn undertaking by all parties to co-operate:in good
faith to clarify events. Paragraph 2 coraptises an undertakivg by Al
parties to collaborate in on effective intersational exclang of
seismological data in oider to facilitate the dettion, identification anti location cf underground events. Paragraph 3 sets out in
'ibid., 1969, pp. 140-142.
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more specific terms the formula by now well known as "verification by challenge". It gives a party that is wrongly suspected of
having violated the treaty ways of freeing itself speedily from
susvicion. That can be done by a series of steps, indicated in the
paragraph, among which the suspected party can choose freely.
According to paragraph 3 (a) the step can take the form of
explaaations. Pursuant to paragraph 3 (b) the party can make use
of the possibility' of inviting the suspecting party and/or any other
State or some international organ to an inspection of the
suspected violation, such inspection to be carried out in a manner
which the inviting State should prescribe. Finally, under paragraph
3 (c) the parties are entitled to make any additional proposals as
to suitable method, of clarification. Under this rule a demand
could be made, for instance, for an ad hoc inspvction on tie

territory of a suspected party.
12. In a statement before the Committee on 23 May 1969 I

tried to deal with the critics cf our suggested verification clauses,
because they had claimed that the machinery we had envisaged
was too weak. I then tried t(; &how I hope in convincing detail,
that it is far froma clear that machinery incorporo'img the
unequivocal right to obligatory Inspections would give 4:,-y added
assurance against cheating. 6
13. Since that debate took place here ever a year ago there has
been further progress on the technical aspects of verification. I
should like, therefore, to dwell somewhat on that subject and in so
doing to try to apply the method for the analysis of verification
problems which was sketched by the. representative of the United
Kingdom, Mr. Porter, at the informal meeting of this Committee
on 5 August. A decision on verificrtion according to that method
would fall into three stages. The first woulO be to decide which of
the primarily technical proposals were practicable. The second
would be to test the acceptability of these proposals on broad
political, social and ideological grounds. In the third stage each
government would take the political decision whether the risk
inherent ;i the verification proposal wtuch remained after thetwe
preliminary considerations or assessments was more L.ceptable
than being without any agreemnent.
14. Consequently, I shall deal first with the developments in
the iast year concerning the technical po.-sibilities and then with
developments, if any, in the political field. These tedhnical aspects
were treatod more fully at the inforwal meeting yesterday but I
should like to put on record here certain gwneral lines.
15 As we see it, the resources for test-ban qnonitoring have
much improved during the last ye.r and further iwmprovements ame
in sight. The seismographic rewurces of many countries and the
data available from them are now compiled in the weighty
lb,-,. pp. 219-231.
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document presenj A by the Secretariat in accordance with General
Assembly resolution 2604 A (XXIV). 7 Important resources are
thus seen to be available for the implementation of the idea, which
has been discussed for a long time, of an organized international
data exchange to facilitate the detection and ideiwification of
underground events. I can only regret that not all countries have
so far seen fit to supply the Secretary-General with information
for this listing.
16. We have already learnt in the past that effective identification without on-site inspection has generally been considered
possible for explosions in hard rock above some twenty to sixty
kilotons. One of the most important tasks remaining has appeared
to be the gathering of knowledge about the behaviour of various
identification methods at lower explosion strengths. In terms of
seismic magnitudes one might say that there appeared to be a
magnitude gap to close, a gap from magnitude 4.75 to 4.0.
Reports now clearly indicate that the gap is being narrowed by
various technical improvements. One such development under
way, which may help to close the gap altogether, is the application
of the identification method which uses body and surface wave
magnitudes in regional measurements, and especially the promising
teleseismic short-period spectral ratio measurements. There have
also been encouraging reports from the Soviet Union and the
United Kingdom on posilive developments concerning the way to
explain the big differences between the views in the West and in
the East respectively on earthquake magnitudes and earthquake
statistiL.s. That problem is clearly very important for an assessment
in unison of identification capabilities.
17. Another positive development has been the growing interest in and understanding of the large gains in identification
capability that can be made when an event is analysed simultaneously with data from several seismographic stations and according
to several identification criteria. In discussing the parallel use of
several seismographic stations I am closing in on the topic of the
very important docuaments before us about the efficiency of global
networks. Canada has prepared a working paper on existing
seismological capabilities in detecting and identifying underground
nuclear explosions, based on the information submitted by
co-operating countries in accordance with General Assembly
resolution 2604 A (XXIV).8 The United Kingdom working paper
deals with verification of a comprehensive test ban through a
suggested, more comprehensive global network.9' The Canadian
document has not only provided us with, a timely and much
needed inventory of the seismic data exchange capabilities at
present available according to the original data contained in
"MmThe uolution Sppuan ibid., pp. 719-722. For the Secntadujt npowt, we A/7967.
Rsaft. pp. 390-393.
4Ahte. pp. 342-349.

4$1-943 0 - 71-
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document A/7967, but, what is more, our Canadian colleagues
have also reduced this large material and have given us an
assessment of its detection and identification capabilities. In
addition, they have provided us with an excellent discussion of the
problems of identification and with a number of important
proposals for further research in the area. We are certainly grateful
to our Canadian colleagues for this work.
18. We have tried to interpret the Canadian analysis in the
working paper which has just been circulated in the official
languages and which was prescated by my delegation at the
informal meeting yesterday. 1 0 We found that-the present data
exchange system will have its lower identihcation limit at about
100 kilotons. That limit aplears to us to be rather high but it must
be regarded as provisional, as it should become lower after further
analysis of the material. That is also pointed out in the Canadian
document.
19. The United Kingdom paper in turn contains a study of
what would be verified by a global network of twenty-six
arrays-nineteen of them remaining to be installed-and a special
data processing centre. This idea would, according to our analysis
in our working paper, provide us with verification down to
explosion yields near ten kilotons, just down to where evasion
possibilities seem to emerge.
20. Comparing the United Kingdom twenty-six-array idea and
the Canadian analysis of a potential data exchange system based
on a certain number of existing stations, one finds that the
difference between the calculated identification limits, ten and
100 kilotons respectively, is due mainly to the large number of
long-period arrays in the United Kingdom system and to the fact
that the Canadian data exchange system analysis takes into
consideration one identification method only, whereas the United
Kingdom analysis is based on a combination of such methods. By
the way, for detection by short-period waves the difference is
much smaller-about ten kilotons for the data exchange system
and about three kilotons for the twenty-six-array network.,
21. The main thing is that both the Canadian and the United
Kingdom assessments of capabilities confront us with a political
challenge: What is acceptable to us all on political, social and
ideological grounds? Are the risks connected -with these ,systems,
which are certainly not 1(X)-per-cent perfect, acceptable to us all?
Furthermore, are we ready to accept the verifiation pssmibilities
at present available by data exchange as a sufficient basis for
banning underground tests? Or are the prospects better with the
United Kingdom proposal?
22. Those questions should be raised irnmMeitely %a followup to the technical considerations, thus moving us into the second
and third stages in the sequence of analysis which I mentioned as
"Ante, pp. 404-406.
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being necessary for proper decisions. I think we may guess that the
political acceptability of the system as presented in the Canadian
papjr is higher than that of the twenty-six-array network as
described by the United Kingdom; but we should also conclude
that the risks involved would be higher. Even if our answers are
not ready today, they should be based on assessments such as
those presented to us in the two papers.
23. So much for the developments in regard to the technical
aspects of the test-ban vprification issue. Now it remains to be
asked, have the politic', chances ,for the acceptance of the
cqmprehensive test ban advanced during thelast year? Here I find
that two developments outside the Conference of the Committee
on Disarmament seem to signal a more propitious future. Thus, I
think we can all note some growth in mutual understanding
between the major political Powers. We also all entertain the hope,
which I expressed earlier today, that the strategic arnm 1imitation
negotiations which are now proceeding will create an increased
understanding of the advisability of underpinning the expected
ýi ---s limitation measures by a ban on underground testing
also-indeed, will underscore the high degree of urgency of such a
ban as a barrier against a continuing arms race.
24. I should like now to turn to another issue, namely, how to
deal with nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes. That subject is
already, under present treaty obligations, commanding active
attention. When the test ban has been made comprehensive it will
become the paramount problem, with practical ramifications In
my first statement to the Committee this year, on 18 February, I
suggested that consideration of the nature and content of the
special international agreement or agreements to be concluded
pursuant to the provisions of article V of the non-proliferation
Treaty' I should be initiated during this session.1 2 1 referred in
that connexion to the resolution relating to nuclear explosions for
peaceful purposes which was adopted at last year's session of the
General Assembly (resolution 2605 B (XXIV), CCD/275).1 That
suggestion of mine was later supported by other delegations.
However, no actual work on the subject has, to my knowledge,
been done. It may now be too late for it to be done during this
session. Nevertheless, it is a matter which will have to be tackled
soon.
25. The text of article V of the non-proliferation Treaty is
quite clear. It states that "Negotiations on this subject shall
commence as soon as possible after the Treaty enters into force."
We are, of course, aware that technical aspects are being dealt with
within the framework of the International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA) in Vienna, as well as bilaterally in talks between the
Governments of the Soviet Union and the United States. However,
"IDoc
ICMuIS on 1hament. 1968. pp. 461465.
1ICCD/IV. 450, p. 15.
"1Domumexts on Dimemwn. 1969. pp. 725-727.
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thc form and content of an international agreement between the
parties toWthle non-proliferatiot Treaty to fulfil the pledge, in
article V of that Treaty is in the main a-political matter and should
therefore, in our opinion, be prepared in this Commfttee-which
negotiated the "mother" agreement, the non-proliferation
Treaty-for submission later to the General Assembly of 'the
United Nations. As the other outstanding part of the conglOmerition of agreements connected with the non-proliferation Treatythe bilateral agreements on ,safeguards between the IAEA and the
parties-emerges from the IAEA-a's we hope it will during the
coming months-work should also, I, suggest, be initiated and. on
concluded on the over-all agreement ot agreemenrits on peaceful
explosions.
26. 1 may say in parentheses that the kind of international
agreement foreseen to regulate peaceful nuclear explosions is
called "special" in the non-proliferation Treaty, but as there is
need for specific project agreements, that should really be
construed as meaning an over-all or "cover" agreement. I have had
occasion earlier, both in this Committee and in the United
Nations, to outline the thoughts of my delegation concerning the
main lines ot such an agreement. I wish to elaborate those
thoughts somewhat further today. My delegation intends to

pursue this matter during the interval between the end of this

session and the Committee's 1971 session and to revert to it then
in greater detail.
27. The Swedish delegation would now suggest that a set of
basic considerations be reflected in the agreement, including, first,
four considerations which relate to the treaty situation as it is
today, when we have the partial test-ban Treaty and the
non-proliferation Treaty in force, while it is proposed that two
additional considerations should be incorporated, or at least
negotiated simultaneously, so as to allow the smooth functioning
of the agreement also under the conditions to be established by a
ban on underground tests. The points are as follows.
28. First, the disarmament interests must be securely protected
in the agreement, which meana more specifically, that no
conditions should be set which might prejudice the need-which I
have stressed throughout my statement today-for a ban on
underground nuclear weapons also, through a comprehensive test
ban, while allowing for exceptions for desirable peaceful explosions.
29. Second, the provision in article V of the non-proliferation
Treaty thet the potential benefits of peaceful explosions should be
made available to non-nuclear-weapon Stater on a non-discriminatory basis is particularly important and will have to be laid down
as an absolute rule in the over-all agreement, to govern the specific
bilateral project agreements also foreseen in article V. At the time
when we were negotiating the non-proliferation Treaty I referred
to this matter as "the rights of equitable use" of nuclear explosive
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devices for those countries also that forgo the production of those
devices. 14
30. Third, the decision-taking as to the propriety and priority
of a particular project involving a nuclear explosion for a peaceful
purpose should be an international, not bilateral or unilateral,
responsibility. The need for a decision-taking international body
with balanced representation, geographically and politically,
should be above dispute.
31. Fourth, the interests of less-developed countries must be
particularly protected. That could best be achieved by a system of
obligatory licensing of each project, under the responsibility of the
international body foreseen under the previous point.
32. Fifth, any obstacles to efficient application of peaceful
nuclear explosions, such as cratering projects as well as some other
underground explosions, which might lead to violations of the
prescription in the partial test-ban treaty against over-border
leakages of radioactivity, may have to be removed by amendments. Such amendments can, however, be negotiated only
simultaneously with, or after, the agreement on a ban against
underground testing. A formula for providing such accommodation is contained in the Swedish suggested draft of an underground
test-ban treaty.
33. Sixth, provision should be made so that when a comprehensive test ban has been achieved, national projects also within the
nuclear-weapon States will be added to those which have to be
licensed by international decisions-that is, in accordance with the
last two points.
34. It seems to us that the IAEA will have a very important
role to play in connexion with the execution of nuclear explosion
projects. Thus, the IAEA must be equipped to observe and control
the execution of a project in order to make sure that it is
conducted in accordance with existing international rules. The
Agency should also be able to help finance such projects as are
envisaged to take place in less-developed countries, covering not
only the prospecting and feasibility studies and the cost of the
nuclear devices themselves but also at least part of the presumably
vast and expensive civil engineering work necessary for the
successful realization of such projects.

35. On the other hand, there is the political task of finally

deciding if a certain project is sound and therefore eligible for
international licensing and whether it is, so to speak, "standing in
turn" to obtain the necessary nuclear services without any risk of
discrimination. That is a task which must be allotted to a separate
international body outside the formal framework of the IAEA but
inside the framework of the United Nations and in accordance
with its Charter. Let me give an example: The IAEA should of
S4'Ibid.. 1967, p. 249.
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course judge the technical feasibility and also the financial
implications of a nuciear project, say, for oil drilling. But another
international body would be competent to judge the over-all
imptications, for instance to the world balance in regard to certain
resources, as well as the priorities between different countries for
this kind of push to their development.
36. On the selection of the appropriate organ, our delegation
has not yet formed any definite opinion and we shall therefore be
particularly interested to hear the views of other delegations on
that question. It goes without saying, however, that the whole
scheme for promoting and governing nuclear explosions for
peaceful purposes which I have outlined needs to be discussed in
more detail. I wish in this connexion to remind my colleagues that
during the negotiations on the non-proliferation Treaty the
delegation of Canada prescnted a blueprint of some main features
of the special agreement.' I What I have wanted to do today is to
reintroduce the subject in our debate and raise certain questions of
principle in order to ensure some further discussion, to be
followed by action in the not-too-distant future.
37. Before concluding, I wish to use this opportunity to add a
few words on the two new subjects which the General Assembly at
its last session entrusted to the Ccmmittee for consideration. I am
referring to resolutions 2602 C and D (XXIV) on radiological
warfare and military applications of laser technology,
respectively.' 6 The Swedish National Defence Research Institute
has devoted some energy to exploring these subjects. At the outset
I should say that its conclusions fit in with those-presented by the
representative of the Netherlands in its working papers.1 7
Therefore, those papers seem to us to provide the Committee with
an adequate basis for a report to the General Assembly.
?,8. Operative paragraph I of resolution 2602 C deals with
"radiological methods of warfare conducted independently of
nuclear explosions". As concluded in the Netherlands paper
CCD/29 1, such a means of warfare does not belong in the category
of plausible development. Large quantities of radioactive substances would be needed, such as waste of reactors, or isotopes
produced in reactors, for instance cobalt-60. A theoretical
example may indicate the magnitude. In order to produce such
radioactive waste of reactors needed to block temporarily a terrain
area of ten to twenty square kilometers, the total reactor effect
available at present in the world would be required. If transportation and dissemination problems are added to those of production,
it seems obvious that such a method of warfare would be militarily
unattractive.
39. In operative paragraph 2, the same reilation refers to
"ENDC(PV. 329, pp. 9-10.
"Documents on DLvrmament, 1969, pp. 712-713.

"Ante, pp. 30A-309, 309-3!2.
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"nuclear weapons that maximize radioactive effects". Although

the trend in nuclear weaponry is -,aher towards minimizing quch
effects, one must assume that there are still a number of
old-fashioned, so-called dirty, bombs with large fission fraction,
and there is also the possibility of produding weapons with
increased fission fraction. However, military and other arguments,
as presented in the Netiterlands paper, seem to speak convincingly
against any development leading to a maximization of radioactive
fall-out.
40. Turning now to the arms regulation aspects of radiological
warfare, the Swedish delegation agrees with the view of the
Netherlands delegation that there is at present no need to discuss
particular measures in our Committee.' 8 We should like to -ad,
however, that the relevant problems should be kept in mind by the
IAEA as regards safeguards concerning the waste and other
radioactive products of reactors, and by the nuclear-weapon
Powers as regards the desirability of eliminating in the first
instance dirty bombs. I would remind my colleagues of the
proposal
on this last issue which I made in a statement on 14
19
July.

41. The other resolution, 2602 D (XXIV), recommends the
Committee to consider "the implications of the possible military
applications of laser technology". As rightly pointed out in the
Netherlands paper CCD/292, such applications can be divided into
three categories: first, the use of lasers as technical means of
information-that is, for communication, measuring, surveillance
and reconnaissance, missile guiding and target designation, and
similar purposu,,; second, the direct use of lasers as weapons,
sometimes calied death-rays; and, third, the use of !asers for
initiating nuclear fusion-that is, to replace the fission trigger of a
thermonuclear weapon., We agree with the analysis in the
Netherlands paper of those three categoriesbf use and it would be
superfluous to repeat details.
42. Accordingly, the following may suffice on the arms control
aspects of laser technology. To try to restrict the first category,
the use of lasers aw means of information, would be useless and, it
seems to me, also out of keeping with the premises on which we
try to work on disarmament-that is, to reduce the use of force by
regulations as to armies and arms wia,.,:ut interfering with
techniques which are ancillary in the military field but have
importance in civilian fields.
43. The third category of use Hating to thermonuclear
weapons should not be treated outside the framework of the
non-proliferation Treaty but ought, of course, t) be kept in mind
by everybody concerned-for instance at the non-proliferation
Treaty review conferences and constantly within the IAEA. Then
'aCCD/PV. 478, ppr
"TMd., p. 16.
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there remains the second category, the use of lasers as v'eapons
proper; -which certainly would belong to the agenda of this
Committee. However, the stage of development in this field seems
not to justify priority for that item at present. Even lasersemveral
orders of magnitude more powerful- than those available.todr6'
could not be termed weapons of mass destruction,! but rather
would remain within the category of conventional arms, We might
indicate in our report to the General Assembly, however, hat the
latter subject will be kept on our agenda.
Statement by the United ' tates Representative (Leonard) to the
Conference of the Commctee on Disarmament: ýConventional
Anna Control, August 13, 1970'
As we shall observe early next month the twenty-fifth annivcrsary of the end of the most destructive war in history, I should
like to take this opportunity to dwell, on the subject of
conventional arms control, which, understandably, has been
overshadowed in the deiboetations of this body by the ýmore urgent
nuclear weapons control measures. It is entirely fitting, of course,
that the Conference Of the Committee on Disarmament has
assigned the higher 'priority to the consi&aration of nuclear arms
and how their iawesome destrctive power might be mastered by
mankind. However, if we are to meet fully the challenge implicit
in the Generat.Assembly's naming this decade, the 1970s, the
Disarmament Decade we cannot ignore 'lhe pressing problem, of
the-control of conventional arms.
45. No international body is more competent to address itself

to the issue of conventional arms control than is the Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament., Over a period Of almost ten years
it has familirized itself'wihL the complex of political, strategic
and economic factors involved -in disarmament and arms cortrol
prob'ems. It has created an atmosphere in which, we hope, these
issue can be threshd out with an: absence of polemics and a
maximum of careful weighing of rational alternatives. Most
important of all, this Committee has the responsibility-even the
soleinn duty-to explore every avenue of approach to the problem
of conventional arms control.
46. From time to time various countries have spoken i this
forum on the issuc of conventional arms control. Over four years
have gone by since the United States dealt at any length with this
subject. During that period various important first steps have been
taken in halting and perhiaps reversing the nuclear iim- race.The
non-proliferation Treaty is now bi effect,2 and *teparties are
working out the means "or its implementation. The strategi arms
limitations talks (SALT) with the Soviet Govermment are undr
'CCDIPV.487, p. 16-22.
'Documents op Dmivnmmvnt. 1968. pp. 461-465.
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S way and we are hopeful of success in them, as in other arms
control measures now being studied elsewhere. I believe it fair to

say, therefore, that the Conference of the Committee on Disarma-

ment and other bodies have begun to come to grips with what
have been generally recognized as top priority prob'ems in the
disarmament field which offer some chance of success.
47. It is time, therefore, that we began in earnest our search for
ways of dealing with the threat posed to all of us by the
ever-inc, easing spread and sophistication of conventional weapons.
As Mr. Smith said to this Committee on 17 February of this year:
. our focus on nuclear arms and other weapons of mass destriction, important as they
are, should not cause us to neglect'the problems of conventional arms. Since 1945 there
has been no nuclear conflict. There have been many conflicts, often of great intensity,
involving conventional arms?.
*

48. We have been encouraged to note that the representatives
of the Ur ited Kingdom, Sweden, Romania, Morocco and the
Netherlands have expressed similar concern about non-nuclear
arms in their remarks before this Committee. A sense of
heightened concern is fully merited. Our small and vulnerable
planet is the scene of a vast increase in the availability of arms.
Since 1964 world arms expenditures have increased an average of
about 4 per cent per year in constant dollar terms, as the total in
current dollars rose from $139,000,000,000 to approximately
$200,000,000,000 in 1969. That is a disturbingly large outlay of
scarce resources and manpower. By far the greater part of those
funds has been devoted to conventional armaments. The record of
the past six years shows that while -the use of resources for
military purposes has, kept pace with the expansion of world
production, military expenditures have grown at a more rapid rate
than the per capita gross national product. In otherý words, the
burden of military spending for the individul has increased
substantially. That trend has been particularly pronounced in the
less-developed countries of the world.
49. Another way of looking at the staggering expenditure of
$1,000,000,000,000 for military purposes during the period 1964
to 1969 is to note that this sum represents more than was spent in
the same period on all forms of public education and health care.
One may question whether that reflects a reasonable and judicious
choice for mankind.
50. What, then, is to be done? First, there should be increasing
recognition that time is not on our side. The rapid advances of
technology and the diffusion of production know-how in tl.,
military armaments field are bound to inc;rase the problems of

establishing any kind of regime for conventional armaments. The
greater availability of armaments does nct lead to a greater sense
of security for mankind as a whole. The political constraints that
have inhibited some developed count.ies from exporting arms may
'Ante, p. 12.
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recede. Increasing competition for arms markets may well create
new imbalances and may fuel tensions, to the detriment of world
peace and security. But a limitation on conventional arms could
provide a source of funds to the civilian budgets of all countries

concerned. Health, education, public services could all be improved without an increase in a nati,•n's tax revenues. Let us,
therefore, not put off the search for ways to limit conventional

armaments, which should also improve the economic well-being of
the peoples and nations of the world. The longer we wait to

address ourselves to a serious search for measures to control

conventional arms build-ups, the more difficult vill it be to

develop some reasonable avenues wid approaches promising
success.

51. Second, we shall have to recognize that in this area al!
countries bear some responsibility. Conversely, all countries are
capable of contributing to a solution of this universal problem. In
our iricreasingly interdependent world, local or regional arnis races

not only can affect the stability of a limited area but are capable
of escalation into world-wide. coifflict. Therefore, all nation,-arms

,suppliers, recipients of: arms, and international organizations such

as this Committee-have a genuine stake in participating in the
search for viable approaches. Quite a number of nations have
responsibilitiqs under several categories since they not only
produce. and export arms, but are recipients of armaments as well.
52. Arms suppliers bear a heavy responsibility to exercise
restraint to ensure that their 2rms exports do not stnulate arms
races or increase the danger of regional conflict. Former UnderSecretary of State Richardson, earlier this year, addressing a
symposium of Soviet and American experts devoted to finding
new ways to peace, stated that:
... the development of 'spheres of restraint' will require that both m4jor
powers recognize that their long-term interests are not furthered by att.rnpts to gain
short-term-and often fleeting-advantage.

53. For arms importers, as for arms producers, the maintenance
of national security is imperative. Governments utviversally are

obliged to protect the public order against threats from within and
without. It is primarily this objective of preserving national
security that has prompted the rapid world increase in armament
expenditure in recent years. However, security cannot be achieved
by the accumulation of modern armaments alone; security
involves movement toward a politically stable, economically
prosperous society. Hence, the allocation of national resources
must be carefully balanced to ensure that only the minimum
needed to meet legitimate security requirements is devoted to
arms.
54. Finally, all international orpgizations devoted to the cause
of peace, including of course this Committee, have the duty to
DDepartmeni of State Buletb?. May 18. 18W70, p. 629.
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participate in genuine exchanges of views which might result
ultimately in effective and mutually advantdgeous controls in the
conventional arms field1 Greater attention shok.Id be focused on
this rarea to elicit more ideas and proposals, and no concept should
be rejected out of hand. Only if many interested Governme'ts are
actively engaged in serious discussions can we look forward to
devzlopments holding' some promise of success. A number of
specific proposals in theconventional arms field have already been
debated in the United Nations and other forums. Although we
must frankly admit that none of them has so far found widespread
favour, they have been helpful as a means of drawing attention to
the need to move forward in this area.
55. A recurring theme has been that of limiting armaments on a
regional basis. Four years ago, the United States representative in
our Committee, Mr. Foster, outlined a number of principle- which
could serve as a guide to regional co-operative undertakings,
emphasizing that the initiatives for an arrangement should come
from within the region concerned. As Mr. Foster pointed out,
"regional initiatives present an opportunity for th!c-Io countries to
play a leading role in the attainment of basic arms control
objectives", 5 while contributing to the security of the region and
of the world. My delegation continues to believe that the regional
approach is one of the more promising avenues to be explored. As
Mr. Smith said to this body on 17 February, the United States
stands ready to co-operate tu the fullest extent in implementing
regional arms control arrangements that might come into being,
56. We realize that regional arms limitation arrangements are
difficult to achieve because they invariably touch on sensitive
issues of national security. They share this characteristic with
ot her forms of arms control. Despite the difficulties, it is
important that opportunities be explored and initiatives taken. It
is noteworthy, therefore, that the NATO Foreign Ministers on 27
May called for discussions about the possibility of achieving a
greater degree of security through reductions of tfrces in that area
of the world which for decades past has seen great concentrations
of conventional military forces. 7 The Foreign Ministers, who
invited interested States to hold exploratory talks on mutual and
balanced force reductions in Europe, agreed that any reductions
should be compatible with the vital security interests of the
alliance, a recognition of the fact that any arms control
arrangement must take due account of the vital national interests
of all countries concerned. The initiative demonstrated in Europe
shows that there is a deep interest in scarching foz ways to control
conventional arms, and it suggests that there may be opportunitie;i
worflh exploring in other areas as well for discussing regional arms
control measures.
1Documents on Disrmament, 1 966, p. 230.
'Ante, pp. 12-13.
"Sceante. pp. 2?5-230.
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57. The Committee might also wish to study arnis control
policies which have been adopted individually by various countries
with a view to examining whether they might have wider
applicability. For example, the arms export policy of the Japanese
Government includes a prohibition against exportation of arms to
countries engaged in actual hostilities with another country or
where the threat of such hostilities exists. For its part, the United
States has on many oc;asions instituted arms embargoes directed
at minimizing the effect of regional hostilities. Such an embargo
was imposed with considerable success last year in Central
America. We have attempted, but often without success, to get
other major arms suppliers to deal with regional cnvids situations by
working out multilateral arms control restraints.
58. The seriousness of United States concern in this regard was
underlined by President Nixon in h's report to the Congress on
"United States Foreign Policy for the 1970s", in which he
highlighted "Limiting the Flow of Weapons to Regions in
Conflict" as the second of four key arms control issues. Tlhe
President stated:
When peace is in everyone's interest, we must find a way to control conflicts everywhere.
We must not be drawn into conflicts by local rivalries. The great Powers should try to

damp down rather than fat, 'ocal pmssions by showing restraint in their sale of
regions in conflict. We stand ready to discuss practical arrangements to this end.'

nrms to

59. I have noted that the responsibility to work towards some
form of conventional arms control measures devolves equally on
arms suppliers and arms recipients, categories which include
almost all countries of the world. At the same time, every country
is given the opportunity to make a positive contribution to world
peace through engaging in conventional arms control. The nuclear
members of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament
have demonstrated their serious purpose in efforts to limit and
control strategic nuclear arms. It would be fitting if a
complementary effort were now made in the area of conventional
armaments, which affect all States and with which all are properly
concerned.
60. 1 hope that members of the Committee will accept these
remarks in the spirit in which they are made. I am fully aware that
any discussion of possible limitations on conventional armaments
touches on the most delicate and most sensitive security interests

of members of thi! Committee. I ant aware also that many

governments, because of regional security concerns or very scific
concerns about their neighbours, approach this general topic
hesitantly, with great reservation and perhaps even some
misgivings. Those concerns, may I emphasize, are recognized by
the United States. We and our allies fully appreciate the important
role that conventional armaments have played, and continue to
play, in deterring armed aggression, in defeating aggression when it
'Ante, p. 32.
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has occ-frred and in helping to maintain domestic order. But,
equally, we cannot afford to stand still. We must strive to find a
higher order of security than is currently possible in a world where
multilateral conventional arms agreements are virtually absent.
61. I hope that these brief remarks on conventional arms
control will contribute to a general discussion, in which many
viewpoints can be heard and debated. We would particularly wish
to hear about any new aspects or perspectives regarding the
general problem.
62. In addition, in order to provide a focus for our future
discussions we have thought it appropriate to make available to the
Committee, in the form of a working paper, Mr. Foster's list of
guiding principles for a regional arms limitation agreement. 9 The
same working paper, which members of the Committee now have
before them, incl'ides some ideas on steps that might be taken by
one or more countries unilaterally-steps which in their cumulative
effect, even without formal, binding agreements, could constitute
reliable arms limitations on a regional basis Among the steps listed
are, first, that countries could unilateially make available to other
countries in a region information on their current military
armamients and future major procurement, in order to allay
suspicions; and, second, that countries could unilaterally
undertake to limit the introduction of so.listicated conventional
armaments into the region. We recognize, of course, that the
direct, multilateral approach to :egional arms control is preferable,
but at the same time we realize that where that is not feasible the
product of many countries acting individually along the same or
similar policy lines might have most beneficial results for arms
limitation.
63. On 23 June, I outlined in this Committee the kind of world
in which general and complete disarmamenr.i would, we believe, be
possible, notiag that it would be a p-aceful world :n which the
rule of law, rather than the use of force, prevailed in relations
between sovereign nations." Control of conventional armaments
could be a most important, and possibly an essential, waystation
on tCe road to that kind of world. It would contribute in a
signi',cant '"ay to a lessening of hostilities and vriolence in the
international aren. The measures we might devise to work
towards conventional arms agr ,ewents, together with our
achitmements in the field of nuclear armaments, wculd thus bring
us closer to the time when we could begin to think in concrete
terms (if general and complete disarmament.
64. If we could now inake a major concerted attack on the
problem of contrclling conventiona! as well is nuclear weapons,
the d*,cade of the 1970s would hold high promise of being a
disarmament decade. We could :ook forward to a world in which
'Ante, pp. 406-408.
"0 See ante, pp. 248-,"57.
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the threats posed by nuclear and conventional arms races and
conflicts would diminish and the security of all would be
enhanced. We could look forward to a decade in which more and
more resources would be released within individual States for the
satisfaction of basic human needs for economic and social
progress.

Statement by ACDA Director Smith at the Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks, August 14, 1970'
Foreign Minister Kirchschlaeger, Minister Semenov, ladies and
gentlemen: Today we conclude the second phase of talks between
the United States and the Soviet Union on limiting strategic arms.
For the past 4 months the delegations of the United States and the
U.S.S.R. have continued their efforts toward achieving a strategic
arms limitation agreement whtich would benefit both countries and
the entire world. I believe that both iides can agree that important
progress has been madc. The work we have done here in Vienna
should provide a sound basis for the next phaze of vur talks
starting November 2 in Helsinki.
In his message which I read at our opening session last April,
President Nixon emphasized his firm commitment to the search
for an early, equitable, and verifiable agreement on the limitation
and eventual reduction of the strategic arsenals of the two
countries. 2 Such an agreement would enhance international
security by maintaining a stable strategic relationship between the
Soviet Union and the United States. Limiting strategic arms should
assist in reducing the tensions and uncertainties which exist in the
world today.
Minister Seinenov, I should like once again to express my
appr'!ciation to you and your delegation for the courtesies you
have offered me and my delegation during our negotiations here.
Minister Kirchschlae'ger, on behalf o' the entire United States
delegation, I should tlike to express through you our sincere
appreciation to the Austrian people and their Government for the
gracious hospitality shown us here and for the many ways in
which our negotiations have been facilitated. I hope that you will
enjoy your visit to the United States in September half as much as
we have enjoyed our stay here. Your country's neutrality, its
beautiful scenery and outstanding cultural facilities, and its
warmhearted, friendly people have made your capital city a
favorite site for international conferences. In common with all
others who have engaged in such international conferences here in
Vienna, we have greatly enjoyed our stay in your uniquely
attractive and warmly hospitable capital, Vienn•a.
of State Buletia, Aug. 31, 1970, p. 245.
'Sce ante, p. 162
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Statement by Deputy Foreign Minister Semenov at the Strategic
Arms Limitation Talks, August 14, 19701
Minister Kirchschlaeger, Ambassador Smith, ladies and
gentlemen: On behalf of the delegation of the Soviet Union, I
express its gratitude to the President of the Austrian Republic, the
Federal Government, and the Austrian authorities for creating
favorable conditions for our work here and for their generous
hospitality. We feel gratified by the fact that the Austrian public
displayed a positive attitude toward the negotiations. We take this
as a confirmation of the desire of the Austrian people for
strengthening peace and international security and for the
implementation of a policy of permanent neutrality of their
country.
The negotiations between the delegations of the U.S.S.R. and
the U.S.A. were devoted to the task of limiting strategic
armaments of the sides. The Soviet Government attaches great
importance to an appropriate solution of this problem, which
would have an impact not only on the development of relations
between the Soviet Union and the United States but also on
strengthening peace and international security. It is from this
premise that the U.S.S.R. delegation proceeded in its work here.
I can say that the negotiations proceeded in a businesslike,
calm, and frank atmosphere. Substantial and useful wotk was
accomplished during the 4 months in Vienna. Naturally, it would
be erroneous to underestimate the complexity of the problem
under discussion and the difficulties which continue to exist here.
Despite their difficulty, the Soviet Union intends to continue the
negotiations and seek the necessary results. This, of course,
requires efforts on both sides.
The two sides hr,'e agreed to resume Ch., talks on November 2,
1970, in the capital of Finland, the city of Helsinki.
In conclusion, I would like to express our gratitude to the
delegation of the United States, its head, Mr. Smith, to the
members of the delegation, and to the advisers and experts for the
joint work accomplished here.
American.Soviet Communique oiA the Strategic Arms Limitation
Talks, August ;.4, 1970'
In accordance with the agreement between the Governments of
the United States of America and the Soviet Union negotiations
took place in Vienna from April 16 to August 14, 1970, on the
question of limiting strategic armaments.
The U.S. Delegation was headed by the Director of the Arms
'Department of State Bultetin, Aug. 31, 1970, pp. 245-246.
'Ibid.
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Control and Disarmament Agency, Gerard Smith. Mt-mbers of the
delegation included J. I 'ham Parsons, Paul, Nitze, Llewellyn
Thompson, Harold Brown .. - Royal Allison.
The USSR Delegation was headed by the Dept. •y Minister of
Foreign Affairs of the USSR, V. S. Semenov. Members of the
delegation included N. V. Ogarkov, P. S. PI bhakov, A. N.
Shchukin, and N. N. Alekseev.
The delegations were accompanied by advisors and e;xperts.
In the course of, thle negotiations a wide range of questions
dealing with the. problem of limiting strategic offensive and
defensive armaments was thoroughly considered. The exchange
was useful for both sides and made it possible to increase the
degree of mutual understanding on a number of aspects of the
matters discussed.
Both delegations expressed their determination. to pursue the
negotiations with the aim of limiting strategic armaments. Agreement was reached that negotiations between the U.S. and the
USSR Delegations will be resumed on November 2, 1970, in
Helsinki, Finland.
The two delegations express their appreciation to the Government of Austria for creating favorable conditions for holding the
negotiations. They are grateful for thc traditional Austrian
hospitality which was extended to them.

British Proposal Submitted to the Conference of the Committee
on Disarmament:' Revised Draft Convention for the Prohibition
of Biological Methods of Warfare, August 18, 1970'
The States concluding this Convention, hereinafter referred to
as the "Parties to the Convention".
Recalling that many States have become Parties to the Protocol
for .'he Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous
or other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed
at Geneva on 17 June 1925,1
Recognizing the contribution that the said Protocol has already
made, and continues to make, to mitigating the horrors of war,
Recalling further United Nations General Assembly Resolutions 2162 B (XXI) of 5 December 1966,- and 2454 A (XXIII) of
20 December 1968." which called for strict observance by all
States :,f the principles and objectives of the Geneva Protocol and
invited all States to accede to it,
Believing that chemical and biological discoveries should be
used only for the betterment of human life,
'CCD/255/Rev.2, Aug. 18, 1970. For previous drafts, see Documents on Dirrtw.
menr. 1969, pp. 324-326, 451-433.
'Documents on Disarmament, 1%9. pp. 764-765.
'Ibid., 1966. pp. 798-799.
'Ibid. 1968. pp. 793-795.
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Recognizing nevertheless that the development of scientific
knowledge throughout the world will increase the risk of eventual
use of biological methods of warfare,
Convinced that such use would be, repugnant, to the coiiscience
of mankind and that no effort should be. spar'wd to minimize this
risk,
Desirina therefore to reinforce thc Geneva Protocol by the
conclusion of a Convention making special provision in this field,
Declaring their belief that, in particular, provisiQopshould be.
made for, the prohibition of recourse to biological mothods of
warfare in any circumstances.
Have agreed as follows:
Article I
Each of the Parties to the Convention undertakes, insofar as it
may not already be committed in that respect under Treatiespir
other instruments in force prohibiting the use of chemical and
biological methods of warfare, never in any circumstances, by
making use for hostile purposes of microbial or other biological
agents or toxins causing death, damage or disease to man, other
animals, or crops, to engage in biological methods of warfare.
Article I
Each of the Parties to the Convention undertakes:
(a) not to produce or otherwise acquire, or assist in or permit
the production or acquisition of:
(J) microbial or other biological agents or toxins of types and in
quantities that have no. justification for prophylactic or
other peaceful purposes;
(ii) ancillary equipment or vectors the purpose of which is to
facilitate che use of such agents or toxins for hostile
purposes;
(b) not to conduct, assist or permit research aimed at production of the kind prohibited in sub-paragraph (a) of this Article;
and
(c) to destroy, or divert to peaceful purposes, within three
months after the Convention comes into force for that Party. any
stocks in its possession of such agents or toxins or ancillary
equipment or vectors as have been produced or otherwise acquired
for hostile purposes.
Article III
1. Any Party to the Convention which believes that biological
methods of warfare have been used against it may lodge a
complaint with the Secretary-General of the United Nations,
submitting all evidence at its disposal in support of the complaint,
and request that the complaint be investigated and that a report
on the result of the investigation be submitted to the Security
Council.
451-03 0 - 71 - 39
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2. Any Party to the Convention which believes that another
Party is in breach of any of its undertakings under Articles I and II
of the Convention, but which is not entitled to lodge a complaint
under Paragraph I of this Article, may lodge a complaint with the
Security Council, submitting all evidence at its disposal, and
request that the complaint be investigated.
3. Each of the Parties to the Convention undertakes to
co-operate fully with the Secretary-General and his authorized
representatives in any investigation he may carry out, as a result of
a complaint, in accordance with Security Council Resoluiion
No....
Article IV
Each of the Parties to the Convention affirms its intention to
provide or support appropriate assistance, in accordance with the
United Nations Charter, to any Party to the Convention, if the
Security Council concludes that biological methods of warfare
have been used against that Party.
Article V
Each of the Parties to the Convention undertakes to pursue
negotiations in good faith on effective measures to strengthen the
existing constraints on chemical methods of warfare.
Article VI
Nothing contained in the present Convention shall be construed
as in any wLy limiting or derogating from obligations assumed by
any State under the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War
of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or other Gases, and of Bacteriological
Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925.
Article VII
[Provisions for amendments.]
Article VI!!
[Provisions for Signature, Ratification, Entry into Force, etc.]
Article IX
This Convention shall be of unlimited dumtion.
2. Each Party shall in exercising its national sovereignty have
the right to withdraw from the Convention, if it decides that
extraordinary events, related to the subject matter of this

ConwLation, have jeopardized the supreme interests of its country.
It suh•ll give notice of such withdrawal to all other Parties to the
Convention and to the United Nations Security Council three
months in advance. Such noticc sha include a statement of the
extraordinary events it regards as having jeopardized it* supreme
interests.
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Article X
[Provisions on languages of texts, etc.]
British Proposal Submitted to the Conference of the Committee

on Disarmament: Revised Draft Security Council Resolution
on Biological Warfare, August 18, 1970'
The Security Council,
Weicoming the desire of a large number of States to subscribe to
the Convention for the Prohibition of Biological Methods of
Warfare, 2 and thereby undertake never to engage in such methods
of warfare; to prohibit the production and research aimed at the
production of biological weapons; and to destroy, or divert to
peaceful purposes, such weapons as ii'lL -y already be in their
possession,
Noting that under Article III of the Convention, Parties will
have the right to lodge complaints and to request that the
compiaints be investigated,
Recognizing the'need, if confidence in the Convention is to be
established, for appropriate arrangements to be made in advance
for the investigation of any such complaints, and the particular
need for urgency in the investigation of complaints of the use of
biological methods of warfare,
Noting further the declared intention of Parties to the Convention to provide or support appropriate assistance, in accordance
with the Charter, to any other Party to the Convention, if the
Security Council concludes that biological methods of warfare
have been used against that Party,
Reaffirming in particular the inherent right, recognized under
Article 5 1 of the Charter, of individual and collective self-defence
if an armed attack occurs against a Member of the United Nations,
until the Security Councii has taken -measures necessary to
maintain international peace and security.
1. Requests the Secretary-Gent-a!
(a) to take such measures as will enable him
(i) to investigate without delay any complaints lodged with him
in accordance with Article Ill. I of the Convention;
(ii) if so requested by the Security Council, to -investigate any
complaint made in accordance with Article 112 of the
Convention, and
(b) to report to the Security Council on the result of any such'
investigation.
'CfD/255/Rev.2, Aug. 18, 1970. For previous drafts, %oeDocuments &,n Dbssmement, 1969. pp. 327, 433-434,
3Supra.
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2. Declares its readiness to give urgent consideration
(a) to any complaint that may be ludged with it under Article
111.2 of the Convention; and
(b) to any report that the Secretary-General may submit in
accordance with operative paragraph 1 of this Resolution on the
result of his investigation of a complaint; and if it concludes that
the complaint is well-founded, to consider urgently what action it
should take or recommend in accordance with the Charter.
3. Calls upon Member States and upon Specialized Agencies of
the United Nations to co-operate as appropriate with the
Secretary-General for the fulfilment of the purposes of this
Resolution.
British Wc,,*ng Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament: Verification of Chemical Weapons Arms Control Measures, August 18, 1970'
1. Any consideration of the possibilities of verifying an arms
control agreement in the field of C and BW must take account of
all possibilities, both political and technical, by examining the
feasibility of available technical methods in the light of existing
political constraints.
2. The verification requirements can be simply stated in the
form of a question: "What technically feasible, and politically
acceptable, measures would be adequate to guarantee any international agreement for chemical and biological arms control at the
present time?" This paper sets out to examine in this light and in a
preliminary way a number of suggested techniques as a contribution to informal discussion of the subject.
3. In the cae of BW which is not yet established as a military
weapon, we havy made it clear that we consider -that no
verification of production, testing and stockpiling is possible, but
that the omplaints procedures associated with the UK draft
Con,.,ntion on Biological Methods of Warfare, 2 and designed to
deter any would-be violators, would reduce the risk of accepting

an unverified Convention to a level which would be acceptable at
the present time.
4. Chemical weapons, on the other hand, were used extensively
in the First World War, and stockpiles of vastly more lethal CW
agents exist today and military doctrine openly envisages their use
on an extensive scale in war. The fear of this is enough to lead a
number of states to develop and dcpley expC2isive defensive
equipment. Verification of a CW agreement covering the produc'CCD/308. Aug. 18,1970.
'Ante, pp. 428-431.
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tion, testing and stockpiling, as well as use, of CW would theofore
need to be extremely reliable before the risk of entering into such
an agreement could be reduced to an acceptable level. This is the
proble m we must try to solve.
Requirements:
5. To ensure compliance with any CW agreement, one, might
need to verify, to an acceptable level of risk, all or any of the
following.
(a) that existing weapons or their component parts have been
destroyed and/or that no such weapons or component parts are
held;
(b) absence (or cessation) of production of CW agents at
declared facilities;
(c) absence of any undeclared production, testing and storage
facilities. Verification measures involving even a modest degree of
intrusiveness appear to be unacceptable to a number of states.
Direct confirmation that international agreements were. not being
broken might thus have to depend entirely on information
obtained by external means, and the only such means so far
suggested are observation satellites and remote sensors.

Observation SateUites:
6. This possibility his been carefully studied' In our view
detection of CW field tests by this technique presentF serious
difficulties. First the possible test site itself must be detected (and
it may not require fixed installations). Then the tests themselves
must be detected, and differentiated from other possible types of
field tests, inciuding tests of CW defensive equipment. Additionally, one must assume that a state wishing to test'4in
contravention of an agreement will attempt to conceal the
fact-as, for examplc, by testing at night or in conditions of cloud
cover. Ahogether it would seem that the likelihood of detecting
field tests by satellite observation would be very low. Identification by satellite photo-reconnaissance of a chemical agent plant
(which might be part of a large industrial complex) would be even
more difficult.
Atmospheric Sensors:
7. We have also looked into the possibility of identifying the
minute atmospheric concentrations in which chemical agents
resulting from field tests might reach extra-t", ritorial detectors.
Here we are faced with the problems of discriminating such
concentrationi from a background of normal industrial air
pollution. An: -ndication of the atmospheric concentrations in
which apents might occur at various distances trum a field test
may be obtained by extrapolation of dz,. oublishod..by the
Swedish Defence Research Institute. This gives the concentration

434

DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1970

at various distances downwind of an initial airborne source of 10
kg of an involatile agent; by about 7 km the concentration is only
0.05 mg/cu. metre, and simple ey "apolation gives a concentration
at 50 km of the order of 10- 2 mg/cu.m (a million millionth of a
milligramme). This rough estimate is given to indicate the order of
magnitude 4f the problem of remote detection-the exact values
are not important.
8. At the far greater distances at which sensors would probably
have to operate, the concentration would not only be much lower
by reason of simple dilution, but important additional factors
could reduce it still further: for example, wash-out by precipitation, and horizontal separation of air masses, with subsequent
differing wind directions at different levels. The effect of dilution
could, in theory at least, be offset by the sampling and
concentration of very large volumes of air, but even if thls were
practicable it seems unlikely that it could compensate for extreme
dilutions.
9. Because of the mass of other chemical and biological
pollutants in concentrated air samples, highly specific and sophisticated analytical techniques would have to be developed. The only
technique which currently appears feasible is the use of gas-liquid
chromatography incorporating a phosphorus detector, followed by
the examination of appropriate fractions by mass spectrometry to
identify the actual nature of the phosphorus-containing material
by comparison with the spectra of known compounds. However, it
is not known whether the sensitivity of even such an advanced
technique would be sufficient, and its practical application would
pose many problems. For example, if the sensitivity of a technique
were of the order of 10-9 mg (i.e. not less than a millionth of a
milligramme could be detected) then in order to detect the field
test quoted earlier, at only 59 km from the source a million cubic
metres of air would have to be concentrated to give a detectable
sample. This also assumes that the large quantities of other
pollutants wlhich would thereby be concentrated would not
interfere with tie detection process.
10. Positive results, assuming that sufficiently sensitive techniques were developed in the future, would also demand an
assessment of the source of the material detected. This would
certainly require the provision of extensive meteorologicai data
(from within the suspected neighbouring country) and even then
might prove impossible in the present state of the art.
Effluent Sensors.11. The possibility of establishing the existence of a chemical
agcnt production plant by the detection of unique indicators (if
they exist) in rivers downstream of an effluent discharge has also
been suggested, though this technique has yet to be fully
evaluated.
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12. Large scale production of nerve gases might be possible at
only a relatively few riverside sites in any particular country.
However, a factory in which these agents were made might also
manufacture wiobjectionable phosphorus compounds, resulting in
an effluent discharge analogous to that -from nerve gas manufactuee. Thus, as well as having a high diiution in the effluent of nerve
gas products or their intermediaries, there is also the likelihood of
other waste products having similar chemical properties. Such a
complication would be further exacerbated if the plant were
situated in an industrial 'complex such as those found on major
rivers. Similar consideiations would apply to the detection of
effluent dischar.ed in the sea.
13. Should particular agents be made on a smaller scale, the
effluent might be run to a sewage disposal system where its
dilution would become enormous. Of course, as in the case of the
US Newport Chemicai Plant described in the US Working Paper
CCD/293, 3 a nerve gas plant could dispose of waste products into
deep wells rather than by discharge into a river or the sea.
Defensi-'e Measures:
14. If all the techniques discussed above were developed and
applied, the almost insoluble problem would remain of attempting
to prove a negative, especially from limited and uncertain
indicators.
15. Where access to deployed military forces was not possible,
confirmation of the absence of chemical weapons or of destruction of stocks could not be guaranteed. A consequence of this
might well be the continued developmei' t and issue of defensive
equipment, and its use in training exercises. Evidence of such
defensive training alone provides no proof of the possession, or
lack, of offensive C weapons; the use of chemica! weapon
simulants, for example, could either be a means of reinforcing
defensive measures, or of providing practicai training in the
employment of actual chemical weapons.
16. On the other hand, the continued absence of chemical
defensive equipment and associated training from the military
forces of a state might well contribute, in conjunction with other
factors, to confidence in the ab!-ence of a chemical weapon
capability. However, the collection of such information would
necessitate a reduction in the level of the political constraints
implied in the preceding discussion, and one must accept that a
CW agreem.:nt would need to take account of the degrees of access
which di!"ering political systems allow.
The Problem of Access:
17. Many of the verification su-ggestions already made in the
Committee, for example the control of phosphorus production
'Anit, pp. 323-326.
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(suggested by the Delegation of Japan), a system of openness and
reporting (outlined by the Swedish Delegation), and a variety of
on-site inspection procedures (discussed by the USA, and included
in the SIPRI Report Part IV), would either require a high degree
of intrusiveness or depend to a considerable extent on the
availability of detailed published information. This might involve,
for example:
ta) budgetary and fiscal information on defence research,
development and production;
(b) identification of likely targets for on-site inspection;
(c) examination of statistics of chemical industry production
and distribution;
(d) access to, and monitoring of, national transportation
networks;
(e) examination and sampling of effluent disposal systems at
suspected sites;
(f) direct inspection of plant and equipment at suspected sites;
(g) examination and identification of raw materials entering
suspected sites.
18. A number of these factors have already been examined,
both in interventions and in working papers laid before the
Committee. But to take the single example of (d), that of national
transport networks, the size of the task involved-quite apart from
the question of the political conditions in which close observation
of trains and roads would be possible-can readily be illustrated.
There were for example in the UK at the end of 1969, 12,098
miles of major rail routes, and 19,000 rail bulk liquid carriers
(tank cars). On the roads, there were estimated to be upwards of
20,000 licensed road tankers.
19. k nation intending to contravene a ban on the production
of Chtinical Weapons need not, of course, move the necessary 'raw
materials of finished agents by means of such obvious verification
targets as tank cars or road tankers. Almost any road or rail
vehicle, and many aircraft, could carry containers or such
materials or agents.
20. Clearly some of the techniques listed above might have
considerabi- relevance in certain circumstances, for example where
a state wi.,hed to invite inspection of a particular facility in order
to disprove allegations by others; but not all of them would be
practicable. Equally, by no means all states would seem likely to
accept the application of such techniques where they themselves
are concerned...
21. We conclude, therefore, that considerable problems still lie,
"ahead if the verification requirements for an acceptable CW
agreement are to be met. It is, however, the intention of the
United Kingdom to consider every approach, both technical and
political, which might help to achieve the goal of an effective
abolition of the possibility of chemical as of biological warfare.
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Statement by the British Representative ,(Porter) to 'the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Biological and
Chemical Weapons, August 18, 19701
I should like this morning to introduce a revised text of the
United Kingdom draft convention for the prohibition of
biological methods of warfare 2 -.and also to submit tormally our
working 'paper on certain political and technical aspects. of
chemical weapons `verification. 3
11. We felt that it would be helpful at this stage to ask the
Secretariat to issue a second revised text of our biologicai warfare
convention, taking into account the amendments which we
accepted on 16*July. 4 These, the Committee will recall, were
proposed by the delegations of the United States and the
Netherlands. The United States proposed to bring toxins within
the scope of the convention's prohibition by adding the words "or
toxins" to articles I and II (a) (i) arid consequentially dropping
the phrase "by infection or infestation"' from article 1. The
Netherlands delegation proposed the deletion of the word
"independent" from article 11 (a) (i). 6
12. I said on 16 July that some further editorial changes might
prove necessary, and we have in fact thought it advisable, in order
to avoid any possibility of confusion,, to add the words "or
toxins" after the word "agents" throughout article II-that is, in
paragraphs (a) (ii) and (c) in addition to paragraph (a) (i),
13. We' have also taken the opportunity to alter very slightly
the wording of article HI, paragraph 2, in order to avoid what
could have been an ambiguity. That paragraph now begins:
"Any Party to the Convention which believes that another
Party is in breach of any of its undertakings under articles I and II
of the Convention..."
instead of, as before:
"Any Party to the Convention which believes that another
Party has acted in breach of its undertakings under articles I and II
of the Convention ...
14. 1 should like now to turn to the ouestion of ve~ification.
What we call for the sake of hevity "veriffiation" may take
different forms, depending, for iastance, on the weipon concerned
and the general political circumstaiices in which a treaty is being
concluded. But the aim, as we see it, is always the same-that is, to
build into any treaty realistic proposals which will be sufficient to
ICCD/PV.488, pp. 7-11.
3Ante,
3Supm pp. 428-431.
4Ante,

p. 329.
'Ante, pp. 276-277.
"Ante, p. 98.
"Documents on Disarmamnent. 196V. p. 432.
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deter would-be violators, and so help to reassure all parties that
their confidence in the treaty is well-founded and that it is
contributing to national and international security.
15. In the case of chemical weapons we are in full agreement
with the view expressed in the working paper submitted by the
representative of Italy on 6 August to the effect that"... the establishment of an effective system of controls is still
the major problem among those that the Committee will have to
solve with a view to achieving an agreement for the prohibition of
chemical weapons". 8
In presenting to the Committee this niorning our own working
paper on certain technical and political aspects of chemical
weapons verification I should like Lc -et out briefly our ideas for a
three-stage process which might he. p us to assess and reduce the
now great number of verification proposals which are before us
relating to chemical and biological weapons. Sume are verification
proposals in the true sense of the word: some, like the complaints
procedure in our own draft convention for the prohibition of
biological methods of warfare, fall short of that. Some are
primarily procedural, others primarily technical. I outlined this
process at our informal meeting on chemical and biological
varfare on 5 August, and was happy to see that the representative
of Sweden, Mrs. Myrdal, applied it also to the comprehensive test
ban in her statement on 13 August. 9
16. The first step, as we see it, is to decide which of the
primarily technical proposals before us are in fact practicable from
the technical point of view in existing conditions. In that we are
greatly helped by our experts, and I am disappointed that a
number of delegations which could make a valuable contribution
still seem to shy away from joining in our examination of those
technical proposals, arguing that we are merely postponing a
political decision. As we see it, the procedure we are following is
the only sure way of preparing for such a political decision. We
would, I feel, be deluding ourselves if we imagined that the
technical problems would just vanish if a political decision was
taken. If that were the case, our work in the Conference oi the
Committee on Disarmament would be much simpler. Those of us
who are examining, with the help uf our experts, th.- proposals
which have been put before us are not, as some delegations have
suggested, adopting a negative attitude towards the problem. I
think members of the Committee would agree that we would not
bring an agreement any nearer, any more quickly, by continuing
to discuss teclirical proposals for verification which our scientists
had alirady tGld us were not technically feasible.
i7. Equally, it would be no use elaborating a verification
procedure which would satisfy one's own requirements if that
"Ante. pp. 388-389.
'Ante, pp. 4G9-420.
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procedure would be unacceptable to other parties. When we have
eliminated by the first stage those proposals which are not
practicable from the technical point of view, the second stage in
the process I am suggesting would be to apply to those which
remain the test of political, social and ideological acceptability. We
should not overlook the caveat in the report of the Stockholm
International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) on chemical and
biological warfare that:
"It is impossible to say flatly that verification is or is not
feasible... that depends on the political conditions you
postulate: it is necessary to assess the balance between technical
means and political obstacles."' 0
18. We should not underestimate those obstacles, which are
rooted in the political, social and ideological character of States.
Just as the political decision to deploy certain verification
methods depends to some extent on the technical practicability of
those methods, so their acceptability depends in turn upon
pre-existing conditions in the societies of potential parties to the
agreement. Such conditions evolve slowly at the best of times and
are not likely to be changed overnight as the result of a simple
decision to conform to the verification procedures of an arms
control agreement. One cannot, for instance, just write openness
of information into a treaty if the preconditions for it do not
exist. There is no point in writing on-site inspection of verification
primarily by rational means into a treaty unless the principal
potential parties are ready to accept it. Some countries would
make the Security Counci) a primary part of the verification
procedure; others would be l, s inclined to do so. One cannot
discount the hard political facts from which those attitudes stem
and which must ntcessarily have their effect on our work here.
19. We come now to the third stage. We would start that final
stage with measures which would be both practicable and available
rather than, as at the beginning of the process, with a list of
measures which would be ideally desirable or which would meet
the particular requirements of only one State or group of States.
At that third and final stage it would be for each government to
decide whether it could take the risk involved in accepting
whatever verification procedure might be constituted from some
or all of those remaining measures. For no verification proc:edure
is perfect, of course. And, as Mrs. Myrdal mentioned in her
ctatement on 13 August, each government will have to take the
political decision whether the risk inherent in the verification
proposals remaining after the first two stages is more acceptable
than being without any agreement.
20. The decision will be a political one but it will be a decision,
not an act of faith, and it will therefore have to take into account
0

The Problem of Chemical and Biological Warfare (ptov. ed.), pt. IV, p. 55.
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a number of factors. There are political considerations, for
instance, including the degree of confidence existing between the
potential parties to the agreement. There are military
considerations, including the nature of the weapon in question,
and, most important perhaps, there are considerations of
international security. Each government must ask itself whether
such-and-such a treaty, incorporating such-and-such a verification
procedure, will improve international security, stability and
confidence: whether it will be a stabilizing or a de-stabilizing
influence in world affairs.
21. In our working paper presented tbls morning we have set
out to examine in the light of the first and, to some extent, the
second phase of this three-stage approach one or two primarily
technical proposals made by others in the chemical weapons
context. We have based ourselves on what seems technically and
politically possible now or in the near future. The proposals we
have examined involve the monitoring of chemical weapons
production and field testing by the use of observation satellites
and atmospheric or effluent sensors. We have tried to evaluate the
likely technical feasibility of those methods and have then gone on
to consider some of the political considerations which would
affect, or even determine, their availability.
22. 1 hope that the Committee can agree to continue this
process of evaluation. It would, I believe, provide us with a better
idea of the verification methods available to us in support of an
arms control agreement covering chemical weapons.
Italian Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the

Committee on Disarmament: Comprehensive
Disarmament, August 19, 1970'

Program

of

The Italian delegation consider that the Conference of the
ComTmittee on Disarmament should increase its efforts to give

effect to resolution 2602 E concerning the question of general and
complete disarmament adopted by the United Nations General
Assembly at its twenty-fourth session. 2
The part of that resolution which seems to us most faithfully to
reflect the arguments presented in the United Nations by a large
number of cc--untries wishing to give a fresh impetus to the
disarmament negotiations is to be found in paragraph 4 of the
operative part.
The instructions given in that paragraph are closely related to
the proposals for the preparation of a comprehensive programme
of disarmament submitted by Italy at Geneva at the two preceding
'CCD/309,
Aug. 19, 1970.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1969, op- 713-715.
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sessions of the Conference (see Working Papers ENDC/245 of 21
April 1969 and ENDC/263 of 23 August 1969).3
With a view to facilitating the opening of a highly desirable
discussion on this c6mprehensive programme of disarmament, the

Italian delegation, as members of the Conference are aware, has at
the present session taken the initiative of organizing contacts with
a number of other interested delegations with the idea of engaging
in exchanges of view such as may give rise to a basic plan for
possible subsequent discussion by the Conference.
The Italian delegation has already described, in its statement of
2 July 1970,' the nature and characteristics of the outline which
was jointly prepared, and which is reproduced below.

Preliminary considerations representing, in general terms, the views of a number of
delegations with wi*ch the delegation of Italy has been in consultation.
A. Goal, prneplesand mandates
United Nations General Assembly resolution 1378 (XIV) of 20 November 1959 and
the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles of 20 September 1961 (ENDC/5), endorsed by
United Nations General Assembly resolution 1722 (XVI), represent the basis for

disarmament negotiations and for new efforts towards general and complete
disarmament under effective international control. Draft treaties on general and
complete disarmament were presented in 1962 by the Soviet Union
(ENDC/2/Rev. I)- and the United States (ENDC/30 and Add.l-3).,' Several countries
ruggeste, that these draft treaties could be revised and brought up to date.
Un•ted Nations General [Assembly] resolution 2602 E (XXIV) of 16 December 1%9
requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: '.. . to w,-rk out... a
comprehensive programme, dealing with all aspects of the problem of the cessation of
the arms race and general and complete disarmament under effective international
control, which would provide the Conference with a guideline to chart the course of its
further work and its negotiations .... '
Both in the Agreed Principles and in resolution 2602 E (XXIV) it is recognized that
negotiations should continue with a view to reaching agreements on partial or collateral
measures, facilitating and forming part of a programme of general and complete
disarmament under effective international control.
B. Main elements of the programme
Progress in disarmament is not an isolated matter but is intimately connected with and
influenced by problems )f international peace and security and the peaceful settlement
of disputes.
In order to establish the international climate of confidence and good will necessary
for progress, specific measures to build up confidence should urgently be agreed upon,
including special studies on certain subjects.
While progress is being made to build up confidence, the States members of the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament should engage themselves to negotiate
meaningful measures to prevent and limit armament as well as measures of disarmament,
takirtg into account, inter alia, the special studies mentioned above.
Mi the achievement of general and complete disarmament under effective international
control through measures to prevent and limit armament as well as through measures of
disarmament, there should be a balance among these categories of measures.
C. Phasesof the programme
The need for flexibility has been generally ecognized. The highest priority should be
pp. 189-191,426-430.
pp. ?77-282.
'Documents on Diarmament, 1965, pp. 77-102.
'Ibid., pp 111-140.
3Ibid..

4"Ante,
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accorded to measures for the cessation of the nuclear arms race and for nuclear
disarmament. Taking into account thc Agreed Principles and the United Nations Cencral

Assembly resolutions mentioned above, and further taking into account agreement3
already achieved on collateral me,=zres, the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament should envisage dealing in successive phases with the main elements
mentioned under the second paragraph. An attempt should be made to decide upon
these vatious phases and to outline the possible content of each phase.
A review of the programme of disarmament could take place each year in the First
Committee of the IUnited Nations General Assembly.
D. Generalconsiderations:
Various problems closely related to disarmament negotiations would have to be
examined. The following points were tentatively singled out for further discussion and
elaboration: priorities, balance, verification, regional arrangements, universal participation, public opinion and methods of work.

The Italian delegation considers that this document should be
exhaustively discussed by the Conference, and it wishes that all
delegations would contribute to the consideration of the problem
dealt with. For its part, and to facilitate the development of the
ideas summarily expressed in the text, we should like to present
our observati .ns on some main points and, in particular, on
Section B, entitled "Main elements of the programme":
In our opinion, the Conference should adopt a programme to
guide its work and future negotiations, as recommended by the
above-mentioned General Assembly resolution. The programme, in
the preparation of which all governments members of 1he
Conference should participate, might include the items indicated
in the text prepared by the interested delegations. These items
come under Section B and may be summarized as follows:
-measures for increasing international confidence;
-studies on particular points;
-measures to prevent &nd limit armament;
-disarmament measures;
general and complete disarmament.
Each of the items in this list might provide the basis for the
subsequent more thorough consideration which is necessary for
establishing the programme.
(1) Measuresfor increasinginternationalconfidence
The development of the international situation and the
improvement of confidence among States will obviously have a
direct and favourable effect on the work of the Conference. The
Conference should and can, however, contribute to the increase in
international confidence by adopting a programme of work
defiming its undertakings and aims.
(2) Studies
ThL I'alian delegation believes that, with a view to helping to
create favourable conditions for negotiations, the Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament might now initiate programmes of

I
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studies relating to the question of the reduction of armed forces
and conventional armaments. Negotiations might also benefit from
a preliminary work which would provide necessary clarification of
certain impor'ant aspects of that question.
In connexion with the above programmes, the Conference
might in particular examine the following points in depth:
(a) Relatienship between nuclear disarmament and the
beginning of reductions in conventional means of warfare;
(b) Determination of the geographical areas within which the
first reductions in conventional means of warfare would take
place. In other words, the Conference should address itself to the
question whether the fist "round" of reductions affecting armed
forces and conventional armaments should be global in scope and
apply to all States without distinction or whether it should
initially apply only to some States. In the latter case, it would be
necessary to study the criteria to be used for determining the
States to which this first "round" of reductions would apply. Such
States might be the principal world military Powers, or they might
be States determined on the basis of a criterion that provides for
the reduction of armed forces and conventional armaments in a
particular regional context. Before negotiations began, it would be
necessary to clarify this important question of principle, for it is
on the answer to this question that the political dimensions of the
problem will depend. The nature of the negotiations would vary in
more than one respect depending on whether the reductions to be
negotiated applied to more or less numerous States and whether
those reductions would be partial or global. (It should be noted,
by the way, that the United States draft treaty on general and
complete disarmament provided that the first phase of the
reductions would be applicable only to some of the States parties
to the treaty);
(c) Elaboration of technical criteria necessary for the
implementation of reductions (categories of armaments to be
reduced, levels, initial declarations, unit of measurement to be
used in reductions, extent of reductions, creatiorn of a
disarmament organization, verifications, etc.);
(d) Relationship between armament reductions and controls.
(3) Measures to prevent and limit armament
This concerns ma;!dy the "collateral" measures to which the
Conference has devoted most of its efforts since the start of the
discussions concerning the two draft treaties on general and
complete disarmamnent of 1962. Negotiations on these collateral
measures were moreover envisaged in paragraph 8 of the
1.7 In spite of the fact
USSR-United States Joint Statement of I %
that the procedure of negotiating collateral measures has caused
'ibid., !961. pp. 439-442
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certain imbalances which are not insignificant, it has had positive
results, as is shown by the conclusion of some important
international agreements. These collateral measures have, in
addition, made another positive contribution: that of reviving
hope for the resumption of discussions on general and complete
disarmament. Nevertheless, the Italian delegation feels that the
Conference should make a maximum effort to pursue negotiations
on measures designed to prevent and limit armament. Among such
measures, and apart from those which are now the subject of
ictive negotiations (denuclearization of the sea-bed and ocean
floor, and prohibition of chemical and biological weapons), the
most important and most urgent are the following: cessation of
the production of fissionable materials for military purposes, and
agreement on the total prohibition of nuclear weapon tests. In the
opinion of the Italian delegation, the Conference, in adopting its
programme of work, should expressly confirm the fact that it is
giving priority to negotiations relating to these two measures so
necessary to the cessation of the nuclear arms race.
(4) Disarmamertmeasures
The Italian delegation would like to reaff-ra that the maison
d'&tre of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament is to
negotiate disarmament measures, i.e. effective reductions of armed
forces and armaments. Such negotiations must begin as soon as
possible. They could obviously be facilitated by the creation of an
international climate of increased confidence and by the
completion of the studies referred to above, Although it would be
difficult to fix a precise time-limit for the start of these
negotiations, we feel that it would be extremely useful if a specific
commitment on the subject were assumed now. This would have
the important result of reassuring public opinion, whichi is
demanding more effective action by the CCD on disarmament.
Such a commitment would be an incentive to Governments to
take the necessary decisions, an incentive that would be
strengthened if the commitment were assumed collectively by the
States members of the Committee on Disarmament, which is the
competent body for disarmament negotiations.
Accordiiagly, at the time it adopts its own programme, the CCD
should-in the opinion of the Italian delegation-give expression to
the commitment of its States members to open negotiations on a
first "round" of reductions of armed forces and armaments. This
would better ensure a balance among the various categories: pre
ventive, limitative and effective measures of disarmament.
(5) General and complete disarmament
General and complete disarmarment is the final goal of all CCD
negotiations: and that has recently been confirmed by General
Assernbly resolution 2602 E. Consequently, a re-examination of
general and complete disarmament plans by the CCD, as suggested
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by some delegations, should reflect the will of the States members
of the CCD to pursue that objective. So far as the Italian
delegation is concerned, it believes that it will be necessary for the
CCD to bear in mind past experience so as to be able to resume
the discussion on new bases. With 'hat in view, and taking as its
point of departure the USSR-United States General Statement of
Agreed Principles of 20 September 1961, the CCD might adopt a
more articulated directive for the elaboration of a "programme" in
line with that joint statement. A single treaty could hardly govern
the implementation of the process of disarmament in all its phases.
The "programme" should therefore serve as an overall agreement
whose purpose would be to lay down in broad outline the
approach to general and complete disarmament: it might envisage
the conclusion of a series of treaties or agreements relating to the
various phases of effective implementation of disarmament. This
would avoid the rigidity inherent in a single treaty and the
difficulty of discussing problems which are not ready for
negotiation. At the same tiine, it.would maintain the concept of a
prior commitment with respect to the evolution of the whole
process, in its successive phases.
As regards the nature of the programme which the CCD should
adopt, the Italian delegation feels that it should be both a
programme of work and a commitment: a programme of work
with respect to negotiations on the categories of measures being
examined and to the suggested studies on international disarmament, and a commitment to open negotiations on a first rouna of
reductions of armed force and armaments.
Finally, as to the form of the programme, we might consider,
among other solutions, a joint statement of the Governments
members of the CCD or, more simply, the adoption by the CCD of
its own programme of work.
Message From President Nixon to the Senate: Geneva Protocol for
the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous,
or Other Gases, August 19, 1970'
The White House, August 19, 1970.
To the Senate of the United States:
With a view to receiving the advice and consent of the Senate to
ratification, I transmit herewith the Protocol for the Prohibition
o' the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and
of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva June 17,
1925.2 1 transmit also the report by the Secretary of State which
'S. Ex. J, 91st Cong., 2d ses.
2Documents on Diwrmamenr, 1969, pp. 764-765.

4.51-9•,3
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sets forth the understandings and the pro osed reservation of the
United States with respect to the Protocol.
In submitting this Protocol for approval, I consider it desirable
and appropriate to make the following statements:
The United States has renounced the first-use of lethal and
incapacitating chemical weapons.
The United States has renounced any use of biological and
toxin weapons.
Our biological and toxin programs will be confined to research
for defensive purposes, strictly defined. By the example we set, we
hope to contribute to an atmosphere of peace, understanding and
confidence between nations and among men. Tbe policy of the
United States Government is to support international efforts to
limit biological and toxin research programs to defensive purposes.
The United States will seek fhrther agreement on effective
arms-control measures in the field of biological and chemical
warfare.
Today, there are 85 parties, including all other major powers, to
this basic international agreement which the United States
proposed and signed in 1925. The United States always has
observed the principles and objectives of this Protocol.
1 consider it essential that the United States now become ,i
party to this Protocol, and urge the Senate to give its advice and
consent to ratification with the reservation set forth in the

Secretary's report.
RICHARD NIXON.

Report by the International Atomic Energy Agency to SecretaryGeneral Thant: Nuclear Explosions for Peaceful Purposes,
August 25, 1970'
Introduction
1. In 1969, the Agency submitted to the Secretary-General of
the United Nations a report entitled "The Age1Cy's responsibility
to provide ser, ices2 in connection with nuclear explosions for
peaceful purposes".

2. In Resolution 2605 B (XXIV) the General Assembly hivited
the Agency to submit to the Secretary-General, not later than 1
October 1970, a special report on the progress of its further
studies and activities in this field, to be considered by the General
Assembly at its twenty-fifth sessiop.3
'Ante, pp. 400402.
'GC(XIV)/INF/121, Aug. 25, 1970. The Secretary-General transmitted the report to
the G.A. on Oct. 1, 1970 (A/8080).
3GC(XIiI)/410.
'Lkocuments on Disarhmament, 1969, pp. 725-727.
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3. The present report is designed to meet that request. It
should be read in conjunction with the main part of this year's
comprehensive annual report of the Agency to the General
Assembly 4 and with its report on further action taken on the
recommendations made by the Conference of Non-NuclearWeapon States.'
The Agency's review of the technology of peaceful nuclear
explosions (PNE)
4. A Working Group on peaceful nuclear explosions was
convened by the Agency from 15 ,:o 17 December 1969., for the
purpose of preparing an agenda for a panel on this subject, which
was held in March 1970, and of making recommerdations
con'cerning the Agency's role in connection with peaceful nuclear
explosions. The Worlkir.g Group recommended that the Agency
should:
(a) Undertake a detailed scientific and technical review of the
technology of peaceful nuclear explosions through ccovening a
series of panels;
(b) Publish an introductory review of the current state of the
art of u,;ing nuclear explosives for peaceful purposes;
(c) Publish a bibl'ography on PNE;
(d) Consider the usefulness, scope ana timing of ..andbook
of
technicai and scientific data on PNE;
(e) Consider making plans for the arrarngement, ia due time, of
education and instruction on PNE;
() Consider developing a plan for internatit'nal co-operation
for usirg PNE in scientific research;
(g) Consider w tit written material on PNE could be made
available to interested Member States; .,id
1
(h) Review in due time its staffing requirements to cope with
its role in PNEý.
5. The agenda prepared by the Working Group for the panel
was divided essentially into the following three sections:
(a) Summary stat
nts on naficGnal a,;tivities concern'd with
peacetu! nuclear explosions;
(b) Survey of peaceful nuchc r explosion- by an Agency
consul•tant: and
(c) Pher.cmenology of contained and cratering explosions.
6. The agenda had been forwarded to 15 Member States for use
as a guide in preparing papers for the panel. Australia. France,
India, Japan, Mexico, Sweden, the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Irciand and the United States of America were invited to send
participants to the panel. Invitations were also sent to Brazil,
4 GC(XIV)/430.

SAnte, pp. 362-372.
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Canada, mhe Federal Republic of Germany, Norway, South Africa
and Switzerland, who had expressed strong interest in, or have
experience with, explosion technology. The latter group of
countries was invited to present papers through panel observers
who would attend without cost to the Agency. The agenda was
also sent to other observers from Member States and international
agencies as their nominations were received.
7. The Panel on Peaceful Nuclear Explosions was held in
Vienna at the Agency's Headquarters from 2 to 6 Mirch 1970. In
view of the wide interest in the subject, arraigements Were made
to pernit the attendance- of observers from any Member State
wishing to follow its work. There were eight panel members and
49 other representatives or observers from 29 Member States, the
U;aited Nations and tie World Health Organization. The Agency
had engaged two consultants-one from the Soviet Union and the
other from the United States-to prepare the technical su-malgry
of the Panel.
8. A total of eight papers was presented at the session on
summary statements and 17 at the two technical sessions. The
Agency submitted a paper entitled "Technical Status Summary of
Peaceful Uses for Nuclear Explosives". The paper reviewed the
progress so far made in using nuclear explosives for peaceful
purposes. It described the present understanding of the effects of
nuclear explosions, reviewed some of the suggested applications,
and outlined the nature of the safety problems associated with
these applications. It discussed the industrial applications of
nuclear explosives for contained, cratering and excavation purposes and dealt briefly with scientific applications, data obtained
from experiments performed to date and possible future experiments. Brief summaries of the other papers submitted are given in
paragraphs 9-17 below.
9. South Africa in its paper stressed the need for considerably
more information on PNE before assessing possible specific
applications. It foresaw the ro!e of the Agency in the co-ordination ard evaluation of results obtained in the experiments of
Member States with PNE programmnes.
10. The possibie application of nuclear explosives to mining of
non-ferrous metal deposits was a point of particular interest in the
paper presented by India. It expressed the desire for information
of, recent de-velopmtents in pressure leaching, extraction of primary
sulphidc ores and pi-ssible product contamination arising out of
tile use of this technology.

11. The paper from Japart stressed the need for more iiformation to be disseminated by the Agency through the medium of
further panel meetings.
1L2. The Swedish paper reviewed Sweden's activities in programmes related to PNE, such as calculations on rock blasting,
studies on the mechanical effects of sub-surface and near-surface

IAE.A. REPORT, AUGUST 25

449

nuclear explosions and en-ironmental analysis of radioactivity
arising from PNE.
13. The United Kingdom in its paper offered the services of its
experts in the assessment of radiological hazards and the use of
seismic techniques. lie United Kingdom also foresaw' the functions of the Agency as hcluding the familiarization of industrj
and the engineering profession with the potentialities and limitations of nuclear explosives engineering.
14. The summary statement of the United States was a broad
review of governmental and industrial programmes in the domestic
economy. It is evident that significant progress has been achieved,
particularly as far as contained explosions are concerned. However, as was emphasized in the paper, the nature of the current
programme is still in the research and development stage, and
many technical problems remain to be solved before PNE can
become truly practical.
15. The Australian statement, while pointing out that no
national programme 3n research and development in PNE exists,
reviewed its continuing interest in the possible application of
nuclear explosives to major engineering, construction and mineral
resources development. Close liaison is being maintained with the
Plowshare programme of the United States in the foim of
development reviews and the provision by the United States of
available information on specific applications.
16. The statement of the Soviet Union presented an extensive
review of the various uses to which contained and cratering
nuclear explosions have so far been put in the Soviet Union. The
applications have included an oil stimul'tion experiment, gas and
oil underground storage, a mining experiLpent, excavation of dams
and mining by using nuclear explosives for directional overburden
removal.
17, The paper from France gave detailed information on
experiments with PNE performed to date, in particular the
contained explosions executed in the granite cf the Hogga: Massif
of the Sahara. These have added to the knowledge oa cavity
shapes and growth rates, geological, thermal, mechanical, seismic
and chemical effects and ti-e activation of the containment rock.
Significant differences in c•avity volumes between the French and
comparable United States experiments were pointed out. Contained nuclear explosions for the stimulation and underground
storage of oil and gas and the extraction of mineral deposits were
of particular interest.
18. Considerable discussion took place on the future activities
of the Agency connected with PNE. The Panel studied the
recommendations of the ;!orking Group and added its own
recommendatiois, particularly on:
(a) Tlie role of the Agency in the exchange of information and
in publication, including the usefulness, scope and timing of a
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handbook ot technical and scientific data on PNE; the preparation
of bibliographies and other relevant documents;
(b) Education, training and scientific research; and
(c) Future Agency meetings o., PNE and the formulation of
their scope and agenda.
19. As a first step in the Agency's fulfilment of its role in the
exchange of information and in publication the Panel recommended the early preparation of an introductory review of PNE
technology. The primary function of such a review will be to serve
as a reference source to individuals and countries becoming
acquainted with this technology; the necessity of including in it
the most recent advances in this field was stressed. Preparations
for the compilation of such a review are under way.
20. In addition the Panel recommended that the Agency
sponsor the publication of a multilingual glossary of PNE, terms.
This would be of help to specialists engaged in the exchange of
information, at meetings and in publications at national or
international levels. Since the inception of the various national
PNE programmes the experts in this developing technology have
inherited or borrowed terms from other engineering and scientific
disciplines (e.g. nuclear, mining, geological and drilling terms)
and/or used those which have been generated in the course of
their work (e.g. an inversed crater called a "reta;e", overburden,
explosive yield). Precise definitions of these terms with their
translations into the four official languages of the Agency will be
invaluable for international meetings and other information media.
The Agency is initiating the compilation of such a glossary by
asking for input from countries ":ith national PNE programmes
and related activities.
21. As far as education, training and scientific research are
concerned, the Panel recommended that the Agency consider
arranging for travelling lecturers on PNE, the setting up of
academic programmes, and encourage scientific research in related
fields. Whitsuch recommendations would have to be implemented by the Agency, interested Member States would have to
initiate action.
22. Furthermore the Agency was asked what it can do to
facilitate the assignmnent of scientists from interested Member
States to projects in countries with PNE programmes. In this
connection informal approaches are being made to Governments
of countries which have such programmes.
23. On the subject of future Agency meetings on PNE it was
recommended that the next panel meeting should deal with the
practical aspects of contained nuclear explosions for industrial
purposes including safety matters, such as seismic motion and
product contamination, and that it should be convened towards
the end of 1970 or as early as possible in 1971. [he Agency now
plans to hold this panel in January 197 1, and the agenda for it was
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prepared by the two technical consultants mentioned in paragraph
7 above.
24. The timing and scope for a third panel were not yet defined
pending the progress of the second panel. It was felt that it should
be held so as not to conflict with the Fourth International
Conference on the Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy which will be
held in Geneva in September 1971.
The Agency's activities relating to the exchange of information on
PVE
25. In addition to the report entitled "Status of Plowshare
Technology" by the United States Government, the Agency
circulated in January 1970 three technological papers submitted
by the Government of the Soviet Union. These papers review the
possible economic applications of nuclear explosives for peaceful
purposes in -ie Soviet Union, and consider methods of predicting
environmental contamination due to nuclear explosions.
26. In May 1970 the Agency published a bibliography on PNE
containing 1759 references to literature published up to June
1969. The main bibliographic sources used were Nuclear Science
Abstracts, primary journals and reports submitted by Member
States.
27. Within the framework of the Agency's international Nuclear Information System (INIS), operating since April 1970,
provision is made for the exchange of information on PNE. From
the beginning of INIS' operation, all geological, geophysical and
seismological aspccts as well as the actual or potential uses of
nuclear explosives for peaceful purposes were included. The
monthly Atomindex will provide Meitiber States with a regular
world-wide survey of all publications dealing with PNE. Moreover,
INIS' output tape service will make it possible for Member States
to iun selective dissemination of information services according to
their needs.
The Agency's views on the appropriateinternationalobservetion
of PNE
28. Plans are being made with the object of formu' iting the
Agency's views as to the role it may in due c-'urse assw e in the
appropriate international observation of PNE. It is foreseen that as
a first step the Director General would assemble a panel of
experts who, ir. collaboration with the Secretariat, would prepare
a preliminary study of the character of such observation. Member
States would be invited to comment on this study, and from the
material thus assembled a formulation of the Agency's views could
be elaborated.
Views ov Meinber States of the United Nations on the establishment within the framework of the Agency of an international

452

DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1970

service Jt- nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes under appr9priate internationalcontrol
29. In paragraph 2 of Resolution 2605 B (XXIV) the General
Assembly of the United Nations urged all its members to

communicate to the Agency any further views they might have on
the establishment within its framework of an international service
for nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes under appropriate
international control. Six such communications had been received
by 31 July 1970 and are reproduced in the Annex.

ANNEX

Communicationsfrom Member States of the United Nations
in response to the GeneralAssembly's invitation in
Resolution 2605 B (XXIV), paragraph2
A. Spain

3 April 1970

.... Spain is greatly interested in the constitution of such an international service for
nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes under the control .... of the lnternatioi.al
Atomic Energy Agency.
The Spanish Government views with favour studies relating to the establishment of
such a service. The Agency provides an appropriate framework for this activity and, in
accordance with its Statute, the service should be available to all States Members of the
Agency without any form of discrimination.
It is the understanding of my Government that this future service for nuclear
explosions for peaceful purposes under appropriate international control, which is to be
established within the framework of the Agency, carnot be associated with the signing
of any treaty or agreement out.Ae the agreements governing the establishment of the
International Atomic Energy Agency ....
B. Mexico

6 April 1970

.... the views of the Mexican Gover~iment on this matter are sttU hc same as
those expresed in the two memoranda of 28 April and 24 July 1969, reproduced in
document GC(YIlI)/411 of 25 August 1969.
C. New Zealand

7 April 1970

.... while New Zealand appreciates the studies which have been made by the

Secretary-General and the International Atomic Energy Agency, it does not at this stage
have any further comments to make on the subject.
1).

Ethiopia

29 May 1970

Ethiopia recognizes that nuclear explosions mght be potentially useful in very large
civil engineering works, and might therefore come under the IAEA objective of
promoting the contribution of atomic energy to .... prosperity. However, we wish to
express a deep concern based on ecological considerations and on recurrent cont. wversies
in the more advanced countries, that the side-effects and after-effects of nuclear
explosions within the ecosphere aie often impossible to predict, let alone control. In
particular, we note that radioactive contamination of the environment is probably such
an overwhelming danger to long-term health as to completely outweigh any economic
advantage which might be gained. Therefore, we are prepared to give tentative support
only to feasibilty studies in the area of nuclear explosions for peaceful rurposes.
Part A of this resolution is also relevant. At the General Assembly has rightly noted,
the IAFA has been extremely active and usefj- -,n promoting applications of atomic
scitrcc for genuinely peaceful development of the health and prosperity of its member
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states. In a world of limited sources, and in particular when concerned with international
agencies with resource limitations, Ethiopia feels that the old maxim 'If it is possible, we
must do it' must rapidly be replaced by 'Among the many possible things, which ought
we to do?' Applied to the IAEA, we feel that a minimum of money and effort (possibly
none at all) should be spent on nuclear exploions for any purposes whatsoever, and a
maximum on those many projects for which the calculated benefit/hazard ratio is nearly
infinite. Let the advanced-technology countries individually take the risk of polluting the
biosphere-but not an Agency of the Unitei Nations.
E. Iran
22 July 1970
in accordance with paragraph 3 of the operative part of the United S....
Nations
General Assembly's Resolution 2605 B (XXIV) and the communication by the United
Nations Secretary-General PO/134/7 of 9 February, 1970 the Imperial Government of
Iran is in favour of establishment within the framework of the International Atomic
Energy Agency of an International Service for Peaceful Applications of Nuck•ar
Explosions.
F. Canada

29 July 1970

.... Canada stated its views on the procedures the Agency might employ in
connection with the use of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes in a letter ....
dated 29 May, 1969 .... At that time, it was stated that Canada was of the view that
the Agency's initial activities in this field should be concentrated on the exchange and
dissemination of information. Canada regards the convocation in Vienna of a panel on
peaceful nuclear explosions during 1970 and the proposal for another panel in 1971 and
the planned publications related to the technoogy cf peaceful nuclear explosions as
important steps in the fulfilment of the Agency's role in this field.
.... [The] letter of 29 May, 1969 said that it should be possible to define the
boundaries of the role which the Agency could play in the field of peaceful nuclear
explosions. The views of the Canadian authorities have not changed. One aspect of the
question of the role the Agency should assume is in regard to providing appropriate
international observation of peaceful nuclear explosiozas. The Canadian Government
authorities agree that the question of observation is an appropriate matter for discussion
in the continuing efforts to define the Agency's role in the provision of peaceful nuclear
explosion services and Canada, therefore, would support any intention of the Agency to
assemble a panel of experts to discuss this question. Finally, the Canadian authorities
still believe that greater clarification is required of the Agency's role in the provision of
peaceful nuclear explosion services with respect to the question of devices remaining in
the custody and under the control of the nuclear-weapon State performing the service.

Twelve-Nation Memorandum Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament: Chemical and Bacteriological
(Biological) Methods of Warfare, Auguet 25, 1970'
1. The inteniational community has, during recent years, been
I,.,.reasingly concerned by developments in the field of chemical
aad bacteriological (biological) weapons and by the grave dangers
posed by such weapons to humanity and the ecological balance of
nature.
2. It is now universally recognized that prospects of international peace and security, as well as the achievement of the goal of
general and complete "tisarmament under effective international
'CC,.),/3 10, Aug. 25. 1970. The documcnt was submitted by the following non-.aligned
('CD members: Argentina, Brazil, Burma, Ethic pia, India, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria,
Pakistan, Sweden, UAR, and Yugoslavia.

I
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control, would be enhanced if the development, production and
stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological (biological) agents
intended for purposes of war were to end and if they were
eliminated from all military arsenals.
3. The Geneva Protocol of 1925 prohibits the use in war of all
chemical and bacteriological (biological) agents.2 The Gener I
Assembly has, by resolution 2162 B (XXI), called for the strict
observance by all States of the principles and objectives of the
Geneva Protocol of 1925, condemned all actions contrary to those
objectives and invited all States, which had not already done so, to
accede to the Protocol. 3 The General Assembly has, by resolution

2603 A(XXIV), also made a clear affirmation that the prohibition
embodied in that Protocol was comprehensive and covered the use
in international armed conflicts of all biological and chemical
4
methods of warfare, regardless of any technical developments.
4. In addition to the existing parties to the Geneva Protocol of
1925 there are other States which are considering accession to or
ratification of the Protocol. There are some who have unilaterally
and i, conditionally renounced one or both tytzs of weapons.
These are welcome developments.
5. The Report prepared by the United Nations Seciretary'General, in accordance with the General Assembly resolution 2454
A (XXIII) with the assistance of consultant experts, on chemical
and bacteriological (biological) weapons and the effects ef their
possible use,s and the Report of the World Health Organization's
group of consultants on health aspects of chemical and biological
weapons, 6 and other studies on the subject, underline the
immense importance and urgency universally felt in regard to
reaching agreement to halt the development, production and
stockpiling of all chemical and bacteriological (biological) agents
for purposes of war and to achieve their effective elimination from
the arsenals of weapons.
6. It is essential that both chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons should continue to be dealt with together in taking
steps towards the prohibition of their development, production
and stockpiling and their effective elimination frorm the arsenals of
all States. It is the conviction of the Group of Twelve that an
effective solution of the problem should be sought on this basis.
7. The issue of verificatio-, is important in the field of chemical
and bacteriological (biological) weapons, as indeed adequate
verificatioa is also essential in regard to the success of any ,aeasure
in the field of disarmament. Reasonable guarantees and safeguards
should, therefore, be devised to inspire confidence in the
'Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
'Ibid.. 1966, pp. 798-799.
"Ibid., 1969, pp. 716-717.
s'For the Secretary-General's report, sev ibid., pp. 264-298. The G.A. res. appears
ibid., 1968, pp. 793-795.

'llhaith Aspects of Chemical and Biokglcal Weapons.- Report of a
Consultants (Geneva, 1970).

WhO Group of
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implementation of any agreement in the field of C and B weapons.
Verification should be based on a combination of appropriate
national and international measures, which would complement
and supplement each other, thereby providing an acceptable
system which would ensure effective implementation of the
prohibition.
8. The Group expresses the hope that the basic approach, as
outlined in the preceding paragraphs, concerning the task before
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in the field of
chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons would receive
general acceptance so that an early solution could be found in
regard to the prohibition of the production, development and
stockpiling of such weapons and their effective elimination from
the arsenals of all States.
United States Working Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament- Economic Data Monitoring as a
Means of Verifying Compliance With a Ban on Chemical
Weapons, August 25, 1970'
This paper discusses the contribution which might be made by
economic data monitoring to the verification of compliance with a
treaty banning the production. and stockpiling of chemical
weapons. Over the past six years, the United States Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency has investigated the potential of economic monitoring as applied to chemical weapons. The material in
this paper is drawn very largely from the results of this research. In
the interests of economy of presentation and becfause of their
importance, the discussion will be restricted to organophosphorus nerve agents only. Most of the research was performed within
the context of the US economy. Generalizations based largely on
experience in one country only should be treated with reserve.
Operation ofan Economic Monitoring System
Economic monitoring of a CW ban would aim at identifying
changes or inconsistencies in economic data series that could
indicate the development of a CW capability. While there is no
pre-established method for Utilizing economic data for arms
control verification purposes, we have found it usefA in the case
of the organophosphorus nerve agents to consider how this
technique might be used to monitor the production and consumption of materials which could be used to produce thew. agentr The
analysis might proceed as follows.
The group of agents to be examined -in this case all nerve
agents-is defined. Our analytical starting point is the molecular
structure common to all nerve agents. The basic structure of
'CCD/311. Aug. 25, 1970.
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organophosphorus poisons is that of a phosphorus atom bonded at
four points to other chemical groups. These groups are joined to
the phosphorus atom by some combination of four reaction
processes: oxidation, esterification, alkylation, and either amination or fluorination. Although the exact make-up of the attached
chemical groups can vary, each must contain one of five elements:
oxygen, either sulphur or selenium,- nitrogen, fluorine or Icarbon.
All known organophosphorus poisons conform to these general
structural rules.
Given the five bonding elements and four bonding positions, the
total number of combinations into which they can be arranged
equals 625. About 20 of these possible structural combinations, or
classes, have been found to be sufficiently toxic to be useful as
poisons, and only six classes, have been found to be toxic enough
to be effective as nerve agents. (Discovery of additional highly
",oxic classes is possible).
Within these six classes of nerve agents, there is an almost
infinite number of specific chemical compounds which could meet
the common structural requirements. However, as with the agent
classes, not all of these compounds would be sufficiently toxic to
be useful as nerve agents. Also, the practicalities of the production
processes involved reduce further the number ef potential agents.
These considerations refine the number of nezcve agents we must
consider from a theoretically immense number down to several
thousand.
Our research determined that, with certain limiting assumptions
concerning the state of the art of organophosphorus chemistry,
all the potential agents could be manufactured using about 90
component materials (raw materials and intermediates). If, at this
point, it were possible to say that, of the 90 materials only a few
were required for the production of all nerve agents, our
monitoring tasks could be greatly simplified. Such is not the case
however; on the contrary, a rather low degree of "commonality"
of materials was discovered. (The r,,e exception to this statement
relates to elemental phiosphorus, which is the only material
common to all nerve agents. Elemental phosphorus, however, is
used throughout the world in a variety of commercial processes.
To be conclusive alone, monitoring of the importation, production
and consumption of elemental phosphorus would have to be
eompletely coolproof). Thus, to manke any useful statement about
the manufacture of a given nerve agent, an economic monitoring
system must consider simultaneously all, or almost all, of the 90,
potential components.
1 here are several methods by which a nation ,i:1a provide the
component materials for agent production: (a) by increasing its
own pioduction of the required rnaterials; (b) by diverting
materials from existing uses or from stockpiles; (c) by importing
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the required materials; and (d) by a combination of the above.
From the standpoint of a nation wishing to violate a ban on nerve
agent production, the least detectable options would be to
increase production, especially if excess production capacity is
available, or to draw on stockpiles. Diversion from existing uses is
more risky since it necessarily affects people and institutions
downstream in the production cycle. Importing would be the least
attractive option because the supply must be sought in other
nations, making disclosure much more likely.
For statistical monitoring to be successful, the pattern of
production and consumption of the various materials would have
to be "visible" against the background of economic statistics of
the country being monitored. This "visibility" would be affected
by (1) the quantity of nerve agent to be produced, whi(ii in turn
defines the quantities of materials required, (2) the ability of the
country to supply the required materials from indigenous production, (3) the complexity of the economy, and (4) the amount,
quality, precision and timeliness of the data supplied.
The actual monitoring process would call for detailed data, for
each country monitored, on each potential component material in
terms of (1) imports, (2) the process of its manufacture, working
backwards to initial raw materials, and (3) its commercial end
uses, including exports if any. Current data would need to be
reported frequently and with minimum delay. Historical data
would also be required comparable to current data to serve as a
background against which to measure current trends and deviations.
The actual effort involved in gathering information would vary
greatly from case to case. It would be least difficult in a small
country with a simple economy, willing to co-operate freely, with
fast, accurate statistical reporting, with many open sources of
information, providing reliable consistent historical data, and
which possessed and/or imported few of the materials used to
produce nerve agents. As we move away from this example, the
level of effort required would increase sharply and the reliability
of the data being monitored would diminish.
Limitations and Problems of Economic Monitoring
Our research indicates that the success of an economic
monitoring system depends on having a free flow of accurate,
consistent, timely data, over a considerable span of time.
Cross-checking, with related statistics would be necessary.
Even assuming full compliance by all parties to a treaty
involving economic monitoring, there are certain disadvantages
and problems inherent in the method itself.
(I) With the best of intentions, the problem of honest error
exists. In deriving statistics for non-arms-control purposes, problenis such as in-process waste, variations in process yield or

j
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efficiency, changes in the nature of the product, and fluctuations
in inventory can lead to significant error in the statistical results.
(2) A related problem, again not peculiar to arms control, is
that statistical data are not aiways uniform or consistent in terms
of terminology and coverage, and therefore, may not be strictly
comparable.
(3) Statistical data are often published only after a considerable
time lag, especially where the data are voluminous, complex or
require considerable analysis.
(4) In some cases, the collection of data might become
intrusive. If the data were detailed and extensive enough they
might disclose more than just CW-relatfe activities, perhaps even
some of military significance. In some cases proprietary commercial processes and secrets might be disclosed to competitors.
(5) For purposes of verifying a CW treaty, some data which
might be assumed to be useful in fact could be misleading. For
example, statistics on chemical industry employment and investment are often hard to relate to figures in production, due to
variations in factors such as classification terminology and labour
productivity.
Apart from the problems, above, inherent in the method of
economic monitoring, a second order of problems arises if one
assumes that an economic monitoring system must be capable of
identifying deliberate attempts at deception. Our studies on
economic monitoring have bheen able to develop no effective way
of dealing with the problem of existing stockpiles of CW agents.
Also, they underline the problem of identifying small evasions.
Should a nation not now possessing CW stockpiles so desire, it
could possibly initiate CW agent production by gradually increasing production of raw materials end intermediates without altering
its reported statistics, or by small diversions, or both. Such a
gradual approach would be extremely difficult to detect by
statistical methods, especially in a large complex economy.
Prelimin'ryv ..onclusfons and Comments
(I) TtLc indirect nature of economic monitoring, which deals
with rec-,ds of events rather than the events themselves, is both
its strength and its weakness. On the one hand, such monitoring is
non-intrusive and relies entirely on unilateral analylis of reported
data. However, even at best, it can show only the symptoms of a
violation and not the violation itself.
(2) The role of economic monitoring will vary greatly with the
characteristics of the country being monitored. It would be most
effective when applied to small countries with open societies and
non-autarchic economies. Large countrie- ".:*ith closed societies and
elf-sufficient economies should face little difficulty in rendering it
ineffective. Any nation capable of producing and stockpiling CW
agents, and motivated to do so, would also be likely to be able to
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conceal this activity from the outside world, in terms of repo-io•
data.
(3) Although our investigation of the contribution of economic
monitoring is still going on, our prelimil:ary conclusions are that,
under optimum conditions, economic monitoring could be of
ancillary use, but alone would not provide an answer to the
vefification problem. It can serve as a precursor, guide, support
and focusing technique, but not as a suTbstitute for direct technical
on-site inspection.
Tripartite Paper Submitted to the Conference of tL,- Committee
on Disarmament: Draft Comprehensive Program of Disarinament, August 27, 1970'
INTRODUCTION

The present Comprehensive Programme of Disarmament has
been elaborated by the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in compliance with the request made by the General
Assembly of the United Nations in resolution 2602 E (XXIV)
approved or. 16 December 1969, by which the Assembly declared
the decade of the 1970s as a Disarmament Decade. 2
From the contents of this resolution it follows that the General
Assemb!y:
(1) Has reaffirmed tile responsibility of the United Nations in
the attainment of disarmament.
(2) Continues to consider, as it did in 1V59, that the question
of general and complete disarmament is the most important one
facing the world today. 3
(3) Has recommended that the negotiations related to disarmament should be based or the principles incorporated in the Joint
Statement submitted by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
and the United States cf America on 20 September 1961,4 which
was welcomed by the General Assembly.'
(4) Has the conviction that the current negotiations which
must be continued and intensified, as well as the ones to be
initiated should strive to achieve, in a parallel form, the cessation
at art early date of the nuclear arms race, the conclusion of
additional agreements on specific collateral measures, t..Z elimination of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction
and the conclusion of a treaty on general and complete disarmament under effective international control.
'CCD/313,Aug. 27,1970. The paper was submitted by Mexico, Sweden, and Yugoslavia.
pp. 713-7 15.
3 See ibid, 1945-1959,
vol. 11, p. 1545.
4
Ibid., 1961, pp. 439-442.
'Ibid., pp. 741-742.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1969,
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(5) Has the conviction that all Covernments should intensify
without delay their concerted efforts towards the achievement of
the objectives defined in the previous paragraph, and that the
participation of all nuclear weapon pt:,wers i3 indispensable for a
full measure of success in these efforts.
(6) Has the conviction that peace, security and the strengthening of confidence in the world are correlated mith progress in the
field of disarmament and. that from this progress particularly
:mportant economic and social consequences may derive.
"7) Has the conviction that the diversion of enormous resources
and energy, human and material, from peacefu! economic and
social puis•:ts to an unproductive and wasteful arms race,
particularly in the nuclear field, places a great bu'rden on both the
developing and the developed countries.
(8) Has recommended that consideration be given to channelling a substantial part of the resources f.eed by measures in the
field of disarmament to promote the economic development of
developing countries aid, in particular, their scientific and
technological progress.
In the light of the above it would seeni fullv justified to state
that the request of the General Assembly implies that the
comprehensive programme of disarmament should embrace not
only the work of the Conference of ".he Committee on Disarmament, but all negotiations and other acts on this matter, whichever
the forum and the form in which they may take place, and that
the programme should include effective procedures in order to
facilitate the co-ordination of such activities and ensure that the
United Nations General Assembly be kept informed on their
progress so as to permit it the proper performance of its functions
including the constant evaluatiun of the situation.
In preparing the comprehensive programme, the Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament has endeavoured to adjust itself
not only to the last two requisites but also to the basic points that
have been outlined at the beginning derived from an analysis of
resolution 2602 E (XXIV). It is therefore in the light of those
elements that the contents of the comprehensive programme that
is now hereby submitted to the General Assembly for its
cons;deration at its twenty fifth session, should be interpreted.
1: seerrs advisable to point out likewise that the term
fDjsarmamcnt" is used here in the same manner as it has been
done in the various forums of the United Nations, that is, as a
generic term which encompasses and may designate iny type of
measures relating to the matter, whether they are measures for the
prevention, the limitation, the reduction, o! the elimination of
armaments.
I. OBJECTIVE

The aim of the comprehensive programme i;, to achieve tangible
progress in order that the goal of gener ,l and complete disarma-
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ment under effective international control may become a reality in
a world ;n which international peace and security prevail, and
economic and social progress are attained.
11. PRINCIPLES

1. The measures in the comprehensive programme should be
carried out in accordawi'e with the Joint Statement of Agreed
Principles for Disarmament Negotiations of September 1961,
taking into account the obligations undertake:i in various treaties
of disarmament and the relevant resolutions of the UN, and all
new elements and possibilities in this area.
The programme should be sufficieintly ralstic to be widely
give th,_ust to
acceptable but at the same time ambitious enough
the negotiations on disarmament.
2. Priority should be giver, to disarmament measures dealing
with nuclear and other wearons of mass destruction. This does not
mean, howe, -.r, that progress should not be sought in any field of
disarmament. Action should be taken as soon as possible whenever
a measure or group of measures is ripe for agreement. The scope of
the term "mass destruction weapons" should be studied.
3. The problem of general and complete disarmament should
be given intensive treatment, parallel to the negotiations of partial
disarmament measures, in order to facilitate further clarification
of positions and possibilities, including the revision and updating
of the existing draft treaties submitted by the USSR and the USA
respectively,' or the submission of new proposals.
4. The principle of balance should be kept in mind. It concerns
both a numerical decrease of men in arms and types of arms to
prefixed levels, and packages of disarmament measures by which
an overall balance is achieved which is judged by all pP ies to be
satisfactory in the light of their own security. Particuiar efforts
will have ti be undertaken by major powers in order to reduce the
g-ap which exists between them and medium and smaller countries.
5. Verification methods form an indispensable part of disarmament measures. When elaborating such methods it must be
recognized that a hundred percent certainty can never be obtained
by any such system. A single method of control is rarely
sufficient. As a rule, a combination of several methods should be
employed, mutually reinforcing one another in order to achieve
the necessary assurances that a certain disarmament measure is
being observed by all parties.
6. The comprehensive programme is correlated with other
United Nations programmes for peace-keeping anG international
security. Progress in the former should not however be made
dependent on progress in the latter and vice versa.
7. The necessity should be kept in mind of avoiding, when
concluding disarmarrent agreements, any adverse effects on the
scientific, technological or economic future of nations.
',:

' Ibid., 1965, pp. 77-102, 111-140.
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8. A substantial portion of the savings derived from measures in
the field of disarmament should be devoted to the benefit of the
develc-kng countries.
9. in disarmament agreements every effort should be made not
tu prejudge or prejudice juridical or other unresolved issues in any
outside field.
1WC Concertd efforts should be made to associate militarily
significant States, in particular all nuclear-weapon powers, with
the negotiations for disarmament.
11. Regional agreements in conformity with the UN Charter
should play an important role for the attainment of the objectives
envisaged. Measures in such a context might not only be
concerned with disarmament but might also contain elements of a
confidence-building nature.
12. The United Nations, which has specific responsibility for
disarmament under the Charter, should be kept informed of all
efforts thereon, whether unilaterai, bilateral, regional or multilateral.
Public opinion should be given adequate information about
armament ar.d disarmament, so that it might bring its influence to
bear on the strengthening of disarmament efforts.
III. ELEMENTS AND PHASES OF THE PROGRAMME

A. Disarmament treaties in force or in preparation
1. The results achieved so far in the disarmament Feld and the
agreements anticipated for the immediate future consist of partial
or collateral measures, facilitating and forming part of tli- final
aim of general and complete disarmament under effective intlrnational control. Such results consist mainly of the following
treaties:
(a) The 1925 Geneva Protocol";
(b) The Antarctic Treaty of 19598 ;(c) The partial Test Ban Treaty of 19639;
(d) The Outer Space Treaty of 1967101;
(e) The Treaty of Tlatelolco and its two Additiona' Protocols
of 1967,' 'and
(f) The Non-Proliferation Treaty of 1968.12
Particular attention should be paid to the fulfilment of the
obligations arising from these treaties, to the review conferences
provided for in some of them, and when that is the case, to the
adoption of measures intended to complete them.
2. Efforts and negotiations to reach agreement at an early stage
of the Disarmament Decade on treaties and conventions whose
71bid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
'Ibid.: 1945-1959, vol. 1i, pp. 1550-1556.
'Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
"•Ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43.
" Ibid., pp. 69-83.
"I2 bid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
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contents have been for some time under consideration by the
General Assembly, the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and other competent international forums should be
urgently intensified. These instruments deal mainly with.
(a) The prohibition of the development, prodlu,: ion and
stockpiling of chemical and ', iological weapons and the destruction of existing stocks of such weapons;
(b) The prohibition of the emplacenerit of nuclear weapons
and other weapons of mass destruction on the seabed and the
ocean floor and in the subsoil thereof;
(c) The ban on underground ,uclear-weapon tests, and
(d) The establishment of ar international regim, for nuclear
explosions for peaceful purposes, including an international
service, within the framework of the IAEA, for such explosions.
B. Other measures of disarmament
1. Prevention and 4s.i;tation of armaments
The possibilities of giving effect as soon as possible to the
measures specified below should be the object of persistent
scrutiny and negotiation.
(1) Nuclear weapons
(a) A moratorium or cessation of testing and deploying new
strategic nuclear-weapon systems.
(b) The cessation of productior. of fissiijnable material for military purposes and the transfer of existing stocks to civilian uses.
(c) A freeze or limitation on the deployment of all types of
nuclear weapons.
(d) The conclusion of regional agreements for the establishment of additional nuclear. weapon free zones.
(e) A solution of the problem concerning the prohibition of the
use of or the threat to use nuclear weapons.
(2) Cotventional armaments and armedforces
(a) Convening of regional disarmament conferences at the initiative of the States of the region.
(b) The establishment of freezes or ceilings on the level and
types of conventional armaments and the number of armed forces.
(c) Restrictions on the creation of foreign military bases and
the stationing of troops and military equipment in foreign territories.
(d) Further prohibitions of the use for military purposes of the
sea-bed and the ocean floor and the subsoil thereof.
2. Reduction of all armaments, armed forces and military expenditures
At the appropriate stage in the disarmament negotiations ways
and means of carrying out the following measures should be thoroughly explored and actively negotiated:

j
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(a) The conclusion of regional non-aggression, security and disarmament treaties.
(b) Gradual reductions in nucle:,r and conventional armaments
and armed forces.
(c) Gradual withdrawal of troops zad bases from foreign territories.
(d) Reduction in military expenditures.
3. Elimination of armaments
In accordance witn ý'he Agreed Principles for Disarmament Negotiations of 1961, the final stage of the comprehensive programme should be the conclusion of a treaty on general and complete disarmament under effective international control, providing
for the prohibition and elimination of nuclear weapons and the
reduction of conventional armaments and armed forces to levcls
requiied for the maintenance of internal order and foi international peace-keeping.
IV. PEACE-KEEPING AND SECURITY

1. It is recognized that there 1- a ;lose inter-relationship among
disarmament, international security. peaceful settlement of disputes and a climate of confidence.
2. During the period of the negotiations for the disarmament
measures listed above, theic should be parallel negotiations in the
appropriate forums for the establishment or development of
United Nations peace-making and peace-keeping machinery and
procedures in order to increase, and ensure the maintenance of
international peace and security.
3. Agreement on such measures will facilitate the success cf
disarmament efforts, just as the adoption of disarmament measures will create favourable conditions for the strengthening of
international security. Nevertheless, as already pointed out above,
progress in one of these c-itegories of measures should not be made
dependent on progress in the other and vice versa.
V. PROCEDURE

1. The General Assembly shouid consider, annually, the progress made in the implementation of the comprehensive programme. Every three years, the General Assembly should review
the comprehensive programme and revise it as warranted. This will
.'atail an evaluatirn of the overall situation in the field of disaimanment and a comparison between the development in regard •o
armaments and disarmament. The United Nations Disarmament
Commission might be reactivated and entrusted with a part of this
task.
2. The practice of requesting the Secretary-General to prepare,
with the assistance of expert consultants, authoritative studies on
-oncrete questions relating to the arms race and disarmament
should be continued,
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3. There should be more conferences and scientific exchanges
among scientists and experts from various countries on the problem of the arms race and disarmament.
4. Universities and academic institutes should be encouraged to
establish continuing courses and seminars to study problems of the
arms race, military expenditures and disarmament.
5. The increased exchanges and publications of relevant information and data should lead to greater openness, to the establishment of greater confidence among States and increased knowledge
and interest in these matters among public opinion.
6. The feasibility of convening in due time and after appropriate preparatory work, a world disarmament conference of all
States should be thoroughly studied.
Statement by the United States Representative (Leonard) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemical and
Biological Weapons, August 27, 0970'
Our work during this session on chemical and biological weapons has, in our view, been both encouraging and disappointing. It
has been encouraging because there is under active consideration a
practical proposal to prohibit the development, production and
stockpiling of biological weapons. I refer, of course, to the draft
convetition submitted by the United Kingdom 2 and now supported by the United States and others. Specifically, we are encouraged because no delegation has said anything this year which
indicates to us that this is an unsound proposal.
3. With respect to chemical weapons we are encouraged because a number of delegations have begun a serious effort to learn
more about the complex military, technical and other factors
which must be studied and explored before real progress can be
made. On the other hand, there has i.e n an unwillingness on the
part of some delegations to pursue ihis important effort as well as
to seize the opportunity to negotiate a comprehensive international conventiop on biological weapons. A number of delegations
have belittled serious study of the inherent problems in the field
of arms control of chemical weapons by asserting that political
decisions must now be taken and that technical studies are merely
excuses for failing to make progress.
4. Th,- reasons for United States support of the United Kingdom draft convention have been stated in the past. I shall not take
the time of the Committee to restate them. The United States
Government, in essence, took a decision to ,tnounce the production and stockpiling of biological weapons, supplemented by a
decision to do the same with respect to toxins because of their
ICCU/PV.491, pp. 5-14.
2Ahte, PP. 428-432.
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close affinity with biological weapons. I might add that this was a
political decision, one based on all relevant factors: political, military and technical. As many representatives know, our decision
was the product of nine months' intensive study. It is our hope
that other governments will soon be prepared to make the same
political decision and join in an international convention which
would make the renunciation of biological warfare broadly binding throughout the international community. We are disappointed
that other key countries have not so far been ready to take this
positive step.
5. Let me discuss now some of the reasons which have been
advanced to lustify delay in negotiating a biological warfare convention. In response to our explanation that there are intrinsic
differences tý,tween biological and chemical weapons which justify
t eir sepa-ate treatment, we have been told that both those types
oi weap-,ns are weapons of mass destruction and therefore must
be dealt with siniaiihaneously. But it is simply not accurate to give
the whole class of chemical weapons the label of weapons of mass
destruction. Is an incapacitating chemical agent a weapon of mass
destruction? I think not. Moreover, is it suggested that all weapons
of mass destruction must be treated simultaneously? Is it seriously
,o be consi.dered that nuclear weapons, which are unquestionably
weapons of mass destruction, must be eliminated at the same time
as biological and chemical weapons or the latter will not be dealt
with at all? Again I think the answer is negative.
6. It has been suggested to us also that, logically, chemical and
biological weapons should be treated together because they are
aimed at the destruction of living beings. That seems to us a superficial argument. Bullets are aimed at injuring people, as are shrapnel and virtually all weapons of war. But surely that is not an
argument for treating all weapons in one comprehensive instrument.
7. We have also been told that implementatLon of the United
Kingdom proposal would undermine the rules embodied in the
Geneva Protocol because the Geneva Protocol deals with both
kinds of weapons. 3 That, frankly, is incomprehensible to us. The
Geneva Protocol outlaws the use of both types of weapons. It
would of course strengthen the Geneva Protocol in every possible
respect if we could immediately conclude an effective and reliable
treaty eliminating both types of weapons. That, however, is not
possible and we do not know at this time whether or when it will
be possible. Under these circumstances it seems to us self-evident
that it would be a strengtl1 ening, not a weakening, of the Protocol
to eliminate either class of weapon. If either class .',ere eliminated,
then surely it would be less likely that that type of weapon would
be utilized, and thus the Geneva Protocol would be strengthened
to that extent.
3 Documerts on Diarm'ament,1969,

pp. 764-765.
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8. However, the distinguished representative of the Soviet
Union has told us on a number of occasions that implementation
of the United Kingdom proposal...constitutes a direct danger in that it will promote the b.:ild • by States of arsenals
cf chema,-sl weapons and increase the risk of the use of such v, .,apons in international
conrffits.4

That assertion cannot be supported either by experience or by
logic. As to experience, I can state that the United States has
completely halted the production of biological weapons since President Nixon's statement of last November-almost a year ago. During that time we have not produced any lethal chemical weapons
either, and we are not producing them at this time. We wonder
what the representath e of the Soviet Union could have in mind. If
what is happening in the United States is not relevant, which
countries does the Soviet representative believe would be stintalated to greater production of chemical weapons by the adoption
of the United Kingdom draft convention?
9. That is, of course, a rhetorical question. We do not believe
that any country will be stimulated to greater production of
chemical weapons by a treaty obligation to renounce biological
we•,pons. The logic of this assertion is evident, since the two classes
of weapons have different functions. Biological weapons are unquestionably weapons of mass destruction. In view of the time
required for them to take effect, they I"o not have much utility as
weapons of retaliation or deterrence. Chemical weapons, on the
other hand, have been utilized in the past as tactical weapons.
They have an immediate, not a delayed, effect; they are more
predictable and controllable in their action; and they are thus
effective retaliatory weapons-weapons whose possession by one
Power deters their use by some other Power; they are primarily
battlefield weapons. Accordingly, the two types of weapons
broadly serve different functions and it is unsound, therefore, to
conclude that if you give one of them up you can make up for
that by increased production with respect to the other.
10. We have explained all of this earlier. Nevertheless we have
continued to hear repetitions of the argument that giving up
biological weapons would stimulate production of chemical
weapons. Let us leave behind the period in which such arguments
are substituted for genuine analyses of the relevant factors,
whether they be political, military or technical.
11. Before concluding this section of my statement on biological weapons I should like to summarize the essential reasoai why
the Unittd States believes that biological weapons can and should
be treated separately from chemical weapons. Basically, biological
weapons are different from chemical weapons; and that truth
has been demonstrated by over fitty years of history. No amount
of argumentatiov ,can persuade us that the two types of weapons
4Ante. p. 387.
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are the same when one has been made use of in warfare and the
other has not.
12. Please note that I have said that the two.classes of weapons
a1-e different, not that one is more important or more urgent or
more dangerous than the other. That is not where we base our
argument in favour of separate treatment for the two classes. Both
are important; both are urgent; both are dangerous. But one class
presents a relatively simple disarmament problem; the other
presents a very complex task. One can be dealt with rather
quickly; the other can.iot. That simple truth, based on years of
history and the unavoidable facts of contemporary life, lies at the
heart of our attitude towards the control of chemical anl
biological weapoas.
13. Turning now to the control of chemical wearions, I have
already said that we are pleased that this Committee has begun its
investigation of problems that must be looked into if we seriovtiy
hope to achieve workable prohibitions in the field of chemical
weapons. In particular, I refer to such contributions as the
working papers of Canada,' Japan,6 Italy, 7 Sweden, 8 Yugoslavia, 9 the United Kingdom' 0 and others. However, those papers
obvicusly represent only a beginning. It will take time to do the
research required in order to give sensible, helpful answers to the
important questions posed, for example, in the Canadian working
paper. For our part, we shall study these working papers carefully
and shall attempt next year to carry forward the essential
exploration of all the technical, military and political problems
involved.
14. 1 said that it will take time to get seriously into all the
proble-is of chemical weapons, and that we have recently only
just begun to do so. Naturally the. question arises, how much time
might be required before we are in a position actually to frame .draft instrument prohibiting manufacture and stockpiling of
caf.mical weapons? No one can answer that question. We hope, of
coursec, that it will take less rather than more time However, if we
are to be jealistic we must appreciate that in the case of other
important agreements in the arms-control field it took many years
before there was a suffi:ient degree of understanding, a sufficient
breadth of consernsus, to ripen into concrete agreement. A test ban
was first pr,,poseo ir, the early 1950s. Technical expertse was
gained in the late 1950s at a Geneva mceting o. experts:
negotiations took place ':cth in the late 1950s and in the early
1960s; but, as we all kiiow, a partial test ban was concluded only
in 1963.V'
'Ante, pp. 37. .s79.

"CC..D/288;antt, pn. 379-382.
'Ante, pp. 270-272, 388-390.
'CCD/287.
'Ante. pp. 382-385.
:*Ante, pp. 432-436.
''Documentson Dsawrn.ment, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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15. 1 cite that point not to demonstrate that any particular
number of years must necessarily elapse before the international
community is able to record a br-:.adly-accepted international
agreement on chemical weapons. i mention it only to remind us
that we have a long and difficult road ahead, particularly since the
terrain we must traverse is virtually, uncharted.,
16. One thing, however, is absolutely certain if we a-e to reach
our goal. We shall not be assisted by statements such as those
,made on a number of recent occasions by the sponsors of the
socialist drafL treaty,' 2 to the effect that technical studies are
excuses to avoid progress. It would, after all, be at least equally
plausible to suggest that the sponsorship of an impractical and
seriously defective treaty was motivated by a desire to avoid
progress. Howeve!r, we notice at least one enc.-,•-a4ing statement
from the Soviet delegation. At our meeting on 11 August Mr.
Roshchin said:
...elaborating and agreeing on forms and methods of control is a complex, involved
process in which numerous political and military-technical factors play a part. 1 3

Trat statement has our complete agreement.
17. It follows from what I have said about the necessity for
detailed, serious study of the problems of controlling chemical
weapons that the draft convention put forward at the General
Assembly by the Soviet Union, two of its constituent republics,

and six of its allies simply does not measure up to its proclaimed
objectives. It does not begin to cope with the problems inherent in
the task of controlling chemical weapons, and therefore it cannot

p)ssibly be a basis for negotiation.
18. The inadequacy of this socialisi draft treaty is particularly
evident in two areas. First, it is impossible to ascertain from
studying the text, or the explanations that have been given to us,
what is being prohibited. Second, whatever is being prohibited, the
means of verification are virtually non-existent.
19. Article 1 of the socialist draft convention states that each
party ... undertakes not to develop, produce, stockpile or otherwise acquire chemical and
bacieriological (biological) weapons.

The dra.t, however, contains no definition of what is a chemical
weapon. This is an important matter. Is it intended to prohibit
only weapons in the sense of munitions that have already been
filled with chemical agents? Is it intended to permit unlimited
stockpiling of chemical substances which have been manufactured
for use in munitions but have not yet been placed in munitionssubstances such as mustard gas and nerve agents? What is the
intention of the draft with respect to chemicals which are used in
" Ibid.. 1969, pp 455-457.
''Ante p, 399.
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,.ndustry but can also be used directly to inflict casualties on the
battlefield? I refer, of course, to substances like chlorine and
phosgene, which we all know were effective in past wrs. Chlorine,
for example, was effectively used in the battle of Ypres when the
gas was released from ordinary industrial cor.tainers that had been
transported from the factory to the front.
20. Those are not abstract questions. They must be considered
and they must be answered. We say, not that they are insoluble,
but tha. we shall arrive at sound solutions only after serious
study-study along the lines suggested by our Canadian and Italian
colleagues, and by yourself, Mr. Chairman.
21. With respect to the scope of prohibition, the socialist draft
is obviously defective in yt. t another way. Mr. Roshchin told us at
our meeting on 14 July that as a result of this convention all-and
I emphasize "all"-chemical and bacteriological weapons "would
be destroyed and would cease to exist". He continued: "That
understanding stems clearly from the draft convention proposed
by the socialist States and no additions or changes in the text are
required.''14 I take it that we may assume not only from the
statement I have just quoted, but from other statements of the
Soviet Union as well, that tear-gas munitions are considered by the
Soviet Union to be chemical weapons.
22. Is it, then, the proposal of the Soviet Union and of the six
other countries associ:• d with that proposal that all tear-gas
munitions, which h ..ve -en used to maintain internal order in
over sixty ccuritaies, are tV be completely elimipated? If that is
not their proposal, ffhen sure;- some standards or limits as to types
and amounts of tear-gas mutaitions to be possessed would have to
be worked out. And surely there would have to be some procedure
at the very least foi ivporting, or for control, regarding the te,;-gas
rnmnitions retained. But we see no such provisio-A of any 2Ort in
!h% ýc36list draft convention. So perhaps it is not incorrZct to
i ssurje that this draft contemplates the complete elimination of
all tear-gas rnmnitions. We would welcome clarification.
23, 1 have said that the second major deficiency of the socialist
draft convention is that it is seriously lacking in provisions for
verifi',atioa. That remark takes account of the amendment
proposed by the Polish delegation and othrs, whereby it is
expressly recognized that States may :,odge complaints before the
Security Council.' ' As we have pointed out before, a provision
recognizing the existing right to make a complaint to the Security
Council is inadequate for prohibitions on production and stockpiling, because it may not be known whether or not there are
grounds for complaint until it is too late.
24. With respect to the basic qiiestion of verification, we must
point out that this is indeed a real and a serious problem. The
4 Ante,
5' Ante.

p. 316.
p. 140.
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Soviet representative has stated on several occasions that the
ability to retaliate against the use of chemical weapons is a
deterrent to their first use by others. I take that to be the meaning
of the Soviet deiegat.on's working paper, which states that the
existing reservations to the Geneva Protocol provided the basis for
a warning to the Axis Powers in the Second World War. Let me
recall the statement then issued by President Roosevelt, on 8 June
1943. In that statement the President of the United States
promised "full and swift retaliation in kind", and warned... the Axis armies and the Axis people in Europe and Asia that the terrible
ocnsequences of any use of these inhumane methods on their part will be brought down
swiftly and surely upon their own heads. 6

25. Since the Soviet Union is apparently of the same view as
the United States with respect to the relationship between the
ability to retaliate and the ability to deter, we must assume that
the Soviet Union maintains substantial stockpiles of chemical
weapons for possible use if it is attacked with chemical weapons.
However, as must be evident from the working paper which the
United States submitted on 16 July,' 7 it is extremely difficult to
know, tor example from photographs, what quantity of chemical
agents or munitions has been manufactured or is continuing to be
manufactured in any industrial country. In these circumstances
the United States would have no way of knowing, if the socialist
draft convention were to be adopted, whether all or only a
fraction of the existing chemical weapons possessed by Lhe Soviet
Union had been destroyed pursuant to the treaty, or whether the
Soviet Union was continuing to produce chemical munitions or
was retaining a capability to produce chemical munitior. quickly
and secretly. Thus what die Soviet delegatioli is calling for is not
so much "a political decision" as "an act of faith."
26. It is often said that chemical weapon- are not likely
themselves to be decisive weapons in modern war. Thazt is to say, it
is sometimes asserted that if one side in a major conflict had
retained s.'~ie chemical weapons but the other side had not, that
would not make the difference between victory or defeat. It is
therefore coTicludcd that risks may be accepted in the interest of
takini an important stcp fc. ,vard in the field of arns control.
27. We submit that that is seriotsly defective rezsoning. It has
been a fundamental principle of our negotiations in the la-t decade
that auins~control agreements are tc be fashioned in a way that
avoids granting a s,.mificant advantage to one party or another.
Without doubt, the retention of significant quantities of chemical
weapons or agents by one s.At, wuiich would be possible without
detection under the socialist draft -'onvention, could give a
significant advantage to one side and a significant disadvantage to
the other. Such a treaty would be an un.-ound mtasure.
"-DepaTomen" cf State Bulletin, June 12, 1943, p. 507. The Soviet working paper
appears ante. pp. 385-385.
''Anrte, pp. 323,326.
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28. The question arises, what would be adequate verification
fibr a comprehensive chemical-weapons convention? In all frankness we must respond that we do not know the answer to that
question. Only future study-detailed and serious study by many
countries working here in a realistic way on all the elements of the
problem-will in time provide the answer.
29. The international community has recently concluded one
treaty which does contain procedures for reliable international
verification. That is, of course, the non-proliferaticn Treaty.' 8 An
interesting parallel exists between that treaty and th. problem of a
chemical-weapons convention; although the distinctions are, of
course, also apparent. In both situations it is important to consider
the means of controlling materials which go into the weapons. in
the case of nuclear weapons it was deemed essential to have
controls applied over fissionable materials; in the case of chemical
weapons there is inescapably a problem of what control should
exist over the agents, such as nerve agents and mustard, which
would go into chemical munitions. The no- -proliferation Treaty
shows us a kind of verification which the Soviet Union considered
appropriate, indeed necessary, on the territory of other States in
order to gain assurance that other parties were not making
weapons contrary to the prohibionrts of the treaty.
30. I should like to call attention to another provision of the
socialist draft treaty-that is paragraph 3 of article 7. According to
the text in United Nations document A/7655, that paragraph says
that the socialist convention would enter into force after the
deposit of a certain number of instruments of ratification,
... including the instruments of ratification uf the governments of States which are
permanent members of the United Nations Security Councii and of other Governments
designated as depositaries of the Convention."'

We wonder what would be the practical result of that provision. Is
the Soviet Union proposing that a comprehensive prohibitioti 'l
chemical and biological weapons should come into force only a 'Atr
it is ratified by each permanent member of tL-. Security Council?
In other words, is the Soviet Union suggesting that each
permanent member may determine whether or not this treaty ever
enters into force?
31. I would not mention this matter if it were a mere
techniLality related to the so-called formal or final provisions f
the draft treaty. In fact, the question of which countries, and how
many, are essential parties for any arms-control treaty is 3 matter
of basic significance. 1 find it curious, therefore, that the sociaiist
draft uses this highly unusual formulation-indeed, I know of no
precedent for it-, since the Soviet Union and its allies were
prepared to accept the ratifications only of the United States, the
United Kingdom and the Soviet Union as sufficient for the limited
"Documents on Disarmament, 1968. pp. 461-465.
'fbid., 1969, p. 456.
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test-ban Treaty and the nuclear non-proliferation Treaty to come
into force. The extraordinary and unusuallf cumbersome procedure for the socialist draft convention on chemical and
bacteriological (biological) weapons to come into force suggests at
the very least that the Soviet Union may not actually assign that
degree of urgency to the problem of those weapons that the
representative of thc Soviet Union has claimed on a number of
occasions.
32. Permit me to quote on-.: such statement:
In view of the danger, increased r. recent years, of the use of chemical and
bacteriological agents of warfare, anu in view of the creation in several countries of
particularly destructive weapons of this type, the problem of their complete prohibition
has become extremely urgent. 2 *

Frankly, I find it difficult to reconcile that remark with the
unusual formula proposed for the coming into effect of the
socialist draft convention.
33. Much has been said in this Cummittee about the need to
take political decisions. It is indisputable that governments must at
some point take political decisions with respect to arms-control
treaties that are ripe for conclusion. On 18 August the distinguished representative of the United Kingdom explained at
considerable length what inevitably must be involved in the
process of making responsible political decisions. 2'1 Those
comments seem to us particularly wise and revealing, and the
United States delegation associates itself fully with them.
34A. When the question of political decisions arises it is also
relevant to consider what political decisions have already been
taken by important participants in negotiations. Permit me
to summarize the political decision which has already been taken
by the United States. That is a decision to renounce the
production and stockpiling of bioiop• "al weapons and to work as
hard as possible for a broadly-acceped international agreement in
which others would join in renouncing biological weapons. That
decision was taken in the belief that a biological-weapons treaty
might be elaborated and concluded, provided there was good will
on all sides, in the relatively near future. TXkt decision was
accompanied by a decision to work within this Committee in a
serious way on the problems that may permit us in time to achieve
further prohibitions regarding chemical weapons.
35. It seems to us that the decision taken last year by the
Soviet Union was a very different sort of political decision. It was
a decision %-).in with its allies in submitting to the General
Assembly, at a time when this Committee was in session and had
under consideration the subject of chemical and biological
weapons, a draft treaty which by its sweeping character had an
immediate superficial political appeal but which swept under the
" 41 Ante, pp. 14-15.
" Antep. 438.
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rug a great many difficult problems. And at the same time,
apparently, the Soviet Union decided to oppose in this Committee
the detailed technical investigation of these problems, a greater
under.tanding of which could permit us to make real progress with
respect to a treaty of chemical weapons.
36. As I indicated earlier, the United States does agree with one
of the principal points made by the representative of the Soviet
Union during these debates. This is the point that the possession
by one or another nation of chemical wea*pons can deter the
initiation of their use. We do not agree, however, that this applies
to biological weapons. We believe that governments should study
seriously the political, technical and military considerations which
should lead them to join the United States, the Unitcd Kingdom
and other countries in deciding that biological weapons need not
be produced and stockpiled and thus kept available for retaliation.
37. We have taken our far-reaching decision because of our
assessment that biological weapons do not have an effective
retaliatory capability-an assessment that all countries and mankind as a whole would be better off if we were to take a political
decision that even the use of disease as a weapon of war by one
country would not result in additional disease being visited upon
mankind by other countries. We continue to hope that still more
countries, including the Soviet Union, will be prepared to take this
decision. When that happens we shall be able to take an important
step forward-the negotiation and conclusion of a treaty banning
the production and stockpiling of biological weapons. Such a step
would be an important strengthening of the Geneva Protocol,
which P,-,sident Nixon has just submitted to the United States
Senate for advice and consent to ratification 2 2 ; and it would be a
significant encouragement to us in our efforts to make progress as
rapidly as we can towards a treaty on chemical weapons.

U.A.R. Wodkng Paper Submitted to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament: Suggestions on Measures of Verification of v. Ban on Chemical and Biological Weapons, September 1, 1970'
1. When dealing with the issue of verification of CBW, the

following points need to be taken into account:
(a) CW cannot be banned without adequate verification.
(b) Agreement on a procedure of verification, despite apparent
difficulties, is not out of reach.
(c) Verification need not be 100 per cent effective. That would

be both unnecessary and impossible to achieve.
2

2 See

ante, pli. 44.J-446.

'CCD/314, Sep,. 1, 1970.
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(d) Verification has both a technical and a political aspect.
These two aspects must be, as much as possible, reconciled.
(e) Aspects of verification must be considered in such a way a•
to produce a solution properly adjusted to present day facts and
conditions.
(f) Proced-ures of verification should be both national and
international. They should complement one another in the most
suitable manner.
2. Procedures of verification should fulfill two purposes: a
preventive one, seeking
,..cv1-occurrence of a violation, and a
curative one, to ascertain responsibilities in case a violation has
been committed. These purposes could, perhaps, be best achieved
by the following means:
._

(a) Each state party to the treaty is to undertake, within a
certain period of time from the entry into force of the treaty all
necessary legal, administrative and otherwise practical measures,
conducive to ensure the respect of the prohibitions and the
elimination of stockpiles of the banned weapons. Furthermore,
each party should inform the Security Council, or perhaps an
impartial international body agreed to, on the steps it took in this
regard, as well as on the completion of the elimination of its
stockpiles. This procedure could be repeated whenever deemed
necessary.
(b) Each state party is to undertake the forwarding of relevant
basic information to be agreed upon to the above mentioned
impartial international body with a view to assist the technical
process of verification. Furthermore, assistance of existing competent international organs such as WHO, FAO etc.... could be
called upon.
(c) In case of doubt arising concerning the activities of a state
this would have to be reported to the Security Council which
could take the necessary measures of investigation. A complaint
could be, of course, directly lodged with the Security Council.
3. These procedures would notably increase in efficacy and
credibility ii there would be incorporated in the treaty a
provision on withdrawal therefrom as well as another regarding a
review conference. This would be a proper safeguard for ensuring
the respect by all of the (ýk-';ations entered upon.
Revised American-Soviet Draft Treaty on the Prohibition of the
Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mans
Destruction on the Sea-Bed and the ocean Floor and in the
Subsoil Thereof, September 1, 1970'
The States Parties to this TrEaty,
'CCD/269/Rev. 3, Sept. 1, 1970.
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Recognizing the common interest of mankind in the progress of
the exploration and use of the seabed and the ocean floor for
peaceful purposes,
Considering that the prevention of a nuclear arms race on the
seabed and the ocean floor serves the interests o.f maintaining
world pezce, reduces international tensions, and strengthens
friendly relations among States,
Convinced that this Treaty constitutes a step towards the
excluqion of the seabed, the ocean floor and the subsoil thereof
from the a-ms race,
Convinced that this Treaty constitutes a step towards a Treaty
on general and complete disarmament under strict and effective
international control, and determined to continue negotiations to
this end,
Convinced that this Treaty will further the purposes and
principles of the Charter of the United Nations, in a manner
consistent with the principles of internationai law and without
infringing the freedoms of the high seas,
Have agreed as follows:
Article I
1. The States Parties to this Treaty undertake not to emplant
or emplace on the seabed and the ocean floor and in the subsoil
thereof beyond the outer limit of a seabed zone as defined in
Article 11 any nuclear weapons or any other types of weapons of
mass destruction as well as structures, launching installations or
any other facilities specifically designed for storing, testing or
using such weapons.
2. The undertakings of paragraph I of this Article shall als'o
apply to the seabed zone referred to in the same paragraph, except
that within such seabed zone, they shall not apply either to the
coastal State or to the seabed beneath its territorial waters.
3. The States Parties to this Treaty undertake not to assist,
encourage or induce any State to carry out activities referred to in
paragraph I of this Article adld not to participate in any other way
in such actions.
Article 11
For the purpose of this Treaty the outer limit of the seabed
zone referred to in Article I shall be coterminous with the
twelve-mile outer limit of the zone referred to in Part 11 of the
Convention on the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone,
signed in Geneva on 29 April 19582 and shall be measured in
accordance with the provisions of Part 1, Section 11, of this
Convention and in accordance with international law.
Article III
I.In order to promote the objectives of and ensure compliance
with the provisions of this Treaty, each State Party to the Treaty
215 UST 1606.
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shall have the right to verify through observation the activities of
other States Parties to the Treaty on the seabed and the ocean
floor and ir the subsoil thereof beyond the zone referred to in
Article I, provided that observation does not interfere with such
activities.
2. If after such observation reasonable doubts remain concerning the fulfilment of the obligations assumed under the Treaty, the
State Party having such doubts and the State Party that is
responsible for the activities giving rise to the doubts shall consult
with a view to removing the doubts. if the doubts persist, the
State Party having such doubts shall notify the other States
Parties, and the Parties concerned shall co-operate on such further
procedures for verification as may be agreed, including appropriate
inspection of objects, structures, installations or other facilities
that reasonably may be expected to be of a kind described in
Article J. The Parties in the region of the activities, including any
coastal State, and any other Party so requesting, shall be entitled
to participate in such consultation and co-operaticn. After
completion of the further procedures for verification, an appropriate report shall be circulated to ether Parties by the Party that
initiated such procedures.
3. If the State responsible for the activities giving riseý to the
reasonable doubts is not identifiable by observation of the object,
structure, installation or other facility, the State Party having such
doubts shall notify and make appropriate inquiries of States
Parties in the region of the activities and of any other State Party.
If it is ascertained through these inquiries that a particular State
Party is responsible for the activities, that State Party shall consult
and co-operate with other Parties as provided in paragraph 2 of
this Article. If the identity of the State responsible for the
activities cannot be ascertained through th-se inquiries, then
further verification procedures, including inspection, may be
undertaken by the inquiring State Party, which shall invite the
participation of the Parties in the region of the activities, including
any coastal State, and of any other Party desiring to co-operate.
4. If consultation and co-operation pursuant to paragraphs 2
and 3 )f this Article have not removed the doubts concerning the
activities and there iemains a serious question concerning fulfilment of tiie obligations assumed under this Treaty, a State Party
may, in 'Accordance with the provisions of the Charter of the
United Nations, refer tbe matter to the Security Council, which
may take ictiin in accordance with the Charter.
5. Verification pursuant to this Article may be undertaken by
any State Party us:ing its own means, or with the f:!l or partial
assistance of any other State Party, or through approrriate
international procedures within the framework of the United
Nations and in accordance with its Chartex.
6. Verification activities pursuant to this Treaty shall not
interfere with activities of othec States Parties and shall be

43,-"S 0

. 711
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conducted with due regard for rights recognized under international law including the freedoms of the high seas and the rights of
coastal States with respect to the exploration and exploitation of
their contineittal shelves.
Article IV
Nothing in this Treaty shall be interpreted .ýs supporting or
prejudicing the position of any State Party with respect to existing
international conventions, including the 1958 Convention on the
Temtorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone, or with respect to rights
or claims which such State Party may assert, or with respect to
recognition or non-recognition of rights or claims asserted by any
other State, related to waters off its coasts; including inter alia
territorial seas and contiguous zones, or to the seabed and the
ocean floor, including continental shelves.
Article V
The Parties to this Treaty undertake to continue negotiations in
good faith concerning further measures in the field of disarmament for the prevention of an arms race on the seabed, the oceani
floor, and the subsoil thereof.
Article VI
Any State Party may propose amendments to this Treaty.
Amendments shall enter into force for each State Party accepting
the amendments upon their acceptance by a majority of the States
Parties to the Treaty and thereafter for each remaining State Party
on the date of acceptance by it.
Article VII
Five years after the entry into force of this fLcaty, a cotiference
of Parties to the Treaty shall be held in Geneva, Switzerland, in
order to review the operation of this Treaty with a 'i.w to
assuring that the purposes of the preamble and the provisions of
the Treaty arc being realized. Such review shall take into account
any relevant technological developments. The review conference
shall determine in accordance with the views of a majority of
those Parties attending whether and %lien an additional review
conference shall be convened.
Article VIII
Each State Party to this Treaty shall in exercising its national
sovereignty have the right to withdraw from this Treaty if it
decides that extraordinary events related to the subject matter of

this Treaty have jeopardized the supreme interests of its country.
It shall give notice of such withdrawal to all other States Parties to
the Treaty and to the United Nations Security Council three
months in advance. Such notice shall include a statement of the

AMERICAN-SOVIE,
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extraordinary events it considers to have jeopardized itts

..

preme

interests.
A , ticle IX
The provisions of this Treaty shall in no way afect the
obligations assumed by States Parties to the Treaty under
international instruments establishing zones free trom nuclear
weapons.
Article X
1. This Treaty shall be open for signature to all States. Any
State which does not sign the Treaty before its entry into force in
accordance with paragraph 3 of this Article may accede to L at
any time.
2. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification by signatory
States. Instruments of ratification and of accession shall be
deposited with the Governments of

which are hereby

designAted the Depositary Goý-_rnm ents.
3. This Treaty shall enter into force after the deposit of
instruments of ratification by twenty-two Governments, including
the Governments designated as Depositary Governments of this
Treaty.
4. For States whose instruments of ratification or accession are
deposited after the entry into force of this Treaty it shall enter
into force on the date of the deposit of their instruments of
ratification or accession.
5. The Depositary Governments shall promptly inform the
Givernments of all signatory and acceding States of the date of
each signature, of the date of deposit of each instrument of
ratification or of accession, of the date of the entry into force of
this Treaty, and of the receipt of other notices.
6. This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary Governments pursuant to Article 102 of the Charter of the United
Nations.
Article XI
This Treaty, the Chinese, English, French, Russian and Spai,4h
texts of which are equally authentic, shall be deposited in the
archives of the Depositary Gove-nments. Duly certified copies of
this Treaty shall be transmitted by the Depositary Governments to
the Governments of the Statcs signatory and acceding thereto.
In witness whercof the undersigned, being duly authorized
thereto, have signed this Treaty.
Done in

at

day of

,this
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Revised Draft
Sea-Bed Treaty, September 1, 1970'
Today the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament is
receiving for consideration a new revised draft treaty on the
prohibition of the emplacement of nuclear weapons and other
weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed and the ocean floor
and in the subsoil thereof.2 This newly-revised draft is the product
of the lengthy and comprehensive discussions and consultations
which took place in 1969 and 1970, both in the Committee and at
the General Assembly. During those discussions and consultations,
all the provisions of the draft treatv were examined and carefully
pondered. The views and suggestions advanced nave been taken
into account in the process of preparing this draft, and those
passages which produced the greatest 0fferences of opinion have
been worked on with particular care.
3. Let me now review the changes that have been introduced in
the new draft as compared with the draft of 23 April. 3
4. First of all, the draft treaty now has a new article-article
V-which refers to an undertaking by the parties to the treaty"... to continue negotiations in good faith concerning further
measures in the field of disarmament for the prevention of an arms
race on the sea-bed, the ocean floor, and the subsoil thereof."
The new article envisages further steps to demilitarize the sea-bed,
and reflects the interest of the vast majority of the States members
of the Committee in negotiations to that end. It is based on the
Swedish amendment,' which was included as one of the proposals
in the working papc,- of nine non-aligned States.5 The acceptance
of this .,ew article entails the consequential deletion of the last
part of the former third preambular paragraph, namely the words
"and determined to continue negotiationis concerning further
measures leading to this end."
5. It is worth noting in this connexion that on 18 June the
representative of Poland provosed that the Committee should
keep on its agenda the questitn of preventing an arm,; race on the
sea-bed so that thz members of the Committee could". raise the question of further steps leadine 4o the demilitarization of this important area whenever they see that a question is ripe
for discussion, without waiting for the review conference.."6
'CCD/PV. 492, o',. 5-10.
'Supra.
"Ante, pp. 185-188.
'Documents on Diwrmement, 1969. p. 486.
Ante, pp. 349-350.

"CCD/PV. 47 1, p. 7.
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We fully support that proposal by the Polish delegation, and
conider that in conjunction with the new article V of the draft
treaty it will open the way to further progress in the demilitarization of the sea-bed. We understand that this proposal is endorsed
by the other delegations and that the question of the further
demilitarization of the sea-bed and ocean floor accordingly
remains on the Committee's agenda.
6. At the meeting of 9 July the Mexican delegation expressed
its view on the need to prohibit the use of the continental shelf for
military purposes. 7 That suggestion, along with other ideas put
forward by various delegations with regard to a more extensive
demilitarization )f the sea-bed and ocean floor, will have to be
considered during the ncgotiations feferred to in article V of
today's draft and in the Polish proposal. It goes without saying
that nothing in the present treaty is to be interpreted as affecting
obligations that States may assume as a result of future negotiations on the demilitarization of the sea-bed, or obligations already
assumed by States parties to any other international agreement
relating to disarmament. That is an obvious consequence of the
letter and spirit of article IV of the draft treaty.
7. 1 should now like to turn to the amendments made in article
Ill.
8. Many delegations have urged that the verification system
provided by the treaty should include the possibility of recourse
to iiternational procedures. The provision to that effect contained
in the working paper of the nine non-aligned countries has been
added to paragraph 5 of article HI, which now states that
verification may be undertaken by a State party to the treaty not
only by its owr means or with the full or partial assistance of any
other State party, but also "through appropriate international
procedures within the framework of the United Nations and in
accordance with its Chatter". We believe that wording, the search
for which required the joint efforts and goodwill of the members
of the Committee, constitutes the optimum version, and we think
it satisfies the maximum number of participants in the nezgotiations.
9. There are two modifications in paragraph 6 of article Ill.
First, in response to the views expressed by the delegations of
Brazil" and Argentina,9 the reference to rights recognized under
international law including the freedoms of the high seas has been
moved from paragraph ' to paragraph 6. Secon(ly, in consideration of the wishes of those two countries and of Mexico,' o a
change has been made in the wording of the p,,rt referring to the
ri~hts of coastal States with respect to their continental shelves.
pp. 475,
299-308
"7Ante,
'CCD'pV.
p. 25.
"Ante, p. 285.
'Ante. pp. 305-308.
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The difference between the new wording and the old is that it now
has a more general character. In the consultations on this revision
one of the premises of the participants was article !V of the draft,
which provides that nothing in the treaty is to be interpreted as
supporting or prejudicing the rights or claims of States with
respect to continental shelves.
10. Further, in paragraph 2 of article III there are now some
additional provisions which set out in greater detail the procedure
for notifying States parties regarding doubts which might arise
with respect to observance of the treaty and also the results of
verification procedures. The basis for those revisions was the
proposal of the nine non-aligned States, to which I have already
referred.
11. The same paragraph and paragraph 3 contain changes which
strengthen the wording concerning the rights of States parties,
including any coastal State, to participate in consultations and
co-operation and also in further verification procedures. Those
revisions, suggested by Brazil' I and Argentina,' 2 have received
the support of other States.
12. Article III in its present form establishes a reliable and
flexible system of verification of the cobservance by States parties
of the obligations they have assumed. It provides for observation
of the activities of other States parties to the sea-bed treaty;
notification of States parties of doubts concerning the observance
of the treaty; co-operation and consultation between the parties,
including any coastal State; notification of the results of verification, and lastly such investigation procedures as inspection. In
addition to Uie national forms of verification, the verification
system includes international procedures and the possibility of
recourse by Stawes to the Sei,.w-ty Council for the examination of
doubts regarding observance cf the treaty.
13. We have also taken into account the fact that in practice
there might be cases where, because of various political circumstances connected with a party's relations with other States or
associated with the general international situation, it could not
enter into the consultatiois provided for in article IIl of the draft
treaty. On that question we deem it necessary to repeat the
statement we made on 23 April, in which we said that the
provision of paragraph 2 of article III on the holding of
consultations between States parties for the purpose of removing
possible doubts concerning the observance of the treaty is not, of
course, an iJdispensable prerequisite for the exercise by the parties
of their right under paragraph 4 to refer the matter to the Security
Council in accordance with the United Nations Charter where
there are serious grounds for doing so. Consequently any State

"CCD/264, Aug. 21, 1969.

"Documentson Dianament,1969, p. 704.
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party to the treaty may apply directly to the Security Council
even without resorting to consultations.' 3

14. During the discussions on the draft sea-bed treaty the
delegation of Mexico and some other delegations suggested that in
paragraph 2 of article I the words "or to the sea-bed beneath its
territorial waters" should be deleted. In that connexion I should
like to recall that those words were the outcome of prolonged and
difficult negotiations both in the Committee on Disarmament and
at the twenty-fourth session of the United Nations General
Assembly. In arriving at this form of words we took into account
the proposals of a number of States. Naturally it bears the stamp
of the discussion during which it was drafted. We firmly maintain
that the provisions of paragraph 2 of article I completely exclude
the possibility that any State should engage in activities prohibited
by the treaty on the sea-bed in the area between the territorial
waters of another State, if these are less than twelve miles, and the
outer limit of the twelve-mile zone. This quite obviously does not
mean that such activities are permitted under the territorial waters
of another State.
15. The Mexican delegation renewed the proposal it made at
the twenty-fourth session of the United Nations General Assembly
to include in the article on nuclear-free zones-article IX of the
newly revised draft-an undertaking by States parties to the treaty
not to contribute to .the commission in the zone referred to in
article I of acts involving a violation of obligations undertaken by
those parties under an agreement on nuclear-free zones." 4 In that
connexion we should like to refer to paragraph 3 of article 1,
which embodies the obligation not to induce other States to carry
out -,-tivities prohibited by the treaty. We interpret that paragraph
as fully covering the Mexican proposal and as not allowing the

activities mentioned in that proposal.
16. The delegation of the United Arab Republic made a
suggestion concerning article VIII of the former draft-which is
article IX of the new revised draft. Speaking on 7 July Mr.
Khallaf, the representative of the United Arab Republic, suggested
that there should be a reservation in that article to the effect that
the treaty would not affect the obligations of States under other
nuclear disarmament agreements, and in particular the non-proliferation Treaty.' I We should like to emphasize that this is covered
by article IV of the draft treaty, which applies to all international
agreements, including the non-proliferation Treaty. The article
states thatNothing in this Treaty shall be interpreted as supporting or prejudicing the position of
any State Party with respect to existing international conventions ....
" See ante, p. 178.
''See ante, pp. 331-337.

's For Ambassador Khallafs statement, se CCD/PV. 476, pp. 20-21. The nonproliferation treaty may be found in Documents on Disrmament. 1968. pp. 461-465.
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17. As we have said before, we attach great importance to this
article of the draft treaty, which concerns the problem of the
relationship between the obligations assumed under the present
treaty and the positions of States with respect to other existing
international conventions. We have repeatedly stressed that the
provisions of the sea-bed treaty are designed solely to accomplish
the purpose that the treaty is designed; to serve-namely, to
prevent the extension of the, race in nuclear and other weapons of
mass destruction to the sea-bed. The treaty is not intended to
solve numerous questions of international law, including the law
of the sea, to confirm or annul obligations assumed by States
under other international agreements, or to prejudge possible
future solutions in that sphere. In our view article IV of the draft
treaty fully serves that end.
18. In summing up the results of the long, strenuous effort to
prepare and- agree on the draft treaty, we feel fully justified in
saying that the draft treaty now before the Committee represents
a fusion of the positions and points of view, not only of the States
members of the Committee on Disarmament, but also of the much
larger body of States that participated in the discussion of this
problem during the twenty-fourth session of the United Nations
General Assembly. This universal approach testified to the great
importance that is attached to the problem of excluding the
sea-bed from the -ýrms race and, first and foremost, the nuclear
arms race. The importance and significance of the draft treaty on
the sea-bed have been stressed by many delegations both in this
Committee and in the General Assembly. The representative of
Morocco, for example, stated that his country". . attaches greOt importance to the speedy conclusion of a
treaty excluding the sea-bed from the nuclear arms race, as a first
step towards the more complete demilitarization of that environment, so necessary to the survival and well-being of humanity". 16
The Head of the Pakistan delegation stressed that "the draft treaty
is in the interests of all the countries of the world".' ' Many other
delegations have taken a positive view of the draft treaty,
considering it a document of the greatest international importance.
19. The conclusion of this treaty will undoubtedly play an
importa;at part in preventing the spread of nuclear weapons and
other weapons of mass destruction to so important an environment as the sea-bed and the ocean floor, covering two-thirds of the
world's surface. This treaty will be an important step towards the
exclusion of the sea-bed from the sphere of military activities, and
will create favourable conditions for the adoption of other
",1CCD/PV. 477, p. 22.
"Ilbid..

p.
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arms-control and disarmament measures. That is why the treaty is
in the interests of all mankind. Its substance is based on the
premise that all countries and peoples are interested in ensuring
security, and it will no doubt contribute to the lessening of
international tension and the improvement of relations among
States.
20. In conclusion, I should like to express the hope that the
members of the Committee will approve the new revised draft
treaty and that we shall be able to submit it to the General
Assembly at its twenty-fifth session as the final product of our
joint efforts, of our combined labours, during which we have
shown mutual understanding, respect for the views of opponents
and great determination to produce an important international
instrument. We believe that this would be a positive result with
which we could go to the General Assembly's jubilee session. I
should also like to express the hope that the draft treaty will
receive wide support in the General Assembly, that it will be
opened for signature, and that in the near future yet another
useful and necessary international instrument will be added to the
list of existing disarmament agreements.
Statement by the United States Representative (Leonard) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Revised Draft
Sea-Bed Treaty, September 1, 19701
This Committee has travelled a long and difficult road during
the past year. Today the delegations of the Soviet Union and the
United States have submitted a new revised draft of the sea-bed
treaty, the treaty which has consumed so much of our collective
energies.' This draft represents the culmination of a negotiiting
process which had been under way for quite some time even last
October,
when the two delegations presented their first joint
draft. 3
22. As is abundantly evident from the history of the Committee's work since that time, the co-Chairmen put forward that joint
proposal in a spirit of willingness to negotiate. The thoughtful and
energetic participation of all the delegations has led to a profound
improvement in the treaty, making it both more effective and
much more widely acceptable in the international community. In
the process, we believe, this Committee itself has been substantially strengthened.
23. 1 shall comment only briefly on the amendments which
have been incorporated in the new draft, since they are already
'('CD/PV. 492. pp. 10-14.
2 Ante. pp. 475-479.
'Document: on Diwawvment. 1969, pp. 473-475.
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familiar to members of the Committee as a result of extensive
formal and informal consultations.
24. A number of changes have been made in article III in order
to take into account the views of certain delegations concerning
means of avoiding any implication of prejudice to differing
positions on law-of-the-sea issues. In that connexion I want to
emphasize again a point which has been fundamental to these
negotiations: all the provisions of this treaty, including those
relating to verification through observation as well as other
verification activities, are designed to ensure that the treaty will
accomplish its arms-limitation purposes; the provisions of the
treaty are not intended to affect any of the various outstanding
problems regarding the law of the sea. While the United States has
taken this position from the very beginning and has felt that
previous drafts were responsive to this need, we have continued to
work with other delegations to find formulations which all could
accept as being entirely neutral on these issues. We believe that
article Ill as now drafted, together with hite aj ticle IV disclaimer,
which remains unchanged, should remove any remaining doubt as
to the possibility that the treaty might •2fect 'aw-of-.he-sea issues.
25. Let me now note the rIiincipal changes which have been
made in article III as it appeared in the 23 April &Taft.4 First, the
final phrase of paragraph 1, which provides that verificz-tion sall
not infringe rights recognized under international law, iacludirg
the freedoms of the high seas, has been moved to paragraph 6.
This change improves the logical organization of the article and,
we trust, is responsive to some of the suggestions advanced in this
Committee.
26. As suggested by the delegation of Yugoslavia' and in
working paper CCD/297, 6 several changes were made in paragraph
2. First, a requirement has been added that where there are
persistent doubts concerning the fulfilment of obligations assumed
under the treaty, the State party having such doubts shall notify
the other States parties. Moreover, after completion of such
further verification procedures as may be agreed, the State party
which initiated such procedures shall circulate an appropriate
report to the other States parties. This addition is responsive to
the concern of a ..umber of delegations that a party might not
have adequate knowledge of verification activities conducted in
areas in which it felt it had an interest.
27. In connexion with that change, it appeared desirable to
introduce in the second sentence of paragraph 2 the phrase "the
Parties concerned". This term is intended to include the State
party responsible for the activities, the State party having the
doubts and any other States parties which, as parties in the regiolk
or at their own request, are involved.
Ante, pp. 186-187.
ICCD/PV. 473, pp. 28 ff.
'6Ante, pp. 349-350.
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28. At the suggestion of Argentina, 7 Brazil' and others, two
additional points have been clarified. First, a new phrase "including any coastal State" has been added to make it clear beyond
question that a coastal State party would be included in the group
of countries which, as parties in the region, could participate in
consultation and co-operation pursuant to paragraph 2. Second,
the phrase "may per-ticipate" has been changed' to "shall be
entitled to participate", in order to make it clear that such
participation is a right, and not a mere possibility, under this
treaty. The phrase "including any coastal State" has also been
added in paragraph 3.
29. Paragraph 5 has been modified by the addition of the
phrase: "or through appropriate international prccedures within
the framework of the United Nations and in accordance with its
Charter." That, of course, is the formulation proposed by nine
non-aligned delegations in working paper CCD/297. We appreciate
their helpful effort to find language which could be accepted by
all delegations in order to meet the widely-felt need for a reference
in paragr3ph 5 to international procedures.
30. Firlly, paragraph 6 has been rephrased. In addition to the
change I have mentioned, the reference to the rights of coastal
States has been reformulated. The nfw draft refers to rights with
respect to exploration and exploitation. That change was made in
response to the desire expressed by many delegations for a more
general formulation which could not possibly be read as prejudicing or reinforcing any particular view of the scope of rights with
respect to the continental shelf. The deletion of the words
"sovereign or exclusive" from the 23 April draft contributes to the
generality of the language, but it does not in any way call into
question the existence of sovereign or exclusive rights of coastal
States recognized under international law, including the 1958
Geneva Convention on the Continental Shelf.9
31. In concluding my discussion of article 111 1 should like to
recall that a number of the ideas embodied in the amendments 1
have described were suggested by the delegation of Brazil last year
in its working paper ENDC/264.
32. As all delegations are aware, an oper:itive article regarding
further negotiations has been added as article V in the new draft.
In view of the great importance that was attached to such a
provision by a large number of delegations in this Committee, all
of which have been striving with us to elaborate a widely-acceptable treaty, we made intensive efforts to find a formula which we
could accept and which would meet that point satisfactorily. 1
believe that those efforts have been successful. We also note in this
connexion that under the proposal of the Polish delegation, 10
'Ante. pp. 285-286.
'CCD/PV. 473, pp. 25 ff.
9 15 UST 471.
'*CD/PV.
471, p. 7.
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which has been supporttd by many other delegations, the question
of the prevention of an arms race on the sea-bed will remain on
this C, ,'mittee's agenda.
33. 1 have covered in the preceding paragraphs the substance of
the modifications in the current draft. In the light of the fact that
some concern has been expressed about certain other articles of
the treaty, however, I should like to comment briefly on two or
three points.
34. First, a question has been raised as to the relationship
between this treaty and treaties establishing nucleaw-free zones.
The delegation of Mexico, in a working paper of I December
1969, suggested that there be included in the treaty two
provisions, one ensuring that the treaty could not be interpreted as
affecting obligations under treaties establishing nuclear-free zones,
and the second constituting an undertaking not to contribute to a
violation of such obligations.' I The first, of course, was included
in the 23 April draft and appears as article IX in the new draft.
35. With respect to the second suggestion of Mexico for article
IX, it should be noted that paragraph 3 of article 1 of the present
treaty contains an undertaking not to assist, encourage or induce
any State to carry out activities falling within the prohibitions of
paragraph 1 of that article. That provision, of course, would be
fully applicable within any nuclear-free zone, and it would seem to
achieve the same objectives with respect to the activities covered
by the treaty as would the second of the two provisions suggested
by the delegation of Mexico. United States support for the
princinle of nuclear-free zones is a matter of record; and I want to
make it clear that my Government would not take any action
which might prejudice the integrity of a nuclear-free zone.
36. With respect to paragraph 2 of article 1, a question has been
raised whether that clause could lead to ambiguities. We do not
believe that it could. The exemption in paragraph 2 of article I
with respect to the sea-bed beneath the territorial sea within the
sea-bed zone does not in itself constitute granting of permission
for the emplacement of weapons of mass destruction within such
territorial sea. The treaty therefore leaves unaffected the sovereign
authority and control of the coastal State within such territorial
sea.
37. Finally, just as the treaty does not affect obligations
assumed under treaties establishing nuclear-free zones, so also it
does not affect or lessen obligations under other arms-control
treaties, including the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation
of Nuclear
3
Treaty.'
test-ban
limited
Weapons" 2 and the
38. 1 need not remind the members of this Committee what a
complex structure we have developed in this treaty. There is now
" 'A/C. 1/995.
"1Documents on Dkarmament. 1968, pp. 461-465.
"I bid., 1963. pp. 291-293.
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scarcely a word in its main operative part-the first five articleswhich can be touched without upsetting some carefully-balanced
part of our structure of compromise. The difficult balancing of
interests reflected in the instrument should, in our view, be a
matter of pride to each of the delegations of this Committee, for it
has emerged in its present form only as a result of long and
co-operative work on the part of all delegations.
39. While the delicate series of compromises contained in the
treaty is of course well known to us within the Committee, it will
be less clear to those whose participation in this project will begin
with the submission of our final draft to the General Assembly.
There will undoubtedly exist a temptation on the part of some to
suggest changes in the treaty-changes which will seem simple to
those who have not spent the last year in lengthy, complicated,
sometimes frustrating negotiations.
40. The United States, for its part, is firmly convincec that the
treaty as at present drafted is worthy of the widest possible
acceptance; and we intend to do everything possible to convey to
governments not represented in this Committee our view that the
treaty fairly protects, and substantially advances, the interests of
all members of the international community. It is our hope that
the governments represented in this Committee will provide their
full support to this last aspect of our work on the sea-bed treaty,
to the end that we may'achieve early and widespread support for
the treaty at the General Assembly and its opening for signature at
the earliest possible date.
Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: Chemi"sl and
Bacteriological Weapons, September 2, 1970'
Today the Soviet dekgation would like to comment on the
discussion of the prohibition of chemical and bacteriological
weapons. During sonic of the recent meetings of the Committee
we have heard a number of important statements and ;tggestions
concerning this problem.
3. First, we are gratified to note the submission of the joint
memorandum of the twelve non-aligned States, in which they
explain their position on important aspects of the problem.2 The
Soviet delegation would like to state that we share the basic
propositions advanced by the twelve members o" the Committee
in their memorandum. The Soviet delegat~on is particularly
gratified to note the proposition which stateF:
it is eswntial that both chetucal and bactcri,.ogacal (biological) weapons shouki
continue to b. dealt witti together ir, taking Mteps towards the prohibition of their
CCD/PV. 493, pp. 5-12.
'Ante. pp. 453-455.
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development, production and stockpiling and their effective eliminatior, from the
arsenals of all States.

4. We are also gratified to note the part of the memorandum
which brings out the importance of General Assembly resolution
2162 B (XXI) in stating thatThe General Assembly has ... called for the strict observance by all States of the
principles and objectives of the Geneva Protocol of 1925, condemned all 4it ions
contrary to thosc objectives and invited all States, which had not already done so, to
accede to the Protocol.'

and of General Assembly resolution 2603 A (XXIV), where it says
that The General Assembly has .. also made a clear affirmation that the prohibition
embodied in tlzt Protocol was comprehensive and covered t he use in international
armed contlicts of all biological and chemical methods of warfare, regardless of any
technical developments.*

5. Important suggestions and ideas concernirg the prohibition
of chemical and bacteriological weapons have also been expressed
in the statements of a number of representatives. Very detailed
and convincing arguments in justification of the proposition that
such types of weapons should be prohibited completely have been
advanced in statements of the representatives of Nigeria, Morocco,
India, the United Arab Republic, Yugoslavia, Sweden, Mexico,
Mongolia, Poland, Bulgaria and of many other delegations. We
shall study those statements with all the attention they deserve.
6. The main feature of the discussion on prohibition of
chemical and biological weapons has been the desire of States to
co-operate in a businesslike way and to negotiate in a constructive
spirit with a view to arriving at a solution acceptable to all. We
believe that such an atmosphere should continue to prevail; and
the fact that, on the whole, it is in this atmosphere that the
discussion of the problem of chemical and bacteriological weapons
is proceeding is a hopeful sign.
7. Against the general background of constructive statements
and proposals on this problem the statement of the representat'I've
of the United States at our meeting of 27 August struck a
discordant note. In his statement he again attacked the basic
approach of many countries members of the Committee to the
problem of prlhibiting chemical and bacteriological weaponsnamely the simultaneous prohibition of both types of weapons.
He spoke of the absence of logic in that appioach and in the
refusal of some delegations to agree to the prohibition of
biological weapons only. As an argument against a combined
solution of the problem of prohibiting these types of weapons he
again advanced the thesis that there were substantial differences
between chemical and biological weapons. Biological weapons, he
'For res. 2162 B (XXI), see Documents on bimrnwment. 1966, pp. 798-799.
'The Geneva protocol appears ibid., 1969, pp. 764-765.
'Res. 2603 A (XXIV) may be found ibk . pp. 716-717.
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said, were strategic weapons and weapons of mass destruction,
whereas chemical weapons could be used as tactical weapons, and
not for mass destruction but for temporarily putting the enemy's
armed forces out of action.'
8. That thesis, however, is not borne out by the conclusions of
experts or by what is actually happening. For example, the
Secretary-General's report says that the two types of wveapons can
be used on both the strategic and the tactical level, and that "some
chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons might spread
their effects well beyond the target zone". 6 An example of the
strategic use of chemical weapons is being seen in Viet-Nam, where
defoliants and herbicides have been used over large areas in order
to destroy crops and thus wreck the country's economy. The fact
also that certain types of bacteriological (biological) weapons can
be used on the tactical level must not be overlooked.
9. Nor can the thesis of the United States delegation that there
is no logic in the refusal of a number of delegations to settle for
the prohibition of biological weapons alone be accepted as sound.
There is rigorous logic and profound political sense in approaching
the problem in question on the basis of considering together the
prohibition of the two types of weapons. In a situation in which
chemical weapons are being widely used and the States using them
refuse stubbornly to prohibit them, the demand must be for the
prohibition of both chemical and birlogical weapons. In existing
circumstances the proposal to limit ourselves to the prohibition of
biological weapons alone can only be regarded as an effort to
evade the solution of an important problem-the prohibition of
chemical weapons-and as an attempt to create the appearance of
progress in the solution of that problem. In support of this we
should like to quote a sentence from a statement of the
representative of tiie United Arab Republic:
... it would seem to us a logical conclusion that biological weapons, whose use we all
agree without eAception is a more remote possibility than that of chemical weapons,
need '-.t be dealt with alone while allowing the latter to be further developed, further
produced and further stockpiled, making their prohibition with every day that goes by
an ever-more-difficult and complex task to accomplish.'

10. The representative of the United States further asked how
the prohibition of oiological weapons alone, leaving chemical
weapons outside the ban, would promote the build-up of arsenals
of chemical means of warfare.' To that we would reply that rhe
protagonists of the use of chemical means of warfare are being
subjeeted to the pressure of broad public opinion in all the
t.ountries of the world, demanding the prohibition of both types
of weapons, their unconditional condemnation. To separate these
types of weapons, as insisted upon by the delegatioa of the United
SAnte, p.467.

"Documents on Diarmament. 1969. p. 297.

'CCD/PV. 490. pp. 15-16.
"Ante. pp, 467468.
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States, would create a new qualitative situation. The approach to
biological and to chemical weapons would be different: one ty e
of weapons-biological weapons-would be prohibited; the otherchemical weapons-would be left ouiside the prohibition.;
11. The question arises: Would such a situation strengthen
those who advocate the use of chemical means of warfare? The
answer is: Yes, without a doubt. Would it promote the build-up
of arsenals of chemical weapons? In our view it would. Would such
a situation weaken the existing prohibition-now in force-of the
use of chemical and bacteriological weapons, a orohibition which
has become a generally-accepted rule of international law? Yes; a
separate and differentiated approach to these types of weapons,
adopted and enshrined in an international agreement similar to the
United Kingdom draft,e would in our view weaken the Geneva
Protocol, which embodies the will of the peoples and the legaen
norm prohibiting the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons.
12. What is the reason for, the real point of, the demand for a
separate approach to the prohibition of chemical weapons on the
one hand, and of bacteriological weapons on the other? It is to
keep chemical weapons in the armaments of the United States so
that they could be used, as in Viet-Namn, whenever the United
States considers it necessary. Neither the Soviet Union nor many
other members of the Committee can accept such an approach.
Consequently we reject the whole idea of sep,-ating chemical aad
bacteriological weapons and prohibiting one type while leaving the
other outside the prehibition.
13. In insisting on the need for a separate approach to chemical
and bacteriological weapons, the representative of the United
States claimed that this "las been demonstrated by over. fifty
years of history". 1 0 But that is not so. If anything, the last half
century tells us that, in all international instruments and documents concerning chemical and bacteriological weapons, both
types of weapons have been dealt with together. These instruments and documents include the Geneva Protocol of 1925,1 1 the
Peace Treaties concluded after the Second World War, the State
Treaty with Austria concluded in 1955,1 2 the General Assembly
resolutions on the subject, even the Paris Agreement of 1954
conccrning the Western European Union,1 3 and others. The same
prohibitory attitude has been adopted with respect to both types
of weapons; neither has been excluded. And now the United
States side is telling us to break with this practice, which has been
followed for decades and has stood the test of time, by using a
different approach to these types -f weapons and prohibiting only
one type: biological weapons.
$Ante, pp. 428-43 1.
",Arte.p. 467.

"

Du, ame;us on Disarnmament, 1969,

pp. 764-765.

" 2A teri.,:n Forcign P.)Iicy. 1950-1955.- Basic Documents. vol. 1, pp. 64 JA675.
" fbid, pp. 979 ff.
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14. The representative of the United States has coatended,' 4
that the draft conventioni proposed by the socialist countries
providing for t!te complete prohibition of chemical and bacteriological weap-ms,)s as supplemented by the ,proposai of Poland,
Hungary and Mongolia' 6 concerning recourse to the Security
Council, contains no provisions for verification. The Soviet dleWation and th.- delegations of other socialist countries have already
given detailed clarification on that aspect. We have stressed that,
under the draft convention of the socialist countries, verification
of observance of the prohibition of chemical and bacteriological
weapons is based on a combination of mutually-complementary
national and international measures. We are gratified to note that
this approach to the problem of control has also been adopted in
the memorandum submitted by the twelve non-alignud States.
15. What we do not understand, however, is why the United
States delegation endorses with respect to the United Kingdom
dr-.ft convention a provision regarding recourse to the Security
Council in case any ClounLry fails to observe its obligations under
that convention, and at the same time rej•,;ts a similar provision
for the draft convention of the nine socialist countries.
16. The United States side, moreover, has declared that the
United States is prepared to renounce the production of biological
weapons, toxins and certain types of lethal chemical substances.
The United States delegation iias assured the Committee that the
production of those types of weapons has been halted in the
United States for some tLime now.' In this case the United States
Government considers it possible to ensure that non-production of
such weapons is observed, and raises no question about any kind
of international verification. But when the socialist countries
propose cnsuring prohibition by an international tre-ity, the
United States side argues- that the provisions in the draft relating
to verifization are inadequate, and insists that prohibition of the
production of chemical weapons requires extremely complex
forms of control That position can scarcely be regarded as logical.
17. .n his statement on 27 August the United States representative expressed displeasure at theibelittling hy the Soviet side of thestudy of the technik"l aspects of a probibition of chemic2al
weapons and of the scientific and technical investigations that the
United States has conducted in connexionwiAh that problemrn.'
We should like to explain that in principle the So-viet side is far
from oppcsed to wientific and techni.al research on various
kfisarmament problems, if such research can contribu:te 1o a
Solution. Bmt the. techriica1 research pertaining to chevmical
",Ant,p. 469.
$Dowurn.;m~
on Dister.mament, 1969 pp. 45-,7.
57
4 riteP.
p 4.
.4.i.e. p. 467.
'Anl e, p. 465.
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weapons proposed to the Committee by the United States
delegation does not by any means promote a solution cf the
problem of prohibiting such weapons. Its purpose is to justify in
one way or another the alleged impossibility, under present
conditions, of solving the problem of the prohibition of those
weapons.
18. The United States working papers" 9 contain no constructive proposals that could assist or facilitate the search for a
solution to the problem with which we are dealing. They have a
definite political aim. to leave chemical weapons outside the
prohibition. We therefore cannot agree with the United States
policy of substituting study of the technical aspects cf control for
consideration of the problem of prohibiting chemical and bacteriological weapons, since that approach promises nothing except to
divert us from a positive solution of the problem.
19. In justification of its approach to the problem of prohibiting chemical and bacteriological weapons, the United States side
asserts that the prohibition of biological weapons is the quickest
way of ensuring that mankind will be spared the danger of the use
of these types of weapons. We are told that by first prohibiting
biological weapons alone we shall come nearer to the solution of
the probiem of prohibiting chemical weapons. But how can that
be reconciled with the statement of the United States representative that to eliminate both types of weapons "is not possible and
we do not know at this time whether or when it will be
possible" 20 ? That pronouncement is in oux view tantamount to
saying that chemical weapons will never be prohibited.
20. Referring to the question of political decisions concernir',
the prohibition of chemical and bacteriological weapons, the
United States representative did his best to extol the importance
of the unilateral declaration by the United States renouncing
biological means of warfare, and asserted that the Soviet side had
not taken political decisions of equal importance. 2 While not
denying the importance of unilateral declarations on the problem
of chemical and bacteriological weapons, we would note-and the
representative of the United Arab Republic, Mr. Khallaf, drew the
Committee's attention to this point-that such declarations are not
binding in the strictly legal sense of the word. Mr. Khallaf quite
rightly pointed out that, if all authors of declarations chose their
own wording, they mightp.roducc a v ariety of declarations each substantially different from or contradictory
to the other, ;.nd thus the elaboration o" an international instrument binding on all
lerties would be even more difficult to achieve."

" Ante, pp. 91-93., 323-326, 455-459.
'Ante. pp. 473474.

"Ante, p. 466.

2 1 CCD/PV.490,

p. 14.
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21. We have stressed time and again that for the prohibition of
chemical and bacteriological weapons what is needed first is the
accession of all States to the international agreement already in
existence-the Geneva Protocol of 1925. As a result of the General
Assembly's appeal, some States-Japan, Brazil and Morocco-have
recently adhered to the Protocol. The United States, however, is
still not a party to the Protocol-a fact which is bound to be
disquieting.
22. If we are to speak about the importance of particular
political decisions, then unilateral declarations such as that made
by the United States concerning the renunciation of biological
weapons are no substitute for being a party to such international
agreements as the Geneva Protocol, to which practically all
members of the Committee have acceded except the U-nited
States. The participation of the USSR in the Geneva Protocol
shows that the political decisions of the Soviet side on the
question of prohibiting chemical and bacteriological weapons are
more important than those of the United States. What is more, the
socialist countries do not stop at accession to the Geneva Protocol
in their efforts to prevent the use of chemical and bacteriological
means of warfare. They have taken the initiative of proposing the
complete prohibition of chemical and bacteriological (biological)
weapons, and tY,!' Committee has before it a draft convention to
that effect. We iealize that not all aspects of this very great and
important problem of the prohibition of chemical and bacteriological means of warfare are finally solved in that draft, and that
extensive consultations and considerable work will be needed to
make it an international instrument.
23. The problem of the complete prohibition of such types of
weapons, which is the basic objective of the draft convention of
the socialist countries; has been actively considered in the Committee; specific proposals have been made and ideas expressed on
the best way of solving this problem. Important suggestions have
been made to improve the provisions of the draft convention. We
are hopeful that a constructive attitude on the part of delegations
towards this problem will enable us to move forward 'to its
solution. The representative of the United St-tes has also given his
views on the problem as a whole and on the draft convention.
Regrettably they are purely negative views and do not contain any
constructive elements that could bring us closer together and assist
in the solution of our problem. The nature of his attacks on the
draft convention confirms our opinion that the prohibition of the
chemicil weapons is not one of the objectives of the United States
side.
24. In discussing the draft convention of the socialist countries
on chemical and bacteriological weapons, the United States
delegation has h ied to reduce the whole matter to a dialogue
between the United States and the USSR, as if, on the question of
joint or separate consideration and solution of the problem of the
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prohibition of chemical and bacteriological weapons, there were a
clash between the positions of those two States only. Speaking on
this problem the representative of the United States did not find it
possible to comment on, or even to mention as it were, the
extremely important document on this problem drafted and
jointly submitted by the twelve non-aligned States. 2 3 That
document is of great significance in clarifying the position of a
large group of States which do not share the United States
approach to the question of chemical (-nd bacteriological weapons.
25. 1 shall not even point out that the representative of the
United States passed over in silence other suggestions made in
their statements by the representa,,ives of a number of States
members of the Committee. What he did say, however, was that
...

we are encouraged because no delegation has said anything this year which indicates

24
to us that this [i.e. the United Kingdom proposal] is at, unsound proposal.

That assessment of the situation does not correspond to the facts.
This is clearly shown by the memorandum of the twelve
non-aligned States, which stresses that it is essential that the
problems of both chemical and bacteriological weapons should be
dealt with and solved together. The same point has been made in
the statements of many representatives in the Committee, who
have stressed the unsoundness of an approach which provides for
the prohibition of biological weapons only and leaves chemical
weapons outside the prohibition-the very essence of the United
Kingdom proposal. It is hardly possible to conclude that the
statements and suggestions of members of the Committee bear out
the United States representative's assessment of their attitude to
the Aiglo-American proposal to prohibit biological weapons only.
26. Those are some of our views and comments on the
statements of representatives, and more particularly of the
representative of the United States, concerning the problem of
chemical and bacteriological weapons.
Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roahchin) to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, September 3,
19701
We are approaching the end of our discussions in this
Committee on matters of substance. There seems to be only one
question left to be dealt with, that of the report to the General
Assembly. Our delegation would therefore like to make a few
general comments in connexion with the conclusion of the
Committee's summer session.
I 'Ante,
4'Ante,

pp. 453-455.

p. 465.
CCD/PV.494, pp. 22-26.

ROSHCHIN STATEMENT, SEPTEMBER 3

497

76. At the end of the Committee's spring session in April we
observed that this summer session would impose special responsibilities on the Committee, not only because we should have to
finish our work on some of the problems under considertion, but
also because the session would be taking place on the eve of the
twenty-fifth session of the United Nations General Asserr. bly. 2 It
may be noted that the Committee is completing its work this year
in circumstances marked by certain positive advances in the
international situation. In a number of regions where a tense
atmosphere has always existed we perceive possibilities of a change
for the better. This is true of Europe, where the idea of the need
for new specific measures to ensure European security is gaining
strength. It also applies to some other regions of the world.
77. We are gratified that this Committee too, as a result of the
work of its summer session, has been able to make a positive
contribution to the cause of disarmament and international
security. We have in mind first of all the draft treaty it has
prepared on the prohibition of the emplacement of nuclear
weapons and other weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed
and the ocean floor and in the subsoil thereof.3 The discussion on
such major problems as the elimination of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons from the life of mankind, and
general and complete disarmament, has also been useful. Those are
the problems on which attention has been focussed during the
present session, and therefore we think it necessary to review our
detailed discussion of them.
78. As many delegations have pointed out, the discuscion of
the draft treaty on the sea-bed and ocean floor was marked by an
effort to reach agreement and resolve controversial matters in a
spirit of search for mutually-acceptable compromises, and by a
desire to give careful consideration to the suggestions and
proposals that had been made. As a result, we managed to make a
start on the demilitarization of an important environment whose
conquest by man is, we believe, accelefating. The successful
completion of the work on this draft treaty shows that it is really
possible for us to find mutually-acceptable solutions to complex
problems in the matter of stopping the arms race and achieving
disarmament. The Soviet Onion hopes that, by the joit-t efforts of
the members of this Committee and other members of the General
Assembly, the draft treaty will be supported and approved at the
forthcoming session of the General Assembly, that it will not be
long before the treaty is opened for signature and that a large
number of States will become parties to it. In that event a new
important normn of international law will be enshrined in the form
of a treaty, which will serve as a point of departure for the
SAnte, p. 200.
'Ante. pp. 475-479.
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additional steps that must be taken for the furthe•r demilitarization
of the sea-bed and the ocean floor.
79. An important contribution to the work of the Conference
of the Committee on Disarmament has been fhe discussion of the
problem of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons. We
should like to note first of all that the Committee has recently
moved more and more from a geneýral consideration of this
problem to examination of the specific substanL:e of measures to
prohibit the production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological weapons. A most promising devlopt;1ent has been that
more and more countries-and this has clearly become the
prevailing view in the Committee-are iiking as their premise the
need for simultaneous prohibition of both chemical and bacteriological means of warfare. The Soviet delegation has already had
occasion to draw attention4 to thc memorandum submitted by
the non-aligned countries members of the Committee. 5 We believe
that we are justified in saying that both in the Committee and
outside it there is a growing general desire to see efforts to solve
the problem of chemical and bacteriological weapons intensified.
80. One of the results of the discussion has been a better
mutual understanding of the positions of States and of the
substance of proposals concerning chemical and bacteriological
weapons. In that connexion, however, it must be noted that
serious difficulties have appeared on the way to a mutually-acceptable solution, because some Western Powers are not prepared at
this time to seek a simultaneous solution to the problem of
prohibiting both chemical and bacteriological weapons. But we
believe that the final result of this summer session has been to
increase our hopes and to give us better reason to think that in the
future the Committee will be able to take positive steps for
prohibiting chemical and bacteriological weapons on the basis that
enjoys wide support in many countries of the world.
81. The discussion of the problem of general and complete
disarmament has also been of great importance. Let me recall that
at the beginning of the spring session the Soviet delegation called
for renewed active consideration of that problem by the Committee. 6 We are gratified to note that many other delegations have
also spoken in favour of reviving the discussion of general and
complete disarmament, and have put forward many suggestions on
this question, which merits careful study. Indeed, it must be
recognized that this problem is one of the most important tasks of
the present time and that agoreement on it would be a guarantee of
peace and security for all peoples.
82. The very fact of this marked revival of the Committca's
work on the problem of general and complete disarmament has
positive significance. It corrects in the right direction the
correlation of efforts both to 3olve the problem and to agree on
Ante, pp. 489,495-496.
SAnte, pp. 459-465.

'Sceante, pp. 18-19.
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some partial measures of disarmament. In our view there is no
denying that success in any of those efforts will have a positive
effect on the entire course of dis irmament negotiations and on the
possibilities of achieving progress during those negotiations. We
must not 'orget, however, that final agreement on general and
complete disarmament can only be reached if all the militarilysignificant States, and first and foremost all the nuclear Powers,
take part in the negotiations.

83. During this session considerable attention has also been
given to a number of other disarmament problems, on some of
which we should like to express our views. One is the question of a
comprehensive nuclear test ban-in other words, essentially, the
prohibition of underground tests.
84. The Soviet Union has always advocated the reaching of"
agreement on prohibition of the underground testing of nuclear
weapons. Members of the Committee are well aware of our
position that such a prohibition could be achieved on the basis of
the use of national means of detecuion for verifying the fulfilment
by the parties of their obligations. What is required for a positive
solution of the problem of banning all nuclear tests is first of all
tCe adoption of the necessary political decisions. In that

connexion one must needs be wary of certain attempts to direct
the Committee's work towards various types of technical investigations and research about the problem of a nuclear test ban and not
towards a solution of the problem. The Soviet delegation has more
than once expressed its readiness for some constructive compromise proposals in the interests of early agreement on an
underground nuclear test ban. But we should not like anyone to
interpret our position as meaning that we shall agree to being
diverted from the substance of the problem into the field of
fruitless technical investigations designed only to delay as long as
possible the cessation of underground nuclear tests.
85. Among other measures discussed at the present session of
the Committee was the question of the use of radiological means
and lasers for military purposes. Various opinions have been
expressed in the Committee on the state of their technology and
practical applicability, and seem to us reasonable from the point
of view of the present development of science and technology. But
we should like to point out that, before a decision is taken on
whether the Committ•e should regard the question of these means
as finally settled, it should await further scientific and technical
progress, since we may encounter some unforeseen developments
in this field.
86. In our opinion, the work done by the Committee at this
session and indeed since the beginning of the year provides a
constructive basis for a thorough consideration of the problem of
disarmament at the twenty-fifth anniversary session of the United
Nations General Assembly. We are convinced that that jubilee
session will devote all the necessary attention to these problems,
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and that during the discussion in the General Assembly considerations will be advanced which in their turn can be examined in this
Committee. The Soviet delegation hopes that in the Committee's
futur, work tangible and concrete results will be obtained in the
solution of the problems beWore it.
87. In conclusion, we should like to wish the members of the
Committee success in the search for mutually-acceptable solutions
in the field of disarmament measures, since this would meet the
aspirations of all peoples and lead to the strengthening of peace
and security. We should also like to express our satisfaction ,.d
gratitude to the Secretariat, to the Deputy Special Representative
of the Secretary-General and his colleagues for their good
organization and support of the Committee's activities.
88. Since I have the floor, 1 should like to associate our
delegation with the words of farewell and good wishes addressed
to Ambassador Husain, who is leaving his post as representative of
India in the Committee on Disarmament. We express tohimour
warm sympathy and our regret that we are losing a colleague of
such distinction, who has always exercised a great constructive
influence in the creation of the favourable atmosphere in which
our negotiations have proceeded. Whenever our points of view did
not coincide on the problems examined in the Committee,
Ambassador Husain invariably presented his with the utmost
clarity, while showing full understanding for the position of the
other side. We wish Ambassador Husain the best of good fortune
in his new work, and ask him to convey our warm regards to Mrs.
Husain.
Report of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to
the General Assembly and the Disarmament Commission,
September 3, 1970'
The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament submits to
the United Nations General Assembly and to the United Nations
Disarmament Commission a progress report on the Committee's
dt.liberations on all questions before it fo: the period 17 February
1970 to 3 September 1970, together with the pertinent documents and records.
lncludei, ýn this report is a detailed account of the negotiations,
to which the Committee devoted an important part of its work
during 1970, regarding a draft Treaty on the Prohibition of the
Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass
Destruction on the Seabed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil
Thereof. The text of the final draft of the Treaty is contained in
Annex A.'
'CCD/317, Sept. 3, !970. Also distributed as A/8059 and DC/233, Sept. 11, 1970.
The annexes are not printed here.
'Ante. pp. 475-479.
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This report also includes accounts of the Committee's work
during 1970 on the question of a treaty banning underground
nuclear weapon tests, the question of chemical and bacteriological
(biological) weapons, the question of gen-eral and complete
disarmament and other questions.
1. ORGANIZATION OF THE CONFERENCE

A. ProceduralArrangements
The Conference reconvened on 17 February 1970.
Two sessions were held, the first from , 7 February to 30 April
1970 and the second from 16 June to 3 September 1970. During
this period the Committee held 46 formal plenary meetings during
which members set forth their governments' views and recommendations for progress on the questions before the Committee. The
Committee also held 5 informal plenary meetings without records.
In addition to the plenary meetings described above, members
of the Committee met frequently for informal multi-lateral
consultations on disarmament questions of common interest.
The representatives of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
and the United States of America, in their capacity as Co-Chairmen
of the Committee, also held meetings to discuss procedural Lid
substantive questions before the Committee.
B. Participantsin the Conference
Representatives of the following States continued their participation in the work of the Committee: Argentina, Brazil, Bulgaria,
Burma, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Ethiopia, Hungary, India, Italy,
Japan, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Netherlands, Nigeria, Pakistan,
Poland, Romania, Sweden, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
United Arab Republic, United Kingdom, United States of America
and Yugoslavia.
II. WORK OF THE COMMITTEE DURING 1970

In a letter dated 30 January 1970, the Secretary-General of the
United Nations transmitted to the CCD .he following resolutions
adopted at the 24th Session of the General Assembly:
A/RES/2602
(XXIV)- Question of general and complete dis3
armament
A/RES/2603 (XXIV)-Question of chemical and bacteriological
(biological) weapons 4
A/RES/2604 (XXIV)-Urgent need for suspension of nuclear
and thermonuclear tests5
and also the following resolutions which dealt with disarmament
matters:
on Disarmament. 1969, pp. 710-715.
flbid. pp. 716-719.
'Ibid.. pp. 719-722.
'Documents
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A/RES/2499/Rev. I (XXIV)-Celebration of the twenty-fifth
anniversary of the United Nations 6
(XXIV)-Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon
A/RES/2605
7
States
Members of the Committee were assisted in their examination and
analysis of possible disarmament measures by numerous messages,
working papers, and other documents that were submitted to the
CCD (Annex B and C), and by the plenary statements of
Committee members (Annex D).

The Secretary-General of the United Nations addressed the
Conference on 18 F !bruary 1970 and called attention to the
resolutions adopted by the General Assembly at its twenty-fourth
session, the urgent tasks it had entrusted to the Conference and
the important role of the Conference in achieving agreement on
disarmament measures.
In accordance with its provisional agenda, the Committee
continued work on the following measures in the field of
disarmament:
A. Further effective measures relating to the cessation of the
nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament.
B. Non-nuclear measures.
C. Other collateral measures.
D. General and complete disarmament under strict and effective international control.
A. Further effective measures relating to the cessation of the
nucleararms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament
Special Report on the Question of a Treaty Banning
Underground Nuclear Weapon Tests
Having in mind the recommendations of General Assembly
Resolution 2604B, members of the Committee continued to work
on the question of a treaty banning uiderground nuclear weapon
tests.
The great importance of this measure was recognized by
members of the Committee in their opening plenary statements.
The delegation of the United Kingdom submitted a working
paper (CCD/296) on verification of a comprehensive test ban
treaty aimed at determining what detection and identification
capability could be achieved in support of a comprehensive test
ban treaty given the present state of the art in seismology.'
"Ihe United States delegation submitted a working paper
(CCD/298) on data from the underground nuclear explosi..3n for
'Genertl Assembly Official Records: Twenty.fowrth Session, Supplement No. 30
(A/7630), pp 1-3.
"*'Documentson Diarmament. 1969. pp. 723-727.
'Ante. pp. 342-347.
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peaceful purposes (Project RULISON) which was utilized collaterally for seismic investigation purposes. 9
The Secretary-General circulated to members of the CCD
responses to his request, pursuant to General Assembly reso!ution
2604A, concerning the provision of certain information in the
context of a proposal for the creation of a world-wide exchange of
seismological data which would facilitate the achievement of a
comprehensive test ban.
On 12 August 1970, at the request of the Canadian delegation,
the Committee held an informal meeting on the cessation of
testing.
The delegation of Canada submitted a working paper
(CCD/305) on 10 August 1970 which assessed the responses
circulated to Committee members by the Secretary-General and
analyzed seismological capabilities for detecting and identifying
underground nuclear explosions.1 0
On 12 August, 1970 the delegation of Sweden presented a
working paper (CCD/306) on a comparison of two systems for
verification of a comprehensive test ban.'
The delegation of Sweden expressed the belief that while SALT
negotiations continue, the CCD should proceed with preparatory
work towards a ban on underground testing of nuclear weapons,
noting the advisability of underpinning, through such a ban, arms
limitation measures that might be achieved through SALT
(CCD/PV.487). 1 2
The United States delegation made clear (CCD/PV.449) its
continued support for a comprehensive ban on the testing of
nuclear weapons, adequately verified, including provisions for
on-site inspection, and reaffirmed its desire to contribute to
international coopcation in the improvement of seismic detection
and identification c;apabilities.•'
The Soviet delegation emphasizeJ (CCP,'PV.494) the importance of a political decision regarding this measure and pointed
out that the Soviet position is based on the belief that the use of
natiotkal means of detection for the purpose of control over the
prohibition of underground nuclear testing is adequate.'
Other Measures
MWny members of the Committee welcomed the entry into
force of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear W'apons
on 5 March, 1970,'s and expressed the hope that additional
countries would adhere to this Treaty. The Representatives of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom and the
"Ante, i'P. 351-352.
"0 Ante, pp. 390-393.
''Ante, r 1 404-406.

' 'Ante, pp. 109-420.
' 3Ante, pp. 11-12.
''"Ante, p. 499.

''Documents on Disarprument. 1968, pp, 461-465.
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United States of America submitted as CCD working papers the
statements made by the heads of their respective governments at
the ceremonies marking the entry into force of this treaty
(CCD/279/Rev. 1, CCD/280, and CCD/281 ).6 A statement by the
of the United Nations was also submitted
Secretary-General
7
(CCD/282).!
On 10 March 1970 the delegation of Yugoslavia submitted as a
working paper (CCD/278) the declaration made by its government
in connexion with the ratification of the Non-Proliferation
Treaty. 18
A number of delegations stressed the importance ol full
implementation of the provisions of the Non'-Proliferation Treaty,
in particular Article VI concerning further negotiations on
effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race
and to nuclea, disarmament. Delegations noted the importance
of the bilateral discussions between the governments of the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United Stutez of America on
the limitation of offensive strategic nuclear weapons delivery
systems and systems of defence against ballistic missiles. The
delkgations of Sweden and Mexico suggested that the CCD should
consider the nature and contents of a special international
agreement or agreements to be concluded pursuant to the
provisions of Article V of the NPT (CCD/PV.450 and 487).' 9
Having in mind General Assembly resolution 2602C, which
invited the CCD to consider effective methods of control against
the use of radiological methods of warfare conducted independently of nuclear explosions and the need for effective methods of
control of nuclear weapons that maximize radioactive effects, the
Netherlands delegation submitted a working paper (CCD/291) on
this subject on 14 July 1970.20 This paper concluded on the basis
of available information that possibilities of radiological warfare
do exist theoretically, but do not seem to bt of much or even of
any practical signixcance; therefore, it is difficult to see the
practical usefulness of discussing measures related to radiological
warfare.
B. Non-Nuclear Measures
Question of C'.emical and Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons
NMembers of the Committee continued their work with a view to
achieving progress on all aspects of the problem of the elimination
of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons. They took
into consideration General Assembly resolution 2603 B, which
"'Ante, pp. 80-81, 82-83. 78-80.
' 7 Not printed here.

" Not printed here.
" The Swedish statement of Aug. 13 rppears ante, pp. 4094291. The other statements
are not printed here.
I Ante, pp. 308-309,
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requested the CCD to give urgent consideration to reaching
agreement on the prohibitions and other measures referred to in
the draft Convention on the Prohibition of the Development,
Production and Stockpiling of Chemical and Bacteriological
(Biological) Weapons and on the Destruction of such Weapons
submitted to the General Assembly by the delegations of Bulgaria,
the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Romania, the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 2" the draft
convention for the Prohibition of Biological Methods of Warfare
submitted to the CCD by the United Kingdom of Gre" t Britain
and Northern Ireland, 2 2 as well as other proposals.
In addition to plenary meetings, informal meetings on this
question were held on 22 April, at the request of the delegation of
Sweden, and on 5 August 1970, at the request of the delegations
of Argentina, Canada, Italy, Japan, the Netherlands, Pakistan arid
Sweden.
The following amendments to *,ietwo conventions mentioned
above were proposed to the CCD:
The delegations of Hungary, Mongolia and Poland suggested
amendments (CCD/285) to the Socialist delegations' draft convention providing for complaints of possible violations of its
prohibitions to be reported to the United Nations Security
Council which would undertake necessary measures to investigate
complaints, and submitted a draft Security Council resolution.2 3
The United States delegatoio. proposed (CCD/290) th-at toxins
be added to the agents covered by the prohibitions of the UK
Convention. 2 4
The delegation of the United Kingdom subsequently introduced
a revised text of its draft Convention and accompanying draft
Security Council Resolution (CCD/255Rev.2) 2 which took into
account the proposal of the United States and a suggestion
(CCD/PV.458) made by the Netherlands delegation" 6 together
with minor drafting arnendments.
The following proposals were also presented to the Committee:
The Delegation of Yagoslavia proposed that all countries
consider 'he possibility of placing, by law, all institutions engaged
ifl chemical and biological weapons research, development and
production Linder civilian administration (CCD/PV.456).2 7
The delegation of Japan suggested (CCDiPV.456) a complaints
pro,;edure and an arrangement for investigation by the UN
Secretiry-General with the co-operution of int'rnational exM''ocurientU on Disarmanent, 196Q, pr. 455-457.

1bM., pp. 431 ft.
' Ante, p. 140.

"24 Awte, pp. 272-273.
2 'Ante,

pp. 428-432.

''See a'ite, pp. 93-100.
Not pnri.cO here.
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perts. 28 For chemical weapons verification, it proposed procedures based on possible check points in the production cycle
(CCD/288) 2 9 and on statistical reporting and a possible technical
method of on-site inspection (CCD!301 ).
The Swedish delegation suggested (CCD/PV.463) an international verification system for the prohibition of C and B weapon
production based on open information with obligatory reporting
regarding C and B agents to international agencies and verification
by challenge. 1
The delegation of Mongolia proposed that special government
agencies iright be established to enforce compliance with prohibitions on C and B weapons in a manner similar to that in the 1961
Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs,32 and suggested adding
to the socialist draft convention a provision regarding a review
conference (CCD/PV.464).3
The delegation of Morocco suggested in a working paper
(CCD/295) that C and B weapons should be jointly prohibited and
their destruction provided for by one instrument; verification
procedures for B weapons would be defined in this instrument and
B weapons would be totally eliminated on its entry into force; this
instrument would define the manner and time limit for negotiation of a supplementary document on verification procedures for
C weapons which would put into effect the prohibition on these
weapons. 34
The Yugoslav delegation presented a working paper (CCD/302)
elaborating a control system combining national legislative measures of renunciation and self-control, and measures of international contrel supplemented by a procedure in case of suspicion of
violation. I I

I
I

In addition, the following steps were recommended:
Thl- Japanese delegation propt.,sed (CCD/PV.456) that a group
of experts study technicai3 6 aspects of verification for the prohibition of C and B weapons.
The Italian delegation presented a working paper (CCD/289)
containing suggestions on the possible convening of a group of
experts to study the problems of controls over chemical weapons
and the way in which such a group would function. 3" It also
introduced an additional working paper (CCD/304) raising a
certain nt:mber of technical questions.
Not printed here.
Not printed here.

"104nte,pp. 379-382
"Ante, pp. 132-140.
18SUST 1407.
'he Mongolian statement is not printed here.
"'Ante, pp. 341-342.
3

"

31

Ante, pp. 382-385.

' Not printed here.
'7Ante, pp. 270-272.

"Ante. pp. 388-390.
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The United States delegation presented working papers on the

relationship between the production of chemical agents for war
and the production of chemicals for peaceful purposes by the
com2)mercial chemical industry (CCD/283)df
t
on toxins
(CCD/286)o;4 on the problem of differentiating through off-site
observation nerve agent production facilities from civilian chemical production facilities (CCD)/293), 4 ' and on economic data
monitoring as a means of verifying compliance with a ban on
chemical weapons (CCD/311 ).4 2
The delegation of Canada submitted (CCD/300) an analysis of
various proposals regarding verification of prohibitions on the

development, production, stockpiling and the use of C and B
weapons and a number of questions concerning additional
information on national policy and controls, the production
and
43
stockpiling of chemicals, and research and development.
The delegation of Czechoslovakia presented a working paper
(CCD/299) on the prohibition of the, development, production,
and stockpiling of C and B weapons and on their destruction,
which concluded that national self-inspection and supervision
seem 4 4to be the most suitable fundamental method of verifica-

tion.

The delegation of the Soviet Union submitted a working paper
(CCD/303) on- the complete prohibition of C and B weapons
which emphasized the necessity of a full prohibition of C and B
weapons, the danger of approaching sepaately the prohibition of
C and B means of warfare, and the practical advisability of the use
of national means of control ovor the prohibition of these weapons
with appropriate procedures for submitting complaints to the
Security Council in cases of violation of the agreement. 4 s
A working paper examining certain of the problems involved in
meeting the verification requirements for an acceptabie CW
agreement 4was
submitted by the United Kingdom delegation
6
(CCD/308).
At the conclusion of the 1970 session the delegations of
Argentina, Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Motocco,
Nigeria, Pakistan, Sweden, United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia
presented a joint memorandum (CCD/3 10) on the question of C
and B methods of warfare. This memorandum expressed the
consensus of these delegations that it is essential that both
chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons should continue
to be dealt with together in taking steps towards the prohibition
of their development, production and stockpiling and their
"2Ante.
pp. 91-93.
4
*Ante. pp. 168-170.
4 'Ante, pp. 323-326.

4'A nte, pp. 455459.
4'Ante, pp. 375-379.
44Ante. pp. 372-374.
4'Ante. pp. 385-388.
"%Ante, pp. 432-436.
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effective elimination from the arsenals of all States, and that the
issue of verification is important in this field, as indeed adequate
verification is also essential in regard to the success of any measure
in the field of disarmament. It also expressed the hope that the
basic approach outlined in this paper would receive general
acceptance so that an early solution could be found in regard to
the prohibition of the production, development and stockpiling of
such weapons and their effective elimination from the arsenals of
all States.4'
The delegation of the United States emphasized the inherent
differences between chemical and biological weapons from the
standpoint of arms limitations, underlined advantages of reaching
early agreement to the great 'st extent possible, and urged that
there should be immediate negotiation of a convention along the
lines of that proposed by the United Kingdom prohibiting
production and stockpiling of all biological weapons and toxins,
while study proceeds on the problems which must be resolved in
order to make progress towards further prohibitions regarding
chemical weapons (CCD/PV.49 1).4 8
The delegation of the United Arab Republic submitted a
working paper concerning suggestions on measures of verification
of a ban on chemical and biological weapons (CCD/314).49
The delegations of Hungary, Mongolia and Poland submitted a
working document concerning the introduction of a safeguard
clause-CCD/2855°-to the draft convention prohibiting the
development, production and stockpiling of chemical and
bacteriological (biological) weapons and on the destruction of
such weapons (Doc.A/7655)s made by Mr. J. Winiewicz, Deputy
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Polish People's Republic at the
464th plenary meeting of the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament (CCD/315)." 2
The USSR delegation emphasized the necessity of an urgent
prohibition both of bacteriological (biological) and chemical
weapons. The Soviet delegation pointed out the strict logic -and
soundness of the approach to this problem of those delegations
which urge that these types of weapons be prohibited together.
(CCD/PV.493)." 3
A number of delegations made statement,- regarding their
govcrnments' unilateral renunciations of one u: both of these
weapons and comments were made by Committee members with
regard to these statements. Several delegations emphasized that
unilateral renunciations should not be regarded as a solution of the
'

"'1 Ante, pp. 453-455,

'*Ante. PP. 465 -474.

" 'Ante, pp. 474-475.

$ Ante, p. 140.
IDocuments on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 455-457.
Ante.
A
pp. 141-1b0.
' 3 Ante. pp 489-496.
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problem of prohibiting chemical and bacteriological (biological)
weapons.
Members of the Committee believe that the time and effort
they devoted to this question contributed to a better
understanding of the views and concerns of all participants, and to
a deeper knowledge of the problems involved.
The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, convinced
of the need to give.- urgent cos,,deration to the question of
chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons, intends to
continue intensive work in this field with the aim of reaching
agreement on the prohibitions and other measures referred to in
General Assembly Resolution 2603B and other relevant proposals.
Many members of the Committee welcomed the statements by
the delegations of Brazil, Japan and Morocco concerning
ratification of the 1925 Geneva Protocol,5 4 and expressed the
hope that additional countries would adhere to this instrument in
the near future. The delegations of Mexico, Sweden, Mongolia,
India, UAR, and Yugoslavia (CCD/PV.449,5s

480,s 6 489,'

490s1) emphasized the importance of General Assembly
Resolution 2603A (XXIV) regarding the Geneva Protocol of
1925.59

The delegations of Mongolia and Hungary emphasized
(CCD/PV.455, 456) the importance of implementing UNGA Res
2603B inviting all States which have not yet done so to accede to
or ratify the Geneva Protocol in the course of 1970 in
commemoration of the United
45th Annivursary
Nations. 6 o of its signing and the
the
of
25th Anniversaxry
The Italian Delegation reaffirmed (CCD/PV.453, 474) its view
that parties to the Geneva Protocol of 1925 should withdraw the
reservation that the Protocol is only binding as regards states
which have signed and ratified the Protocol. 6 ' The Delegation of
Japan expressed the hope that those states which have attached
reservations to the 1925 Geneva Protocol would withdraw their
reservations as early as possible (CCD/PV.471). 6 2 Several
delegations emphasized that reservations to the 1925 Geneva
Protocol have played an important positive role in gaining wide
adherence to the Protocol and in preventing the use of chemical
and biological weapons in the Second World War.
Other Measures
Certain delegations expressed in plenary statements different
"Docu
nents on Disarmament. 1969, pp. 164-765.
"s5CCD/PV.449, pp. 26-27.
"s'Ante, pp. 333-338,

7' CCD/PV.48y, pp. 5-20.
sSCCD/PV.490, pp. 13-21.
5
'Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 716-717.
"0 The Mongolian and itungarian statements are not printed here.
''CCD/PV.45 3, p. 12; ante, pp, 273-276.
2' Ante, pp. 238-24 1.

451 -"3 0
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views regarding the question of conventional armaments. A
working paper (CCD/307) on possible principles that might assist
in the development of approaches to this subject was submitted by
the United States delegation. 3"
C. Other CollateralMeasures

Draft Tre

on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear

Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the
Seabed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof.
Having in mind the recommendations of General Assembly
Resolution 2602F (XXIV), the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament continued its work on the draft treaty on the
Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and other
Weapons of Mass Destruction
on the Seabed and the Ocean Floor
64
and in the Subsoil Thereof.
When addressing the CCD at the beginning of its 1970 session,
the Secretary-General of the United Nations expressed the view
that the elaboration and submission to the General Assembly of an
agreed draft treaty on this subject would constitute an important
step in preventing the danger of the spread of the nuclear arms
race to a vast area of our planet (CCD/PV.450).6 5
Ini commenting on this question in their opening statements,
many members of the Committee expressed the view that certain
amendments and more precise language should be incorpcrated in
the draft treaty which was reported to the twenty-fourth General
Assembly. After careful consideration of the views of Committee
members and all the proposals and suggestions made at the
General Assembly, the repreecntatives of the Soviet Union and the
United States tabled a second
revised joint draft treaty on 23 April
66
1970 (CCD/269/Rev.2).
Articles I and II of this draft contained new language designed to
reconcile a number of suggestions about how the area covered by
the treaty should be defined. The new draft of these articles took
into account points raised at various times by the delegations of
Argentina, Ethiopia, India, Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan and the
United Arab Republic; the text was essentially that proposed by
the delegation of Argentina in working paper A/C. 1/997."7
The amended text of Article III represented a synthesis of the
views and positions of many countries regarding the verification
provisions of the treaty, largely as these were reflected in working
paper A/C.1/992 submitted by the delegation of Canada. 6 8 With
respect to Article Ill, staternents were made by the delegations of
the Soviet Union and the United States regarding the right of
6

,Awne. pp. 406-408.
41)ocurnents on Disarmament. 1099, p. 715.

* *Not printed here.
"4Ante. pp. 185-188.
''Documents on Disarmament, 1969, p. 704.

"Ibid..

pp, 596-597.
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States Parties to apply directly to the Security Council in
accordance with the Charter of the United Nations (CCD/PV.467
and 492).69

In response to proposals of Argentina, India, Morocco, Pakistan
and the United Arab Republic the disclaimer provision was
broadened and was given the status of a separate article IV as it
appeared in the working paper of Argentina (A/C. 1/997).
In response to a proposal by the delegation of Mexico in a
working paper (A/C.1/995), 7 ° an amendment making clear that
the treaty would in no way affect the obligations of parties under
international instruments establishing zones free, from nuclear
weapons was incorporated in the new draft as Article VIII.
A number of minor editorial changes suggested by various
delegations at the General Assembly and in the CCD were also
included.
During subsequent discussions, a number of delegations
expressed their complete satisfaction with the second revised draft
of thO treaty. A number of other delegations suggested that the
treaty might still be improved and its provisions further clarified
through certain additional amendments.
On 18 June 1970 the Polish delegation proposed that the
question of the prevention of an arms race on Lhe seahed remain
on the 'agenda of the Committee (CCD/PV.471).71 General
support was expressed for this proposal.
On 25 June 1970 the delegation of Brazil suggested a number of
amendments regarding the verification provisions of Article In1
(CCD/PV.473).72 On 3 July 1970 the delegationof Argentina
proposed changes in paragraphs 1, 2, 3 and 6 of Article III
regarding verification activities (CCD/PV.475/Add. 1).71
On 7 July 1970 the delegation of the United Arab Republic
3uggestcd that Article VIII should be expanded to include other
agreements on disarmament and in particular the NPT
(CCD/PV/476).7 4 Statements by the delegations of the Soviet
Union and the United States made clear that the treaty does not
affect obligations assumed under other arms control treaties,
includingi the Non-Profiferation Treaty 75 and the Partial Test Ban
Treaty 7 6 (CCD/PV.492). 7 7 On 21 July 1970 the delegation of
Mexico proposed that a second paragraph be added to Article VIII
of the draft treaty (CCD/294). 78 On 30 Ju'y 1970 two further
amendments to Article II and a new Article V were recommended
"AAnte, pp. 182-183,481-483.
7'Not printed here.
''Not printed here.
'
Not printed here.
' Ante, pp. 283-289.
" 4 Not orinted here.
"7
"Documentt on Disarmament, 1968. pp. 461465.
"7Ibid., 1963, pp- 291-293.
"7Ante, pp. 483.138.
7' Ante, pp. 331-333.
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in a Working Paper (CCD/297) submitted by the delegations of
Burma, Ethiopia, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan, Sweden, the
United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia. 7 9
The substance of the amendments contained in the latter paper
and suggestions put forward in plenary statements and in
consultations with many delegations were incorporated in a third
revised draft of the treaty. The representatives of the Soviet Union
and the United States consulted extensively with all members of
the Committee concerning the precise formulation of the text of
this draft which was tabled on 1 September 1970.80 On this
occasion the delegations of the Soviet Union and the United States
made statements with explanations of the provisions of the revised
draft treaty. A number of delegations took note of these
statements. The Argentine and Brazilian delegations made
interpretative declarations in this respect (CCD/PV.492, 494)."I
Delegations expressed satisfaction with the general consensus
achieved and the spirit of compromise which resulted in the
inclusion in this draft of amendments responsive to their
suggestions. Hope was widely expressed that the draft treaty
would be commended by the General Assembly and opened for
signature at an early date.
The text of the final draft of the treaty discussed above is
contained in Annex A.
Other Measures
The representatives of Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary,
Poland, Romania and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
made statements cotncerning the problem Jf European security.
Gereial Assembly resolution 2602D recommended that the
CCD give consideration to the military implications of laser
technology. 8 2 An examination of this question, contained in a
working paper (CCD/292) stbmitted by the Netherlands
delegation, concluded that the highly speculative character of the
conceivable military applications of laser technology for weapons
purposes did not seem to substantiate the need for arms control
consideration at this time, although8 further developments in this
field should be followed attentively. 3
D. General and Complete Disarmament
During its 1970 sessions the Cotference of the Committee
Disarmament gave detailed attention to the recommendation
General Assembly resolution 2602E.1 4 The possibilities
preparing a generally acceptable programme dealing with
"Ante. pp. 349-350.
*Ante, pp. 475-479.
Not printed here.
'"3 Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 712-713.
S Ante. pp. 309-312.
'Documents on Diwarmament, 1969, pp. 713-715.
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aspects of the problem of the cessation of the arms race and
general and complete disarmament under effective international
control were carefully studied in considering this question.
Members of the Committee were particularly aware of the need to
encourage activities directed toward systematic progress in solving
the complex problems of disarmament.
During the discussions of this question, all members of the
Committee stated their positions on the issues involved. The
discussion took into account General Assembly resolutions 1378
(XIV), 8 5 1722 (XVI), 8 6 and 2602 (XXIV), the agreed principles
for disarmament negotiations contained in the 1961 Joint
Statement of the Soviet Union and the United States 8 7 which was
approved by the XVIth session of the UNGA, the Committee
agenda adopted in 1968,88 and treaties and agreements on
disarmament questions already in force, which in the opinion of
Committee members should serve as a point of departure. for
continued negotiations on the question of general and complete
disarmament.
In the course of considering this matter, members of the
Committee stated their positions on:
-The interdependence of disarmament problems and questions
of international peace and security;
-The relationship of partial disarmament measures to general
and complete disarmament;
-The priority of nuclear disarmamerLt, and disarmament
regarding other weapons of mass destruction;
-The need to give due consideration to maintaining a balance
among various measures to prevent armament, to limit armament,
and of disarmament;
-The need to assure thLl no state or group of states gaines
,,iilitary advantages at any stage of disarmament measures;
-The need to associate all militarily important states, in
particular all nuclear weapon powers, with the process of
disarmament in order to achieve a full measure of success in the
efforts to contain the nuclear arms race and to reduce and
eliminate all armaments:
-The importance of full implementation of and wide adherence
to treaties and agreements already in force in the field of
disarmament;
-The role of political and technical factors in determining
appropriate methods for effectively verifying disarmament
measures;
-The need for flexibility,
- The
importance of converting resources re!eased by
disarmament to peacet ul uses:
• [bid., 194S-1959, vol. I.t, p. 1545.

861bid., 1961, pp. 741-742.
a7 Ibi., pp. 439-442.
"SIIbid.,1968, pp. 583-584.
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-The role of regional disarmament measures;
-The need to intensify efforts in the field of disarmament in
general.
Many delegations stressed the urgent necessity of resuming
work on general and complete disarmament. A number of plenary
statements were devoted exclusively to a review of the way in
which the question of general and complete disirmament has been
approached in the past and to proposals for further progress in this
field. Many delegations devoted their statements to the
elaboration of a comprehensive programme of disarmament
referred to in General Assembly resolution 2602E. These included
statements by the delegations of Canada (CCD/PV.481),89
Czechoslovakia (CCD/PV.469 and 490),90 Hungary

(CCD/PV.489), 9 ' India (CCD/PV.488), 9 2 Italy (CCD/PV.453 and
475),93 Japan (CCD/PV.489), 9 4 Mexico (CCD",PV.499 [4911 ),9 '

Morocco (CCD/PV.4916 Netherlands (CCD/PV.478), 9
Pakistan (CCD/PV.490), 98 Poland (CCD/PV.483), 9 9 Romania
(CCD/PV.455 and 485),'
Sweden (CCD/PV.478), 2 USSR
(CCD/PV.466, 486),3 USA (CCP/PV.472),4 and Yugoslavia
(CCD/PV.478).'
On 9 July 1970, the Foreign Minister of Brazil, in addressing
the CCD on this subject, suggested certain principles for
disarmament negotiations, including the need to ensure that
disarmament measures do not affect adversely economic, scientific
and technological development, or prejudge or prejudice
and other questions in any outside field
unresolved juridical
6'
(CCD/PV.477).
The following working papers and proposals were submitted
on this subject:
The Netherlands delegation submitted an analysis (CCD/276) of
steps toward a comprehensive disarmament program. 7
The Mexican delegation stated its position in a working paper
submitted on 5 March 1970 (CCD/277).8
"Not
0
' Not
'' Not
'2 Not

printed
printed
printed
printed

here.
here.
here.
here.

'•CCD/PV.45 3, pp. 6-10; ante, pp. 277-282.

" 4 Not printed here.
"" Not printed here.
''Not printed here.
7 Not printed here.
' Not printed here.
"9 Not printed here.
'Not prmtint
here.
Not printed here.
'CCLiPV.466, pp. 13-20, ante, pp. 393-400.
4Ante,

pp. 248-256.

'Not printed here.
'Not printed hice.
7Ante. pp. 59-03.
'Not printed here
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The Romanian delegation presented to the Commnittee
proposals for further specific steps leading to disarmament
(CCD/PV.455) inciuding a proposal aiming at the establishment of
a nuclear free zone in the Balkans.' In a subsequent statement
(CCD/PV/485) the Romanian delegation elaborated its ideas on
the contents of a programme for the Disarmament Decade.' 0
The delegation of Sweden presented a working paper (CCD/287)
on ways in which verification has been dealt with in various arms
control and disarmament treaties and proposals.' I
The delegation of India suggested that the Joint Statement of
Agreed Principles for Disarmament Negotiations (ENDC/5) could
be elaborated into a comprehensive programme of
disarmament,'2 taking into account the various comments and
suggestions which had been put forward in the Committee
(CCD/PV 488).1 3
The delegation of Italy submitted a working paper (CCD/309)
which recalled the report it had made following an exchange of
views with a number of delegations regarding a possible approach
to a comprehensive programme of disarmament, its goal, principles
and mandates, main elements and related general considerations
(CCD/PV.475). 14 In the same working paper the delegation of
Italy submitted proposals on initiating programmes oi studies
relating to the question of the reduction of armed forces and
conventional disarmament, in the framework of a comprehensive
programme of disarmament, and on an undertaking to begin
negotiations of these reductions.
On 27 August 1970, the delegations of Mexico, Sweden and
Yugoslavia submitted a draft comprehensive programme of
disarmament (CCD/313), which contains principles and proposals
as to elements and phases of the programme and procedures for its
implementation, and states that the aim of this comprehensive
programme is to achieve tangible progress in order that the goal of
general and complete disarmament under effective international
control may become a reality in a world in which international
peace and security prevail, and economic and social progress are

attained.' 5
Members of the Committee believe that the wide discussion of
these problems which took place in the CCD during 1970 will
contribute to progress in this field.
Since the questions related to general and complete
disarmament are matters of great importance and complexity and
in view of the fact that in the course of its discussions a number of
concrete considerations anti proposals were put forward which
'Not printed here,
"Not printed here.
SNot printed here.
1Documents on Diwrmarnent, 1901, pp. 439-442.
1 Not printed i-re.
"Ante, pp. 277-282, 440-445.
"5 Ante, pp. 459-465.
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merit broad and thorough study by governments and further
discussion in the Committee, the CCD intends to continue its
discussions of general and complete disarmament during 1971.
The Committee agreed to reconvene on a day to be established
by the Co-Chairmen in consultation with all members of the
Committee.
This report is transmitted by the Co-Chairmen on behalf of the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament.
(Signed) A. A. Roshchin
Union of Soviet Socialist Repu ',lics

(Signed) James F. Lcc,;i-ad
United States of A merica

Statement by Assistant Secretary of State Meyer to the Senatc
Foreign Relations Committee: Additional Protocol H to the
Tlatelolco Treaty, September 22, 1970'
I appreciate this opportunity to appear before you this morning
on behalf of the Department of State to support ratification of
Additional Protocol I1 to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear
Weapons -in Latin America.' Following my statement, Ambassador
Leonard of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, "'hich has
played a leading role in our Government's consideration of this
treaty, will review with you the specific undertakings in
Additional Protocol II and the purpose and contents of the formal
statement that we propose be included in the instrument of
ratification .

While there had been a few earlier indications of interest in the.
subject, the first formal proposal to create a Latin American zone
that would be kept free of nuclear weapons was a recolution
submitted by Brazil to the First Committee of the United Nations
Generi! Assembly on November 3 [October 291, 1962.4 This was
only a few days after the Cuban missile crisis, which made the
specter of a nuclear confrontnt-n in the Western Hemisphere
appear to be a serious possibility.
On April 29, 1963, the Presidents of Bolivia, Brazil, Chile,
Ecuador, and Mexico issued a joint declaration announcing that
their governments would be prepared to sign a multilateral Latin
American agreement not to manufacture, receive, store or test
nuclear weapons.'
'Additional Protocol 11 to the Latin American Nuclear Free Zone TPeaty: Hearings
Before the Committee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Ninety-fist Cbngress,
Second Session, and Vinety-second Congress. Fkst Session. on Executive B1. 91st Congress, 'IdSession, lip. 2-s.
3Do,,uments on Disarmament. 1967, pp. 69-83.
'For Ambassador Leonard's statement, we infra. The proposed formal statemnent
appears ante, pp. 317-318.

" [-or the draft resoluon of Oct. 29, 1962. see Ge"eral Aswmbly Officiel Records:

S'venteenth Session, Annexes, Agenak Item 90. pp. 12-13. A revised version of the
resulution may be found ýn Dwocuments on Disarmament, 1962, vol. It, pp. 1056-1057.
5 Ibid- 1963, pp. 182-183.
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The following month 11 Latin American countries sponsored a
resolution in the General Assembly expri -týsing the hope that
preparation for such a treaty would be started and calling upon all
nat ions - "especially [particularly]I the nuclear powers"- to
cooperate. This resolution was adop ted by a vote of 91 to 0, with
15 abstentions.' The United States voted for it, stating that such a
zone could be "a most constructive contributiorn to the cause of
peace." 7
Thereafter, under strong Mexican leadership, a preparatory
commission was established whiv-h worked ov. the treaty and its
protocois in the period 1965-67. The United States submitted
written comments on the draft treaty' and sent an observer to all
but the first of the sessions of ihe Commission. The treaty was
opened for signature on 17.,bruary 14, 1967. It has recciv,ýd broad
international acclaim and has entered into force for the 16 Latin
Amer-ican States shown ini red on the map to your right?9 It has at
least been signed by t-he six other states depicted by slanted red
lines. 0' Thus it has been signed by all the independent States in
Latin America except Cuba (whose present Government has
indicated it will not sign) and Guyawn (whose eligibitity to sign is
in dispute). It >in full foice and effect in a region having, ani area
of over 21i½ mifiton square miles and a populat
ýwellI over 100
,mllion.
The treety itself was not open for signature by states cutside
Latin Ame-iica. But the two prolocols lto the tcfaty w.ere designed
for adhermnee by states outside the region:
Additic-.;al Protocol I was designed to enabkle such states which
had territories v'ithin Latin America to subject such territories to
the provisions of the Ireaty. 1 It hcý . bee-n signed and ratified by the
Unit,.ýd Kingdomt (thus subjecting British Honduras and the islands
indicated ini blue on the niapl 2 to the treaty's restrictior's) andI
signed by the Nether~ands with respect to Surinain and the
Netherlands Antilles. It has not. been signed by the United States
or France, which
the only other states eligible to sign it.
Additional Pr(
ol ii, which is the "instrument now before the
comnmittee., is designed for adhe-reixce by nuclea weapon states. It

contaim. undertakings to i~ ~the aims uind provisions of theI
tre~ty, not to Clontrtt-ite to its vgiol1tin, and not to use or
threatcn to use nu-;c-c~ar weapons against th2 tLaiin Americrin States
for which the treaty is in force. This pr o-,ole fras been signed and
'Ibid., pp. 623-629.

pphi.i
582-583.
!f65,pp. 626-,627-, £id., 1966, pp. h2.4-623.
'Barbawos. Bolivia, Custs Rica, Dominicain Republic,, Ecuador, U~
Sa
GuatemaLi. IWOit, fonduran. Jamakca, Mtxico, Nicaragua, Paiaguuy.
U~rugd;- I nd Vene8 Thid..

"A~getifl, tazii, Chile, Colombia, Paiamna, and Trwirda4 and Tobagr_
'Ihid-.iPO7, p 8 2.
'121b11iarnas. 93titisit Virgin~ ai-;vth, Ca~ty i..'n Ishaiids, IFalklwnd slaiids, W'n~ser, at,

furks. and

C;6cL" ilands, An_ _A Domiiiica, Gienada, St. C~1~hre1-'

t'~
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ratified by the United Kingdom and signed by the United States.
It has not been signed by the Soviet Union, France, or the Chinese

Communists.

I think these facts show that we are dealing with a major
regional initiative by our Latin American neighbors, having
substantially unanimous support in the region. I think they show
that these neighbors want to keep the deployment of nuclear
weapons out of the territories of the contracting parties, and are
willing to give up any national options they might have to acquire
such weapons in ord,:r to achieve that goal. Ard I think they show
that it is of considerable importance to these countries that the
United States support their goal by ratifying Additional Protocol
1I. As Assistant Secretary of State for inter-American Affairs, I
wish to emphasize that our ratification of this protocol is
important to our maturing relationship with the countries of Latin
America. These nations would not understand our failure to take
this step.
But this is only one of the reasons that we are urging
ratification of this protocol. The others relate to the value of the
treaty as an arms control measure and its potential contribution to
our security.
Ambassador Leonard will discuss in some detail its importance
as an arms controi measure. But I would at least like to point out
that this was a spontaneous, regional initiative in the field; that it
is a unique example of regional self-denial with respect to
armaments, and that it has resulted in the first populated region in
the world in which nuclear weapons and all nuclear weapons tests
are prohibited.
We are convinced that the treaty-and thus the support we
would give it by ratifying Additional Protocol Il--is in our national
security interests for at least two reasons:
First, it includes an undertaking by the Latin American parties
to prevent the type of deployment of nuclear weapons in their
territory that occurred in the Cuban missile crisis, and provides for
verification of compliance with this undertaking not only by the
parties themselvc., but by the regional organization they have
established with the right to make special inspections. It iLs to -iur
advantage to reduce the chances of such deployment, which could
upset stability in this hemisphere and add to the number of
Iccations apd directions, and in some cases decrease the distance,
from which nuclear attacks could be launched against us. And ii is
also to our advantage to have this additional means of verifying
that such deployment has not occurred.
Second. it complement3 our efforts to prevent the proliferation
of nucle-,• weapons ia several ways. For example, this treaty is
alrcady, in force for seven states that have iiot yet ratified the
NtY, "
(although one of them is scheduled to do so this
'Barbados, Doinnica.n Republic, El Salvador, GuztenaLa, Honduras, Nicaragua.
V -r.-zuea. For the nonproliferation treaty. see Documents on D1Xariament, 1968, p1 .
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afternoon), and it has been signed by three other states which have
not yet signed the NPT.1 4 Moreover, the treaty requires IAEA
(International Atomic Energy Agency) safeguards on all nuclear
materials and facilities under their jurisdiction.
In short, we believe that this treaty has considerable merit both
as an arms control measure and for its potential contribution to
our national security, and that it deserves our support. Moreover,
we believe there are important international political advantages to
giving it our support, and correlative disadvantages to not doing
so. Accordingly, we urge the committee to recommend that the
Senate give its advice and consent to ratification of Additional
Protocol 11 with a statement of the type discussed this morning.
"Thankyou, sir.
Statement by ACDA Assistant Director Leonard to the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee [Extracts]: Additional Protocol
II to the Tlatelolco Treaty, September 22, 1970'
Mr. Chairman, it is an honor to have this opportunity to testify
in favor of the ratification of Protocol II to the Treaty for the
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America.2 This
treaty-which is familiarly known as the Treaty of Tlatelolco-is
the first successful attempt to create a nuclear free zone in a
populated region of the world.
The Treaty of Tlatelolco has been the subject of several
resolutions in the U.N. General Assembly 3 subsequent to the one
refcured to by Assistant Secretary Meyer,4 as well as one at the
1968 Conference of Nonnuclear Weapon States.' In each case, the
resolution, which endorsed the treaty and urged the nuclear
weapon states to adhere to Additional Protocol II, was Passed by
an overwhelming majority of the world community.
In this connection, it should be noted tnat the Soviet
Union-while always a vocal proponent of nuclear free zones-has
not yet signed Protocol II. We consider Soviet adherence desirable,
and hope that it will occur, but we do not believe it should be
considered a condition precedent to our own adherence to that
protocoi.
In the first place, the principal benefit of tih treaty to us lies in
thL undertakings of the Latin American parties to foreswcar
" Argentina, Brazil, Chile.
'Additionai frotocl 11 to :he 4atin American Nuckear Free Zone Treat-,. ilearing..
pp. 18-25.
2 fkcutrentH on Dis)armrament, 196 7, pp. 69-83
Ilbid., pp. 620-621.
4
Supra.
"/oi~umen:s on Disarmament, 1YV0, pp. 672-674.
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nuclear weapons, to prohibit and prevent their introduction into
the zone, and not to authorize or encourage their use by others.
Participation by the Soviets is irrelevant to the first of these
undertakings, and the second and third should serve to inhibit the
Soviet Union from deploying nuclear weapons in this zone even if
it does not adhere to Protocol II.
Moreover, the treaty will suppiement our national efforts to
detect and prevent any Soviet introduction of nuclear weapons in
the territories of the contracting parties.
Let me now turn to the task which Assistant Secretary Meyer
said I would undertake-a review of the specific provisions of
Additional Protocol II and of the statement which we propose to
incorporate in our instrument of ratification. These documents
appear at pages VIII to X of Executive H. 6
The first two articles of Additional Protocol II obligate us to
respect the express aims and provisions of the treaty, and not to
contribute in any way to the performance of acts involving a
violation of the obligations of article I in the territories to which
the treaty applies in accordance with article 4.
I think, as was indicated in your discussion with Secretary
Meyer, this is one of the principal obligations that we undertake.
It is a reinforcement of the obligation of the other parties to it,
the parties to the treaty, the contracting parties, Latin American
countries. But as you say, it makes two promises which are
perhaps worth more than one promise.
Article 3 of Protocol II contains an undertaking "not to use or
threaten to use nuclear weapons against the Contracting Parties of
the Treaty." The contracting parties are defined in the treaty as
"those for whom the Treaty is in force" and thus do not include
parties to either of the protocols.
Note that the third paragraph of part I of the statement which
we propose to include in our instrument of ratification relates to
this nonuse undertaking, as does part Ill of that statement, in
which we say that we will extend the benefits of the nonuse
undertaking to such territories of adherents to Protocol I as are
located within the zone of application. That would be under the
present circumstances the British possessions.
Mr. Chairman, I offer for the record a brief written explanation
of the reasoning behind these portions of the proposed
statement. 7

Article 4 of the protocol incorporates a number of the
provisions of the treaty by reference. Thus it provides that the
duration of the protocol shall be the same as that of the treaty,
and that the provisions of article 30 on denunciation shall be
IAnte, P. 317-318.
Infira.
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applicable to the protocol. Article 30 of the treaty (which appears
on page 13 of the annex to Executive H), provides that it may be
denounced "if, in the opinion of the denouncing state, there have
arisen or may arise circumstances connected with the content of
this treaty or of the Annexed Additional Protocols I and II which
affect its supreme interests or the peace and security of one or
more contracting paides," and goes on to provide that
denunciation shall take effect 3 months after notification. This
provision is very similar to the withdrawal articles of the Limited
Test Ban Treaty' and the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. 9
And, as in the case of these treaties, the express provision for
withdrawal does not affect the rights and remedies which a party
would have under international law in the event of a material
breach of the treaty.
Arti(': 4 of the protocol also provides that the definitions of
"teriitory" and "nuclear weapons" as set forth in Articles 3 and 5
of the treaty shall be applicable to this protocol.
The first of these definitions has, frankly, one undesirable
aspect. It provides that "for the purpose of this treaty, the term
'territory' shall include the territorial sea. air space and any other
space over which the State exercises sovereignty in accordance
with its own legislation."
That is the wording of the treaty.
In commenting on earlier diafts of the treaty, we urged deletion
of the words "in accordance with its own legislation" since it was
apparent to us that a state could not validly assert jurisdiction over
international waters by unilateral acts of its own legislature. The
United Kingdom made the same -oint. In view of the fact that the
parties did not remove these words, both -the United States and
the United Kingdom accompanied their signature of Protocol II
with statements explaining their understanding of the effect of
this provision.'" The United Kingdom also incorporated such a
statement in its instrument of ratification, and we propose to do
so as well. One form this statement might take is that appearing as
the first paragraph of part I of the text of the proposed statement
on page IX of Executive H. This states:
"The United States understands that the treaty and its
protocols have no effect upon the international status of
international claims."''
We have, however, recently concluded that an even more
explicit formulation, that would be more in line with the British
statement, would be desirable. It would substitute the following as
the first paragraph of the proposed statement:
VDocuments on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-20'3.
MIbid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
" For the U.S. statement, see ibid. pp. 204-205.
" Ante, p. 317.
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"The United States understands that the reference in Article 3
of the Treaty to 'its own legislation' relates only to suc1 i legislation
as is compatible with the rules of international law and as involved
an exercise of sovereignty consistent with those rules, and
accordingly that signature or ratification of Additional Protocol II
by the Government of the United States could not be regarded as
implying recognition, for the purposes of this Treaty and its
Protocols or for any other purpose, of any legislation which did
not, in the view of the United States, comply with the relevant
rules of international law."
The treaty's definition of "nuclear weapons" in article 5 would
seem clearly to cover any nuclear explosive device, even if it were
intended to be used for peaceful purposes. Its second sentence is
in line with our own Atomic Energy Act, which excludes from the
definition of atomic weapon "the means for transporting or
propelling the device (where such means is a separable and
divisible part of the device)."' 2
In addition to the matters discussed thus far, article 4 of
Protocol II states that the "provisions regarding ratification,
reservations, authentic texts and registration contained in articles
26, 27, and 3 1 of the treaty" should be applicable to this
protocol. Article 26 of the treaty provides that it shall be subject
to ratification by signatory states in accordance with their
respective constitutional procedures, and provides for deposit,
certified copies, and notification of deposit. Article 27 provides
that the treaty shall not be subject to reservatiois. And article 3 1
is the usual typr of provision on equal authenticity of texts and
registration with the United Natiors.
Finally, article 5 of Protocol II piovides that the protocol shall
enter into force for each adherent on the date it deposits its
instrument of ratification.
Let me now briefly analyze the effect of tlv undertakings in
artic',s I and 2 of this protocol. The principal andertaking to
which these articles give rise is to respect, and no+ to contribute to
the violation of, the obligations contained in the first article of the
treaty. in that artizle the contracting parties undertake "to use
exclusively for peaceful purposes the nuclear material arid facilities
which are under their jurisdiction, and to prohibit and prevent in
their respective territories the testing, use, manufacture,
produ,'tion or acquisition by any means whatsoever of any nuclear
weapons by the parties themselves, directly or indirectly, on
behalf of anyone else or in any other way." They also undertake
"to prohibit and prevent in their respective territories the receipt,
storage, installation, deployment and any form of possession of
any nuclear weapons, directly or indirectly, by the parties
themselcs, by anyone on their behalf or in any other way." It is
to be noted that these provisions do uot include a prohibition on
I

.trpierican Foreign tbrictv. 1950-155: basiwc Dch-uments. Voi I., p. 2863.
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the transit or transport of nuclear weapons by states that are not
contracting parties. Mr. Chairman, I offer for the record a brief
analysis of the negotiating history on this point, designed to help
explain the reasoning behind the second paragraph of part I of the
statement 1 we propose to include in our instrument 3f
ratification .

3

Under the second paragraph of article I of the treaty, the
contracting parties undertake to refrain from engaging in,
encouraging, or authorizing, directly or indirectly, or in any way
participating in the testing, use, manufacture, production,
possession, or control of any nuclear weapon. Unlike the iirst
paragraph of article 1, this undertaking is not restricted to the
respective territories of the contracting parties, but applies
everywhere.
The general question of the geographical extent of the zone
created by this treaty has already been discussed by you with
Secretary Meyer. You are aware that the first paragraph of article
4 provides that "the zone of application of this treaty is the whole
of the territories for which the treaty is in force." At the present
time these territories are the ones marked in red and blue on the
map Assistant Secretary Meyer showed you. This area may, of
course, expand, as more states ratify the treaty or Additional
Protocol I thereto, to cover their respective territories in the
region.
Then in the second paragraph of article IV there is this much
more extensive zone and the conditions for its coming into being
were explained in the earlier testimony. The possibility that this
very much broader zone might come into existence should not
cause concern in connection with our ratification of Protocol II
because this zone could not materialize until we had also ratified
Protocol I, which we have not signed, and which, of course, will be
the subject of consideration by the Senate if we should ever do so.
The last point I need to explain relates to article 18 of the
treaty, which deals with peaceful nuclear explosions. As I
indicated earlier, this provision was modified with a view to
meeting our concern that there would be a loophole in the treaty
if the contiacting parties were permitted to develop, acquire, or
use their own nuclear explosive devices for peaceful purposes.
Notwithstanding this rnodi•.cation, two of the signatories ard one
of the parties to the treaty have expressed the view that they
would not be precluded from doing so. On the other hand, both
the negotiating history of the treaty and the prevailing view of the
parties support our position on this point.
To rermove any doubt, however, as to the basis on which we
would be adhering to Adiditional Protocol 11, we propose to include
In fra.
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in our instrument ot ratification the understandings and comments
contained in part It of the proposed statement appearing on pages
IX and X of Executive H. It should be noted that this statement
reaffirms our willingness to extend our NPT undertaking with
respect to peaceful nuclear explosion services, on the same basis, to
states precluded by the treaty of Tlatelolco from manufacLuring or
acquiring nuclear explosive devices. Any party to that treaty that
acquired such a device would not be entitled to the benefit of such
undertaking. Moreover, we would consider that such action
violated its obligations under article 1 of the treaty, entitling us to
the rights and remedies available under international law in the
event of a material breach of a treaty.
Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement. I believe
that the United States should ratify Additional Protocol It, and I
hope that the Senate will give its advice and consent to such
ratification.
ACDA Statement to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee:
Additional Protocol II to the Tlatelolco Treaty and the Non-Use
of Nuclear Weapons, September 22, 1970'
One of the undertakings by the Latin Americai. oarties to the
Treaty is to prohibit and prevent in their respective territories the
use of nuclear weapons. Accordingly, Protocol II, which is
basically an undertaking by nuclear-weapon states to respect the
Treaty and not to contribute to its violation, contains an
under*iking "not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons
against the Contracting Parties" to the Treaty, which are defined
to include only those Latin American states with respect to which
the Treaty is actually in force. This undertaking does not extend
to other nuclear powers, nor to non-parties to the Treaty (such as
Cuba), nor to states outside the zone which have territories or
possessions within it. It is made in reciprocity for the undertakings
of the Contracting Parties under Article 1 of the Treaty which not
only are designed to keep the area wholly free from nuclear
weapons but also include an undertaking to refrain from
"*'encouraging or authorizing, directy or indirectly, or in any way
participating in the use ... possession or control of any nuclear
weapon." Actions incompatible with those basic coligations would
constitute a failure of the cof sderation for our non-use
undertaking, and thus a material breach of the Treaty that would
enable us to treat our non-use undertaking as no longer binding.
To make clear our understanding that this principle would extend
to an armed attack by a Contracting Party, in which it was assisted
'tAdditiornal Protocwl 11 to the Latin American Nuclear Frce Zoine !reatv: Hearings,
pp. 20-21. The treaty and protocol appear in Documents on )tarmatrzent. 1967, pp.

69-83.
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by a nuclear-weapon state, the third paragraph of Section I of the
U.S. statement reads as follows:
As regards the undertaking in article 3 of Protocol II not to use or threaten to use
nuclear weapons against the Contracting Parties, the United States would have to
consider that an armed attack by a Contracting Party, in which it was assisted by a
nuclear-weapon State, would be incompatible with the Contracting Party's
corresponding obligations under article I of the treaty. 2

Assessment of the non-use undertaking at the time the Treaty
was signed by the United States resulted in agreement within the
government that it was acceptable in this particular case in view of
(a) the special historic relationship which the United States has
maintained with its hemispheric neighbors, and (b) the difficulty
of conceiving of circumstances in which the United States would
find it in its interest to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons
against a Latin American party to the Treaty which was abiding by
its obligations thereunder, as understood by the United States and
clarified in the foregoing statement.
As noted in the section above on the "non-use" undertaking in
Protocol 11, that undertaking applies only to the "Contracting
Parties" to the Treaty itself, a term that does not include
territories or possessions in the area that are brought under the
Treaty by ratification of Protocol I. Thus territories such as
Surinam and the Netherlands Antilles and British Honduras could
be subjectec 'to all of the obligations of a party to the Treaty
without getting the benefit of the "non-use" undertaking under
Protocol II. In signing Protocol II, both the United States and the
United Kingdom indicated their desire to correct this inequity
(which was probably a drafting oversight) by extending their
"non-use" undertakings to such territories. Thus Section III of the
U.S. statement on signature reads as follows:
The United States also wishes to state that, although not required by Protocol I1, it
will act with respect to such territories of Protocol I adherents as are within the
geographical area defined in paragraph 2 of article 4 of the treaty in the same manner as
3
Protocol 11 requires it to act with respect to the territories of Contracting Parties.

ACDA Statement to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee:
Additional Protocol II to the i'latelolco Treaty and the Right of
Transit, September 22, 1970'
The second paragraph of Part I of the prorosed statement deals
with the question of the transit through the Treaty's zone Of
application of airplanes or ships of states that are not Parties while
'Ibid. ION,€

p. 20-5.

'Ibid.

Treaty: tlearings.
lor the treaty and protocol, sec Documents on Disarmament, 1967. pp.

A,4dditional t'rtoc)l II [o the Latin Amenican Nuc,ear Ft e" Zone

pp. 23-24.
69-83.
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carrying nuclear weapons.2 It cited the negotiating history of the
treaty, which makes it clear that such rights and privileges of
transit are not affected by the Treaty.,
One of the alternative drafts of Article 1 of the Treaty
submitted at the Third Session of the Preparatory Commission
would have prohibited the parties from permitting "transport" of
nuclear weapons in their respective territories.3 Mexico's alternative text did not include any reference to "transport". In his letter
of August 29, 1966, to the Chairman of the Preparatory
Commission, U.S. Ambassador Freeman stated that "the United
States assumes that the proposed treaty would impose no
prohibition that would restrict the freedom of transit within the
Western Hemisphere. The United States policy on freedom of
transit is based oii our national security needs and the vital
security interests of the Hemisphere.... We therefore assume that
the language of Article I as finally
agreed will not in any way
4
impair the freedom of transit.",
At the Fourth Session of the Preparatory Commission, Argentina advised that it xwished a prohibition against transit and
transport to be included in the Treaty. However, the Commission
refused to adopt the Argentine position and the Final Act of the
Fourth Session contained a specific statement regarding transit
and transport. This statement notes that the parties to the Treaty
itself may not engage in the "transport" of nuclear weapons,
whether in transit or not, because of the prohibition of Article I
against "any form of possession of nuclear weapons." But in the
case of other states, including Parties to Iontocol II, the transport
of nuclear weapons is seen as"identical with 'lransit', which, in the
absence of any provision of the Tre-aty, must be understood to be
governed by the principles and rules of international law." 5
In the light of this background, the statement made by the
United States on signing Protocol II read:
The United States takes note of the Preparatory Commission's interpretation of the
treaty, as set forth, in the Final Act, that, governed by the principles and rules of
international law, each of the Contracting Parties retains exclusive power and legal
comfntence, unaffected by the terms of the Treaty, to grant or deny nmn-Contracting
Parties transit and transport privileges. 6

Both the statement in the Final Act and the United States
statement preserve for the United States the right of innocent
passage through the territorial sea (this being one effect of the
phrase "governed by the principles and rules cf international
law"). This statement in the Final Act and the United States
statement also preserve for the United States the privilege, if
granted by dhe relevapt Party, of port visits and overflights
incidental to transit. The Final Act statement provides assurance
fitn-', p. 317.

Sl1ocuments on Disarprawnrit.I9o6, p.

4lbid.,

p. 623.
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'See (OPRFI)AL/76, pp. 10-I1.
IDocuments on Diriamarncnt, 196•, p. 205.
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tVeat the continuation of present U.S. policies and practices with
respect to the transport or transit of nuclear weapons will no! be
inconsistent with our undertakings under Protocol 11 to fully
respect the "statute of denuclearization" and not to contribute to
violations of Article I of the Treaty.
Since the Treaty's entry into force there has been no interference with our transit rights based on this Treaty.
Letter From Admiral Moorer to Senator Fulbright on Additional
Protocol II to the Tlatelolco Treaty, September 22, 1970'
Dear Mr. Chairman,
It is understood that the Committee on Foreign Relations will
begin hearings in the near future on Executive H, 91-2, the
Additional Protocol II to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear
Weapons in Latin America. I would, therefore, like to take this
opportunity to express the position of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on
this important Protocol.
The Joint Chiefs of Staff have carefully reviewed the military
implications of United States ratification of Protocol II of the
Treaty of "iatelolco. They understand that United States adherence to Protocol 11 would not have any effect regarding the
continuance of United States military overflights, transit privileges, and naval ship visits to Latin American countries and that
the interpretative statements accompanying United States signature of Protocol II have received general international acceptance. 2 In light of this understanding, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have
no oojection to the United States ratification of Protocol I1 of the
Treaty of Tlatelolco and believe that such ratification would be in
the interests of United States national security.
Thank you for affording me this opportunity for presenting the
above views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee.
Sincerely,
T. H. Moorer
Admiral, U. S. Navy

Address by Foreign Minister Gromnyko to the General Asembly
(Extracti, October 21, 1970'
It is generally recognized that the vital ir'terests of the peoples
demand that mankind be saved from the arms race which
"1Additional Proto•l !I to the Latin American Nuclear Free Zone ILrc.- -ýtearingis
p. 26. rhe trcatv and protocol appear in Documents on Disarpament, 1967, pp.6 9-83.
'Sceihid.. 19/ s, pp, 203-205.
'A/PV.1877 (ptov.), pp. 46-48.
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constitutes a heavy burden for the peoples and increases the
danger of war. However great may be the difficulties in reaching
the solution of this problem, a pessimistic approach is utterly alien
to us. The Soviet Government is firm in its opinion that
disarmament is possible only if the States and Governments which
bear responsibility for their policies want to achieve it. The Soviet
Union is prepared-naturally, on a reciprocal basis-to go all the
way, up to general and complete disarmament. This is our
invariable stand. It was our stand during the first years of the
existence of the Soviet State. It continues to be our stand today.
The Soviet Union is in favour of invigorating the talks on
general and complete disarmament, with due accouri ,aken of the
progress achieved in the field of military technology, of the
conclusion of several agreements on the limitation of the nuclear
arms race, particularly the Moscow Treaty banning nuclear
weapons tests in three environments, 2 the Treaty on principles
governing the activities of states in outer space, 3 the Treaty on thL
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, 4 as well as the entire range
of the experience of talks whicn have taken place so far. It stands
to reason ttat the obligations assumed on disarmament problems
should cover a maximum number of States and, with regard to
nuclear disarmament, the participation of all nuclear Powers-as
we have already repeatedly stressed-is an indispensable condition.
One of the tasks to which the attention of States should be
drawn at the present session also is to ensure that all the States of
the world should accede to the non-proliferation Treaty.
In considering general and complete disarmament as the
ultimate goal, the Soviet Union. as before, is making every effort
to achieve agreements on individual disarmament measures and on
limiting the arms race.
The treaty banning the emplacement on the sea-bed and ocean
floor and the subsoil theieof of nuclear weapons and other
weapons of mass destruction is added to the list of what has
already been done in this field. An agreed draft of this treaty has
b:en submitted by the Committee on Disarmament,5 which has
done a useful job. Approval of this treaty here and its subsequent
signaturt- by the States will be a positive international 'act.
H[owever, further progress towards measures of actual disarmament ; meeting with the stubborn opposition of the forces which
are spurring the arms race and whose policies, like iron weights.
are encumbering the positions of some countries in disarmament
matters Even now, those forces are attempting to involve States in
an even more wasteful and perilous competition in creating and
manutacturing ever new types of weapons. It is woirthwhile to
recall this from the rostrum of the General Assembly at this
session
i_,cuCnents on Disarmament, !963, pp. 291-293.
'Ibid. 1967. pp. 38-43.
1bid.. 196'. pp. 461-465.
'..lnte. pp. 475-479.
4
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It is the opinion of the Soviet Government that agr-ement
should be achieved in the immediate future on the termination of
the manufacture an6 an the destruction of chemical and bacteriological means of warfare, that most dangerous type of weapons of
mass destruction. One hardly needs to be wordy about the
significance of solving this task for all mankind.
The military use of toxins, gases, bacteria and similar chemicobacteriological means has long since been condemned and
stigmatized by peoples and States. It has been prohibited by the
Geneva Protocol of 1925 which has become a universally
recognized rule of inte-national law.6 Why then should we
reconcile ourselves to the fact that these monstrous mcans of
warfare are retained in the arsenals of States, while their stockpiles
are growing and laboratories are conducting, under the cover of
secrecy, experiments on still more lethal types of chemical and
bacteriological weapons? That is what guided the socialist countries when they submitted for consideration by the General
Assembly the appropriate draft of an international convention.7
We should like to hope that it will be considered with earnest
attention.
The Soviet Union is proposing other measures too, the
implementation of which would constitute important progress in
the field of disarmament. These include the dismantling of foreign
military bases in alie.n territories, the establishment of nuclear-free
zones in various -oarts of the world, and the cessation of
underground nuclear weapon tests.
The Soviet Government is continuing bilateral ixegotiations with
the United States Government on matters relating to curbing the
strategic arms race. The ri,'xt round of those negotiations will
begin in a few days. The Soviet Government would like to express
the hope that eventuafly they will lead to positive results.

Address by President Nixon to the General Asemnbly I Extract ],
October 23, 1970'
Mr. President, Mr. Secretary General, distinguished chi, 's of
state and heads of government, Your Excellencies the Foreign
Ministers, and delegates here assembled:
I am honored to greet the members of the United Nations on
behalf of the United States as we celebrate this organization's 25th
anniversary. On this historic occasion I wish to pay a special
tribute to the founders of the United Nations, to Secretary
General U Thant, and to all others who have played indispensable
roles in its success.
TD-ocuments on Disrmament, 1969, pp. 764-765.
7Post, pp. 53J-537.

SDepartmentof State Bulletin, Nov. 16, 1970, pp. 601-603.

DO2UMENTS ON DISARMAMENI, MO90
530
In considering an anniversary ai:d 'n celebrating one, there is a
temptation to recount the accomplisiunents of the past, to gloss
over the difficulties of the present, and to speak in optimistic or
even extravagant terms about our hopes for the future.
rhis is too important a time and too in portant an occasion for
sucii an approach. The fate of more that. three and a half billioa
people today rests on the realism and candor with which we
a'-nroach the great issues of war and peace, of security and
pro, ress, in this world that togethei we call home.
So I would like to speak with you today not ritualistically, but
realistically; not of impossible dreams, but of possible deeds.
The United Nations was born amid q great upwelling of hope
that at last the better nature of man would triumph. There was
hope that Woodrow Wilson's dream of half a century ago-that the
world's governments would join "in a permanent league in which
they are pledged to use their united power to maintain peacu by
maintairning right and justice" 2 -would at last be realized.
Some of those early hopes have been realized. Some have not.
The U.N. has achieved many successes in settling or averting
conflicts.
The U.N. has achieved niany successes in promoting economic
development and in fostering other areas of international cooperation, thanks to the work of dedicated men and women all over the
world.
These are matters that all the members of the United Nations
can point to with very great pride.
But we also know that the world today is not what the founders
of the U.N. hoped it would be 25 years ago. Cooperation among
nations leaves much to be desired. The goal of the peaceful
settlement of disputes is too often breached. The great central
issue of our time, the question of whether the world as a whole
is to live at peace, has not been resolved.
This central issue turns in large part on the relations among the
great nuclear powers. Their strength imposes on them special
responsibilities of restraint and wisdom. The issue of war and
peace cannot be solved unless wc. in the United States and the
Soviet Union demonstrate both the will and the capacity to put
our relationship on a basis consistent with the aspirations of
mankind.
Commenting here today on U.S.-Soviet relationships, I see no
point in responding in kind to traditional cold-war rhetoric. 11.
facts of the recent past speak for themselves. Ar effort to scorn
debating points is not the way to advance the cause of peace.
In fact, one of the paramount problems of our time is that we
must transcend the old patterns of power politic. in which nations
sought to exploit every volatile sitvation for their own advantage
2 War and Peace: Pubic Pape'sof Woodrow Wilon, PresidentialMessages, Ae fdress,,5
and Ihblic Pap,-rs (1917-1924) voL 1, p. 523.
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or to squeeze the maximum advantage for themselves out of every
negotiation.
In today's world, and especially where the nuclear powers are
involved, such policies invite the risk of confrontations and could
spell disaster for all. The changes in the worid since World War II
have made more compelling than ever the central idea behind the
United Nations: that individual nations must be ready at last to
take a farsighted and a generous view. The profoundest national
interest of our time-for every nation-is not immediate gain, but
the preservation of peace.
Basib for Reducing U.S.-U.S.S.R. Difference::
One of the reasons the world had such high hopes for the
United Nations ?t the time of its founding was that the United
States and the Soviet Union had fought together as allies in World
War II. We coot _,ated in bringing the U.N. into being. There were
hopes that this cooperation would continue.
It did not continue, and much of the world's, and the U.N.'s,
most grievous troubles since have stemmed from that fact of
history.
It is not my intention to point fingers of blame, but simply to
discuss the facts of international life as they are.
We all must recognize that the United States and the Soviet
Union have very profound a;rd fundamental differences.
It would not be realistic, therefore, to suggest that our
differences can be eliminated merely by better personal relationships between the heads of our Governments. Such a view "•,ould
slight the seriousness of our disagreements.
Genuine progress in our relations calls fo; spe :ifics, not merely
atmospherics. A true detente is built by a series uf actions, not by
a superficial shift in the apparent mood.
It would not be realistic to suggest that all we need to improve
our relations is "better mutual understanding."
Understanding is necessary. But we do understand one another
well enough to know that our differences are real and thatrin
many respects we will continue to be competitors. Our task is to
keep that competition peaceful, to make it creative.
Neither would it be realistic to deny that p . r has a role in
. Our mutual
our relations. Power is a fact of international
obligation is to discipline that power,. to seek toget!.-r with other
nations to insure that it is used to maintain the peace, not to
threaten the peace.
I state these obstacles to peace because. they are the challeage
that must be overcome.
Despite the deep differences between ourselves and the Soviet
Union, there are four great factors that provide a basis for
common interest in working together to contain and to reduce
those differences.
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The first of these factors is at onru, th- most obvious. Neither of
us wants a nuclear exchange that would cost the lives of tens of
millions of people. Thus we have a powerful common interest in
avoiding a nuclear confrontation.
The second of these factors i;, the enormous cost of arms.
Certainly we both should welcome the opportunity to reduce the
burden, to use our ,csources for building rather than destroying.
The third factor is that we both are major industrial powers,
which at present have very little trade or con;mercial contact with
one another. It would clearly be in the economic self-interest of
each of us if worid conditions would permit us to increase trade
and contact between us.
The fourth factor is the global challenge of economic and social
developmeot. The pressing economic and social needs around the
world can give our competition a creative d&,ection.
Thus, in these four matters, we have substantial mutual
incentives to find ways of working together despite our continuing
difference of views on othei matters.
It was in this spirit that I announced, on taking office, that the
policy of the United States would be to move from an era of
confrontation to one of negotiation.
This is a spirit that we hope will dominate the talks between our
two countries on the limitation of strategic arms.
There is no greater contribution which the United States and
the Soviet Union together could make than to limit the wor!d's
capacity for self-destruction.
This would reduce the danger of war. And it would enable us to
devote more of our resources, abroad as well as at home, to
assisting in the constructive works of economic development qnd
in peaceful progress: in Africa, for example, where so many
nations have gained independence and dignity during the life of
the United Nations; in Asia, with its rich diversity of cultures and
peoples; and in Latin America, where the United States has special
bonds of friendship and cooperation.
Despite our many differences, the United States and the Soviet
Union have managed ever since World War II to avoid direct
conflicts. But history shows, as the tragic experience of World War
I indicates, that great powers can be diawn into conflict without
their intending it by wars between smaller nations.
The Middle East is a place today where local rivalries are
intense, where the vital interests of the United States and the
ý,oviet Union are both involved. Quite obviously, the primary
responsibgility for achieving a peaceful settlement in the Middle
East rests on the nations there themselves. But in this region in
particular, it is imperative that the two major powers conduct
themselves so as to strengthen the forces of peace rather than to
strengthen the forces of war.
It is essential that we and the Soviet Union join in the efforts
toward avoiding war in the Middle East and idso toward
developing a climate in which the nations of the Middle East will
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learn to lHve and let live. It is essentiai not only in the int.eresi of
the people in the Middle East themselvcs, but also because the
alternative could be a confrontation with disastrous consequences

for the Middle East, for our nations, and for the whoie world.
Therefore we urge the continuation of the cease-fire and the
creation of confidence in which peace efforts can go forw ,rd.
In the world today we are at a crossroads. We can follow the old
way, playing the traditional game of international relations, but at
ever-increasing risk. Everyone will lose; no one will gain. Or we can
take a new road.
I invite the leaders of the Soviet U;nion to join us in "aking that
new road: to join in a peaceful competition, not in the accumulation of arms, but in the dissemination of progress; not in the

building of missiles, but in waging a winning war against hunger
and disease and human misery in our own countries and around

the globe.
Let us compete in elevating the human spirit, ir. fostering

respect for law among nations, in promoting the works of peace.
In this kitd of competitior, ,o oel loses and everyone gains.

Revised Communist. Draft Convention Submitted to the General
Assembly: Prohibition of the Development, Production, and
Stockpiling of Chemical and Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons and the Destruction of Such Weapons, October 23, 1970'
The States Parties to this Convention,
Convinced of the immense importance and urgent necessity of
eliminating from the xrsenals of States such dangerous weapons of
mass destruction as chemical and bacteriological (biological)
weapons,
Guided by the desire to facilitate progress in the achievement of
the objectives of general and complete disarmament,
Desiring to contribute to the strengthening of confidence
between peoples and the general improvement of the international
atmosphere,
Believing that scientific discoveries in the field of chemistry and
bacteriology (biology) must in the interests of all mankind be used
solely for peaceful purposes,
Recognizing nevertheless that the development of scientific
knowledge throughout the world will increasc the risk of the use
of chemical and bacteriological (biological) methods of warfare,
' A./8!.j, Oct. 23, 1970. The draft convention was submitted to the SecretafyGeneral by the Polish represci.,,tive on behalf of the foliowing countries: Bulgaria,
Byek :ussian S-S.R., Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Romania, Ukrainian
S.S.R., and U.S.S.R. The original version of the draft conventien appears in Docur
on Dirwmamenf, 1969, pp. 455-457.
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Conminced that such use would be repugnant to the conscience
of mankind and that no effort should be spared to minimize this
risk,
Recognizing the important significance of the Geneva Protocot,
of 17 June 1925 for the Prohibition -)f the Use in War of
Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological
Methods of Warfare, 2 an instrument which ebodies generally
recognized rules of international law, and conscious also of the
contribution which the said Protocol has already made, and
continues to make, to mitigating the horrors of war,
Reaffirming their adherence to the purposes and principles of
that Protocol and calling upon all States to comply strictly with
them,
Recalling United NaLions General Assembly resolutions 2162 B
(XXI) of 5 December 1966' and 2454 A (XXIII) of 20 December
19684 which condemned all actions contrary to the Geneva
Protocol of 17 June 1925, and also resolutions 2603 A and B
(XXIV) of 16 December 1969' which, inter alia, confirmed once
again the generally recognized character of the niles of international law embodied in the Geneva Protocol of 17 June 1925,
Noting the conclusions contained in the report submitted to the
United Nations General Assembly and the Disarmament Committee on the grave consequences for mankind that might result from
the use of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons,
Expressing th -ir desire to contribute to the implementation of
the Purposes ana Fidnciples of the Charter of ,PheUnited Nations,
Hai'e agreed as follows:
Article I
Each State Party to this Convention undertakes not to develop,
produce, stockpile or otherwise acquire chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons, or equipment or vectors specially
designed for the use of' chemical and bacteriological (biological)
weapons as means of warfare.
Article 11
Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to destroy
within a period of........
-observing all the necessary precautions--or to divert to peaceful uses all previously accumulated
chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons in its possession,
as well as equipment and vectors specially de3igned for the use of
chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons as means of
warfare.
A rticle IIl
Each State Party to the Convention undertakes not to assist,
encourage or induce any individual State, group of States or
',bd,'pp. 764-765.
'Ibid. 1966, pp 798-799.
"4lbid., 1968, pp. 793-795.
$lbid, 1969, pp. 716-719.

COMMUNIST nRAFT CBW CONVENTION. OCTOBER 23

535

international organizations to devckap, produce or otherwise
acquire and stockpile chemical and bacteriologi, d (biological)
weapons.
Ar-ticle IV
Each State Party to the Convention shall be internationally
responsible for compliance with its provisions by legal and
physical persons exercising their activities in its territory, and also
by its legal and physical persuns outside its territory.
Article V
Each State Party to the Convention undertakes to take as soon
as possible, in accordance with its constitutiona: procedures, the
necessary legislative and administrative measures to prohibit the
development, production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and to destroy such weapons.
Article VI
The States Parties to the Convention undertake to consult one
another and to co-operate in solving any problems which may arise
in the application of the provisions of this Conventic'n.
Article VII
1. Each State Party to the Convention which finds that actions
of any other State Party constitute a breach of the obligations
assumed under articles I and II of the Convention may lodge a
complaint with the Security Council of the United Nations. Such a
complaint should include all possible evidence confirming its
validity, as well as a request for its consideration by the Security
Council. The Security Council shall inform the States Parties to
the Convention of the result of the investigation.
2. Each State Party to the Convention undertakes to co-operate
in carrying out any investigations which the Security Council may
undertake, in accordance with the provisio' s of the United
Nations Charter, on the basis of the complaint received by the
Council.
Article VIII
1. The States Parties to the Convention undertake to facilitate,
and have the right to participate in, the fullest possible exchange
of equipment, materials and scientific and technological information for the peaceful uses of chemical and bacteriological
(biological) agents.
2. This Convention shall be implemented in a mannr designed
to avoid hampering the economic or technological development of
States Parties to the Convention or international co-operation in
the field of peaceful chemical and bacteriological (biological)
activities, including the international exchan!T of chemical and
bacteriological (biological) agents and equipment tor the pru,.
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essing, use or production of chemical and bacteriological (biological) agents for peaceful purposes in accordance with the provisions
of this Convention.
Article IX
Any State Party may propose amendments to this Convention.
Amendments shall enter into force for each State Party accepting
the amendments upon their acceptance by a majority of the States
Parties to the Convention and thereefter for each remaining State
Party on the date of acceptance by it.
Article X
Five years after the entry into force of th-is Convention, a
conference of States Parties to the Convention shall be held at
Geneva, Switzerland, in order to review the operation of this
Convention with a view to assuring that the purposes of the
preamble and the provisions of the Convention are being realized.
Such review shall take into account any new scientific and
technological developments relevant to this Convention.
Article XI
1. This Convention shall be open to all States for signature.
Any State which does not sign the Convention before its entry
into force in accordance with paragraph 3 of this article may

accede to it at any time.
2. This Convention shall be subject to ratification by signatory
States. Instruments of ratification and instruments of accession
shall be deposited with the Governments of ..... which are
hereby designated the Depositary Governments.
3. This Convention shall enter into force after the deposit of
the ..... instrument of ratification by Governments, including
the instruments of ratification of the Governments of States which
are permanent members of the United Nations Security Council
and of other Governments designated as Depositaries of the
Convention.
4. For States whose instruments of ratiFication or accession are
deposited subsequent to the entr, into force of this Convention.
[the Convention I shall enter into force on the date of the deposit
of their instruments of ratification or accession.
5. The Depositary Governments shall promptly inform all
signatory and acceding States of the date of each signature, the
d;,
of deposit of each instrument of ratification or of accessior
ant' the date of the enary into force of this, and shall transmit

oilj.er notices to them.
6. This Convention shall be registered by the Depositary
Governments pursuant to Article 102 of the Charter of the United
Nations.
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Article XII

This Convention, of which the Chinese, English, FrewMh,
Russian and Spanish texts are equally authi-rntic, shall be depositi;d
in the archives of the Depositary Governments. Duly certified

copies of this Convention shall be transmitted by the Depositary
Governments t3 the Governments of the signatory and acceding
States.
In witness whereof the undersigned, duly authorized, have
signed this CconN ention.
DONE in
-- day of

copies at

,this

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly, November 2, 19701

Today, the First Committee is beginning consideration of the
question of disarmament, to which States Members of the United
Nations and the United Nations as a whole unswerving!y have
attached great importance and great attention. This is quite
understandable. The solution of these problems is related to tne
vital issues of our times, namely the strengthening of international
security, the establishment of a sound and durable peace, and the
raising of the standard of livin, of peoples.
The importance of the question of disarmament has grown
immeasurably over the last ten years, during which tremendous
changes have taken place in the world in the field of nuclear
physics, chemistry, rocket construction and in oth~er fields of
science and technology, and also in military production. It is quite
obvious that a nruciear war would cause tremendous losses and the
destruction of many millions of people, of whole States and of
invaluable sources of culture.
The Soviet Union considers that the problem of disarmament is
a most important issue which requires an immediate solution. At
all stages of its developrment, the Sovi,'t Union has consistently
attached great importance to action in favour of disarmament, and
in approaching this task, the Soviet Union bases its actions upon
the basic principle laid down by the founder of the Soviet State,
Vladimir Ilyich Lenin, who put forward the vicw that dis'rmament is the ideal of socialism.
The Soviet Union sees disarmament a&an effective means of
providing such a system of international security as will prec~ade
the possibility of the resort to force for the solution of
international disputes. We have been very much gratified to note
that m-'iy delegations, in sp. ,king in tne general debate at this
sessivn of the United Nations General Assembly, have devoted a
'AXCI/PV.1748, pp. 3,27-
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cornsiderable amount of their atletion to the question of
disarmament and have emphasized thc vital necessity of providing
speedy solutions to its problems.
As we take up the question of disarmament in this First
Committee of the General Assembly, we cannot fail to point out
that certain fundamental tasks in this field still remain unfulfilled.
The arms race continues to intensify; the burden of military
expenditures over the last ten years has increased sharply, the
growth in the military budgets of many Statk;s is an indication of
the fact that tremendous material and financial wealth is being
devoted to military purposes. The continuation of the arms .'ace
that imperialism has imposed on the world poses a grave danger to
all mankind. At the same time, however, as a positive aspect of the
m. "'er, it can be stated that in recent y~ars a certaii: degree of
.vement has been observed in providing partial measures In the
field of disarmament. This can be discerned in the fact that a
number of important international agreements have been concluded which represent a significant contribution to restricting the
armis race. Among such agreements are included the Moscow
treaty prohibiting the testing of nuclear weapons in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water'; the Treaty on the
principles relating to the activities of States in outer space, which
prohibits the orbiting of nuclear weapons around the earti, and
their emplacement on the moon and other celestial bodies', and
the Treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.' The
conusion of these international pacts is an indication of the real
significance that should be attached tG the efforts being exerted
by States in an attempt to put a stop to the arms race, first and
foremost in the field of nuclear weapons. The Soviet Union
regards these treaties I have mentioned as merely a first step
towards the unal goal of genera, and complete disarmamen> The
task confronting us is essentially to reach agreement op. other
measures to bring about disarmament, and thus to broaden the
scope of iternational agrccment in this important area of
international li'e.
On;e of the .'•st important aspects of disarmament which w.,
have to consider at this session of the General Assembly is tW-e
conclusion of the treaty prohibiting the installation on the
sea-bed, the ocean floor and the sub-soil thereof, of nuclear
weapons and otLe, forms of weapons of mass destruction. A draft
of ,-,ch a treaty has been prepared and submitted to the
Committee C. D)isarmament . nd is to be found in document

A/8059.1 The discussion around this item at the previous session
of the General Assembly and in the Committee on Disarmament
has shown that all .troughout the werld enormous importance is
Documents on Dzrmwrnwnts. i963, pp. 291-293.
,id., 1967, pp. 3843.
Ibid, 1968, pp 461-465.
•Ante,

pp. 475-479.
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attached to the exclusion from the nuclear-weapon race of broad
tracts of the beds of the world's oceans. The urgency and
importance of finding solutions to these problems is emphasized
by the fact that recent discoveries in science and technology have
made it possible, in practical terms, to develop the sea-beds and
ocean floors, while at the same time creating the risk that that
environment may be used for the arms race. It is quite obvious
that the use of the sea-beds for the installation of weapons of mass
destruction would considerably increase the scope and extent of
the arms race and would represent an increased danger of global
war. Military utilization of the sea-bed and ocean floor is, for the
time being at least, limited in scope, but in the very near future
that situation may change. The treaty prohibiting the installation
on the sea-bed and ocean floor of weapons of mass destruction is
designed to prevent, or at least to reduce considerably, such a
danger. At the same time, it is a prerequisite for the development
of international co-operation in the peaceful uses of that environment. In General Assembly resolution 2602 F (XXIV) it was
pointed out that "the prevention of a nuclear arms race on the
sea-bed and the ocean floor serves the interests of maintaining
world peace, reducing international tensions and strengthening
friendly relations among States." 6 The draft treaty presented for
consideration at the present session of the General Assembly
differs, to a great extent, from the draft that was before the
twent-y-fourth session of the Assembly.' The changes that have
been introduced into the draft affect a number of important
provisioas. First of all, a new article has been incorporated into
the treaty which lays down, as an obligation of the parties thereto,
"to continue negotiations '.n good faith concerning further
measures in the field of disarmament for the prevention of an arms
race on the sea-bed, the ocean floor and the sub-soil thereof."
That new article, article V, is designed to put into effect further
steps to demilitarize the sea-bed and the ocean floor, and it
reflects the grave concern of a wide range of States to ensure the
complete exclusion of the sa-bed and the ocean floor from the
ambit of the arms race.
Another change that has been introduced into the draft treaty
;nvclves those provisions relating to a precise definition of the
applIcability of the treaty. At the present time, the treaty very
clearly states that the prohibition of the installation of nuclear
weapons and any other typ'! of weapon of mass destruction does
not apply within the limits of the twelve-mile zone to either
I
coastal States or the sea-!,ed under territorial waters.
It is also stated that the outer limit ef the sea-bed zone within
the limits of which the coastal State has particular rights, is
coterminous with the twelve-mile outer limit of the zone referred
'Documents un b.'!rmament, :969, p. 715.
'lbid., pp. 507-50).

"
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to in the Geneva Convention of 1958 on the teijitorial sea and the
contiguous zone. 8
A substantial change libs been made also to articl. III, on
contrc1 . That article provides not only that there. shall be a control
over the activities of other States Parties to the Treaty on the
sea-bed and ocean floor, but also that investigations should be
carried out, including inspection, which would take place with the
agreement of the parties to the treaty if serious doubts should
arise regarding whether certain parties to the treaty have observed
the commitments which they have assumed.
The possibility is included in the sticle on control for the
participation of all interested States, including the coastal States,
in mutual consultations and steps to carry out verification.
Furthermore, that verification can be carried out by States Parties
not only through their own efforts or with the assistance or partial
support of other States Parties, but also by means of relevant
international procedures within the framework of the United
Nations and in accordance with its Charter.
In the revised article on control, additional provisio-s have been
included which give a more detailed account of the procedure to
be observed for informing States Parties of doubts that might arise
regarding observance of the treae
and of the results of the

verification. procedure.
Paragraphs 2 and 3 oi thiat article ý.o'tain changes that gike a
more accurate definition of the rights oQStates Parties, including
any coastal State, to participate ini consultations and co-operative
efforts, and also in other verification procedures. On the whole,
the article on control gives us a reliable and flexible system of
verifying whether States Parties have observed the treaty by 'Way
of observii•j a-d carrying out the commitments they have
assumed.
Over and c .xvc national forms of control, the system of
verification also inctdes international procedure and the possibility of States applying to the Security Council for it to consider
any doubts that have arise-i concerning the way in which the
treaty is being implemented.
It should also be stated that, in practice, a situation might arise
in which a particular party to the treaty because of vaieus
political circumstances connected with the relations it mraikntains
with other countries, or because of the general internationAl
situation, will be unable to participate in the sort of consultations
set forth in article III of the draft treaty. In this connexion we
should like to point out that the provisions included in article 111,
paragraph 2. relating to consultations being held between States
Parties in order to remove any possible doubts regarding the way

I
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in which the treaty is being implemented, of course are itot a
man-datory prerequisite for States Parties te invoke their right to

apply to the Security Council, as set tooth [in] paragraph 4 ot this
article, when there are serious grounds for so doing. Consequently,
any State Party to the treaty may apply dii.ctly to the Security
Council without even having held previous consultations.
An important modification that has been introduced into the
draft treaty relates to the problem of the relationship between 'he
commitments adopted under this treaty and the position of States
regarding other, existing international conventions, and also on the
question of the rights mid claims to coastal waters in the
continental shelf. The provision that defines the relationship of

this treaty to other treaties or commitments which States may or
may not be parties to-that is, those that have signed this
treaty-are dealt with in a !eparate article-article IV-which
provides that nothing in the treaty should be interpreted as
supporting or prejudicing th(. position of any State Party with
respect to rights or claims which it may assert, or with respect to
recognition or non-recognition of rights or claims asserted by any
other State related to waters off its coasts or the sea-bed and
ocean floor.
As far as the provisions contained in the previous draft treaty
are concerned, those have been further supplemented by references to the fact that the treaty should not be interpreted as
supporting or prejudicing the position of any State Party with
respect to existing international conventions, including the 1958
Convention on the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone, and
also regarding any rights or claims relating to the continental shelf.
We attach considerable importance to that article of the treaty.
At the same time, we feel it necesiary to emphasize that the
provisions contained in the treaty on the sea-bed and ocean floor
are aimed solely at fulfilling the task that has leer- set fur this
agreement: that is, to prevent the spread of nuc!ear w.eapors ,nd
other weapons of mass destnrction to 'he sea-bed and ocean floor.
The treaty is not supposed to try, to find t solution to the
numerous questions of maritime law, to confirm or to abrogate
any obligations that have been assumed by States under other
international agreewents, or to p;edternrine any possible de
csions that may be taken in this area in the ft~'tre. A xcnsid,--able
addition to the present draft treitt€, which was made on the
proposal of Mexico, can be found in the new article IX of the
treaty, which states that "The Frovisions of this Treaty shall in no
way affect the obligations assumrned by States Parties o the Treaty
under international instruments establishing zones free from
nuclear weapons". -.
Representatives of the United Arab lRep, tblic ;_n lhe Commiittee
on Disarmament put forward the proposal that w'e article on
deruclearized zones--which is article iX-should further state that
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the tri.aty should not affect either those commitments adopted by
States according to other agreements in the field of nuclear
disarmament, including the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons.
In this connexion, we should like to point out that this proposal
is covered by article IV of the draft treaty, which I have just
quoted, which says:
Nothing in this Treaty shall be interpreted as supporting or prejudicing the position of
any State-Party with respect to existing international conventions.

In conclusion of this part of our statement on the treaty on the
sea-bed and ocean floor, we should like to emphasize that the
draft treaty that has been put before the Assembly was drafted
taking due account of the positions and proposals of a broad range
of States, all of which participated in this discussion at the
twenty-fourth session of the General Assembly and in the
Committee on Disarmament.
We are fully justified, I think, in declaring that this document is
the result of the joint efforts made by many Member itates of the
Organization. The contents of the treaty are based on the
intention of providing for the security of all countries and peoples.
Its entry into the category of international acts and agreements is
a concrete step which expresses the desire to reduce international
tension, to improve relations among States and to create favourable conditions for other steps to be taken in the field of reducing
armaments and bringing about disarmament.
We are pleased to see that many delegations that took part in
the general discussion at this session of the General Assembly,
when referring to the question of disarmament, commended the
draft treaty on the sea-bed and ocean floor and appealed to the
General Assembly to approve that treaty so that it could
immediatelv be opened for signing by States. The Soviet delegation expresses the hope that sucih an appeal will be responded to
positively by delegations in the Assembly and t.0t the draft treaty
on the sea-bed and ocean floor will soon becume un effective
international enactment, serving the interests of all countries and
peoples. At the same time, this would be a very positive
contribution to the celebration of the twentyfifth anniversary of
the United Nations.
Another extremely important and, at the same time, urgent
measure for disarmament which is being considered by the General
Assembly is the prohibition of the production and the accumulation of chemical and bacteriological weapons. Representatives of
many countries who spoke at the last session of the General
Asse;nbly and in the Disarmament Committee poin[,,i out that
the solution of this problem would be of tremendous .ignificance
because it would save mankind from the horrors of war resulting
from the use of chemical and bacteriological means, on the one
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hand, and would also promote furthet progress along the path to
total disarmament, on the other hand.
The use by the United States of chemical substances in their
military action in Viet-Nam has caused alarm and considerable
indignation among world public opinion. The existence and the
utilization of such weapons, the continuing development and the
accumulation of stocks of such weapons have a direct effect and
will continue to have a direct effect on the development of the
international situation. They will engender mistrust in relations
among States and will make it difficult, and even impossible, to
solve other problems connected with disarmament.
In the report of the group of consultants of the World Health
Organization on the dangers involved in the use of such forms of
weapon, ;t is pointed out:
In view of the power of existing agents in conditions favourable to their use and the
possibility of developing new and even more dangerous weapons, it is imperative to find
ways of abolishing 3ny presumed need for this miFtarily orientated research as soon as
possile.'

The complete prohibition of such forms of armament and their
destruction are a vital step which would be warmly welcomed by
all countries of the world. That prohibition would become the
next logical step after the Geneva Protocol of 1925, which
prohibits the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons in
warfare.' 0
The last session of the General Assembly requested the
Disarmament Committee to consider urgently the question of
reaching agreement on prohibiting the production, development
and accumulation of stocks of chemical, bacteriological and
biological weapons, and urging their destruction. Therefore, the
very definite task of drawing up a text of an appropriate
international agreement has been - t before that Committee. In
accordance with that task, the nine socialist countries submitted
for the consideration of the General Assembly at its last session a
draft convention on the complete prohibition of the use of
chemical and bacteriological weapons.' 1 In its turn, the United
Kingdom put forward a proposal that a convention snould be
concluded prohibiting only biological weapons; the question of
the prohibition of chemical means of waging war would be
considered subsequently.' 2
The Soviet Union has unswervingly defended the need to
prohibit both those types of weapons simultaneously. In conditions
when chemical weapons are already being broadly utilized in
military action, the precise requirement should be that both those
'World Health Organization, Health AS!f ets of Chemical and Biological Weapon:s
Report of a WHO Group of Consultants (Geneva, 1970), p. 20.
0
*Documents on Disarmament. 1969. pp. 764-765.
''Ibid., pp. 455-457.
'2 Ante. pp. 428-432.
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forms of weapon should be prohibited at the same time. The
proposal of the Western Powers that we should confine ourselves
to prohibiting only biological means of waging war, in the present
circumstances, can only be regarded as an attempt to balk at
finding agreement on the prohibition of chemical warfare and to
try to maintain those forms of weapon for military purposes. The
Soviet Union is unable to agree to such an approach. Traditionally
science and practice have always considered the question of the
prohibition of chemical and biological weapons as being a single
goal. That is precisely how the problem was regarded in the report
of the Secretary-General wvhich was prepared by eminent specialists and scientists from fourteen States,' 3 and also in the report of
the World Health Organization, in that part which is devoted to
this problem and from which I previously read out an excerpt.
All international agreements on this problem consider both
those forms of weapon jointly. The imposition of a prohibition on
the development, production and accumulation of only one of
those forms of weapons, the biological type, without having a
prohibition on chemical weapons, would have a very negative
influence. Such a decision would simulate the development of
chemical weapons in those countries where there are those who
are in favour of using such weapons.
We are very pleased to see that the twelve non-aligned States
members of the Disarmament Committee unanimously supported
the proposal that a joint solution should be found to the question
of dealing with chemical and biological means of waging war.
In their memorandum which was presented to the Disarmament
Committee, reference was made to the considerable importance of
ensuring:
' that both chemic.al and bacteriological (biological) weapons should continue to be
dealt with together in takiug steps towards the prohibition of their development,
production and stockpiling and their effective elimination from the arsenals of all
States.' 4

An importnt aspect of the problem of the prohibition of
chemical and bacteriological weapons is ensuring that the commitments which have been adopted with regard to the prohibition of
those weapons are in fact carried out. We should like to point to
the peculiar nature of chemical and bacteriological weapons, the
production of which is very closely related to the peaceful
production of chemical and bacteriological substances. Therefore,
a type of verification, for example, which would involve control
posts and sending inspection groups and so forth, would, from a
practicai point of view, be virtually impossible. There would have
to be control in practically every laboratory if this were 'o be
done. Therefore, in view of this undisputed fact, we cannot fail to
' 'Documents

on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 264-298.

"4 Ante, p. 454.
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conclude that in order to guarantee that commitments on the
prohibition of chemical and bacteriological means of waging war
are fulfilled, it is necessary to combine particular specific national
and international means and procedures which would mtke it
quite certain that the commitments relative to the removal of
chemical and bacteriological weapons from the arsenals of States
are in fact carried out.
Such a combination of national and international means and
procedures is in fact laid down in the draft convention of the nine
socialist countries. The convention provides that each State Party
shall te in ternatio 'J v! responsible for compliance with its
provisions by legal awd kihy sical persons exercising their activities
in its territory. In order to implement this, Member States
undertake to adopt legisl.tive and administrative measures in their
countries which would prohibit the development, production and
stockpiling of chemical and bacttriological, including biological,
weapons and to destroy such weapons (article V).
The fulfilment of these commitments would be one way of
guaranteeing the implementation of an agreement on the complete
prohibition and liquidation of these forms of weapons. In this
way, in accordance with the provisions of the draft convention,
the Governments of each and every State party would guarantee
that not a single industrial enterprise nor a single citizen of a
country would concern themselves with the elaboration and
production of chemical and bacteriological weapons and that the
military arsenals of these countries would not stockpile supplies of
the weapons.
The draft convention of the socialist countries also provides for
the application of international procedures in order to ensure thai
the commitments be observed regarding the prohibition of
chemical and bacteriological ways of wagin2 war. Thus the draft
convention sets forth the commitments of States Parties to consult
and co-operate with each other in solving any particular problems
wllich might arise in connexion with the impleimetntation of the
provisions of the draft convention (article 6). The h.olding of such
consultations would make it possible for States to decide upon
any doubts which might arise in connexion with the manner in
which the provisions of the draft convention ae being fulfilled.
The nine socialist countries recently put before the (General
Assembly a revised ý.:aft convention prohibiting the elaboration,
production and stockpiling of chemical and biological weapons.' s
This draft couivention contains a number of additional provisions,
including a supplementary article-article VII-which relates to the
use of iniernational procedures in order to ensure that the
provisions of the draft convention are carried out. It ;s not our
I I'uprua.

546

DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1970

intention in our present statement to dwell on this matter or to
give an explanation of the additions which have been made by the
zuthors; we shall do so at a later stage. An important task which is
directly linked with the whole question of prohibiting chemica!
and bacteriological weapons is the strengthening of tht 1925
Geneva Protocol, wh'ih prohibits the use of these types of
weapons. In this particular case we should think precisely about
the desirability of having all States accede to this important
international agreement which already exists and which prohibits
the use of this type of weapon.
We were gratified to note the decision taken by the General
Assembly at its twenty-first session, in which it called upon all
States parties to observe strictly the principles and aims of the
1925 Geneva Protocol and condemned all actions running contrary to these goals, and proposed that all States which had not
yet done so should accede to this Protocol.' 6
Also, we fully agree with the interpretation of the Geneva
Protocol which was given at the last session of the General
Assembly to the effect that the prohibition contained therein is
all-embracing and encompasses the use in international military
conflict of all bacteriological and chemical means of waging war
independently of any technical developments.' 7 As a result, there
is a widely shared view that the Geneva Protocol is extremely
important and a growing interest has been evident recently on the
part of several States. We are pleased to note that Japan, Brazil
and Morocco acceded to the Protocol this year and we were
interested to note also that the President of the United States
stated iast November that this international instrument had been
referred to the American Senate for ratification. a Unfortunately,
we cannot fail to revert to the fact that, despite this statement, the
United States has still not completed the process of ratification of
the Geneva Protocol.
Those participating in the present anniversary session of the
General Assembly should bend every effort to ensure that progress
is made on the whole question of prohibiting chemical and
bacteriological weapons. It is necessary te have a constructive
approach and to reach some agreement to ensure that one of the
most dangerous forms of weapons of mass de:;truction, namely,
chemical and bacteriological means of waghig war, must be
completely eliminated from the arsenals of States.
The revised draft which has been proposed by the nine s,,ialist
countries-a draft international conver;tion which prohibits the
development, production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriolovcal (biological) weapons and the destruction of such weap'Documcnts on Disarmament, 1966. pp. 798-799.
''Soc ibid.. i969. pp. 716-717.
" Ibid.. pp. 592-593.
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ons--comprises a sound basis for agreement to be reached on this
important mftter.
Among the problems of disarmament which are at present being
considered by the General Assembly, a very important place
continues to be occupied by the question of general and complete
disarmament. In attaching so much importance to this question,
the Soviet Union, as early as 1962, put forward a broad,
far-reaching specific programme of general and complete disarmament.1 9 We are pleased to see that the idea embodied in that
programme has received world-wide recognition. From the very
time that the Soviet Union put forward this disarmament
programme, many developments have occurred in the field of
military technology. New forms of mass destruction have been
devised with tremendous destructive power, and this has made it
even more urgently necessary to bring about general and complete
disarmanment which would prevent the achievements of science
and technology being used to harm people.
Despite the effcrts made by the Soviet Union and certain other
countries, aimed at solving the root problems inherent in the
question of disarmament, positive results lhve not yet been
achieved. The problem of general and complete disarmament is in
the same positioik as it was ten years ago when the Soviet Union
first proposed this item for consideration by the General Assembly. However, it can be said that in recent years some individual
questions in the field of disarmament have been solved. A number
of international agreements limiting the nuclear arms race have
been concluded. We have already had occasion to refer above to
such international acts as the Moscow Treaty prohibiting nuclea_
weapon tests in the three environments, the Treaty on the
principles governing the activities of State:t in outer space, the
non-proliferation Treatyý and others. The fact that agrecinents
have been reached on these questions is a convincing sign of the
possibility and the necessity of solving the whole problem of
disarmament by means of negotiations. The fact that further
progress has been made on these lines is an inspiring factor and
should serve as a stimulus to further efforts to achieve agreement
on :a broader range of problems pertaining to disarmament.
In view of the importance of the question of general and
complete dis•,rm'iment and of its consideration by the General
Assembly, we are very pleased to note the great interest shown by
many States ill this matter. Disarmament is not a;- isolated or
absiract problem. It is intimately related to the whole question of
strengthening ii~ternatiolal security. The deterior,,t"On w the
internatio~aal climate is something that Vromotes the arms race,
and this race in itself creates an atmosphere of distrust and leads
Ibid.. 1962, vol. I, pp 103-141.
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the world to the very brink of military catastrophe. The fact that
there is this interrelationship can explain that the action aimed at
strengthening international peace and security has constantly
claimed the attention of all peoples.
In attempting to *olve the problem of general and complete
disarmament a great number of difficulties arise. Among them is
the question of priority of disarmament measures. In conditiois in
which the danger of nuclear war represents a serious threat to
-mankind as a whole, priority should of course be given to the task
of bringing about nuclear disarmament. In the Soviet proposals,
questions concerning that kind of disarmament are quite naturally
given pride of place. We fully realize that the radical problems
inherent in complete nuclear disarmament should and must be
decided with the participation of all States possessing nuclear
weapons. Commitments on questionri cf disarmament should be
adopted by the largest possible number of States.
In setting as our aim further efforts to find a solution to the
problem of general and complete disarmament we should at the
same time like to emphasize that this should not prejudice in any
way the achievement of some agreement on partial measures in the
field of dis3rmament. Such agreement would create an excellent
climate in which to achieve positive decisions on the question of
general and complete disarmament. It is the firm intention of the
Soviet Union to seek agreement on separate problems related to
disarmament, as is borne out by its position on the prohibition of
chemical and bacteriological weapons, the Treaty prohibiting the
emplacement of weapons of mass destnrction on the sea-bed and
ocean floor and also by our readiness to continue bilateral
negotiations with the United States to resLrain the strategic arms
race and find a mutually acceptable solution to this vital problem.
These negotiations were, as the Committee is aware, today
renewed in Helsinki.
Many countries are m favour of drawing up a ten-year
disarmament programme. In this connexion we should hike to
point out that in principle the Soviet Union has no obp-ction to
drawing up a disarmament pregramnie. in view of the t'act thai it
would serve the purpose o( putting art end to the arms race and
the necessity of reaching aEreement on the most urgent steps to be
taK,en in the field of disarmament. We fully realize that that task is
an extremely comrplex P-ne requiring tremendous effort, a realistic
apprGac&h -nd goodwill. The Soviet Uniorn ir prepared to give
cMar,-,
considefatio, to all proposls from other States oit this
miattei and to make its own contribution to this work. At the
srnt time we feel it is necessary to emphasize that such a
progr~amme should e drawn up in such a' way as to avoid
postponing or delaying the s•arch for solutions that -""Yotdd make
cornirete steps in the field of disarmanient.possible.
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We are all fully aware that, in order to achieve agreement on the
question of disarmament, tremendous effort and goc'lwll will be
required of States. An important and responsible part of the task
is our being fully mindftd of the agreements and treaties that have
already been concluded in this area and ensuring that they are
consistently iriplemented.
We were very pleased when, on 5 March this year, the Treaty on
the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons came into for-,e. That
Treaty should remain the centre of attention for those
participating in the General Assembly. It is necessary that the
largest possible range of States adhere to it and that ail its
provisions and commitments be strictly observed and unswervingly
implemented.
In this statement my delegation has touched only uapon some of
the most important of the aspects of disarmament the Committee
has begun discussing today. There are rmany other aspects of this
problem on which we intend to comment in the course of the
discussion. The broad exchange of views at the present session of
the General Asscmnbly wi!l, we hope, reveal nAew possibilities for
further pr-gress towards solving this problem, which is of such
vical interest to all peoples.

Statenment by the United States Representative (Yost) to the First

Committee of the General Assembly, November 2, 1970'
At the outset of this decade of the 1970s, which the General
Assembly has proclaimed the Disarmament Decade, it behoves all
nations to match the solemnity of their. declarations on this
subject with the energy and effectiveness of their actions. We all
know how fatefully important it is for humanity that we should
move as rapidly as we can to control and reduce the burden of
armaments. We know, too, that such progress requires of all of us
an enlightened view of our vital common interests and a readiness
to transcend our political differences and co-operate in measures
which none of us can accomplish alone.
In that conviction, we of the United States attach the highest
priority to our efforts to w-operate with our negotiating partners,
in the Contefrernce of the Committee on Disarmament, here in the
First Committee of the General Assembly and in the all-important
strategic arms limitation talks. We are conscious of the need to
tackle the complexities of these talks in a mood not only of
passionate commitment but also of pragmatic, businesslike
determination.
'A/CA/PV.1748, pp. 27-37.
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This year the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament
made progress on several fronts. It has negotiated a satisfactory
draft treaty .o prevent the emplacement of nuclear weapons and
other weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed and ocean

floor.2 It has also worked extensively on the problems of chemical
and biological weapons.
The sea-bed treaty attached to the report of the Conference of

the Committee on Disarmament is the product of almost two
ye.rs of negotiations. As 911 members will recall, an earlier draft
was discussed in this Committee last year.3 During thai discussion,
a number of suggestions and comments were made with the
plarpose of improving the treaty and helping to fashion an
instrument th~t could command broad support. In fact, the
debates of lost year were of vital importance in developing the
present araft treaty.
I do not think it is necessary to describe again in detail the
proisions of the treaty. My Soviet colleague has already
commented on some of them.4 However, I would on this occasion
like to take special note of a few of the imný,ortant contributions
made both a- a result of our debates here last ycer and as a result
of the intensive work that took place at the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament this year.
The present draft treaty incorporates verification procedures
largely proposed by our colleagues from Canada.' The verification
article was further improved during the course of the Confe. ence
of the Ccnimittee on Disarmament summer session as a result of
suggestions by Argentina, Brazil, Yugoslavia and others. The
verification article now provides a balanced and practical procedure permitting appropriate participation by any party that is
concerned about assuring itself that in some particular situation
the treaty is being observed.
The draft treaty now contains clearer provisions for defining the
geographic scope and application of the treaty's obligations. The
Committee will recall that last year here the delegation of
Argentina proposed revision of articles 1, II and IV of the treaty.6
That proposal has been closely followed in the present draft.
Article IV of the treaty contains a disclaimer clause which states
that nothing ;n the Treaty shall be interpreted as supporting or
prejudicing the position of any Stitf, Party regarding law of tht sea
questions.
The treaty now contains an operative articie, e'rticle V, in which
the Parties undertake to continue negotiations in good fal*h
concerning further measures in the field of di.arinament for the
prevention of an arms race in the sea-bed. The delegation of
'Ante, pp. 475-479.
on Disrmament, 1969. pp. 507-509.
Ante, pp. 480-485. 53,'-549.
5
Do~um-,s on Disarmane.rg, 1969, pp. 596-597.
]ibid p 704.
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Sweden, as we all know, has long been associated witlh. the
suggestion that the treaty contain an article on further negotiations.
The present draft treaty is also responsive to proposals
presented by a group of non-aligned delegations this summer in
Geneva First, as I have already mentioned, it contains an
undertaking for furtheo disarmament negotiations. Second, the
treaty's verification provisions now contain a clause stating that
international
verification
undertaken
through
prucedures may
withinbe the
framework
of theappropriate
United Nations
and in
accordance with its Charter. Finally, there are provisions for giving
notice to other parties regarding verification and calling for an
appropriate report thereafter. This last idea was contributed by
the delegation of Yugoslavia.
I cite these fact, about the history of the draft treaty because
they demonstrate that it is a draft to which many countries have
contributed. This history, which la by no means a complete
staterment of the contributions of other countries or ,f the major
elements of compromise reflected in the treaty, is a source of
considerable satisfaction to us. The negotiation of this treaty
seems to us an outstanding example of how an important
multilateral instrument can be developed with the participation
and the significant help of many countries. It constitutes an
exam.nple that we hope will serve as a guide in the negotiation of
other multilateral treaties of disarmament and arras limitation.
The present dratt treaty enjoys, we believe, a wide measure of
approval. We are hopeful, therefore, that it can receive broad
support from this Committee. Broad acceptance of this Treaty will
constitute a step forward in our efforts to halt the arms race, it is a
limited step, but a step we believe valuable and which we are
capable of takine now. It would keep the sea-bed, which is now a
subject of increasih"g attention by the world community, from
becoming an object of the arms race. We therefore regard this
Treaty as another buildL-g block in the arms control structure
which the world community has been seeking to erect during the
past decade. In particular, it forms a significant part of our effort
to prevent the spread of weapons of mass destruction to areas
which man is just beginning to explnre.
When the General Assembly had before it the non-proliferation
Treaty- which we are pleased is now in force-it passed a
resolution in which the treaty was commended. We hope that
this year the Assembly will similarly embrace the ;ea,.bed arms
coitrol Treaty and request that it be opened for sig.iature and
ratification at the earliest possible date. This will facilitate the
success of the Treaty.
The report of the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmarnznt devotes a major section to the questiorn of chemical
"rv

wents on Disarmament, 1968. pp. 431432.
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and biological weapons.8 It is apparent that this question occupied
much of the time of' the C-)nference of the Committee on
Disarmament. There are several draft treaty texts before the
Committee and there have also been many suggestions and
working papers. These suggestions and papers cover an extremely
broad spectrum of issues and problems. They include such widely
varying matters as the definition of chemicals that might be
covered in an agreement; possible means of verifying treaty
obligations, questions about the economic and industrial
structures relevant to certain undertakings, and so forth. All of
this work is unquestionably leading to a better understanding of
the issues that are involved in coming to grips with the control of
chemical weapons. It is evident that much work remains to be
done-work which must be done if we are to establish a finr
foundation for effective and reliable measures.
The United States continues to believe that it would be possible
now, and desirable, to reach early agreement on a separate
convention prohibiting biological weapons. The declared
intentions of nany of the countries capable of making and using
such weapons are such that agreement to prohibit the production
and stockpiling of these weapons sho.!.E now be within our reach.
We urge such a ban because we are convinced that such a step
would be a significant achievement in the interests of all. Su;ely 011
of us will agree that ,the elimination of disease as a method of
warfare would be an achievement making this planet of ours a safer

and saner place in which to live? In Geneva this year we
announced our readiness to add to the biological weapois
convention proposed by the United Kingdom a prohibition on tON
production and qtockpiling of toxins, some of the most lethal
substances that could be used for warfare. 9 In proposing the
inclusion of toxins in the ban of biological weapons our position
reflects our assessment of what substances can be prohibited now
with only the most simple and easily negotiated means of
verification. We expect, and indeed we welcome, a debate in this
Commiltee regarding chemical and biological weapons in which
members set lorth their views about the various possible paths of
progress. We will listen most attentively to this debate and we are
convinced that it can inake an important contribution to our

future work.
As I indicated earlier, however, we recognize that the divergence
of views on this subject remains very wide and that a great deal of
work yet remains to be done. This year in Geneva we witnessed
the most intertive discussicns that have taken place to date
egarding prohibitions in the field of chemicai and biological
weapons. We need to carry forward that work. In the light of these
considerations, it is our belief that this body should refer back to
&Seeante,pp. 50W-516.
See anIe, pp. 189-190, 272-273.

YOST STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 2

553

Geneva all of the proposals and suggestions that have been made,
as well as the record of the debates we will have in this
Committee, with the request that that subject be given high
priority rntxt year at the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament. In this connexion I am gratified to recall that the
United States Administration has sent the Geneva Protocol to the
Senate for its, advice and consent.
Another important question on which work progressed in
Geneva was that of a comprehensive test ban. The United States
continues to favour a ban with adequate verification, which in our
judgement must include on-site inspection. Meanwhile, we are
co-operating in international efforts to improve seismic detection
and identification capabilities whose role in verifying an
underground test ban will certainly be a vital one. In this
connexion, we note with appreciation the considerable number of
affirmative and useful responses which were provided to the
questionnaire of the Secretary-General regarding the possibility of
exchange of seismic data from stations in various countries. Work
in this area should continue and we hope that our distinguished
Canadian colleagues will continue to take the lead in providing us
with suggestions for action that may be considered by this
Committee.
The United States regards it as an important development that
the question of conventional armaments received increasing
attention at the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament
this summer. We are convinced of the need to halt and reverse the
steady rise in the already enormous expenditures of resources for
the development and maintenance of these armaments throughout
the world Moreover, as I pointed cut last year, all the wars now
being fought are being fought with conventional arms.' 0
The United States and several other delegations called attention
in Geneva to the need to try to come to grips with this very
complex subject. Other delegations commented on our remarks
and in some cases, disagreed with some of the things we said. We
are nevertheless pleased that an exchange of views has begun. We
think it should continue, and we hope it can continue, in the same
spirit in which it was conducted in Geneva this summer.
We all recognize that any discussion of possible limitation of
conventional armaments touches on the most delicate and
sensitive security interests of States and particularly of those with
regional security concerns or specific concerns about their
neighbours. To be constructive, therefore, such a discussion
requires an absence of polemics and a sincere effort to appreciate
the genuine security interests of all concerned.
Before concluding this review of some, though not all, of the
issues before us, I would like to touch briefly on one of the
principal concerns which have been expressed during the general
'Documents on Dsamiament. 1969, p. 546.
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debate this year. It has often been said that our pace in ichieving
disarmament agreements is not fast enough. Disappointment is felt
that more substantial achievements in the field of disarman:ent are
not more frequently realized.
The Government of the United States is sympathetic to this
viewpoint. My Government would also like to see a great deal
more progress in reaching important anns limitation agreement.
We are committed to the pursuit of measures to halt the nuclear
arms race under article 6 of the Non-Proliferation Treaty' | and
we mean to pursue that commitment with all the energy,
determination and imagination at our command.
But I think we all know that significant disarmament and arms
limitation measures are inherently difficult to achieve. This is a
fact of life which I need not labour and which we all know can not
be changed by merely wishing that international life were different
from what it is.
Moreover, despite the difficulties that confr:rnt each arms
control proposal, I think we must also recognize that a great deal
of important business in the disarmament field is under way and
much has been accomplished. In addition to the subjects which I
have mentioned in the context of the Conferenceý of the
Committee on Disarmament, strategic arms limitation talks are
now in progress between the United States and the Soviet Union.
Let nie assure my colleagues here that my Government is keenly
conscious of the great importance of the SALT talks for the entire
world and of the sentiments that many nations in this very
Committee have expressed concerning them. As President Nixon
Rtated in his address before the General Assembly:
There is no greater contribution which the United States and the Soviet Union
tog,;ther could make than to limit the world's capacity for self-destruction.
fhis would reduce the danger of war and it would enable us to devote more
resources-abroad as well as at home-to assisting in the constructive works of economic
development and peaceful progress. 1

These vital and historic SALT negotiations have been started in
a businesslike way and we are prepared, together with our Soviet
colleagues, to pursue them with the utmost seriousness of purpose.
As you know, the talks are now being resumed in Helsinki. We
hope for positive results.
In the meantime, let us do here as much as we can io contribute
to progress in all disarmament fields. Let us commend the draft
treaty to prevent the emplacement of nuclear weapons and other
weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed. Let us explore here in
our debates the many important arms control subjects which
concern us. Let us ask the disarmament negotiating body, the
Conterence ot the Committee on Disarmament, to get on with its
work, being assisted by the important debates which will take
place here.
IIbid., 1968. pp. 461-465.
%Ante,p. 532.
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Statement by the Mexican Representative (Garcia Robles) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Draft Sea-Bed
Treaty, November 2, 1970'
In view of the fact that some of the provisions of the draft
treaty which appears in annex A of the report of the Conference
of the Committee on Disarmament, 2 in the opinion of my
delegation, leave much to be desired in the way of clarity and
accuracy, I shall take the liberty in this brief preliminary
statement of asking two concrete questions and I trust that the
representatives of the United States and the Soviet Union, the
co-Chairmen of the Committee on Disarmament and co-sponsors
of the draft, will be good enough to reply in due course. My
questions are the following:
First, according to paragraph 2 of article I, the undertakings
contained in paragraph 1 of the article "shall not 4--p!v either to
the coastal State or to the sea-bed beneath its territorial waters".
My delegation fully appreciates the meaning and the scope of
the first of these two exceptions-that is, the coastal State.
uIowever, it is not so for the second exception. Therefore, we
should be extremely grateful to those representatives whom I have
just mentioned, if they would be good enough to explain to us the
significance and the scope of the exception applied to the sea-bed
of the territorial waters of the coastal State. We believe that it
would be most desirable for that explanation to be in two parts.
One would cover what we might term the positive aspect of the
exception; that is to say, what is to be understood as being
allowed by that exception, and secondly, to define the negative
side, namely, what the exception is not intended in any way to
modify.
My second question deals with the scopc that must be inferred
from paragraph 3 of article I regarding the nuclear-free zones
referred to in article IX.
To be more specific, and in order that my question will bý
better understood, may I recall that, first of all, in working paper
A/C.1/995 of 1 December 1969, and later in working paper
CCD/294 of 21 July 1970-which appears as one of the annexes of
the report of the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament-the Mexican oelegauon had proposed that what is
now article IX should contain a second paragraph drafted as
follows:
2. The States Parties to this treaty undertake not to contribute in any way to the
commission in the zone referred to in article 1, of acts involving a violation of such

obigations.s
'A/C.1/PV.1748, pp. 56-61.
'Ante, pp. 500-516; the draft treaty is printed an;., ip. 475-479.

'Ante. pp. 331-333.
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At the 492nd meeting of the Committee on Disarmament held
-n 1 September 1970, the representatives of the States that are
joint chairmen of the Committee referred specifically to this
Mexican proposal and also to document CCD/294 where this
suggested paragraph was reproduced, and stated what I shall now
quote. The representative of the Soviet Union, Mr. Roshchi.i, as
can be read in paragraph 15 of the verbatim record, stated:
The Mexican delegation renewed the proposal it made at the twenty-fourth session of
the United Nations General Assembly to include in the article on nuclear-free
zones-article IX of the newly revised draft-an undertaking by States parties to the
treaty not to contribute to the commission in the zone referred to in article I of acts
involving a violation of obligations undertaken by thuse parties under an agreement on
nuclear-free zones. In that connexion we should like to refer to paragraph 3 of article I,
which embodies the obligation not to induce other States to carry out activities
prohibited by the treaty. We interpret that paragraph as fully covering
the Mexican
4
proposal and as no ýallowing the activities mentioned in that proposal.

The representative of the United States, Mr. Leoaard, in turn

stated, as can be seen in paragraph 35 of this same verbatim
record:
With respect to the second suggestion of Mexico for article IX, it shoul, be noted that
paragraph 3 of article I of the present treaty containas an undertaking not to assist.
encourage or induce any State to carry out activitie, falling within the prohibii.ons of
paragraph I of that article. That provision, of course, would be fully applicable within
any nuclear-free zone, and it would seem to achieve the same objectives with respect tthe activities covered by the treaty as would the second of the two provisions suggested
by the delegation of Mexico. United States support for the principle of nuclear-free
zones is a matter of record; and I want to make it clear that my Government would not
take any action which might prejudice the integrity of a nuclear-free zone. 5

Therefore, with regard to the second matter, I would ask

whether we are to consider that the two declarations I have just
read out represent the authorized interpretations of the Soviet
Union and the United States, respectively, of the significance and
scope of paragraph 3 of Article I of the draft treaty regarding the
proposal made by Me'-ico in its working paper CCD/294 of 21

July 1970. I trust that the representatives of the Soviet IUnion and
United States will in due course be good enough to answer my
questions.

Statement by Deputy Foreign Minister Semenov at the Strategic
Arms Limitation Talks, November 2, 1970O

Esteemed Mr. Minister, esteemed Mr. Ambassador, ladies and
gentlemen: May I first of all express our gratitude to the Minister
of Foreign Affairs of Finland, Mr. Leskinen, for the warm
greetins and good wishes for success in our work.
"4Ante, p. 483.

'Ante, p. 438.
Departypeit of State Bulletin. Nov. 23, 1970, p. 652.
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We are profoundly grateful to the Government and people of
Finland for the opportunity accorded to us of holding a new stage
of the negotiations in the city of Helsinki, the capital of a friendly
country whose peace-loving foreign policy commands respect in
Europe and all over the world.
The Soviet side attaches great importance to the negotiations on
limiting strategic arms that are resumed in Helsinki today.
The Soviet Union has consistently come out in favor of the
relaxation of tension in the world, the stopping of the arms race
fanned up by certain imperialist circles, and the strengthening of
international security. It is from these positions that we conduct
these negotiations.
As was emphasized before, the Soviet Government hopes that
eventually the Soviet-American negotiations on this question will
produce positive results.2
It is evident that the questions that we discuss are not simple
ones. That is why a constructive and businesslike approach from
both sides is all the more important to insure progress in this
matter.
On behalf of the U.S.S.R. delegation I welcome the delegation
of the United States headed by Ambassador Smith, its advisers and
staff members.
In conclusion, I would like to say that the U.S.S.R. delegation is
gratified that the negotiations will again take place in Helsinki. The
cordiality and hospitality of this city are widely known, which has
justly made it a recognized place for holding international
conferences and negotiations. We avail ourselves of this
opportunity to extend the best wishes to the people and the
authorities of the city of Helsinki and all the Finnish people.
Thank you.
Statement by ACDA Director Smith at the Strategic Arms
Limitation Talks, November 2, 1970'
Foreign Minister Leskinen, Minister Semenov, ladies and
gentlemen: I want to express my appreciation and that of the
other members of the American delegation for the gracious words
of welcome expressed by you, Mr. Leskinen, arid for the wishes
you have expressed for the success of our work. On behalf of my
delegation, I thank you, Mr. Foreign Minister, and the
Government of Finland for the hospitality that once again is being
extended to the SALT delegations. We recall with pleasure the
friendly and gracious cooperation offered us last year by the
Government and people of neutral Finland and by your charming
city of Helsinki. We are most grateful.
2 See

ante, p. 164.
'Department of State Rulletin, Nov. 23, 1970, pp. 651-652.
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On behalf of the American delegation, I would like to express
to Minister Semenov and other members of the Soviet delegation
our satisfaction in restiming the common task begun here last year
and carried forward during the talks in Vienna.
Mr. Foreign Minister, Minister Semenov, 1 year ago at the
opening of these talks, President Nixon said that the U.S. SALT
delegation was embarking upon one of the most momentous
negotiations ever entrusted to an American delegation. 2 During
the past year, we have been fully conscious of the heavy
responsibility placed upon us.
The nature of modem strategic weapons makes their limitation
a complex endeavor. We have, however, during the course of the
past yeai's discussions been able to explore a wide range of
questions relating to limiting both strategic offensive and defensive
armaments and to increasing mutual understanding of some of the
issues involved. From our initial general exploratory discussions
here in Helsinki last year, we moved to more specific discussions in
Vienna on strategic arms limitation.
Today in Helsinki we resume the effort to translate objt,:tives
which all rational men must surely hold in common into agreed
verifiable arrangements to limit strategic arms. The prize of success
would not be small.
In his address before the General Assembly of the United
Nations on October 23, President Nixon said" "There is no greater
contribution which the United States and the Soviet Union
together could make than to limit the world's capacity for
self-destruction."' 3 It is the profound hope of my Government
that in this current session of our talks significant progress will be
made in fashioning the contribution which the United States and
the Soviet Union can make to that end. A SAT.T agreement would
be a momentous contribution to international peace and
well-being.
Wihi hard work and a mutual recognition of the legitimate
securniy interests of each side, we should be able to make a start in
the limitation of arms ani a redirection to more constructive ends
of some of the resources and energies to our societies.
Let us hope that as a result of our efforts here in Finland.
future generations will pass a favorable judgment on our work.
Thirty-four Power Draft Resolution Introduced in the First
Committee of the General Assembly: Draft Sea-Bed Treaty,
November 6, 1970'
The GeneralAssembly,
Recalling its resolution 2602 F (XXIV) of 16 December 1969,5
Convinced that the prevention of a nuclear u7rns race on the
'Documents on Dismament, 1969, p. 535.
5 3 2.
4'Ante. p.

AIC.1/ L.5 2$. Nov. 6, 1970. The reso1ution was cosponsored by Arge,.tinu, Austtri,

i
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sea-bed and the ocean floor serves the interests of maintaining
world peace, reducing international tensions and strengthening
friendly relations among States,
Recognizing the common interest of mankind in the progress of
the exploration and use of the sea-bed and the oceai, floor for
peaceful purposes,
Having considered the report of the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament, dated 11 September 1970
(A/8059),' and appreciative of the work of the Conference on the
draft Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear
Weapons and other Weaponq of Mass Destruction on the. Sea-bed
and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof,' attached to the
report,
Convinced that this Treaty will further the purposes and
principles of the Charter of the United Nations,
1. Commends the Treaty on the Prohibition of the
Emplacement of Nuclear and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction
on the Sea-bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof,
the text of which is annexed to the present resolution;
2. Requests the depositary Governments to open the Treaty tor
signature and ratification at the earliest possible date;
3. Expresses the hope for the widest possible adherence to the
Treaty.
British Draft Resolution Introduced in the First Committee of the
General Assembly: Chemical and Bacteriological (Biological)
Weapons, November 6, 1970'
The GeneralAssembly,
Recalling its resolution Z603 B (XXIV) of 16 December 1969,2
Welcoming the work of Governments in pursuance of that
resolution in acquainting public opinion of the report of the
Sect-etary-General on chemical and bacteriological (biological)
weapons and the effects of their possible u.le,3
Noting the report of the Director-General of the World Health
Organization
on health aspects of chemical and biological weap4
ons,

Be3gium, Bulgaria, Byelorusslan S.S.,.., Canada, Costa Rica, Czechoslovakia, Denmark,
Ethiopia, Finland, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway. Pakistan, Poland, PRomania, Sudan, Sweden,
Tunisia, Ukrainian S.S.R., U.S.S.R., U.A.R.,U.K., U.S., Yugoslavia. Burma, Malaysia, and
Somalia later became cosponsors. As indicated below, the third prearnf'twr par. was
changed during the First Committee debate (post, pp. 568-469). The revised zesolution
wa: adopted by the General Assembly on Dec. ? (post. pp. 680-681).
'DocumentsonDia'rmament. 1969, p. 715.
"Ante, pp. 500-516.
'Ante, pp. 47S-479.
Nov. 6, 1970. The draft resolution was not voted 0o.,
SAIC.IIL.5.6,
2Documents on Dlisarimament, 196 9. pp. 717-719.
2Ibid.. pp. 264-298.
'World Health Organiation, Health Aspects of Chemical and Boiogical Weapons.
Report of o WHO Group of Consutants (Geneva, 1970).
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Reaffirming the importance of the Protocol for the Prohibition
of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and
of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17
June 1925,1
Conscious of the continuing need to maintain inviolate the
Geneva Protocol and to ensure its universal application,
Mindful of the conclusion of the report by the United Nations
Secretary-General that the prospects for general and complete
disarmament under effective international control and, hence, for
peace throughout the world would brighten significantly if the
development, production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological (biological) agents intended for purposes of war were to
end and if they were eliminated from all military arsenals,
Recognizing the importance which the natiorn of the world
attach to the search for effective measures to deal with the
problems of chemical and biological weapons,
1. Calls anew for the strict observance of the principles and
objectives of the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of
Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological
Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925, and urges
all States which have not yet done so to accede to or ratify the
Geneva Protocol;
2. Welcomes the action of a number of States in the course of
1970 to become parties to the Geneva Protocol and, in particular,
the accession or ratification of the Governments of Brazil, Ecuador,
Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Kenya, Malawi, Malta and Morocco;
3. Takes note of the report of the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament, containing an account of the
extensive discussions of all aspects of the problems of chemical
and biological weapons, 6 and the number of concrete and rositive
proposals put forward in the Committee on Disarmament in the
search for effetctive ways of safeguarding L.nd verifying any
agreements in the field of chemical and biological weapons;
4. Takes note in particularof:
(a) The revised draft Convention for the Prohibition of
,Biological Methods of Warfare (A/8059, CCD/255/Rev.2) submitted on 18 August 1970 to the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament by the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland, 7 i,,•oporating an amendment suggested by the
United States of America to extend the scope of its prohibitions
to cover toxins8 and modified by a suggestion put forward by the
Kingdom of the Netherlands9 ;
(b) The revised draft Convention on the Prohibition of the
Development, Production and Stockpiling of Chemical and Bacte'Documents on Disarmament, 1969. pp. 764-765.
"Ante. pp. 500-516.
7
Ante. pp. 428432.

'Ante. pp. 272-273.
"Ante, pp. 97-98,437
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riological (Biological) Weapons and on the Destruction of Such
Weapons (A/8136) submitted on 23 October 1970 to the General
Assembly at its twenty-fifth session by Bulgaria, the Byelorussian
Soviet Socialist Republic, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Mongolia,
Poland, Romania, the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic and the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics' 0;
(c) The memorandum circulated in Geneva or. 25 August 1970
by a group of twelve States members of the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament (A/8059, CCD/310)'' and the
important and helpful contributions made by all delegations to the
Conference;
(d) The useful working papers and expert views put forward in
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament;
5. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament
to give urgent consideration to reaching agreement on effective
measures to deal with the problems of chemical and biological
weapons, taking account of the proposals referred to above;
6. Requests the Secretary-Ger.eral to transmit to the Conferenc; of the Committee on Disarmament all documents and
records of the First Committee relating to questions connected
with the problems of chemical and biological weapons;
7. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament
tv piesent a report on progress achieved to the General Assembly
at its twenty-sixth session.
Tripartite Draft Reslution Introduced in the First Committee of
the General Assembly: Chemical and Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons, November 9, 1970'
The GeneralAssembly,
Recalling its resolutions 2454 A (XXIII) of 20 December 19682
and 2603 B (XXIV) CAf 16 December 1969,1
Having considered the report of the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament (A/805 9),4
Noting that the report prepared by the United Nations
Secretary-General, in accordance with General Assembly resolution 2454 A (XXIII) with the assistance of consuitant experts, on
chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and the effect of
their posible use,s and the report of the World Health Organization's group of consultants on health aspects of chemical and
"Ante, pp. 533-537.
''Ante. pp. 453455.
. k/C.l/L.527, Nov. 9, 1970. The draft resolution was sponsored
by Hungary,
Mongolia, and Poland. It was not voted on.
'Documents on Disarmament,1968, pp. 793-795.
31bid., 1969, pp. 717-719.
4Ante, pp. 500-516.

'Documents on Disrmament, 1969. pp. 264-298.
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bacteriological weapons,6 underline the immense importance and
urgency universally felt in regard to reaching agreement to halt the
development, production and stockpiling of all chemical and
bacteriological (biological) weapons and to achieve their effective
elimination from the arsenals of weapons,
Recognizing that prospects of international peace and security,
as well as the achievement of the goal of general and wmplete
disarmament under effective international control, would be
enhanced if the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons were to end and
if they were eliminated from all military arsenals,
Conscious of the need to maintain inviolate Ihe Frotocol for the
Prohibition of the Use in War of Asph;ixiating, Poisonous and
Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at
Geneva on 17 June 1925," and to ensure its universal applicability,
Noting with satisfaction that in the forty-fifth inniversary year
of the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of
Asphyxiating, Poisonous and Other Gases, and of Bacteriological
Methods of Warfare, signed at Gepeva on 17 June 1925, several
countries have ratified or acceded to the Protocol, pursuant to the
appeals of the General Assembly, and additional countries have
announced their intention to do so,
Emphasizing the urgency of the need for achieving the earliest
elimination of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons,
1. Reaffirms its recolution 2162 B (XXI) of 5 December 19668
and calls anew for strict observance by all States of the principles
and objectives of the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in
War of Asphyxiatii4 g, !?oisonou,, or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925;
2. Invites all States which have not yet done so to accede to or
ratify the Geneva Protocol.

11
I. Takes note of the draft Convention on the Prohibition of the
Development, Production and Stockpiling of Chemical and Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons and on the Destruction of such
Weapons submitted to the General Assembiy by the delegations of
Bulgaria, the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Romania, the Ukrainian Soviet
Socialist Republic and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
(document A/8136)9 and of the draft Convention for the

I World Health Orgnization, Health Aspects of Chemical and Bioio#gcal Weapons:
Report rta WHO Group orCLmnsuitants (Geneva, 1970).
IDocuments on Disarnm-ment. 1969, pp. 764-765.
'Ibid., 1966. pp. 798-799.
'Ant, pp. S33-537.
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Prohibition of Biological Methods of Warfare submitted to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament by the United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ire!?nd (A/8059,
CCD/255/Rev.2),' 0 as well as other proposals, including the Joint
Memorandum on the Question of Chemical and Bacteriological
(Biological) Methods of Warfare submitted at the Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament by the delegations of Argentina,
Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan, Sweden, the United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia (A/8059,
CCD/3 10);'
2. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament
to give urgent consideration to reaching agreement on a complete
prohibition and elimination of chemical and bact.eriological
(biological) weapons;
3. Considers that such an agreement should provide for joint
and full prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and
the exclusion of these means of warfare from arsenals of States
through their destruction or diversion for peaceful uses;
4. Requests the Conferenz_ of the Committee on Disarmament
to submit a report on progress on all aspects of the problems of
the prohibition and elimination of chemical and bacteriological
(biological) weapons to the General Assembly at its twenty-sixth
session;
5. Appeals to all States, pending agreement on a complete ban
of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons to take all the
ne-essary steps to facilitate and achieve at the earliest possible
time such a prohibition and elimination of these weapons;
6. Requests the Secretary-General to transmit to the Conferý,ce of the Committee on Disarmament all documents and
records of the First Committee relating to questions connected
with the problem of chemical and bacteriological (biological)
weapons.
Statement by the French Representative (Mattei) to the First
Conmmittee of the General Assembly, November 9, 19701
Twenty-five years ago the signing of the United Nations Charter
brought the promise of an era of universal peace to a world
ravaged by conflict of unprecedented violence and scope. However, only a few days later, as our Secretary-General reminds us in
the Introduction to his annual report., the explosion of the first
atomic bomb caused new anguish to arise in the hearts of men.
And it is -inder that two-fold sign that the General Assembly, in its
""Ante, pp. 428-432.
"Ante, pp. 453-455.

"A/C.I/PV.1754, pp. 13-22.
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first resolution, decided on Jisamirnament as its first task.2 We
know what became of that initiative.
Whatever be the significance and the scope that one attaches to
agreements concluded since that time in that area, one fact
r-iiains: over the same period of time, mankind, for the first time
in its history, has invented and accumulated more means than it
requires to destroy 'he world that it inhabits many times over, and
this insane undertaking is continuing under our eyes, costing the
international community more resources than it devotes to
development.
We can have very few illusions about the future. The nuclear
fact and the division of the world into two camps have in•eed
woven between the strategic and the political situation 1n the
world, ties that are so close, and have created interests Pnd
promoted attitudes of mind of such a nature that the day when
conditions will be propitious for the general and complete
disarmament that the United Nations stated to be its desire ten
years ago ',-. still far away. In particular, how indeed can we expect
this day to dawn in the near future when China has still not
resumed its place in the world community and that same
commumty seems unable to pui an end to conflicts which today
are rearing it asunder. It is quite obvious, whatever be the
contribution i sincere effort at disarmament might make to the
relaxation of tension and pea-c, that the development of such an
effort presupposes a whole set of political conditions have nct yet
been reached.
However,.-the day when those conditions will be met, we must
still ensure that this attempt at disarmament is ice-dy to meet the
promises that are held out. Now, this is something my'delegation
doubts, and wonders whether far from being, as it should be, an
attempt to change the situation I halve just mentioned, that effort
does not rather reflect that situation and help to crystallize it.
There, we believe. we find food for useful thought at this lawn of
the Disarmament Decade, if it is to live up to the hopes placed in
it by our Secretary-General and most of the delegations.
It was shortly after the United Nations had set itself the task of
general and complete disarmament that, by an act of irony
frequcnt in history-the task of bringirg about disarmament-took
the course that .we now know and, deflbcted froim. the objective
that had been so solemnly set. for- it, tieame devoted-to the
elaboration of so-called partial or collateral meas(ires, which were,
in fact, the implementation'of a new policy which -has been known
since that time under the pqlitical-name of v.rrs control_* In a
world considered to be too deeply divided for true disarmarnerat to
be seriously envisaged, but where'the balance of terror had Iben
established beiween the two great Powets, it was a question of
acting in such a way that -the balance woUld not be upket,
2 Documents on

Disamrment, 1'qq5-19.59, vol. 1, pp. 6-7..

S.

..ii.II "l iI..
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My delegation is v.ry. much aware of the immediate advantages
that might flow from such a policy. While it cannot imagine that
the Soviet Union or the United States would be tempted to take
advantage of any possible nuclear superiority, it recognizes that
nothing could be less propitious for the future of mankind than a
breach of the strategic balance between those two great Powers.
That is why my country viewed sympathetically the opening of
the negotiations at Helsinki and Vienna on the limitation of
strategic weapons, and sincerely hopes that those negotiations will
meet with success.
But who can fail to see that the policy of the mastery of
armaments, whether it is devoted to the non-proliferation of
nucloar weapons, to their non-dissemination in new environments,
or to the limitation of strategic weapons, tends mainly to cause
the piesent situation to harden, and does not constitute a step
towards true disarmament? This is so because, on the contrary, it
postulates that, in the name of the virtues of mutual dissuasion,
stockpiles of armaments can be maintained at a sufficiently high
level. Is that really, as is claimed, a realistic policy, even if it is
o•nsidered-at least by the two greatest Powers-as the only one
possible under present conditions? Is it not rather characteristic of
the realis-n which- the representative of Brazil described as being
fraught with dangers? For who would doubt the precarious nature
of a balance that is always at the mercy of a technological
breakthiough, a mistake in calculation, even an adventurous
decision, as a monopoly of armaments would not necessarily
ensure a monopoly of wisdom- even in the case of the most
sophisticated weapons.
Moreover, ihe policy of armaments control adds to the risk of
an unavowed renunciation of nuclear disarmament that of a
certain sharing of power between the States responsible for the
balance-a sharing or distribution which Mr. Maurice Schumann
denounced recently from the rostrum of the United Nations
General Assembly, and which he declared would, if we are not
zareful, perpetuate the division of the world.'

It is not the nuclear weapon that has brought about that
division, but it helps to maintain it, aF indeed it also permits
localized conventional conflicts to be pr,. longed endlessly. This is
one more reason, together with that of the frightful dangers which
it represents, for our desirrig true nuclear disarmament, something
my countr" ii, s been calling for since 1960. It is that disarmament
which, to my dlegation, stif takes priority over everything else.
Let action on it be tbken-ti'at is, !et all nuclear Powers, without
excption, agree, according to the wish expressed by France, to
prohibit the manufacture of Lhc weapon and to eliminate the
stockpiles, wiihout forgetting the problem of vehicles and of
delivery. Then, and only then, will the undertaking of general and
3'A/PV.1842 (piov.), Sept. 18. 1970, pp. 51-52
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complete disarmament have its full meaning. Accordingly, conventional disarmament measures, highly desirable heretofore, but
which in present circumstances, could be judged to be discriminatory towards non-nuclear Powers, would then be imposed without
doing umbrage to anyone, as the necessary counter-balance for the
imbalances which nuclear disarmament might entail.
My delegation is in no way unaware of the difficulty and
immensity of the task thus set for as, but it considers that nothing
else can provide a real way out of a sihuation unanimously
denounced as dangerous, the solution of which, it seems to us,
should be sought for the time being along lines which, despite
certain appearances, rest on a concession to the very evil that we
want to uproot. If the cottrse that we believe proper is adopted,
then my country would willingly renounce the nuclear means it
has provided itself for its defence, and would work towards the
building of a world where security would no longer rest on force.
Until these prospects open up, my country can only maintain its
freedom of judgement vis-a-vis partial measures which, despite the
good faith of their authors, only too often threaten to constitute
false fronts, leaving the impression that the worst has been
avoided, whereas only the hypothetical dangers are set aside in
principle, and the same sword of Damocles still hangs over our
heads. My country cannot subscribe, in particular, to any measures
which, in view of this state of affairs, would compel it to rely on
others in order to ensure its own safety in case of danger, thus
mortgaging its own independence.
These conclusions do not lead my country to remain indifferent
to the initiatives undertaken within the framework of the policy
of arms control. On the contrary, we are following developments
closely, even if they do not always seem to be as important as is
sometimes claimed. In the absence of genuine nuclear disarmament, we have demonstrated our sympathy for the denuclearization of Latin America, and we gave assurances to its sponsors at a
time when the Tlatelolco Treaty was not yet concluded.4 In the
General Assembly, thrQugh our representative, we have indicated
our intention to behave, with respect to the problem of
non-proliferation, like the other nuclear Powers signatories of the
Treaty.' Our abstention was intended to indicate only that there
might be a grave danger if the commitment entered into by
non-nuclear Powers were to weaken the feeling of responsibility of
the former in regard to genuine disarmament. We also supported
the Treaties on Antarctica 6 and on space 7 , having participated in
their negotiation, and which involved the well-known nonmilitarization clauses.
"The TIatelolco treaty aprears in Documen;s on Diawrv'vmen:, 196 7, pp. 69 ff. For
the French views, see COPRI.DAL/47.
'See Documents on Disarmament.1968, pjI.
'129431,461 465.
'Ibid.,
1!•45-1959,
vol. 11, pp. 1550-1556.
?I
bid.. 196
7. pp. 38-43.
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I have thus indicated the care with which France has considered
the problem of the non-militarization of the sea-bed and the
quesdon of banning the manufacture of chemical and biological
weapons, which, I would state, if it should one day receive a
favourable solution, would obviously constitute a mreasure of
genuine disarmament.
The ban upon the emplacement of nuclear weapons on tho'
sea-bed certainly constitutes in itself a praiseworthy measure
which, in particular, could prevent the two great Powers-which
are the only ones that really have the means to do so-from
extending their arms race to that area.
However, the proposed Treaty 8 does not satisfy us. It proceeds,
we might recall, from the principle unanimously recognized by the
General Assembly since 1967, that the sea-bed should be used
exclusively for peaceful purposes. Yet it applies that principle only
in part, while at the same time not t: king sufficient account, we
believe, of the right of defence of coastal States of the ocean floor
off their coasts (resolution 2340 (XXII)). 9
We would be in favour of a treaty which would provide not for
the denuclearization but for the total demilitarization of the seabed, beyond that reserved zone.
As for the zone itself within which only the coastal State would
have the right to exercise its military activities with a view to
organizing its defence at its own will, we believe that it should
extend over the deep-sea bottom, off its coasts, to a limit which
remains to be defined, it being understood that its width would
not at any point be less than twelve miles.
These are the broad outlines of an agreement on the nonmilitarization of the sea-bed which we could support. It would still
have to be accompanied by satisfactory control measures. However, on this point the draft before us does not satisfy us either,
My delegation notes that, despite the changes made in last year's
draft,' the present draft continues to leave to national means of
observation the business of effecting the necessary verification and
does not, in conformity with the wish that was generally expressed
by the international commutity, provide for a genuinely international control system.
But it is obviously a system of that kind which would also have
to be applied to any possible agreement banning the manufacture
of chemical and biological weapons.
My country, which considers that the ban on the use of hiiese
weapons was satisfactorily and definitively dealt with by the 0925
Protocol' ' and which can therefore only associate itself with the
fervent hope expressed by our Secretary-General that all States
concerned should accede to it and fully accept its universal
'Ante, pp. 475-479.
'Documents on Diirmament. 196 7, pp. 727-729.
"Ibid., 1969, pp. 507-509.
'Ibid.. pp. 764-765.
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obligations, was one of the first to suggest thaL the manufacture of
the weapons in question should likewise be prohibited. This was
made clear in the reply which it addressee on 12 [19?1 August
196812 to the Soviet xi•emorandum on disk rrmament of 1 July in
the same year.' 3 We should, nevertheless like to state here and
now that any ban on manufacture should be the subject of strict
international control. This obviously remains oor view.
While not concealing from ourselves the difficulties of the
problem, my delegation does not see how eissociating biological
weapons from chemical weapons could facilitate a solution. No
matter how horrible the former mav be, a horror which was
rightly emphasized by the United Kingdom representative, the use
of the latter is perhaps more probabL!• and there would be reason
to fear, that if they were not dealt with together with biological
weapons, that any solution concerning them would be postponed
indefinitely.
On the other hand, my delegation has noted with interest the
idea advanced by the representative of Japan that experts might be
consulted on the problems relating to the control of chemical and
biological weapons.' 4 For its part, my delegation would gladly
associate itself with any draft which would ask the SecretaryGeneral to convene a group of experts under his high authority, as
he has done in the past fo: other studies involving disarmament, to
prepare for the next session of the General Assembly a report on
all the questions raised by the control of a ban on the manufacture
of chemical and biological weapons. The complexity and the
importance of the problem require it to be dealt with with the
utmost possiblC objectivity, and setting aside any particular draft
agreement.
These are the considerations which will guide my delegation
during the course of the debate. If some of these considerations
point to pessimistic conclusions none betokens a lack of faith in
an enterprise whose definitive failure would render vain all our
other efforts for peace and security. Unless we imagine man
consenting to his own destruction, this enterprise is bound to
succeed sooner or later. May we, nevertheless, in order to hasten
it, keeping in mind the moving declaration on peace and
disarmament that five Nobel prize winners have pres-"nted for our
reflection, achieve the change of attitude which it requires.
Peruvian Amendments to the Thirty-four Power Draft Resolution
and the Sea-Bed Treaty, November 10, 1970'

1. Amend the third preambular paragraph to read as follows:
' 2 lbid., 1968, pp. 584-586.
' Ibid.. pp. 466-470.
"4 1bid.. 1969, p. 412.

'A/C.1/L..528, Nov. 10, 1970. The thirty-four power resolution and the treaty appou
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"Recognizing that it is in the general interest of mankind to
ensure that the sea-bed and the ocean floor are used exclusively
for peaceful purposes,".
Draft Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear
Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Lestruction on the Sea-bed
and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereojr
2. Preamble
(a) Amend the first paragraph to read as follows:
"Recognizing that it is in the general interest of mankind to
ensure that the sea-bed and the ocean floor are used exclusively for
peaceful purposes,'2 ;
(b) Amend the second paragraph to read as follows:
"Considering that the exclusion of a nuclear arms race on the
sea-bed and the ocean floor serves the interests of maintaining
world peace, reduces international tensions, strengthens friendly
relations among States, and helps to preserve the marine environment from the dangers of contamination by radio-active substances or other agents of mass destruction," 3 ;
(c) Dilete the third paragraph.'
3. Article Is
(a) In paragrapb 1, second and third lines, delete the words
"beyond the outer limit of a sea-bed zone as defined in Article II";
(b) Delete paragraph 2;
(c) Renumber paragraph 3 accordingly.
4. Article II
Delete.
ap,e, pp. 558-559. On Nov. 17 the Mexican representative suggested rephrasing par. 1 of
the Peruvian amendmenws to read, "Recognizing the common interest of mankind in the
reservation of the sea-be~d and ocean floor exclusively for peaceful purposes" (post, p.
608). This change was accepted by the Peruvian, U.S., and Soviet representatives (post,
pp. 608-610) and unanihously approved by the First Committee at the same meeting.
The revised par. was incorporated in res. 2660 (XXV). post, pp. 680-681. As indicated
below, the other Peruviani amendments were voted on in parts and rejected by the Fir3t
Co mittee on Nov. 17.
This subpar. was rejected by a vote of 42 to 18, with 35 abstentions.
'This subpar. was rejected by a vote of 45 to 14, with 37 abstentions.
'This subpar. was rejected by a vote of 47 to 6, with 37 abstentions.
' Pars. 3-6 were rejected by a vote of 54 to 6, with 39 abstentions:
In favor: Ecuador, El Salvvdor, Guyana, Peru, Senegal, united Republic of Tanzania.
Against: Australia, Awitria, Belgium, Bulgia, Burma, Byelorustian S.S.R., Canada,
'_Nwthoslovakla, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Greece, Haiti,
Hungary, Iceland, India, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Jordan, Lesotho, Liberia,
Luxembourg, Madpgascar, Malaysia, Malta, Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New
Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Poland, Romania, Singapore, South Africa, Sudan,
Sweden, Syria, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey, Ukrainian SS.R., U.S.R., U.A.R., U.K., US.,
Yugoslavia.
Abstaining: Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Brazil, Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon,
Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, France, Ghana, Guatemala,
Indonesia, Iran, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, Malawi, Mexico,
Panama, Paraguay, People's Republic of the Congo, Philippines, Portugal, Sierra Leone,
Spain. Thailand, Uganda, Uruguay, Venezuela, 4ambia.
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5. Article III
(a) Amend paragraph I to read as follows:
"In order to promote the objectives of and ensure compliance
with the provisions of this Treaty, each State Party to the Treaty
may request verification through observation of the activities of
other States Parties to the Treaty on the seabed and the ocean
floor and in the subsoil thereof, provided that observation does
not interfere with such activities and is carried out with the
consent of the coastal State concerned in respect of any area
which is under its jurisdiction.";
(b) In paragraph 6, fourth and fifth lines, replace the words
"with respect to the exploration and exploitation of their
continental shelves" by the following: "in areas which are under
their maritime jurisdiction.".
6. Article IV
In the third and fourth lines, delete the words "including the
1958 Convention on the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous
Zone," 6
Statement by the Romanian Representative (Diaconescu) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly, November 11, 1970O
The Romanian delegation attaches all due impci-tanc' to the
present debate on disarmament, the first on this subject since the
adoption during the twenty-fifth anniversary of the United
Nations of the impoiant Declaration in which all Governments
are called upon
to renew their determination to make concrete progress towards the elimination of
the arms race and the achievement of the final goal-general and complete disarmament
under effective international control.2

Among the problems now under discussion in this Committee,
we should like to devote our statement today to the question of
the "Economic and social consequences of the armaments race
and its exr72mely harmful effects on world peace and security", an
item included in the agenda of the present session on the proposal
of Romania.
That approach is based on the conviction, expressed in the
explanatory memorandum submitted by my country, that thorough consideration-with the wide participation of States-of all
aspects o. the complex phenomenon of the armaments race, as
well as cf all its consequences, would facilitate a better under'15 USai 1606.

pp. 4-21.
'I A/C.I/PV.1756.
Oct. 24, 1970.
A/RFS/2627(XXV),
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standing and a comprehensive evaluation of the harmful effects of
the increase in armaments at all levels and of the great dangers
with which it is fraught, and would make it possible to draw
conclusions on the basis of which practical measures could be
devised to slow down and halt this senseless competition without
any further delay.
In the constructive spirit that marks Romania's participation in
the international disarmament efforts, we regard the debate on
this item as a means of encouraging a serious, concrete and
responsible analysis of the present stage and the dynamics of the
arms race and, through comparison, of the results achieved during
the disarmament negotiations, in order to highlight the urgent
tasks in this field facing the United Nations, the Geneva
Committee on Disarmament and all States and, above all, to
decide on which practical measures must be negotiated without
delay. Once identified, those measures will have to be put into
force and translated, step by step, into reality through the
persevering efforts of all States.
We note with satisfaction that the same spirit is to be observed
in the statemerts made by a considerable number of delegations at
this session of the General Assembly. Further contributions in this
regard will undoubtedly be forthcoming from many representatives who intend to speak in the debates in our Committee.
If we look back over the years which have elapsed since the la,'t
world war, we notice one fact which has often been pointed out
elsewhere in this body, namely, that, whereas negotiations on
disarmament have led to partial agreements, with which we are all
familiar and which we fully appreciate, the arms race has
nevertheless continued to grow, presenting today the image of a
world in which weapons of all kinds.-nuclear, chemical-bacteriological and conventional-have been accumulated in gigantic
stockpiles whose destructive capacity exceeds by several times the
force required for the complete annihilation of mankind. And yet,
the military competition continues to intensify, with far-reaching
adverse consequences for the economic and social life of the
peoples, for their peace and security.
Referring to the effects of armaments, the President of the
Council of State of Romania. Nicolae Ctausescu, stated recently
during the commemorative session of the General Assembly:
The arms race has assumed huge propo.tions. Military expenditure has exceeded
$200,000 million annually, producing a deeply hamful effect on the economic and
social progress and on the levels of living of many peoples. Nuclear weapons are a erious
danger to the very future of maniind. Under the circumstances, we believe that it is both
imperative and urgent for the United Nations and all States to take most resolute action
to achieve general disarmament and, first and foremost, nuclear disarmament.
The Urited Nations, the leaders of all States and all statesmen bear a very heavy
esponsibility towards mankind, towards the future of human civilization, to free the
world from the burden of armaments and the nightmare of an atomic war.'
'A/PV. 1872 (prov.), pp. 52-55.
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In the economic and social field, the arms race constantly
exercises deeply harmful effects, seriously jeopardizing the efforts
made towards progress and the well-being of all nations, great or
small, developing or developed, rich or poor. Absorbing a
considerable part of mankind's wealth, of its material and human
resources, which it need.s so badly, the arms race is one of the
burdens which weighs most heavily on the whole of mankind.
According to statistics, $4 trillion has been wasted for military
purposes from the beginning of this century until the end of the
last decade. If this enormous sum had been spent for peaceful
ends, it would have been sufficient to meet the nutrition needs of
the whole population of the world over the same period.
What strikes us as particularly disquieting is the fact that in
recent years there has been a massive increase in military
expenditure both as regards the annual amount spent and in the
annual rate of growth. This is eloquently illustrated by the
comparative analysis of the increase in military expenditure,
undertaken by the agency for the control of armaments and
disarmament, 4 as well as by other institutes doing similar research
in various States. Thus the figures show th .L military allocations
have increased from $139,000 million in 1964 to $200,000
million in 1969, and it is estimated that this sum will be exceeded
in 1970. This means that, in a period of six years, more than a
trillion dollars has been spent for arms and armed forces.
According to the same sources, the sum mentioned represents
the equivalent of the income for two years of ninety-three States
of the world in the process of development, with populations of
more than 2,500 million.
The tendency of military budgets to increase, during the period
to which we are referring, has followed closely the annual rate of
growth in the world product. For example, whereas the annual
increase in military expenditure over the period under review was
about 7 per cent, the value of the worid product iricrtased by an
average of about 9 per cent.
The ratio between world military expenditures and the sums
allocated for international assistance on beh4lf of the developing
covuntries reveals a completely anomalous situation.
Thus, the aid recently granted to the developing countries is
estimated at about $8,000 million per year. This sum represents
less than 0.5 per cent of the gross national product of the
developed countries and about 6 per cent of their military
bu Igets. Per capita economic assistance furnished by the industrialized countries, is about $8.00, while the military expenditures are
twenty-one times more, or $170.00 per inhabitant.
On another level, thec sums allocdited by Governments for
ar-naments are equivalent to or even greater than the funds
4 See

port. pp. 733-746.
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allocated to such important fields as education and medical
assistance.
Thus, the world military budget in the course of the last six
years has swallowed up as much money as all the Governments
have spent on all forms of public education and medical care. One
example seems to us to be eloquent in this regard. States now allot
an average of $100 for the education of one of the approximately
1,000 million young people of school age, while the average
annual cost for a young man in military uniform is about $7,800,
or seventy-eight times as much.
The conclusions drawn by the experts from an analysis of the
figures concerning the level of armamen-s are revealing. They show
that the diversion of resources to military purposes has increased
at a rate which is close to that of the increase in world production
capacity, a considerable part of the world's national revenue over
this past six years has been squandered on massive military
expenditure-hence, unproductive expenditure-which is thi:
being divertcd away from the urgent needs of peaceful development-the per capita burden of military expenditure has increased
still further over the past six years.
Long-term scientific forecasts warn that unless energetic steps
are taken without delay to halt the arms race, and to achieve
disarmament, there is the danger that military expenditure will
swallow another $2,500,000 million in the course of the eighth
decade which has been proclaimed by the United Nations as the
Disarmament Decade.
In the age in which we live, which is marked by a vigorous
affirmation of the fight of nations to a life of freedom and dignity,
the multilateral economic and social advance of all peoples is an
imperative of progress and an essential requirement of world
peace. The efforts to attain this major objective, which requires
the mobilization of all energies and resources throughout the
world, are nevertheless deprived of a cunsiderable part of the
wealth of mankind that the arms race diverts from the sphere of
peaceful applications and from the piessing needs of develolpment,
to be wasted for the purposes of producing and improving means
of destruction.
In addition to the enormous waste of material resources,
armaments and preparations for war absorb a human potential
which is as vast as it is precious: immense intelectual resources
'ae diverted from the constructive sphere, tens of thousands of
scientists and research workers, specialists and highly qualified
technicians who, systematically caught and drawn into the
military machinery, are prevented from putting thei" intelligence
and knowledge to the service of the material anid spiritual progress
of society and its well-being.
All th;- is going on at a time when a good number of peoples in
different latitudes and different parts of the world suzffer poverty
and are acquainted with malnutrition, when whole artcas of the
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planet are in a state of economic, social and cultural underdevelopment, deprived of the benefits of civilization in this century which
has seen the conquest of outer space and the submarine regions.
Great gulfs separate peoples whose coex.istence in the same age
is chronological only.
The fact that large quantities of goods and valuable kiowledge
continue to be ";verted for military purposes is having a more and
more adverse effect on the economic and social life of all States,
doubly injuring in the first place the developing countries where
the shortage of trained personnel and material and financial
resources is most felt.
Oi the one hand, many States are obliged in present intmrnational circumstances to increase their national efforts bi the
military sphere; on the other, the increase in the military budgets
of the industrialized States reduces the international assistance
granted to the developing countlies. What could be mor,
revealing than the fact that while truly astronomical sums are
spent on arms and armies, the mod-st objectives of the first
United Nations Development Decade have not been attained?
The freezing and reduction of States' military budgets-a
proposai put forward this year by Romania in the Geneva
Committee'-a. halt to the arms race and the gradual progress
towards edsarmament would help to make considerable material,
financial and human resources available which could serve the
interests of the various peoples and help the developing countries
effectively to undertake development efforts. This problem ari.ses
with particular urgency in the context of the development strategy
adopted by the United Nations for the Second Development
Decade.
Considered in the light of these social effects, the present-day
arranb race is a factor which has a disastrous influence on nations. It
may be stated without fear of error that there is almost no area of
social life on which the military competition has not left a deep
mark. It has a negative effect on the peaceful application of the
conquests of science and technology and on education and
culture, preventing broad acce.s to the results of scientific and
technological research.
The i•uintenance o: a war psychosis by imperialist circles and
by arms programmes, with everything that implies in the way of
material and intellectual tribute, as well as the prolonged state of
insecurity created by the grave threats involved in the accumulaicn of ever greater means of destruction-and particularly
weapons of mass destruction-directly affect not only the welfare
of peoples but also their tranquility and security, thus preveihting
them from devoting their full creative energies to the attainment
of their legitimate aspirations to peace and progress. The arms race
has a direct influence. on the young generation which is inspired by
'CCD/PV. 455, pp. 23-24.
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the desire to build a world in which men, delivered from the
spectre of war, will be able to enjoy fully the fruits of modem
civilization.
In the present circumstances, whe-re the conquest of science and
technology constitute not only a powerful incentive to economic
and social progress but at the same time a source of improvement
of the existing arsenals and the development of new types of
weapons, the modern arms race must be analysed with ?articular
attention also from this angle, for it is the only one which can
project the real dimensions of its negative consequenr:s in the
long term, and underline the disarmament measures which should
receive priority.
Unless energetic steps are taken to stem and halt the arms race,
it is today and will be also the more so tomorrow a qualitative
competition par excellence.
As the history of recent decades attests, every new scientific
discovery, from the fission and fusion of the atom to progress in
chemistry, biology and radiology or the development of lasers, has
been or is about to be used for the production of weapons of mass
destruction, such as nuclear, chemical, biological or radiological
devices, the military use of lasers and so on.
Further spectacular developments, we are told by scientists, are
to be expected in the decades ahead because, impelled by research
and the technology which is fostered by the revolution in
materials and in the technolooy of production, armaments are
likely to reach proportions still difficult for the imagination to
grasp.
The effective remedy is to 'tackle without delay, animated by a
determination to reach iasting agreements, the problems posed by
the arms race and, in the first instance, nuclear arms, and, at the
same time, so as to put an ead to this competition in its present
phase and to erect a solid barrier which can prevent further
military developments which contain the seeds of possible global
conflagrations with all their unforseeable consequences.
The acceleration of the disarmament negotiations and the
increase of their effectiveness until they overtake the arms race
itself is the best alternative in this regard.
A simiiai treatment is required for conventional weapons,
whose manufi'cture and substantial improvement account for over
half of total world military expenditures while at the same time
serving as the tools of many local confl'cts, involving the danger f
wider wars.
The extremely harmltl effects of the arms race on the peace
and security of the world constituk: another facet of the problems
oubmitted by Romania for debate at this session, and they should
be considered with the same attention as the economic and social
effects.
Paradoxical as it may seem, the arms race, although absorbing a
considerablc pa!rt of the wealth of mankind, does nothing to
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increase its security, nor does it strengthen world peace. Never,
and particularly not in present conditions, has the accumulation of
armaments solved the problems of national or international
security. On the contrary, it represents a factor of tension and
mistrust in inter-State relations, giving rise in turn to measures of
armament on the part of other States and to counter measures
which in the final analysis lead to a chain reaction, to the
ever-rising spiral of armaments.
Similarly, and for ýsymmetrical reasons, the arms race cannot
strengthen peace, since the accumulation and improvement of ever
greater military arsenals themselves offer the necessary instrument
fl- breaching the peace. It is a broadly recognized truth that
comprehensive security and lasting peace cannot be based on force
and the instruments used to apply it, namely, weapons, but rather
on the prohibition of the threat or use of force, on a halt to the
arms race and on disarmament, on the establishment of a system
of international relations resting not upon the precarious balance
of force but on the rules of interpational law and, in the first
instance, on strict respect, by all States and towards all States, for
national independence and sovereignty, equality of rights, noninterference in domestic affairs and mutual advantagThe struggle to put an end to the arms race ahd to achieve
disarmament is an integral part of the struggle waged by peoples
for independence and sovereignty, to ensure respect for their right
freely to decide their own destiny, for peace and security, for
economic and social progress.
The adoption of measures to stop the arms race and
effective steps towards disarmament and the conversion for
peaceful purposes u,. the resources and energies spent on
armaments,
x,, therefore measures which are fully in keeping
with the tundamental interests of all nations of the -world
jointly and severally.
Before conciuding this statement, my delegation would like
to express the conviction that favourable conditions exist so
that following a thorough debate on the effects of the arms
r":ce, and with the broad participation of States, the General
Assem1ly can rec, mmend certain practical actions to help
mobilite e ffot and the determination of international public
opinion in favour of effective measures to put an end to the
arms race and to achieve concrete steps towards general
disarmament and, in the first instance, nuclear disarmament.
In our opinion, it seems necessary that the decision to be
adopted by the General Assembly should clearly indicate the directions into which the efforts of governments and of the United Nations should be channelled in order to attain those objectives.
Particularly useful would be the preparation by an international group of highly competent experts, under the aegis of
the Secretary-General of the United Nations, of a thorough
report on the economic and social consequences of the arms
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race and of the vast military expenditures on the world scale.
In this regard we should like to recall the valuable proposal
contained in the Introduction to the Report of the SecretaryGeneral on the Work of the Organization:
Finally, in order that the Governments and peoples of the world may be more
fully informed and may better understand the issues and problems related to the
continuing arms race, I would propose that a comprehensive international expert
study be undertaken of the economic and social consequences of the arms race and
massive military expenditures. Such a study, which would complement a similar
study carried out in 1962, could delineate the implications and evaluate the effects
on nations and on economies of the growing stockpiles of armaments and the
increasing volume of resources being diverted from peaceful to military purpose.i. It
would help towards a better understanding of the needs and the possibilities for
reordering both national and international priorities in the decade ahead.
On the threshold of the Disarmament Decade and of the second quarter-century
of the United Nations, I appeal to the Member States and to the peoples of the
world to rededicate themselves to the Charter objectives of establishing and
maintaining international peace and security with 'the least diversion for armaments
of the world's human and economic resources'. It is my firm belief that the nations
of the world cannot move away from the abyss of self-destruction and fulfil the
urgent social tasks facing the rich and poor countries alike, unless they put an eqrly
end to the malignancy of the arms race, both nuclear and conventional.
If significant progress towards disarmament is to be made, Governments must put
aside suspicion and mistrust and approach this subject in a new spirit. The
Disarmament Decade offers opportunities to speed up the momentum of the
agreements achieved during the 1960s and to utilize human creativity and economic

resources so that science and technology will become a universal boon and not a
bane. If the nations of the world resolve to move ahead in planning specific steps
tow.,•.q, the goal of general and complete disarmament, they can succeed in creating
a secure and better world for all mankind.'

The thorough c)onsideration, correlation and synthesis of
consideraticmns, suggestions and proposals of delegations taking

part in the prescnt debate, and thorough study of the consequences of the arms race on the economic and social levels
for the peace and security of the world, we believe, constitute
a positive premise in that regard. The study advocated, which
would be submitted to the twenty-sixth session of the General
Assembly. would bring the consequences-both far-reaching and
grave-of the arms race to the attention of Statts Members of
the Organization, with a view to the adoption of concerted
measures to lighten the burden and reduce the danger to
mankind of the arms race.
For its part, my delegation is consulting with the delegations of other interested States with a view to submitthig a
joint draft resolution on the question. We express the hopt
that the idea of this study, which has been supported by
other delegations in this debate, will enjoy broad support from

Member States.
'General Assemnbly Mcwtcai

(A/8001l/Add. 1.), p. 4.
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Philippine Draft Resolution Introduced in the Second Committee
of the General Assembly: Economic and Social Consequences
of Disarmament, November 12, 1970'
The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolutions 1516 (XV), 2 1837 (XVII), 3 1931
(XVIII) 4 and 2387 (XXIII)5 on the conversion to peaceful needs
of the resources released by disarmament, resolutions 2526
(XXIV) on a day for peace6 and 2602 E (XXIV) declaring the
decade of the 1970s as a Disarmament Decade, 7 and also
Economic and Social Council resolutions 891 (XXXIV),8 982
(XXXVI) 9 and 1026 (,XXXVII)'° on the economic and sociai
consequences of disarmament,
Recalling the report of the consultative group on the economic
and social consequences of disarmament1 " ani the various1reports
of the Secretary-General on national studies of the subject, 2
A ware that progress towards general and complete disarmament
would release substantial resources which could be utilized for
accelerating economic and social development in general and in
the developing countries in particular,
Encouraged that the super powers have at least given tangible
signs of recognizing that it is in their own interest, as well as in the
interest of the entire world, to prevent what might become an
uncontrollable escalation of the nuclear arms race,
Recalling further that the International Development Strategy
for the Second United Nations Development Decade has called for
a close link between the Disarmament Decade and the Development Decade,
Recognizing liA wise the importance of adopting appropriate
measures to ensure that the link between the Disarmament Decade
and the Second Development Decade shall be fully understood
and utilized in as practical and comprehensive a manner as
possible,
'A/C.2!L.1124, Nov. 12, 1970. Colombia later joined the Philippines as cosponsor.
On Nov. 19, 1970, the two countrmis tabled a revised version, which the Central African
Republic and Cyprus cosponsored on Nov. 23 (A/C.2/L.1124/Rev.1). After further
changes, the re-solution was approved by the General Assembly on Dec. 11 (post, pp.

693-695.).
2

Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 368-369.

'Ibid., 1962, vol. !1, pp. 1236-1238.
"Ibid., 1963, pp. 038-640.
'Ibi., 1968, p. 727.
'General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-fourth Session, Supplk-ment No. 30

(AC7630), pp. 32-33.
"Documentson DiLmlarmext. 1969, ppr. 713-715.
'Ibid., 1962. vol, ii, pp. 697,699.
"Ibid., 2963. pp. 279-281.
"
'*1b-d., 1964, pp. 326-327.
" mbid., 1962. vol. 1, pp. 42-48.
"2 Ibid., 1964, pp. 256-275; ibid., 1965. pp, 1•5-168- Economic and SocW Coutcii
Official Records: Forty-first Se•on, Annexes, Agen.t* Item 32 (E/41_57); O6cumnts on
Disarmanent, 1968, pp. 220-221.
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1. Requests the Secretary-General, in consultation with such
advisers as he may deem necessary to designate:
(a) To prepare a plan of action for the guidance of Member
States, the specialized agencies and/or organizations in the United
Nations family, the regional economic commissions and the
United Nations Economic and Social Office in Beirut, as well as
non-governmental organizations concerned, in order to establish
the link between the Disarmament Decade and the Second United
Nations Development Decade;
(b) To propose measures for the mobilization of world public
opinion in support of the link between disarmament and developmernt and thus encourage intensified negotiations towards disarmament and/or limitations of arms under effective international
control;
(c) To formulate proposals which could lead to the effective
use, for the social and economic development of developing
countries, of an appropriate sh'.are of the resources that are
released by disarmament;
2. Requests States Members of the United Nations, members of
the specialized agencies, the International Atomic Energy Agency,
the! regional economic commissions and the United Nations
Economic and Social Office in Beirut and non-governmental
organizations concerned to submit to the Secretary-General their
comments and recommendations on the matters indicated in
paragraph I above;
3. Requests the Secretary-General to submit a report hereon in
time for consideration by the General Assembly at the first
biennial review of the implementation of the International
Development Strategy for the Second United Nations Development Decade to be made in 1973.
Statement by the Mexican Representative (Garcia Robles) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Additional Protocol
II to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin
America, November 12, 1970'
My statement today will be devoted entirely to item 93 of the
agenda concerning the signature and ratification of Additional
Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons
in Latin America (Treaty of Tiatelolco). 2 My statement is also
intended to fulfil the very honourable duty of formally submitting
the draft resolution in document A/C. 1/L.522, which is sponsored
by the following eighteen delegations: Barbados, Bolivia, Colom'A/C.I/PV. 1758. pp. 3-15.
Documents on Disarrnanwnt,1967, pp. 69-83.
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bia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador,
Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragia, Paraguay, Peru, Trinidad and Tobago, Uruguay and Venezuela.3
Seventeen of these delegations are listed in the draft and the
delegation of Trinidad and Tobago later joined as a co-sponsor.
The scope of this draft resolution, the contents of which, I
think, are self-explanatory, and the fact that some days have
already elapsed since it was first circulated-which no doubt has
made it easier for members of the Committee to consider it
carefully-will allow me to limit my statement merely to stressing
some aspects which we believe to be essential to examination of
the subject.
I shall begin by recalling that there does exist at present a
nuclear-free zone, subject to a regime of the total absence of such
instruments of mass destruction, guaranteed by an effective
international control system. That region-the first to include
densely populated territories-covers an increasingly large area
which is at present about 6,600,000 square kilometres and whose
population is approximately 117,000,000 inhabitants.
The existence of this zone was made possible by the establishment of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in
Latin America--or the Treaty of Tlatelolco-which in itself was the
fruit of generous and persevering initiatives and efforts of the
countries of Latin America that from the outset received
encouragemnent and support from the United Nations and from the
Secretary-General.
Thir Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin
America (OPANAL) was duly established in accordance with the
provisions of the Treaty and has been in operation since 2
September 1969 when the first sessions of its supreme organ, the
General Conference, began.
From the very moment when tbh: Treaty of Tlatelolco was
approved, widest praise? was heaped on the document by a number
of outstanding personalities all over the world and the Treaty was
welcomed enthusiastically at all international meetings dealing
with matter, of disarmament. A mere forty days after the Treaty
was opened for signature the Eighteen-Nation Committee on
Disarmament welcomed the document with enthusiasm at the
beginninig of its 1967 session on 21 February of that year. It was
then that the privilege fell to me of formally presenting the
instrument in fulfilment of the mandate from the Preparatory
Commissio0-.4

In the debates in the First Committee during Octoter and
November of 1967-in which representatives of forty-six States of
the most varied geographical zones participated, States that
followed different political ideologies and economic systems-the
'Identical with res. 2666 (XXV). post, pp. 689-691.
SSee Ibcuments on Dosartawmen', 196 7. pp. 99-103.
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greatest praise was expressed regarding the work that had been
carried out successfully by the Latin American States. At that
time the Treaty was referred to as "an outstanding Latin American
contribution", "a notable feat", "an unprecedented example",
"extremely important pionc.cr work in disarmament" and "of
exceptional success in the field of nuclear-weapon control".
In the verbatim records of this Committee I found that it was
said that the Treaty was "a historic event that stresses the fact that
man is beginning to think of the survival of the human race" and
that it was "a bold step at a time when man is seriously concerned
over his future". It was stated that the countries of Latin America
"have given the world a glorious and outstanding example of how,
once a decision exists, concrete steps towards peace can be taken";
that th,- Treaty implies "an achievement that, because of its
importance, goes beyond the frontiers of the Latin American
continent"; that it offers "an incomparable experience for all
countries that see in the establishment of nuclear-free zones an
effective way of strengthening international peace and security";
and, at Jh, same time, stress was laid on the fact that "the Treaty
of Tlatelolco has significance beyond the present: it is a historic
milestone since, for the first time, nuclear-free zones are estabfished in highly populated regions".
As a happy culmination of the debates on tht. Treaty of
Tlatelolco, the General Assembly of the United Nations, without a
negative vote, approved resolution 2286 (XXII) in whuch, after
having expressed its "special pleasure" at the signing of the Treaty,
proclaimed that the Treaty:
"constitutes an event of historic significance in the efforts to
prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons and to promote
international peace and security and which, at the same time,
establishes the right of Latin American countries to use nuclear
energy for demonstrated peaceful purposes in order to accelerate
economic and social development of their peoples".'
Similar praise was lavished on the Treaty at later sessions of the
General Assembly and at the Eighteen-Nation Committee on
Disarmament, and also at the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon
States which met in Geneva in 1968 and which, on 27 September
1968, adopted a resolution devoted to the general subject of the
"establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones" and which also
speaks of d.he Treaty in very favourable terms.6
The Secretary-General of the United Nations, on 12 February
1967, when the Treaty was approved, stated:
"The nations of Latin America ( n, with ampie justification, take
pride in what they have wrought by their own initiative and
through their own efforts". 7
bmid., pp. 620-6 2 1 .
Ibid.. /968, pp. 672-674.
7 U.N. press release S(/SM/661. Fet. 13,1%7.
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He also stressed the importance that he, personally, attributes to ii
by being present himself at the inauguration of the General
Conference of OPANAL in September last year. In the statement
he made at that time he said:
"In a world that all too often seems dark and foreboding, the
Treaty of Tlatelolco will shine as a beacon of light. ... ,
"The Treaty of Tiatelolco preceded the Treaty on the NonProliferation of Nuclear Weapons by more than a year and exceeds
it in the scope of its prohibitions and its control features. .. [The
Treaty ef Tiateiolcol will provide an exa-mple and a precedent for
the establishment of nuclear-free zones in other areas of the
world .""

The Director-Genieral of the International Atomic Energy
Agency, Dr. Sigvard Eklund, when speaking at that same opening
ceremony of the General Conference of OPANAL stated:
"The Treaty of Tiatelcico can bep considered the first multilateral Treaty in. nuclear disarmnament which provides fo~r an
institutionalized and international system of control and as such,
represents a decisive step towards the recognitlion and acceptance
of international safeguards."'
n~ the light of the above, it would have appcared most natural
and perfectly jUstified Were the Treaty to have rcz-eived spontaneous and immediato co-operation from all nuclear Powers that the
General Assembly had called on- since the initiation of the studies
and negotiaJions w~ith a vifew to the preparation of the Treaty in
resolution 1911 (XV111), a~dopted in Ne-',mber 1963.10 Unfortun'-tely, the facts have bea,*.n very different.
Obviously. 01P Treaty does enjoy autonomous existence and
full for-ce f~r States parties, even if it did no! receive the support
of some, or even the majority, of tnu,, nucl: T Powers. But, it is
eqiially obviou.- that for greater erffctiveness ali the nuclear
Powers should co-operate hi the impler.ientation of the Treaty.
And, as the. n-on-nuclear-weapon States stated in their Ar,,solution P
of .17 September 1968:
"for the maximumn effectiveness of ~nn T-reaty establishing a
nuclear weapon-free zone, the co-operation of the nuclear-weapon
States is necessary and that such. co-opueration should take the
lorr-i of commitmrents fikewige undertaken in a formal int,.rnational instvument whIlich is legally binding,tsuch as a tre-aty,
convention or protocol.-Ii' I
It is doubtless for that re1ason that the Pri-paratory Committee,

when drafting the Treaty, at the same time. drafted an additionalI
'A/769 1 Sept 23, 1969, p. 78, 79.
'ThiJ.,. p 8 7.
'0ovuments on [Xsarpnowment, 1963, pp. 628-629.
1

Ibid.. 1968, p. 67 3.
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protocol, Additional Protocol I1, which was intended to lead the
nuclear-weapon States to agree to the following commitments:
"(a) T,, respect, 'in all its express aims and provisions', the
'statute of denuclearization of Latin America in respect of warlike
purposes, as defined, delimited and set forth' in the Treaty of
Tlatelolco;
"(b) 'Not to contribute in any way to the performance of acts
involving a violation of the obligations of article I of the Treaty in
the territories to which the Treaty applies'; and
"(c) 'Not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against the
Contracting Parties of the Treaty',.."• 2
These commitments are far from being burdensome and
obviously there is nothing in them that in any way departs from
the general obligations flowing from the Charter of the United
Nations and which all Members of the Organization have solemnly
committed themselves to abide by in good faith in accordance
with Article 2 of the Charter.
Thus the General Assembly, in that same resolution 2286
(XXII) in which, on 5 December 1967, it weicoraed "with special
satisfaction" the Treaty for the prohibition of nuclear weapons,
also called upon "all Statcs possessing nuclear weapons to sign and
ratify Additional Protocol II of the Treaty as soon as possible"
and, the following year in resolution 2456 B (XXIII) of 20
December 1968, reiterated the appeal addressed to the aforementioned Powers by the Conference of Non-nuclear Weapon States,
fully to comply with the invitation addressed to them by the
General Assembly in resolution 2286 (XXII) that I have just
quoted.
At present Additional Protocol II is in force for one of those
Powers: the United Kingdom, and there are reasonable grounds
for hope that it will soon be in force for another power: the
United States, which signed it on 1 April 1968 and whose process
of ratification is very far advanced.
To what I have just said, which must be a matter of satisfaction
to the Assembly, we must unfortunately add that the other three
nuclear Powers have not as yet even signed the Protocol.
In view of that situation and pursuant to iý,,olution 1 (1) of
the General Conference of OPANAL,'
the eighteen Latin
American delegations that I mentioned earlier have submitted to
this Committc., the diaft resolution contained in document
A/C. I /L.522 to which i also referred betfre, by means of which the
General Assembly would reaffirm its appeals to the nuclear-weapon
States in resolutions 2286 (XXII) and 2456 B (XXIII), to sign and
ratify the Protocol as soon as possible; and the General Assembly
would aiso decide to include in the agenda of its twenty-sixth ses.ion
'1 Ibid.. 196 7T p. 83.

"ibid. 1969, pp. 447449.

I
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the following item: "Status of the implementation of resolution ... concerning the signature and ratification of Additional Protocol 11 of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in
Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco)"; and would then request the
Secretary-General "to transmit to the Governments of the nuclearweapon States the text of this resolution asking them to keep him informed of any measures adopted by them in order to implement it."
In the light of the position of the General Assembly reflected in
its previous resolutions, we hope that the draft resolution we have
now submitted will also be adopted by the Assembly.
We believe such approval to be fully justified, both for the
reasons that I have just outlined in this statement and for further
reasons which I shall mention before concluding.
The period of approximately four years that has elapsed since
the Treaty and Protocol were opened for signature on 14 February
1967 would appear to be ample for completing-with positive
results, we trust-the study of those instruments which, we were
told at that time, some of the nuclear Powers Members of the
United Nations had undertaken.
Repeated statements have been either here or in the Disarmament Committee to the effect that support should be given to any
nuclear-weapon-free zone which may be established on the
initiative of the States composing that zor, even if such a zone is
composed of a very small number of States or even of individual
countries.
The fact is that the adoption of the draft resclution we propose
would seem particularly appropriate in this anniversary year of the
United Nations and particularly if we bear in mind the fact that
the General Assembly itself, in resolution 2499 (XXIV) which was
adopted on 31 October 1969, and which was entitled "Celebration
of the twenty-fifth anniversary of the United Nations", agreed to
make an appeal:
"*.. to all Member States to give urgent consideration to the
ratification of, or accession to, a number of multilateral instruments which have been adopted, endorsed or supported by the
United Nations ...
and which appear in the list that the Secretary-General transmitted
to Member States in document A/7712, in the third section of
which the Additional Protocol 11 of the Treaty of Tlatelo!co
appears as point 3.
Basically, the resolution which the General Assembly may
approve now will only be a reiterated appeal to the nuclear
Powers, which seems indispensable in view of the delay on the part
of many of them in complying with previous resolutions of the
General Assembly and also in acting in accordance with their own
" Gencral Assembly Official Records: Twenty-fourth Sessin, Suppkement No. 30
(Ai'7630), pp. 1-2.
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declarations. It is also a renewed appeal to make those resolutions
and promises a reality which Latin America has patiently awaited
for almost four years, and this can be done by signing and
ratifying Additional Protocol II of the Treaty of Tlatelolco.
Statement by the United States Representative (Leonard) to the
First Committee ol"the General Assembly, November 16, 19701
1 must first of all express our shock at the horrifying natural
disaster which recently struck Pakistan. We hope, as earlier
speakers have said, that the various relief activities will bring some
assistance to those who have suffered these grave material losses,
but we recognize that for the thousands of people who have lost
families and friends there is nothing we can give but sympathy. I
wc:ld ask the delegation of Pakistan to be kind enough to convey
this sympathy to its sorely afflicted compatriots.
As we near the end of our general debate I wish to take this
opportunity to add a few comments on the issues before us, taking
into account various observations made in the debate, as well as
responding to certain questions posed by earlier speakers.
First, with respect to the sea-bed treaty, the representative of
Mexico, Ambassador Garcia Robles, has asked us several questions
about the treaty to prevent emplacement of nuclear and other
weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed.' His first question
related to the meaning of the exceptions contained in paragraph 2
of article I. He indicated that he would be grateful to receive an
explanation as to the significance and scope of the exception
applicable to the sea-bed beneath the territorial waters of a coastal
State. I should like to provide that explanation.
The United States delegation considers that paragraph 2 of
article I does not in any way affect the sovereignty, under
Iternational law, of the coastal State over its territorial waters
and its sea-bed within the zone mentioned in the same paragraph
and, consequently, the provisions of this paragraph leave intact
and unimpaired all rights of the coastal State derived from that
sovereignty. To put the matter in an affirmative manner, this
provision is designed to leave unaffected the sovereign authority
and control of the coastal State within such territorial sea.
The intention of the provision i; simply to describe the scope of
the treaty's obligations. It is, of course, fully consistent with the
disclaimer clause in article IV of the treaty in that it does not
support or prejudice the position of any State with respect to
Iigts or claims related to waters off its coast, including, among
other things, territorial seas.
I should like now to turn to the second question of the
representative of Mexico. In his statement he quoted a paragraph
'A/C.1iPV. 1762, pp. 3345.
F our the Mexican questionss', ante, pp. 555-556. The draft treaty appearsante, pp.
475-479.
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from my statement on I Stptomber 1970, at the Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva, concerning the
relationship of paragraph 3 of article I to nuclear-free zones.
Ambassador Garcia Robles asked if paragraph 35 in document
CCD/PV.492 represented the authorized interpretation of the
United States.' 1 am glad to inform the representative of Mexico
that indeed this statement does represent the position of the
government of the United States.
I should like now to turn to another question which has been
the subject of some discussion in connexion with the sea-bed
treaty. This is the question of the meaning and significance of the
procedures contained in article III of the sea-bed treaty regarding
recourse to the Security Council. As I stated on 23 April at the
Committee on Disarmament:
The procedures provided for in art. le III do not, of course, prejudice or limit the right
of any State to apply directly to the4Security Council m accordance with the provisions
of the Charter of the United Nations.

This statement was made in relation to the text of the treaty
submitted by the United States and the Soviet Union on 23 April.
After that time, a revised text was negotiated containing some
modifications of article III. However, the statement which I made
on 23 April remains entirely applicable to the version of the treaty
submitted by the United States and the Soviet Union on i
September. I would only add that the question of the exercise by
a Member of the United Nations of its right under the Charter to
apply to the Security Council is, of course, a complex question
depending on a variety of legal, political and security considerations. The ability of a State to exercise its Charter right in the light
of these considerations is not prejudiced by the present draft of
the sea-bed treaty.
With respect to the detailed and technical legal analysis
presented by the representative of El Salvador, I would only wish
to make several points. As we have found in thD case of the
non-proliferation T ýatys and other aims limitation treaties, the
process of negotiating an important agreement is indeed a rrocess
of lengthy and difficult adjustment and cormn .,inise. The languae
which is agreed upon to accomplish our purposes can never be
language conforming exactly to the preferences of any single
participant. I am convinced, having listened most carefully to the
remarks of the representative of El Salvador, that a treaty draftpd
solely by his delegation would have achieved a high standard of
legal excellence. However, it has not been the privilege of any of
us--not of the United States, the Soviet Union, Sweden, Nigeria,
Argentina, nor any other participant in the negotiations-to draft a
'Ante. p. 556.
Ante. p. 183.
'IDocuments on Dimrmament, 1968, pp. 461465.
4
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treaty to conform to its own individual standards. This is simply
an inescapable fact of international negotiations.
This does not mean that we believe the oresent treaty is
defective. We are convinced that the drafting of the treaty is
adequate to accomplish its putpose. We are further convinced that
the treaty cannot be misunderstocJ to the detriment of any
participant. Any complex set of clauses can always be construed as
containing implications at variance with the clear intention of the
documznt as a whole. But in the case of this treaty, we believe
that a fair !eading of its provisions can result only in a fair and
practical application of its obligatioi-s. It seems to us-and here I
address all the members of this Committee-that all of the
de.egations which have worked so hard for more than a year at the
Committee on Disarmament to achieve a fair, practical and
'alanced resuit, and who now -upport the present draft, join with
us in reaching this conclusion.
To add one more specific point, I should like to scress that there
is simply no possibility of prejudice to any country's interests as a
result of this treaty. Article IV, the disclaimer clause, was the
object of particular scrutiny and gradual improvement throughout
our negotiations. Although perhaps alternative formulas would
have been found possible, even for this article, we believe that the
present clause is now both broad enough and speci.., enough to
provide reasciable assurance to all that this treaty cannot be
misused by any State to adva.ice positions in areas beyond the
purview of the treaty. We are pleased that a numbe: of delegations
that are concerned with the question have specit'lally spoken to
"thiseffect in or debzte.
With respect to tt amendments submitied by Peru,6 il is to be
noted that some of them touch upon .,cry basic questions which
were the subject of e~xternsive negotiations and compronise at the
Committee or Disarmament. bor example, as we understand the
Peruvian amendments, they would make the prohibitions of the
theaty extend from the coastline oil one State to the coastline of
every other State. Tbi, is a proposal that was, in fact, considered
in the early stages o:
gotiations ir, Geneva. There were other
proposals as well regarding the geoTaphic scope of the t,-eaty. The
United States proposed, in the in•.cl stages, th.t the exempted
sea-bed ione should be tbxet: miles,7 the Scviet Union proposed
that it shold be t,•iJve mniles,l and some participants in the
negotiations proposed that there should be b'oader defensive
zones, with special r',-les Qpplicabic to these areas. The present
provision is therefoie a compromise which takes into account it
complex of security, legal and pclitica' considerations.
We would not make progress by endeaouring to reopen
compromises which have already been reached: indecd, nothi'pg
"gir e, Ipp. 36ý '-7, .
--Do.wrtwnts oi

Ilbi.. p. 112.

;"i~rr.:ment,196Y,

p. 212.
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would be gained, and much would be lost, should we attempt tc
renegotiate the provisions arrived at with such care and effort and
with the participation of all Committee on Disarmament members
and many members of this Committee who contributed suggestions at last year's General Assembly.
In the light of these considerations, I must state to the
representatives of both El Salvador and Peru that it remains our
view that the most practical and constructive course of action is to
proceed with the treaty in its present form.
Finally, I should like to restate an important point which arose
during the General Assembly's consideration of the non-proliferation Treaty. At that time, in 1968, many delegations inquired
whether an affirmative vote for the resolution commending the
non-prolifera-tion Treaty9 would in any way bind their Governments either to sign the i•on-proliferation Treaty or subsequently
to become a party. It was then established that an affirmative vote
stood in effect for only one simple proposition; that Is, the treaty
should be opened promptly for signature.
The situation is identical with respect to the seabed treaty. We
hope, of course, that favourable action here on the seabed draft
resolution" will encourage many Governments to make affirmative decisions to sign and become parties to that treaty.
Nevertheless, we can be absolutely clear that an affirmative vote
on the seabed draft resolution will not commit any Government to
sign or subsequently become a party.
We are most appreciative of the comments made by a great
many delegations expressing their support for the seabed treaty,
which is the product of difficult and prolonged negotiations at the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament. It seems to us
encouraging that many delegations in our debate have recognized
the- importance of this treaty, and its beneficial influence on arms
control negotiations and on international relations as a whole.
When the draft resolution now co-sponsored by thirty-seven
delegations comes to a vote in the next few days, we hope that as
many delegations as possible will join with those thirty-seven
co-sponsors in taking the clearly affirmative step of helping to see
that this treaty is promptly opened for signature.
Several delegations have suggested that this Committee should
take action on the comprehensive disarmament programme which
was called for in resolution 2602E (XXIV),i I and to which the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament devoted considerable attention this tast year. Specific actions suggested have
)nVnged trom referring the question to Geneva for further consideration to the adoption by this Committee of a specific prograname as a guideline for further disarmament negotiationas. It is
llbic., 1968, pp. 431-432.
"0 Ante, pp. 558-559.
,, Jcurnents on Disarmament, 19,9, pp. 713-715.

LEONARD STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 16

589

indeed a difficult question how we ought to proceed in the light of
the many complex considerations that we all know are present. In
an effort to advance a practical solution which we hope could gain
wide acceptance, I would like to outline an approach that my
delegation is prepared to support.
We believe that a draft resolution regarding the question of a
disarmament programme should state clearly the importance of
making more intensive efforts to bring about a faster pace toward
our disarmament goals. This, after all, was the motivation of all of
us when last year the General Assembly established the 1970s as a
disarmament decade and called for a programme to help in our
efforts. Second, we believe due appreciation should be expressed
for the important and constructive contributions which have been
made by delegations at the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament in Geneva. Third, we would be prepared to support a
draf( resolution which appropriately takes note of the documents
presented by various delegations in Geneva and asks the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to take them into account
in its future deliberations. I refer particularly to the documents
submitted on 24 February 1970, by the Netherlands" 2; on 19
August by Italy13 ; and on 25 August by Mexico, Sweden and
Yugoslavia' 4 . Finally, we believe the draft resolution should
expressly leave open the possibility of further disarmament
programme suggestions.
If we can agree to take this action, we will have fulfilled the
objective of resolution 2602E (XXIV), in that we will have
valuable and well-thought out documents bearing on a disarmament pro4•,iarne which will have been considered by the General
Assembly. Howcver, at the same time as we take action with
respect to these documents, we need to recognize that the entire
question of a programme is not a static concept. Programmes must
evolve as the international situation develops and as there is
further progress in disarmament. An overall programme should,
therefore, be conceived of a, a continuing process whereby useful
concepts and guidelines are formulated and considered in order to
assist the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in its
work.
We need to encourage and stimulate every helpful idca on the
disarmament programme that may come at any tir,,e forn any
delegation. In order to avoid the risk of division, when we really
need consensus, we should not take action on oslv one of the
documents presented this year at the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament. At the same time, we should leave open the
possibility of further constructive suggestions in the future. We
2

Ante, pp. 5 9-63.
I 'Ahte, pp. 440-445.
4
4 Ante, pp. 459465.
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believe a resolution base-d on these concepts would constitute a
constructive, positive action at ihe General Assembly.
As I have noted above. all of us fully share the desire of the
Philippine delegation to speed up progress in the disarmament
field. We believe, however, that the proposal for a new committee
woudd not be conducive to such progress. On the contrary, it
could have a negative effect on negotiations, since its activities
would irnevitably compete with and duplicate the functions of
existing bodies. At the very best, it would be a wasieful and
unproductive exercise. At worst, it would be harmful to disarmament prospects.
Ambassador Yost has already pointed out here; in his statement
of 2 November,' s that the disappointingly slow pace at which we
are registering disarmament agreements reflects a fact of international life-the fact that such agreements are inherently difficult to
achieve-and this situation cannot be altered by establishing more
committees. If the Philippine delegation's idea were presented for
action, we would, I regret, be compelled to vote negatively.
My delegation is gratitied to note that the Canadian initiative
for a study of international seismic data exchange as a possible
element in the verification of an underground test ban has
attracted the interest and co-operation of a substantial number of
Unitid Nations Members. We will, of course, be prepared to
supp:rt draft resolution A/C.I/L.529 on
this subject, submitted
6
co-sponsors.'
four
thirty
by Canada and
Three draft resolutions have been "ubmitted on the subject of
chemical and biological weapons. One of those draft resolutions,
submitted by the United Kingdom, 1 7 would ask the Conference
of thev Committee on Disarmament to get back to work more
urgently and to take irto account all of the major proposals and
approaches-that is to say, the United Kingdom draft treaty to ban
biological weapons and toxins,' the socialist draft treaty to ban
immediately all chemical and biological weapons,'9 and the
memorandumn of the non-aligned members of the Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament. 2 I We believe that this is a fair
draft resolution which will stimulate negotiations. And it is, after
all, negotiations which we need in order to make progress. The
United Kingdom draft resolution does not attempt to prejudgu
those negotiation•s, but merely to stimulate them. We therefore
suppolt it.
However, these positive comrments cannot be made about the
draft resolution proposed by Poland, Hungary and Mongolia. 2 '
" 'Ante,

pp.

54

9-55 4 .

"' identical with pt. A of res. 2663 (XXV), post, pp. 685-686.
""Ante. pp 559-56 1.
Ante, pp. 428-432.
''Ante, pp. 533-539.
""Ante, op. 453-455.
21
An:e, pp. 561-563.
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The operative paragraphs of that draft would, in effect, tell us
what is to be the outcome of our negotiations: the socialist draft
convention. Such a decision would be unsound. It would stimulate
division rather than negotiation. Accordingly, we oppose that
draft resolution.
A third draft resolution has just been submitted by the
delegations of twelve non-aligned States.2 2 We have referred that
draft to our capital, where it is under study.
Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly, November 16, 19701
Mr. Chairman, in connexion with the great disaster that has
struck Pakistan, the cyclone which devastated eastern Pakistan
causing thousands of victims among the civilian population, as
well as millions in material damage and destruction, the delegation
of the Soviet Union would like to add its voice to your words of
condolencp atnd commiseration addressed to tne delegation of
Pakistan. On its part, my delegation wishes to express its heartfelt
condolences, sympathy and compassion to the friendly country of
Pakistan. In the name of the delegation of the Soviet Union, I
should like to ask the delegation of Pakistan to transmit these
feelings to its Government on the occasion of this terrible
catastrophe.
Today, we are concluding the general debate on the questions
of disarmament which are on the agenda of our Committee. I
should like on behalf of my delegation to state that the discussion
that was held in the Committee was substantive and businesslike.
A large number of delegations stated their views on various aspects
of the complex and important problems of disarmament. Elements
of this discussion will be a useful source for future negotiations on
disarmament, and they will be carefully studied by the participants in the Committee on Disarmament.
Many delegations put forward constructive ideas on many
fundamental disarmament problems, as reflected in, among other
things, the attention paid in our Committee to the draft treaty on
the prohibition of th.e emplacement of nuclear weapons and other
weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed and the ocean floor
and in the subsoil thereof, presented to the Assembly by the
Committee on Disarmament. 2 Much has been said here about the
importance of concluding this treaty for preventing the spreading
of the race in nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass
destruction to the sea-bed. In our statement today we should like
to reiterate the important and convincing arguments expresstd in
the Committee on this subject.
22

Identical with res. 2662 (XXV), post, pp. 683-685.
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The importance attached to the draft treaty on the sea-bed can
be seen from the fact that thirty-six States are co-sponsoring a
draft resolution of the General Ascembly requesting that the
treaty be approved and opened for signatire. 3 We hope the
Assembly will adopt that draft ,-solution. That will be an
important step towards taking the first specific measures towards
demilitarization of the sea-bed.
At the meeting of this Committee on 2 November 1970 the
representative of Mexico, Mr. Garcia Robles, asked two questions
in connexion with the draft treaty on the sea-bed, 4 and we intend
to answer them in our statement today.
1he first question, as is well known, related to the contents of
article I, paragraph 2, of the draft treaty, which provides:
The undertakings of paragraph 1 of this Article... shall not apply either to the
,oo'stal State or to the sea-bed beneath its territorial waters.

The Mexican delegation's question amounted to a request for
clarification of our understanding of that provision. In regard to
that question, we should like to note that no interpretation of
paragraph 2 of article I would in any way prejudice, in our view,
the sovereignty of a coastal State in connexion with its territorial
waters and the sea-bed beneath those waters within the 12-mile
zone mentioned in that paragraph. Therefore that provision must
be interpreted as embodying the intangible rights of all coastal
States arising from such sovereignty under international law.
Furthermore, one must be mindful of the fact, in our view, that
article IV of the draft treaty on the sea-bed specifically states that
the treaty in no way prejudices the rigelts oi claims of the coastal
States in matters of territorial waters. As has already been stated,
the treaty relates only to problems concerning the matter of the
demilitarization of the sea-bed.
The second question of the Mexican delegation related to the
scope prov'ided for in paragraph 3 of article I ir. connexion with
the nuclear-free zones referred to in article IX. The Mexican
delegation in the course of meetings of the First Committee again
put forward the proposal it made at the twenty-fourth session of
the General Assembly, under which the article on nuclear-free
zones would contain an undertaking by States parties to the treaty
not to contribute to the commission in the zone referred to in
article I of acts involving a violation of the obligations undertaken
by those parties under an agreement on nuclear-free zones.5 In
regard to that proposal, the Mexican delegation asked uis whether
the clarification offered by the Soviet delegation at the 492nd
meeting of the Committee on Disarmament remained valid. In that
statement the Soviet delegation, in reference to the aforementioned Mexican proposal, referred to paragraph 3 of article I,
:Ant'. pp. 558-559.
Ante
'A/C.'
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which contains an obligation not to ind,:ce other States to carry
out a'.tivities prohibited by the treaty. We said that we interpreted
that paragraph in such a way that it fully covered the Mexican
proposal and did not allow the activities mentioned in the
proposal.6 In answer to the question of the Mexican delegation,
we wish to confirm that the clarification griven by us at that
meeting of the Committee on Disarmament remains fully valid and
is the official position of the Soviet Union.
Important and difficult work was carried out by the members
of the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva on the preparation
of a draft treaty on the sea-bed. That has been noted by many
representatives here, and, taking into account the results of that
work, which have been welcomed by the majority of the
participants in this discussion, one can conclude that the Committee did a great deal to carry out the task entrusted to it by the
General Assembly at the last session.
The Soviet Union regards the treaty on the prohibition of the
emplacement of weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed and
the ocean floor as but a first step towards complete demilitarization of the sea-bed. We intend to adopt a most serious approach in
the matter of carrying out the obligation contained in article V of
the draft treaty, to continue negotiations in good faith concerning
further measures in the field of disarmament for the prevention of
an arms race on the sea-bed, the ocean floor and the subsoil
thereof.
For this reason we attach great importance to the proposal
made in the Committee on Disarmament by the Polish People's
Republic that the question of the demil,_';'arization of the sea-bed
should remain on the agenda of the Committee of Disarmament. 7
One of the key problems touched upon in the First Committee's discussions was the question of the prohibition of chemical
and bacteriological weapons. We should like again to draw the
attention of all delegations to the extreme importance of this
international problem from the point of view of the strengthening
of international peace and security and to draw attention also to
the important initiative taken by nine socialist countries, expressed in a document presented to the present session of the
United Nations General Assembly: the revised draft convention
on the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling
of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and the
destruction of su~ch weapons.8
Our colleagues, the represet.iatives of Hungary Mongolia and
Poland, as well as of other socialist countries, in the general debate
in this Committee furnished detailed explanations of the changes
made by the co-sponsrs of the draft convention to the revised
6

483.

7'(c)/PV. 47l, p. 7.
'Ante, pp. 533-537.
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text. Those changes relate to important problems of international
co-operation in the fields of chemistry and biology, control over
implementation of tt- convention and, fina'ty, the scope of the
convention. The introduction by the socialist countries of their
revised draft convention on the question of chemical and
bacteriological means of warfare is indicative of their businesslike
and practical approach towards consideration of this important
and most urgent international problem which is still awaitLi'g a
solution. This approach is confirmed by the fact that the socialist
countries, as they have done before, insist in this Committee on
the need for a joint solution of the problem of prohibiting
chemical and bacteriological weapons simultaneously and completely, without any exceptions. The Soviet Union is deeply
convinced that it is only with such a solution of the problem that
full prohibition of chemical and bacteriological means of warfare
and their elimination from the military arsenals of States can be
ensured.
The statements of many delegations here in the First Committee in favour of the complete prohibition of all means of chemical
and bacteriological warfare once again convinces us of the
co!:ectness of the approach of the socialist countries towards the
solution of the problem of the full prohibition of chemical and
bacteriological weapons.
We consider that during the consideration of this matter one
must also bear in mind the P ;ed to continue the work started with
the conclusion of the Geneva Protocol of 1925 prohibitli'- the use
of such substances in war. 9 The convention under discussion must
be based on the solid foundation of that Protocol. If we stray
from that principle and if we agree to the proposal of the western
delegations, that is to say, to prohibit only biological weapons, we
would undermine the Geneva Protocol, we would weaken its
effectiveness and thus pave the way for the wider use of chemical
means of warfare. Trhis would have far reaching and extremely
dangerous consequences.
The twenty-fourth session of the General Assembly last year
also dealt at length with the problem of chemical and bacteriological weapons. As a result of that discussion, a procedural resolution
was adopted, which transmitted all documents presented to the
General Assembly and all ideas expressed at its meetings to the
Confcrence of the Committee on Disarmament. Our delegation,
like those of many States, consid rs that this year we must forge
ahead along that roau and adopt a resolution which would give the
Conference of the Committee cil Disarmament a more Aubstantiul
recommendation, defining the direction in which the members of
the Committee must work in the future. We consider that this idea
is fully reflected in the draft resolution of Hungary, Mongolia and
Poland p-esented to the members of the Committee.' 0
'1Documents

on Dgirarnrmcit, !.
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Passing now to the question of general and complete disarmament, we would like to express our satisfaction at seeing that this
problem has attracted much attention among delegations to the
General Assembly. Representatives of many countries who took
part in the debate on disarmament expressed their concern at the
absence :f progress towards the solution of this important
problem and insisted on the need to devote more effort to
achieving tangible disarmament results. Many delegations came out
in favour of working out a large scale disarmament programme. We
should like to confirm the position that we explained during our
statement on 2 November of this year in this Committee.'
In principle the Soviet Union does not object to working out a
comprehensive disarmament programme consonant with the need
to put an end to the arms race and to reach agreement on urgent
measures in this field. One must understand, at the same time, that
working out such a programme is a very complex and difficult task
requiiing considerable effort and multilateral consultations if we
wish this programme to be substantial and realistic and if we want
it to be in the interests of the scmurity of various States and of
international security as a whole.
During the meetings of the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament this year, many participants came forwaid with
different proposals relating to the contents of such a programme.
Those proposals and ideas are enumerated in the report of the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to the Genevral
Assembly, document A/8059.12 Therefore, we do not intend to
enumerate all those proposals presented to the Comjnittee on
Disarmament on this matter.
The members of the First Committee showed much interest in
the document presented by the delegations of Mexico, Sweden
and Yugoslavia, presented to the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament in the latter stages of its summer session. That
document was entitled "Draft comprehensive programme of
disarmament".' 3 Some delegations put forward the idea that it
would be possible to adopt this draft as a programme for future
disarmament negotiations.
We thercfore deem it necessary to explain the position of our
delegation in this matter. We have the highest opinion of the
initiative and the efforts made by the authors of that draft in its
preparation as well as their desire to make a contribution to the
disarmament programme. However, we consider that it would be
extreirely inappropriate at present to decide that any concrete
document, including the draft oi the three countri,s, be adopted
as a single programme for disarmament negotiations. already agreed
upon by all States.
''Ante, pp. 537-549.
Ahte,
I
pp.
5(W-516,
S•4hte,
lip. 459-465-
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As we have already stressed, the preparation of a large-scale
disarmament programme requires great efforts. An exhaustive
approach must be adopted. A wide range of proposals and draft
programmes of disarmament must be studied as well as measures
adopted in this field. What is required is an exhaustive analysis of
specific and general problems of disarmament and their relationship to the need to ensure international security, as well as a
careful elaboration of various stages of such a programme.
A disarmament programme can be significant only if it is based
on multilateral consultations among many States-in fact all the
main groups of States which take part in the work of the United
Nations and the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament. If
that requirement was not met, any disarmament programme could
become a document with very little effect.
The Soviet Union is in favour of a programme for general and
complete disarmament. During disarmament negotiations and
consideration of the matter of disar-nament programme,; we are
ready to pay' due attention to rroposals contained in the
document of the three States but we cannot consider it as a
prepared and generally acceptable basis for disarmament negotiations, as an all-embracing programme for such negotiations, or as a
guideline for such negotiations, since this document, in our view,
does not meet the vital requirements mentioned above and
contains some provisions which are obviously "n acceptable to one
group of States and other provisions which are ob-iously
unacceptable to another group.
During the debates in the F:,A Committee on the matter of
disarmament, delegations paid . great deal of attention to the
problem of the prohibition of all nuclear-weapons tests, including
underground tests. May I remind you that the Soviet Union is in
favour of a complete and exhaustive soluticr to this very
important and timely problem. We have often statL_- our views on
this problem: that the prohibition of underground tests can be
achieved on the basis of recourse to national means of detection
and respect by all countries of their obligations. Requirements or
demands for on-site inspection for such verification only blocks
agreement. The USSR declares that it is ready to make its
contribution to the speedy achievement of an agreement on the
prohibition of underground nuclear-weapons tests. At the same
time we consider it inappropriate that the solution of the problem
of the prohibition of underground nuclear-weapons tests be
replaced with a series of studies and investigations in the field of
seismology.
If agreemenSt is reached to prohibit tests on the basis of recourse
to national means of detection, the Soviet Union as we have said
many times--is ready to take part in a large-scale international
exchange of seismic data. We are already taking an active part in
such exchanges at present. But, to achieve agreement on such a
prohibition for nucleaw-weapons tests anderground, it is necessary
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above all to take the necessary political decision, as we have pointed
out many times in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and at many sessions of the General Assembly.
Such are our views on some matters touched upon in the debates
in the First Committee relating to the problem of disarmament. On
many other problems we intend to state our views when we come to
a consideration of the various draft resolutions pertaining to the
different points on the agenda under the general item of disarmament.
Statement by the Peruvian Representative (Arias Schreiber) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Draft Sea-Bed
Treaty, November 17, 1970'
My Government read with great attention and interest the
contents of the report of the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament, dated 11 [31 September 1970,2 referring to the
draft treaty on the prohibition of the emplacement of nuclear
weapons and other weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed
and the ocean floor and in the subsoil thereof,3 and examincd
carefully the draft treaty annexed to the report.
On this point, the Peruvian Government considers mos.
commendable the work done by the deiegations that participated
in thdt Conference, and most praiseworthy the spirit that moved
them to try to prevent the nuclear arms race from being spread to
the sea-bed and ocean floor. In so doing they have contributed to
the maintenance of world peace.
However, my Government believes that that draft treaty
contains a reservation which does not meet the aspirations of
mankind for a total prohibition of the manufacture and use of
that type of weapons or at least that their installations and use in
the sea as a whole should be barred so as to avoid any dangers of
contamination or disturbance of its ecological balance. That
reservation is the one under which the coastal State would be
entitled to set up nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass
destruction within a twelve-mile zone opposite the coast.
The endeavour to legitimize that zone is contrary to both the
world and the regional commitments that many States, including
Peru, have assumed to prohibit the manufacture, possession,
emplacement or use of such weapons, even within their jurisdic.tional or territorial waters.
In point of fact, in its resolution 808 (IX), adopted in 1954, the
General Assembly of the United Nations unanimously approved as
one of the points for a co-ordinated disarmament progiamme
'A/C.I/PV. 1763, pp. 4-11.
2Ahte. pp. 500-5 16.
'AIte. pp. 475479.
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... the total prohibition of the use and manufacture of nuclear weapons and weapons of
mass destruction of every type .... 4

The ii.aclear test-ban Treaty signed in Moscow on 5 August 1963
prohibited such tests under water, including the territorial sea, ýn
order to eliminate any incentive to produce this type of weapon
and contaminate man's environment by radioactive substances. I t
is obvious that to leave free a zone where such weapons can be
installed does not e0iminate that incentive nor does it avert the
danger of contaminatiiJg the sea.
Furthermore, consisteni with a position of principle, the Latin
American countries, in the Treaty of Tlatelolco signed in Mexico
on 14 February 1967, agreed to prohibit and prevent in their
territories-and that includes the territorial waters-the receipt,
storage, installation, deployment and any form of possession of
any nuclear weapons, directly or indirectly, by the parties
themselves, by anyone on their behalf or in any other way. 6
Obviously, the Peruvian Government is not chahenging the right
of coastal States to utilize submerged areas that are under their
maritime jurisdiction for purposes that may include those of
national defencc and security, such as in the case of setting up
apparatus or stations to detect suspicious manoeuvres or repel
surprise attacks. But we do believe that some international
agreement should be arrived at whereby such utilization would be
limited to conventional weapons that would exclude any nuclear
weapons or other weapons of mass destruction, which, i1 resorted
to at all, should be confined to the coastal territories of the
countries concerned and not be installed in the sea-bed. This
should be done in order to meet two concrete needs: the first,
because only in that way could we avcid the extension of nuclear
weapons to the marine zones; and the second, because then we
would eradicate the dangers that the presence of such weapons
represent for the purity of the waters and for the existence of all
species that live in them. Those dangers are unlimited in their
scope because of the constant movement of those species.
My Government therefore considers that the reservation contained in the draft treaty c(,.istituies, if not a step backward, a
lack of progoess in the effort to stem the nuclear arms race. If we
really seek that latter objective, what we must do is extend the
prohibition to place or use such weapons to all the sea-bed and thea
ocean floor, without any unjustifiable discrimination in favour of
the nuclear Powers, which would b! damaging to the human
species and which ma.y cause dangerous consequences to other
countries, both near and far, because of the very fluidity and
mobility of the marine region.
Aside from this basic objection to the reservation contained in
the draft treaty, the Peruvian Government considers it unnecessary
4 Documcnts on Dts,,rnamrnet. 1945-1959, vol. i, p. 445.
'lhid, 1903, pp. 291-293.
"Ilw.. 196 7. pp. 67 ff.
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to refer in the draft treatj to the twelve-mile outer limit of the
zone mentioned in part II of the Cc-nvention on the Territorial Sea
and the Contiguous Zone, signed in Geneva on 29 April 1958,7 as
we believe that to be a delimitation relating to an area different
from the sea-bed and the ocean floor, and to which a number of
countries objected.
The inclusion of that reference would appear to confirm the
suspicion that the concern of the origiw.l sponsors of that draft
was to establish an international precedent to support the
twelve-mile limit, rather than to create an effective instrument for
world disarmament, since it limits itself to prohibiting the
installation of nuclear weapons where in fact today they do not
exist, and to allowing them to be placed where they should not
exist.
For the preceding reasons, on 10 November, in document
A/C.l/L.528,1 my delegation submitted amendments to the draft
treaty which, basically, called for the deletion of the references to
the region of the sea-bed and ocean floor where nuclear weapons
and weapons of mass destruction could be installed, with the
resulting corrections to the preambular and operative paragraphs
of the draft contained in document A/8059, annex A, 9 as well as
in the draft resolution contained in document A/C. 1/L.5 23.1 (1
With regard to the system of verification, we add the prerequisite of the agreement of the coastal State when the _bservation o0
the activities is carried out in a zone under its jurisdiction. That
would safeguard the rights of the coastal State and avoid undue
interference by any State in the territorial waters of another. And
as in the present draft treaty that possibility is excluded, since
investigations are only allowed beyond the twelve miles, the same
reservation could be established by stiptlat;ng the need for the
agreement of the respective coastal State when inspections are
being carried out in the subjacent sea-beds near their territorial
waters. It is not, therefore, exact to say that the prohibition
against installing nuclear weapons from coast to coast would
create insoluble problems for verification because of the refusal of
certain States to allow the zones under their jurisdiction to be
inspected. First of all, that refusal is already covered by the
present draft treaty for those States that have set their twelve-mile
limit, whereas it does not cover those States whose jurisdictional
limits are wider. Secondly, the prerequisite of th; agreement of
the coastal State constitutes a safeguard that is both equivalent
and sufficient to protect that State from undue interference, with
the difference that it warns all States, and not only those which
contend that the twelve-mile linnit should be 'alowed. Finally,
there a-e other ways of avoi.3ing any attempt at abuse, one of
which is to resort to an agency such as the International Atomic
S15 UST 1606.

$Ante, pp. 56b-S70.
"Ante. pp. 475-479.
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Energy A\ger.-y in "he system of inspection, as prcvided in the
Treaty of Tlatelolco.
My Government believes that the vzpprova! of the amendments
we have proposed would be not only a forward but a definitive
step in the exclusion of arms from the sea-bed and ocean floor in
accordance with the desires and aspirations of all peoples,
pursuant to tne principles of the Charter of the United Nations
and di eeping, too, with international instruments and resolutions
that have been adopted in order to bar the use of weapons of this
type, whose existence is a threat to world peace and to the survival
ot mankind itself.
Since the presentation of these amendments. a number of other
delegations have entered serious rcservations regarding cermaui
clauses of the draft treaty which they helieve should Oe rcvisec for
reasons other than those that I have just made known. Among
them we must stress the reservations submitted with puc juridical
logic by the representative of El Salvador, Ambassador Reinaldo
Galindo-Pohl, on 12 November when he explained: first, that
there could be no overlapping of the outside limit of the zone
refen'ed to in article I and the linit of the zone contiguous to the
territorial sea, because the extensions of the territorial sea varied
according to States, and because the distances also differed
according to whether they were measured on the surface or on the
sea-bed, because of the slant of the latter. Secondly, that the
twelve-mile limit on sea-bed was not exactly the limit of the
territorial waters mentioned in article I of the draft, it being a
known fact that not all States had a twelve-mile territorial sea, but
that it could vary between three and two hundred miles. Thirdly,
that there was a contradiction between paragraphs I ,,id 2 of
article I, when it spoke of the zone where no one can install
nuclear weapons and then it added that that did not apply to the
coastal State "in the same zone", since what it should say ,a that
it did not appiy in the excepted zone, namely, in the seccrdi zoae,
from the twelve-mile limit to the coast. Fourthly, that t&-r- was
another contradictiont, and ono. no less grave, when in airticle III
as it
the term "beyond the zone" 'ias used and not "in th- -,
should say if it was to be consistent with the intentkn of the
previous articles.

I do not believe thot I need dwell on these and other comments
that were made by otner reptesentatives. It is obvious that those
doubts are far too serious and well-grounded for them to fail on
deaf i.ars, because of an unjustifiable haste in the present moment.
If, as the co-sponsors of the draft treaty themselves have
recognized on a number of occasions, no one intends to set up or
to install nuclear weapons on the sea-bed, then, what is reasonable,
if not imperative, is openly to admit the need to revise this draft
so that it will meet the interests of all States, without exception,
as it should and cmn become 'he effective instrument that we all
want for the benefit )f mankind as a whole.
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Before concluding, I want to say that tht, eAplanations given us
yesterday by the representatives of the United States and of the
Soviet Union regarding 'he draft treaty,'' have contributed to
re-affirm and strengthen the conviction of my delegation on the
inappropriateness of making a hasty decision and allowi;g a
document such as that proposed to us to be adopted permanently
when we feel that it does not meet the general interests; when it
has references, gaps and mistakes whose admission might create
great difficulties and stand in the way of many States signing what
should be a universal treaty.
In fact, we h,,e on!y heard concrete replies to the questions
that were made in i 'ie course by the representative of Mexico,, 2
and even these did not receive a complete answer. According to
the explanation given, paragraph 2 of article I does not prejudge
the limit or the rights of the !:oastal States in their territorial
waters, when it applies the obligations of the treaty beyond the
twelve-mile zone. It should have been added that this is only valid
for thlrose States that have adopted the twelve-mile limit, whereas
that paragraph is prejudicial for those States whose territorial
waters go beyond th twelve-mile limit. That is clear from a
reading of the article, Jespite the ingenious interpretations which
are designed to circumvent its meaning.
Furthermore, the co-sponsors of the draft have not specifically
replied to the objections of the representative of El Salvador,
supported by other delegations. Their discretion in the matter is
understandable in the ligrt of the validity of the arguments
adduced against them and the recognition of imperfections is
laudable when there are difficult compromises at stake. But here
the case would appear to be different. No one says that he
disagrees with the exclusion o1 nuclear weapons from the entire
marine environrient. On the contrary, it has been clearly stated
that that was the intention of the co-sponsors vrd that any
commitment included in one of the articles to that effect would
be scrupulously complied with. Nor has it been said that there is
any idea of affecting the rights of the coastal States whose
jurisdictional limit is beyond twch• miles. Therefore, if we are all
in agreement, what are '~e waiting for? We should prove it once
a.nd for all, excluding those e,,.ceptions that go against the clamour

•
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of all mankind for the prohibition of nuclear weapcns and the
preservation of the marine environment and elin>, dting the
unnecessary references which may give rise to reservations on the
part of othtr States. The clear answer is the proof that we all await
and trust we shall receive through the forthcoming vote.
In view of the importance of this question, both as a matte-r of
principle and because of its implications for States' rights, I would
ask that the vote on the amendment presented by Peru be taken
by roll call,
" Ante, pp, 585-591,591-597.
''Ante,pp. 555-556.
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Statement by the Mexican Represetptative (Garcia Robles) to the
First Committee of the Generl Assembiy: Draft Sea-Bed
Treaty, November 17, 19 7 0t

On 1 December 1969 the Mexican delegation submitted to this
Committee a working paper which was circulated the same day as
document A/C.1/995. In that document we made six specific
suggestions which called for as many modifications to the draft
treaty on the prohibition of the emplacement of nuclear weapons
and other weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed and the
ocean floor and in the subsoil thereof, which at that time was
circulated as document CCD/269/Rev.1 and which appeared as
annex A to the report of the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament for 1969 (A/7741).2

In revision 3 of document CCD/269 which I have just cited, and
which has now been circulated as annex A to the report of the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament for 1970
(A/8059), 3 we find, as we stated in Geneva, that the majority of
our suggestions-which, iricidentally, were to a large extent similar
to those presented by other delegations-have in fact been taken
into account and either totally or partially included, and we feel
that by any yardstick the draft treaty has thereby been considerably improved.
This has emphasized the fact that those delegations which, like
my own, last year wanted a postponement of a decision on this
draft-a trend which my delfgation had the privilege of leading
formally ii this Committee-were not far wrong. Last year my
delegation, through me, stated that, between the two main
alternatives open to the Committee, there seemed to be no
hesitation to adopt the solution that, as I said last year, the
General Assembly shouid
refer the dr'ft again to the Geneva Committee, adding the records of the debate of the
First Committee and the working documents on the subject which nay have been
submitted to this Committee, with the recommendation that the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmamrep t endeavouf to prepare a new draft acceptable to all memb#rs
of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, and which would probably also be
acceptable to all Members of the United Nations."

The text that. has now been submitted to us almost met the first
of those two requirements, and I sincerely hope that as a result of
our present discussions the second requirement can also be met.
As far as the Mexican delegation is concerned, we were
particularly gratified at seeing that, from amorg the amendments
made to the draft, two new articles were taken, article V and IX.
'A/C.l/PV.1763, pp. I I-I.
'Documenis on Diranwment, 1969, pp. 507-509.
'Ante. pp. 475-479.
4 A/C.I!PV. 1707, p. 47.
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The first basically reflects what since last year has been k .own as
the Swedish amendment,' and the second is word fox w.rd the
first paragraph of the additional article covering nuclear-weaponfree zones which we proposed on 1 December 1969,6 and also the
substantive changes made in the system of observation a.nd
verification dealt with in article IIl and the extension in article NV
of the provisions designed to avoid an interpretation of the futur,;
treaty as favouring or damaging the position of any State party
with respect to all matters not clearly and specifically regulated in
t0e treaty.
H-owever, despite that, we are not unaware-and I am sure the
two main co-sponsors are in the same position-of the fact that tLe
wording of sorne of the articles of the draft treaty is far from
being in the position of standing as an illyistration (f the best legal
techniques for the drafting of treaties. Yet at the sanif time we are
fully aware of the fact that such flaws seem inevitable when an
effort is made to prepare draft multilateral contractual instruments. The difficulties of obtaining a text that will equally satisf;,
all possible parties to the instrument increase in direct proportion
to the ihumber of such parties.
Therefore we should it,,e 1-cen happy if to the draft which is
before us in a fourth an,. "a-, revision a few changes were to be
introduced, on the one hand, to ensure that paragraphs 2 and 3 of
article I faithfully and clearly express what the representatives of
the United States and the Soviet Union themselves stated in
Geneva, in public and in private, was their intention of what the
article should say and, secondly, that a prohibition be Get forth on
the military uses of that part of the continental shelf that lies
beyond the twelve-mile limit established in the draft treaty.
Since circumstances have made it impossible to introduce
additional modifications into the draft, we have, for the purpose
of making veiyt precise the meaning and scope of the paragraphs of
article I that I mentioned before- thus giving another proof of the
true spirit of co-operation that moves us-decided to resort to the
questions that we asked and that are reproduced in extenso in the
verbatim record of the 1748th meeting of our Committee.7 Those
questions the representatives of the United States and the Soviet
Uaiion were good enough to answar in terms that we regard as
satisfactory at yesterday's medting of this Committee.' We are
sure that the Rapporteur of the Committee, with the usual
effident collaboration of the Secretariat, will make quite sure that
those questions and answers are included in the report to the
Genera'. Assembly on this item, 9 in accordance with the custom
established for cases of this kind.
I Documents on Disarmament, 1969K p. 48h.
' AXC. I/995.
pp 555-556.
'Ante, pp. 585-59. 591-597"See A/8198, pp. "' _
7Ante,
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With regard to the continental shelf, the position held by my
country has already been defined in our legislation, and, as our
Secretary f%'r Foreign Affairs clearly indicated in t e debate, this
means that as far as Mexico is concerned, it would be impossible
to agree to any possible emplacement of conventional weapons on
our continental shelf, because that continental shelf, under the
terms of our own Constitution. forms part of our national
territory, and it is in this way "hat we must interpret it in
accordance with the categorical provisions of article IV of the
draft treaty.
We further believe that this is onre of the lacunae that should be
filled, and without delay, for tht e commitment accepted by the
parties to the treaty under article V thereof, namely to "undertake
to continue negotiatik ,s in good faith concerning further measures
in the field of disarmament for the prevention of an arms race on
the sea-bed, the ocean floor, and the subsoil thereof", should first
and foremost be directed at achieving the express prohibiticn of
the emplacement of conventional weapons-nuclear weapons a ad
other weapons of mass destruction are already so prohibited wider
article I-on those regions of the continental shelf of an*, State
that lie beyond the twelve-mile limit by any State other than, 'te
coastal State to which that continental shelf belongs.
In summary, my delegation has come to the conclusion that,
imperfect though it may be, '1, draft treaty that has beep. referred
to us by the Geneva Committee is preferable to no treaty at ali on
this question, especia'Jý if we take into account the fact that
article V, to which . Lave already referred, together with article
"VII which provide-s for the holding, within five years, of a
conference for the purpose of reviewing the operation of the
treaty, lays down a procedure that will make it possible gradually
to perfect the instrument.
My delegatio' ,' therefore prepared to cast an affirmative vote
on the draft resolution in document A/C.I/L.523'° now before
us; and we trust that the third preambular paragraph will be
modified in accord with the proposal of the Peruvian delegation in
document A/C.l/L.528' I so that it will be expressly recognized
that it is in the general interest of mankind to ensure that the
sea-bed and the ocean floor are used exclusively for peaceful
purposes. This furthermore, was already approved by the General
Assembly, last year in resolution 2602 F (XXIV) which refers to
the item now under consideration and which not only was
approved by the representatives of both the United States and the
Soviet Union but, what is more, was based on a draft resolution
co-sponsored by those two delegations. As will be recalled, the
first preambular paragraph of resolution 2602 F (XXIV) reads as
"Ante, pp. 558-559.
''Ante, pp. 568-570.
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tollows: "'Recognizing the commoý interest of mankind ii the
reservation of the sea-bed and the ocean floor exclusively for
peaceful purposes".' 2 If khe Co-Chairmen of the Corrinittee in
Geneva find any difficult-y in accepting the new wording proposed
by the delegation of Peru but, at the same time, are prepared to
adopt a repetition of the text adopted last year, then perdiaps the
Peruv -n delogation may not object to changirg the amendment if
by so doing unanimous support for that fundamental and basic
paragraph can be achieved.
Natur,!ly, if the Mexican Government -n due course comes to
the conclusion that ;t would be in keeping with its own interests
and those of the international community to sign and raLify the
treaty under discussion, such signing and ratification would be
accompanied by interpretational statements specifying, without
room for doubt, the meaning and scope attached by Mexico to all
those provisions of the treaty which, unfortunately, have not been
drafted with the clarity and precision so desirable in such cases.
Thus for example, my delegation fee!s, and will so recommend to
our Government, that in such case we shall have to declare the
following.
First, the continental shelf of Mexico forms part of the national
territory under the terms of our Constitution, and that therefore
any emplacement of conventional weapons thereon by any other
State is prohibited.
Secondly, in the light of the explicit statement fo m,_.v'ted by
the representatives of the United States and the Su, et Union,
co-sponsors of the draft treaty, it must be understood that
exclusion has been made of any possible interpretation of
paragraph 2 of article I that could in any way affect the
sovereignty of a coastal State over its territorial waters and the
subsoil thereof within the zone mentioned in paragraph 2, and
that therefore the provisions of that paragraph in no way affect
any rights of the coastal State deriving from that sovereignty.
Thirdly, Mexico interprets the statements of the two representatives I have mentiontA concerning the significance and scope of
paragraph 3 of article i regarding the nuclear-weapon free zones
referred to ki article IX as meaning that such provisions fully cover
the proposal submitted by Me'ico in document CCD/294 of 21
July 19701 ' and that they are fully applicable within any
nuclear-weapon free zone and especially in the denuclearized zone
establishea by the Treaty for the prohibition of nuclear weapons
ip Latin America, or the Treaty of Tlateloce." 4
I would not want to conclude without -- pressing my deleg.tion's great appreciation of the long and patient
WA,,:ultations the
Co-Chairmen of the Geneva Committee carried out on the
successive revisions of the draft treaty, as also the understandiag
Documents on Disarmamett, 1969. p. 715.
'Ante, pp, 331-333.
'4Documents on Disarmament. 1967. pp, 69 ff.
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they demonstrated concerning many of the modifications suggested by a number of delegations, including my own, which, as I
said at the beginning, contributed to an appreciable improvement
on the original text.
I should also like to stress the constant impartiality with which
we have from the very outset undertaken the negotiations on the
draft treaty to which I have referred, because, as I pointed out a
year ago in my statement of 1 December 1969,1 since 20
o 1ptember 1967, when Mexico became the first State party to the
"Trec*y of Tlatelolco, we have accepted much wider prohibitions
than those included in this draft concerning the emplacement of
nucleai weapons not only on the bed and subsoil of our territorial
sea, whose bread-A is set by Mexican legislation at 12 nautical
miles, but also on our own territory, since, as is known, the regime
set up in the Latin American instrument is one of total absence of
nuclear weapons. That has allowed my delegation to t,-joy a
privileged situation wt-en examiniag with the greatest objectivity
the scope and ramifications of this subject bearing in mind only
Mhe higher interest of mankind.
Statement by the Soviet Representative (R.oshchin) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly: Peruvian Amendments to
the Draft Sea-Bed Treaty, November 17, 1970'
A. was shown quite convincingly by many representatives in the
general debate, the draft treaty on the prohibition of the
emplacement of weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed 2 is
the result of lengthy and complex negotiations during which the
wishes and proposals of many States, submitted in the form of
working documents at the twenty-fourth session of the General
Assembly and in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, were taken .,to account.
I should like to remind representatives that, during the
twenty-fourth session of the General Assembly last year, workinr
documents were submitted by the delegations of Argentina,
Brazil,' Canada,' Mexico 6 and Sweden,' containing many concrete proposals relating to changes in the text of the draft treaty
on the sea-bed.
The draft treaty that has now been subnmtted to the First
Committee as a result of the proposals and views of mart:y
'A/C./PV.YA7,7, p. 42.

'A/C.I/PV 1763, pp. 23-26.
2
Aaftc, pp. 475-479.
D.rocuaments on Diwrmament. 1969, p. 704.
'Ibid., p. 686.
o!,a.
p. 5%6-597.

, -. 1/995.

7

A, . I1994, ,dcntical with the Swedish 2mendm-:nt of Oct. 16,1969 (Documents on
Diwanument. 1969. p. 496).

GARCIA ROBLES STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 17

607

delegations :,xpressed in working documents and orally at meetings of the First Committee last year and at sessions of the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, was revised three
times. To the miaximum extent, in fact, it takes into account th,
positions of all States that made proposals relating to changes it,
the draft treaty on the sea-bed. Thus the document now before
the First Committee can be correctly termed a multilateral
document, one which has been carefully worked out-a compromise elaborated in consultations among many delegationswhich, in the view of the overwhelming majority of delegations
that took part iri the disarmament debates here, can be adopted by
the General Assembly, and which must then be immediately
opened for signature.
Tlh, aviendments of the delegation of Peru' provide for a
radical change in the main provisions of the draft treaty
concerning matter- of such fundamental impot-tance as the scope
of the treaty and control over respect for it and compliance with
it. The delegation of Peru proposes to delete or modify tie essential articles of the draft treaty. The result of the adoption of those
amendments and proposals would be a disruption of the structure
and contents of the draft treaty itself. Thus, after three revisions
of the draft treaty, we are asked to start that tremendous work
anew. It is not difficult to predict the complications and delays
that would occur, if we were to adopt the Peruvian proposal.
In view of all these facts, and because we wish to see this treaty
concluded as soon as possible, as it wodild be tie first concrete
step towards the compiete demilitarization of the sea-bed and
ocean floor, the Soviet delegation cannot agree to the proposal of
the delegation of Peru; it will oppose those amendments and vote
against them.
In connexion with the statement of the representative of
Mexico, Ambassador Garcia Robles, 9 we wish to express our
satisfaction at the fact that his delegation has come out in favour
of approving this draft treaty, taking into account the answers furnished by my delegation and the delegation of the United States
to the questions put by the representative of Mexico on 2 November to the co-sponsors of the draft treaty now under discussion.' I
Statement by mne Mexican Representative (Garcia Robles) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Fird Peruvian
Amendment to Thirty-four Power Draft Resolution on Sea-Bed
treaty, November 17, 1970'
In this case, as in all matters dealing with this subject, my
intention has been to try to achieve either ananimity or the widest
lnte, pp. 568-570.

"Ante. pp. 60? -,,Ot).
,See ante. pp- 555-556, 585-591,591-597.

A,/C. I/PV. 1763, p. 33. For the draft resoluti," and he Peruvian amendment, seeante.
pp. 558-559. 568-570.
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possible acceptance. I said, therefore, that if the present text of
the Peruvian amendment were put to the vote my delegation
would support it. I also said that if that text were not acceptab;e
to the Co-Chairmen of the Geneva Disarmamernt Committee- that
is, to the representatives of the United States and the Soviet
Union-and, oei the other hand, if tfiey felt they could accept the
text that we had approved last year, and which, in our opinion is
-ssentia~ly the same, anid if, in addition, the representative of Peru
could agree to a change in his first amendment so that, instead of
reading as it now does, it were to read: "Recognizing the
common inte'est of mankind in the rese-vation of the sea-bed and
ocean fl-c,
xclusively f,-. peaceful purpl.,ses", then it might be
better if the text to be put to vote were the second. From what .
have just said it is easy to gather that I am basing myself on two
possibilities.
"Therefore, in order to ciarify this question, the representatives
of both the U.-ifed States and the Soviet Union, as well as the
representative oi Peru, would, if they see fit, have tc express their
views on the mr'tter. As far as the Mexican delegation is
concerned, I repeat that we shall vote in favour of either one of
the two texts.
Statement by the United States Representative (Leonard) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Mexican Revision of
First Peruvian Amendment to Thirty-four Power Draft Resolution on Sea-Bed Tremy, November 17, 1970'
1 must first express my appreciation to tWe representa ive of
Mexico fo•r his discussion on the sea-beJ treaty and the position of
Mexico with respect to that treaty. 2 W, are very pleared to note
that Mexico finis it possible to support thZ treaty with the
explanations aiti clarifications which have been provided by the
drafters of ae treaty and with the clarifications which will be
made by the Mexican Government in the course of its adherence
to the treaty.

I should also like to ex)ress gratitude for the very helpful
suggestion which Ambassador Garcia Roble- has j'ist made with
respect to the amendments to the draft r!.iution contained in
document A/C.I/L.523.' Mr. Garcia Rubles is correct in saying
that the languag,ý proposed by the representative of Peru4 would
create
for of
the General
Ur Xed States
delegation.
On the
otherF
Kind, difficulties
the lanyuage
irssembly
!-solution
2602
'k1C.1/PV.1763.

n. 34

'Sec ante. pp. (i2-6(K,.
' h¢ ronarks of Ambassador Garcia Rob!es appear suapru. For the drtft resaltdon, we
aite, pp. 558-559.
4 .4nte,

pp. 568-570.
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(XXIV),5 which, as Mr. Garcia Robles pointed out, is very similar
in intent, does not contain the problems which we see in the
current suggestion of the Peruvian delegation. Therefore, we
would find it possible to support a change in draft resolution
A/C.I/L.523 to make the appropriate preambular paragraph
cornespond to the text which Mr. Garcia Robles has just read to
us.

Statement by the Peruvian Representative (Arias Schreiber) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Mexican Revision of
First Peruvian Amendment to Thirty-four Power Draft Resolution on Sea-Bed Treaty, November 17, 19706
My delegation can agree to the paragraph adopted at the last
session of the Gcneral Assembly 7 because basically it meets the
needs of the Peruvian amendment.' But i do want it to be known
that the acceptance by Peru of that paragraph in the draft
resolution does not mean that we agree witY !he rest of the draft. 9
Far from it, and definitely not with the d.vat treaty,' 0 on which I
still ask for a roll-call vote. Since not all States participated in the
debates oi the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, I
doubt whether, as the Soviet representative said, this draft can
obtain overwhelming support.
Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly: Mexican Revision of First
Peruvian Amendment to Thirty-four Power Draft Resolution on
Sea-Bed Treaty, November 17, 1970'
In order to find the most appropriate and favourable solution to
the question now under discussion, we too are prepared to support
tlie proposal which has just bten made by the representative of
Mexico in cornexion with the preamble of the draft resolution. 2
Since the preamble to the draft resolution which had been3
proposed is the text adopted by the General Assembly !ast year,
aid since we voted in favour of that text last year, we see no
reason to cbject to the adoption of that text this year. However, it
goes without saying that the new text adopted by the Assembly in
the preamble of the draft resolution will not give rise to any
s Documents on

Disarmament, 196 9, p. 715
GA/C. I/ PV. 176 3, p. 35.
"7Documentson Disarmament, 1969, o. 715.
'Ante, pp. 568-570.
'Ante, r.. 558-559.
I Anhe, pp. 475-479.
'A/C.I/PV.1763, p. 34.
2 Sec ante, pp. 607-608.
Y. /
'Documents on Disarmame,:t., i 969,
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changes in the text of the draft treaty itself.4 If that understanding is correct, the proposal of the representative of Mexico is
acceptable to the delegation of the Soviet Union, and we are ready
to vote in favour of his suggested criange in the preamble of the
draft resolution recommending app-oval of the draft treaty.
Statement by the United States Representative (Leonard) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Peruvian Amendments to Draft Sea-Bed Treaty, November 18, 19701

I should like to make two points in connexion with the votes of
our delegation on the Peruvian amendments relatin; to the draft
resolution in document A/C.l/L.523,2 the amendments on which
the Committee voted at the meeting yesterday morning. The votes
of the United States on those amendments reflected our substantive views rather than procedural considerations. We would not
wish this to be interpreted, however, as indicating that we had no
problems from thc procedural view point. In particular, we do niot
wish our vote to be interpreted as implying acceptance of the

at a treaty text," incorporating what wil become bi-1ding
international legal obligations.-a treaty, inr: 1-ntally, which has
been negotiated with careful attention to tW. interrelationships
and to the balances among its many parts--can te amended by a
vote in this Committee. Suggestioxls for amenL'-aents can, of
course, be introduced in the discussions in this Committee, and
some of the suggestions made in last year's discussion resulted in
actual amendments. Members will recall that this procedural
question was raised last year, and at that tine the Chairman ruled,
in what we considered to U- a satisfactory fashion. We continue to
believe that that rulit-g by ihe Ch.,irrman last year remains a proper
description of the parliair rtiary situation, one which has not been
invalidated by the actioi this Committee has just taken.
Our second point relates to the amendments to the third
preambular paragraph of the draft resolution in document
A/C. I/L.523, the final language for which was suggested by the
representative of Mexico. 4 The United States acceptance of that
amended language in no way indicates a change with respect to
our view on the so-called moratorium resolution (2574 C (XXIV)),
relating to the exploitation of sea-bed resources beyond the linits
if national jurisdiction.5
tn

4

Ante, pp. 475-479.
'A/C.I/PV.1764, pp. 17-18.
'4nte, pp. 558-559.

'Ante. pp. 475-479.
"Ante, pp. 607-608.
20,neraw Assembly Official Records: Twent fourth Session, Supplement No. 30

,A "1630), p. 11.
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Statement by the Uiiited St-ates Representative (Letonard) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Addlitional Protocol
11 to the Tlateloh-1o Treaty, November 18, 19706
My delegation is very pleased to be able to vote for the~ draft

resolution proposed by the delegation of Mexico" concerning the
signature and ratification of Additional Protocol 11 to the Treaty
of Tlatelolco.' I should like to recall that the United States has
already signed Protocol 11, as Ambassador Garcia Robles has just
noted, and that the Protocol has 110w been transmitted to the
United States Senate for its advice and consent to ratification."
As the draft resolution under consideration points out, the
Treaty of Tiatelolco is the first treaty which provides for the
establishment of a nuclear-free zone in a hea-vily p-pulated area.
For that reason, the Treaty is of historic significance. A large
number of nations have co-operated constructively towards the
realization of that Treaty. The representativc of Mexico, Mr.
Garcia Robles, is especially to be commended for his leadership in
this regard.
May I repeat that my Government 'x'nsideixs that that regional
disarmament measure deserves the widest possitle support.
Six-Power Draft Resolution Introduced in the First Committee of
the General Assembly: Comprehensive Program of Disarmnament, November 18, 1970'

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 2602 E (X-XIV) of 16 De.-ember 10619,
Recalling fiurther its resolution 1722 (XVI) of 20 December
1961j,' by which it welcomed the joint statement of agreed
principles for disarmament negotiations submitted on 20, September 1961 by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the
United States of America, 4
Reaffirming once again the responsibility of the United Nations
in the attainmnent of general and complete (isisirmamrnent whi-h is
the most important question facing the world today,
'A/C I/IrV. 1764, pp. 38-41.
'Identical with res. 2666 (XXV), Post, p p. 689-691.
'For the treaty &tinthe prot~oo, see Tikc'umewis on.Di~rmrxner..,, .167 pp. 6)-8>_'
9Ante. pp. 408-409.
bamIo~nrelad
2 ted
Tedafd Yugosluti.on Na (Sov.
Sweden7.
MexiC.113,
MNocovais.
coreland
Mexc, Morocco, Novsta.8,eden0 Tandrf regsolatia.On NosvC. o26ohed bym
t.oied zi revised draft resoluition that oriitted tiie third operative par. (A/2.1,iL.S37i ev.
1). On Dec. 2 the following couptries joined the original sponsors in introducing a new
version (A/C.I iL.537/Rcv. 2): Argentina, Brazil, El Salvador, italy, Malta, Netherlands,
N*geria. Uruguay, Venezuela. Ecuador later became a cosponsor of the new version,
which became pt. C ot General Asscmbiy Resolutionz2661 (Poi;, pp.686:)
'Doctmaenrs on Diwrnajmnen!. 1969. pp, 711-7!5..
'Ibid., 1961, pp 741-?42.
"I1bid., pp. 439-442.
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Consideriag that it has declared the decade of the 1970s as a
Disarmament Decade,
Having examined the draft comprehensive programme of
disannament submitted by the delegations of Mexico, Sweden and
Yugoslavia to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament,'
as well as the working papers presented to
7 the Conference by the
delegations of Italy6 and the Netherlands,
Bearing in mind the opinions expressed in the debates of the
Conference and of the First Committee concerning the question of

general and complete disarmament,

I. Declares that the comprehensive programme of disarmament
annexed to the present resolution' is a broad and flexible
document dealing adequately with all principal aspects of the

problem of the cessation of the arms race and general and
complete disarmament under effective international control;
2. Recommends to the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament to take the programme into account in its deliberations and invites all States to avail themselves of the programme as
a guideline for their disarmament activities;
3. Decides to include in the agenda of its twenty-seventh
session an item entitled: "consideration of the progress attained
with regard to the comprehensive programme of disarmanmnt".
Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly: Additional Protocol II to
the Tlatelolco Treaty, November 18, 1970'
Now that the Committee is about to vote on the draft
resolution introduced by a group of Latin American countries 2 on
the status c" implementation of General Assembly resolution 2456
(XXIII) 3 concerning the signature and ratification of Additional
Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons
in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco), 4 on behalf ,,.F the Soviet
delegation I wish to make a statement in order to ex ý'ain its vote.
The Soviet Union is in favour of the creation of wiclear-free
zones in various parts of the world, as we see in such measures an
effective means to limit the areas in which nuclear weapons would
be placed. The Soviet Union is guided by the fact that obligations
for the creation of nuclear-free zones can be assumed by groups of
States forn-i.g whole continents or wide geographical areas, as
'Ante, pp. 459465.
'Ante, pp. 59-63.

'A.":e, pp. 277-282.

Substantially the same as the program of Dec. I (post. pp. 653-658).
p. 42.
SA/C.lieV.1764,
2 identical with res. 2666 (XXV), port. pp. 689-691.
rDocunenis on Disrnarment, 1968, p. 7"99.
"Ibid., 1967, pp. 69-83.
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well as by a more limited number of States or even individual
countries.
As a result of this position of principle, the Soviet Union is
ready to assume the obligation to respect the status of nuclear-free
zones pertidning to various countries in Latin America. We have
already made a statement to the effect that we were prepared to
assume such an undertaking tow,.ards Mexico, which, as is well
known, is reflected in the Soviet-Mexican communique of 30 May
1968.5
The Soviet Union wou!d be prepared to assume similar
obligations towards other countries of Latin America, which, like
Mexico, might make their territory completely nuclear-free.
As to the draft resolution of a group of Latin American
countries now under discussion on the status of implementation of
the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin
America, we deem it necessary to confirm the well-known,
oft-repeated position cf the 3oviet Union regarding that Treaty.
Guided by that position, the Soviet delegation will abstain in the
vote on that draft resolution.
Twenty-foru Power Draft Resolution Introduced in the First
Committee of the General Assembly: Economic and Social
Consequences of the Armaments Race and Its Extremely
Harmful Effect on Wrld Peace and Security, November 18,
19701
The General Asse-nbly,
Conscious of the threat to mankind posed by the ever-spiralling
arms race, especially in view of the existing large stockpiles of an
impending new qualitative advance in the ever more devastating
nature of nuclear armaments,
A ware that world military expenditures have been continuously
expanding, in spite of the achievements in the field of arms
limitation and disarmament during the 1960s,
Convinced that unless vigorous measures are taken without
delay to stop the armaments race and to make concrete progress
towards disarmament, giving priority to nuclear disarmament,
mIntary expenditure is likely to increase at an even greater rate
during tibe 1970s,
Deeply concerned that the armaments race, nuclear and
conventioaa!, constitutes one of the heaviest burdens which
NPrawa. May 30, 1968, p. 5.
'AIC.I/L.535,

Nov. 18, 1970. The draft resolution was cosponsored by Austria,

Canada, Colombia, Cyprus, Denmark, India, Iran, Ireland, Italy, Madagascar, Mexico,
Morocco, Netherlands, Norway, Pakistan, roland, Romania, Rwanda, Singapore,
Sweden, Turkey, Uruguay, Yugoslavia. These countries were later joined by Tunisia. On
Nov. 25 the 24 countries, together with Mali and Sierra Leone, tabled a revised version
A/C.I/L.535/Rev.l) identical with General Assembly Resolution 2667 (post, pp.
691-693).
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peoples everywhere have to bear and that it absorbs imnmense
material wealth, human energy and intellectual resources,
Deeply convinced that the elimination of the enormous waste
of wealth and talent, which is detrimental to the economic and
social life of all States, would have a positive impact especially on
the developing countries, where the need for skilled personnel and
the lack of material and financial resources are most keenly felt,
Convinced that a reduction of military expenditure, a halt in
the armaments race and concrete progress towards disarmament
would greatly facilitate the achievement by nations of theiir urgent
economic and social goals and would contribute effectively to the
improvement of 'it..rnational relations and the mailitenance of
world peace and secarity,
Conscious that it is the fundamental task of the United Nations
to promote, in accordance with the Charter, the establishment and
maintenance of international peace and security with the least
d'version for armaments of the world's human and economic
resources,
Determined to take appropriate steps to bring the arms mce to a
halt, and to make progress towards general and complete
disarmament, which is the most important question facing the
world today, and thus to help ensure human survival and human
welfare,
Wishing to promote the elaboration and implementation. of a
comprehensive programme for disarmament, which would facilitate also the United Nations development programme during the
1970s,
Believing that thorough consideration of the main aspects of the
armaments race would facilitate a better understanding and
evaluation of its negative consequences at all levels and of the
great dangers with which it is fraught,
I. Calls upon all States to take effective steps for the cessation
and reversal of the armaments race and for the achievement of
steady progress in the disarmament negotiations;
2. Requests the Confeience of the Committee on Disarmament
to continue with a sense of urgency to pay due attention to all
questions meant to put an end to the armaments race, particularly
in the nuclear field;
3. Requests the Secretary-General to prepare, with the assistance of qualified consultant experts appointed by him, a report
on the economic and social consequences of the armaments race
and of the military expenditures;
4. Calls upon all Governments to extend their f. 'I co-operation
to the Secretary-General of the United Nations to ensvre that the
study wiq be carried out in the most effective way;
5. Cal. upon non-governmental and international institutions
and org.i'iezations to co-operate with the Secretary-General in the
preparation of the report;
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6. Requests that the report be transmittedc to the General
Assembly in time to permit its consideration at the Assembly's
twenty-sixth session.
Statement by the Canadiar Representative (Ignatieff) to the First
Committee, of the G-i:eral Assembly: International Exchange
of Seismic Data, November 18, 1970'
When I spoke in the general debate on 2 November, I indicated
that the Canadian delegation would , :'y sortly submit to this
Committee, in company with other hke-minded deiegations, a
draft resolution which might serve as
a useful focus for support for further progress in clarifying the potential role of a
seismic data exchange system in the verification process of a comprehensive ban' on the
testing of nuclear weapons underground.
-..

In erder to facilitate further consideration of tHis proposal
which is, as I said, designed to try to overcome disagreement
between nuclear Powers on verification of a ban on nuclear
testing, we have submitted the draft text of the resuiution to
which you, Mr. Chairman, referred. 3 We are much heartened by
the support we have received from other delegations and are
pleased to note-according to my last reckoning-that there are
now forty co-sponsors for our draft resolution, which I hope will
be registered in the revision of the draft resolution which has been
tabled.
We consider that this draft resolution should be regarded as a
complement to the other draft resolution we are considering tinder
this item, which was submitt.' ! ty the non-aligned delegations on
11 November,4 a draft resolution which we will support.
We realize also, as the representative of Nigeria pointed out in
his closely reasoned statement of 6 November, that the conclusion
of any disar-mament agreement is principally a political action and
therefore presupposes the existence of a necessary politlca! will on
the part of all concerned. Bui, as the representative of Ni4geiia also
stressed, assurance of the reliability or credibility of the control
system is a necessary and important contributory factor.
Those are indeed the re-asons why Canada, together with other
co-sponsors, took the initiative at the last Asse-ibly of seeking
information on the willirgness of (;•. --rnments to co-operate in a
world-wide seismic data cxcharge. The result of this initiative was
the questionnaire circulated by the Secretary-General which
sought informalion concerning the quantity and quality of seismic
data which naionpl seismological stations could produce and
'A/C.I/PV.17S4, pp. 47-53.
pp. 8-10.

2 A/C.I/PV.1749,

'Identical with pt. A of res. 2663 (XXV), post, pp. 6 8 5 .68 7 .
4" Identical

with )t. B of res. 2663 (XXV), post, p. 681.
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which Governments would be prepared to make available on an
assured basis to facilitate the verification of a ban on underground
nuclear testing.
The information submitted in response to that questionnaire
was, as I mentioned in my statement of 2 November, analysed ii
detail by Canadian seismolog~sts and a prelininary assessment of it
was circulated last summer at the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament.5 Now, a more complete scientific study, incorporating all the returns received to date and with an expression of
technical argumentation, is being prepared by Canadian seismologists and we hope to circulate copies of this assessment to all
delegations before the end of the current United Nations General
Assembly for their information and for study by their technical
experts. In this study, using the data quoted in the United Nations
returns and published in open literature, the capability of each
conventional and array station is described in terms of its ability
to detect P waves, or those waves that are propagated through the
body of the earth, and rayleigh waves, or waves which are
propagated on the surface of the globe, as a function of the
distance from the event. A very brief and oversimplified summary
of the results and conclusions of thL assessment is that the global
system of stations produces proven dete'ction, location and
identification of underground nuclear explosions down to yields
of about 60 kilotons in hard rock. In most of the northern
hemisphere, the threshold is between 10 and 20 kilotons for
certain test sites only, and this lower threshold cannot be reached
on a global basis with the existing ensemble of stations. The study
is completed by a number of recommendations which, with very
litile financial commitment, will provide some basic data required
to define the existing capabilities better and which may significantly improve thenm.
National capabilities moreover could be improved through the
development of more technologically advanced scientific equipment. It is for this reason that operative paragraph 2 of the draft
resolution contained in document A/C.I/L.529 urges Governments to "consider and wherever possible impiement methods of
improving their capability to contribute high quality seismic
data". In this regard, I might mention that the Canadian
Government for its part has now initiated a study project which
seeks to further develop technical knowledge for seismological
detection techniques.
The draft resolution goes further in inviting Governments in a
position to do so to consider assistance in the improvement of
world-wide seismological capabilities. I am sure that my colleagues
noted the example set by the Ambassador of Japan, another of the
co-sponsors, when on 4 November, in the meeting of this
committee, he said that:
SAnte, pp. 390-393.
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It is the intention of the Japanese Government to strive to improve the network of
observatories in Japan and to contribute as far as possibie to international co-operation
in this field.*

I beiieve that it is universally recognized that the international

exchange of seismic data must play a role in ensuring compliance
with whatever international agreement or agreements may be
negotiated to supplement the Moscow partial test ban Treaty., It
is for this reason that this draft resolution invites members of the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to co-operate in
further study of this issue. In this way, when the international
political situation permits a decision on a further ban on nuclear
testing to be taken, the essential preliminary study of the basic
aspects of verification procedure and availability of seismic
information will have been completed. I hope that Members of
this Assembly will agree that this objective is a valid one.
In conclusion, the essence of the probieni in trýying to bring an
end to nuclear and thermonuclear testing, as in other important
disarmament measures, as the representative of Malta who is also a
co-sponsor of the draft resolution reminded us last week, in
confidence. International confidence, if it does not exit has to be
built up block by block. It is to this end that the proposal to
continue our work in the Conference of the Committee of
Disarmament in trying to improve the world-wide exchange of
seismic information is directed. I hope that, for the reasons I have
given, the draft resolution contained in docament A/C.1/L.529
will receive the general support which we believe it ,rerits and I
should also like to request that a roll-call vote be ý.'aen on this
draft resolution when it comes to the vote.
Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First
Committee of the General Assembiy: Suspension of Nuclear
Tests, November 18, 1970'
In the name of the Soviet delegation I wish to state our views
and explain out vote on the draft resolution in document
A/C. l/L.529 oii the -tdf-r1kv spension cf nuclear and thermonuclear tests and the cognate problem of the internatiunal
exchange of seismic datfi.' As we understand it, the main
provision of this d.aft rcsolution resides in urging that governments take measures to expand and improve world-wide seismological exchanges.
In that contnexion, I should like once again to restate the
position of the Soviet Union in the matter of the exchan{-: of
seismic data. [he Soviet Union is in favour of large-scale exchange
SAIC.!PV. 17 50, p. 46.

'Documents on Disurmnament, 1963, pp. 291-293

' A/C. I/PV 1764, rpt. 56-57.

'ldenticil with p!. A of res 2663 (XXV), Post. pp. 685-686.
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of seismic data on the internatic,lal level, it being understood that
such exchange has a precise objective. Our delegation has already
had occasion to state that the Soviet Union was ready, on a
voluntary basis, to go ahead with exchange of its national seismic
data with other participants in a treaty on a complete nuclear test
ban, as well as to take part in the international exchange of such
data on condition that such participation would not impose upon
countries any obligation in the field of international inspection
and control on their territories, and that the evaluation of the data
collected would be carried out, not by an international body, but
by each State on its own.
According to the position of the Soviet Union therefore--and
we should like to stress this once again-large-scale exchange of
seismological data on a world-wide scale presupposes above all an
agreement in principle on the cessation of underground nuclearweapon tests and the use of national means of detection of nuclear
explosions to verify the implementation of such an agreement.
The Soviet delegation had occasion to sec out its position in
detail on the international exchange of seismic data in the General
Assembly and in the Committee on Disarmament.
Analysing the draft resolution under consideration as it relates
to this very point, we must note that matters upon which we
touched when setting out the position of the Soviet Union in the
field of the exchange of seismic data are not duly reflected in it.
That being the case. the Skviet delegation will abstain during the
vote on that draft resolution.
With reference to the other draft resolution on the suspension
of nuclear and thernonu,,iear tests, sponsored by twelve States,
the draft which
to adhere without further delay to the
Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in
Oute, Space and Under Water" and
"'Calls upon all i:uciear-weapon States to suspend nuclear
weapon Tests in ai' environments",
its provisions are iu. in keeping with the position of the Soviet
State in this matter.
For those reasons the Soviet Delegation will vote in favour of
the draft resolution contqined in document A/C. l/L.5.10. 3
"-Urges all States ...

Stateivient by the United States Representative (Leonard) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Suspension of
Nuclear Tests, Noveember 18, 19701
"TheUnited States supports the objectives of the resolution we

have just adopted. 2 Again, as on similar past occasions, i should
' Identical with pt. B of rrs. 2663 (XXV), post, p. 687.
'A/C. I/PV. 1764, p. 61.
I.e., pt. B of rrs. 2663 (XXV), post. p. 687.
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like to place on record that the United States understands the
language of that resolution to call for a suspension of tests in all
environments, pursuant to an adequately verified treaty. We
continue to hope it will become possible to negotiate such a treaty
in the nearest future, and we intend, in the course of the
deliberations of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, to do everything in our power to further this objective.
Statenxint by the Philippine Representative (Brillantes) to the
Second Committee of the General Assembly: Economic and
Social Consequences of Disarmament [Summaryj, November
4,, 1970'
Mr. Brillantes (Philippines), introducing the draft resolution
spoi~sored by his delegation,2 said that it had been prepflred after
extelnsive consultations with a number of other members of the
Committee, and had frequently been revised in an effort to obtain
the widest poosible support. It was high :ime that a new attempt
was made to reach more substantial results in the field of
disarmament. As paragraph S of the International Development
Strategy stated, progress towards general .,nd complete disarmament should release substantial additional iestources which could
be utilized for the purpose of economic and social development, in
particular that of developing countries, There should, therefore, be%
a close link between the Second Development Decade and the
Disarmament Decade.
The purpose of the draft resolution was to establish such a link,
as an essential vart of the new era heralded by the adoption of the
International Development Strategy. All the problems of the
transition to disarmament could be met through appropriate
national and international treasures, and the results would be of
benefit to all countries.
The fourth preambular paragraph of the draft resolution
paraphrased parts of paragraph 19 of the introduction to the3
report of the Secretary-General on the work of the Organization.
The ffth , ;!ambular paragraph was self-explanatory; while the
sixth soughL to focus the attention of the General Assembly on
the specific task of establishing a link between t&'. 1 )isarmament
Decade aid the Second Development Decade. In the operative
part of the draft resolution, the Secretary-General was requested
to do three things. His delegation wished to draw particular
attention to the word "appropriate" in operative paragraph 1(c),
whis.h made it clear that not all the resources relea. d by
disarmament should be used for the economic and social develop'A/C.2/SR.1343. pp. 16-17.
'Ante, pp. 578-579.
'General Aswmbly Official Recodis: 1Tiventy.fifrh Session, Suppiefnent No. IA

(A/800I/.Add. 1).
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ment of developing countries. In connexion with operative
paragraph 2, it was extremely important that all Members of the
United Nations should give their views on how the proposed link
was to be established, in order that the imp-'.,mentation of the lInk
would be more effective. The aim of the request in operative
paragraph 3 'or the submissior of a report was to ensure that the
International Development Strategy for the Second Development
Decade could be implemented in a dynamic manner which would
serve the needs of the developing countries. It was to be hoped
that the developed countries would during the Second Development Decade enter into the rewarding area of competition to
contribute to ttLe development of the developing countries.
Statement by the British Representative (Porter) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly: Chemical a~id Biological
Weapons, November 19, 19701
i should first rf all like to associate myself with the heart-felt
sympathy you expressed on behalf of as all to the Government
and people of Pakistan. It now seems that Pakistan has suffered
the worst natural disaster of our time. Though perhaps small
solace in the f!cc of such a devastating tragedy, the British
Government has already made immediate assistance a,,ailable, and
this includes the provision of motorised assault boats and rescue
craft I know the people of Britain will also be contribvting
get-,crously. The Government and people of Pakistan have our
deepest sympathy at this terrible time.
I should like this morning to say a few words about the three
draft resolutions (A/C.i/L.52
A/C.I1/L.527 3 arid A/C.1/
L.5334) on chemical and biological weapons that are before us
today. I do not propose to discuss questions of substance which
were dealt with by the leLlder of my delegation, Lord Lothian, in
his general statement of14 November.
La3t year in its discussion on chemical and bactcriclogical
(biological) weapons the Conference o'.' the Conm-ttee on
Disarmament carried out an intensive political and technical
examination of the problems involved. The view was expressed
that we might have laid the foundation for agreement in 1971.
Certainly that is our hope. It was widely felt that the Iubt useful
step would be for the General Assemnby to urge the Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament to continue its work-. and to
redouble its endeavours to find a solution.
We had therefore hoped thiat this year instead of being IaL, j
with several resolutions stting out the differing approaches to th,'A/C I/PV.1765. pn. 2-5.
Ante. pp. 559 •61.
3

2
4

Amte. pp. 561 j63.

1denfi*al with res. 2662 (XXV), post. pp, 683 -685.
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problem of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons, the
Committee would have before it from the start an agreed
non-controversial resolution tabled in the name of the principal
participants in the negotiations of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament. While this did not prove immediately
possible my delegation has always believed that by the end of our
deliberations we should adopt such a resolution, and it was with
this in mind that we submitted our draft on 6 November.5 This

contains no controversial elements and is in fact very similar to6

General Assembly resolution 2603 B (XXIV) adopted last year.
It does not prejudge the outcome of the work of the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, which has already
acquired considerable experience in this field. It raises no point
of substance and accords equal treatment to all the proposals
made. But it c.,Jls on the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament to give orgent consideration to reaching agreement
on effective measiues to deal with the problems of chen ,.ýal and
biological weapons.
Since then, however, another
similar draft
has
been tabled by a group of twelve and
countries.'
In its resolution
preamble and
in the essentials of its operative paragraphs this draft resolution
contains the sam-e eleruents as our own.
It acknowledges the need for urgency in tackling these
problems, and the need to build on the solid foundationS" of the
Geneva Protocol of 1925. It calls for wider adherence to the
Protocol, although it does not record its appreciation that a
consiaerabie number of important States have in response to last
year's ,esolution, 2603 B(XXIV), taken action in the course of
1970 to become parties to thp Geneva Protocol. This is a pity but
not, in my view, a serious flaw. The draft resolution in document
A/C.1/L.533, like our own draft, also notes in its preambular
paragraphs the reports of the Secretary-Ceneraip and of the World
Health Organization on chemical a~nd biological weapons. 9 in its
operative paragraphs -t takes notc of the two revised draft
conventions, put forward on- the one hand by my own country
and oil the other by the Soviet Uni'on and a nunber of its allies. it
also takes note of the workinig papexs, expert, views and suggestions put forward here and in Geneva, and mentions particularly
the joint memorandum submitted in Geneva by the group of
twelve States now sponsoring the resolution. All this: is common
ground between the two draft resolutions, our own andthat of the,
twelve. So, too, is there common ground between us on the three
issuCS singled out for special reference. We agree with the need for
urgency, and on the importance of verification. We clearly can
TAn!e_,pp. 559-56 ?.

"Documeptson
&nDiarnament,0969, pp. 717-719.
'Identcal with res. 2662 (XXV), post, -p.
683-685.
"8Docuwntson Disrmament, 1969, pp. 264-298
" World. Health Orgpnization, Health Aspects of Chemica! and BioioýJcvl Weapons
(Geneva, 1970),

4SI1-963 C. - 71 - 41
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have no objection to taking a combination of national and
international measures so long as added together, these ensure
effective implementation. My delegation, as, I am sure the
Committee will recall, said on 9 December last year in this debate
that we were ready to fall in with the wish of the majority if that
wish was to make a start on the problem by considering chemical
and biological weapons at the same time.' I This we have done and
will continue to do in examining steps towards their prohibition,
and indeed the approach set out in our draft convention on
bacteriological weapons recognizes clearly that a solution of the
bacteriological weapons problem, for which we believe the time is
now ripe, can only lead to progress on chemical weapons.1 I It is
for this reason that article V of our draft deals with chemical
weapons.
Finally, the group of twelve draft, like ours, requests the
Conference of the Committee on 'Disarmament to continue its
consideration of the problem and naturally this includes taking
into account all the documents put forward this year and in
previous yea-, here and in Geneva.
Accordingly, 1 shouid like to infonrn the Committee that in the
interests of achieving the sort of broadly-supported resolution
which does not prejudge the issues, that I described at the outset
of my remarks I do not propose to press to the vote the draft
resolution originally sponsored by my delegation. My delegatiop
will accordingly vote for the group of twelve resolution, and I
hope and believe that it will obtain the approval of the great
majority of the Assembly.
Statement by the Polish Representative (Jaroszek) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly: Chemical and Bacteriological Weapons, November 19, 19701
[ should like to make some observations with regard to the draft
resolutions Ahich have been submitted in this Committee concerning chemici. and bacteriological weapons.
In the view of the FXlish delegation, the draft resuution which
is to be adopted should meet the following three requirements:
first, it should correspond to the existing international instruments
relating to chemical and bacteriological weapons. In the first place
this refers to the 1925 Geneva Protocol on the Prohibition of the
Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases and of
Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, 2 as well as to the basic
General Assembly resolutions on this subject, primarily resolutions

tA/C.,/PV. 1716, p.

102.
":Ante,pp. 428-432.
'A/C.I/PV. 1765, pp. 6-11.
'Documents on DiMrmament, 1969. pp. 764-765.
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2454 A (XXIil) of 20 Decer.be- 1968' and 2603 B (XXIV) of 16
December 1969.'
Second, it should take into account the prevailing trend of
opinion that has emerged so far in the debate on the question of
the elimination of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons. Obviously, as the debate in this Committee has proved again,
such a prevailing trend of opinion voices the postulate of the
establishment of a joint and total prohibition, as well as
destruction of both chemical and bacteriological weapons.
Third, such a draft resolution must provide a favourable
platform for further disarmament negotiations. The resolution
should therefore not only sum up the state of negotiations thus
far, but also embody a set of practical guidelines that would
facilitate further negotiations at the next stage of the work of the
Geneva Conference of the Committee on Disarmament.
It is with those basic considerations in mind that the delegations
of Hungary, Mongolia and Poland have prepared and submitted to
this Committee a draft resolution on chemical and bacteriological
weapons.' In their action the three delegations were guided by the
realization of the need to take urgent and radical steps in order to
establish a complete prohibition and total eimination of chemical
and bacteriological weapons. And, indeed, there are very good
grounds to follow such a course of action. First, as we are all
aware, there is the ever present and accelerating process of
improvement and sophistication of these weapons, particularly
chemical weapons, which, to an ever greater extent, are being
perfected into something rn,"c! more than mere weapons of mass
destruction, they are becoming genocidal weapons. Secoznd, there
is the underlying principle of the disarmament negotiations
whereby top priority has been accorded, by common agreement,
to the task of the prohibition and elimination of all kinds of
weapons of mass destruction.
We submit that the draft resolution put forward by the
three socialist States fully takes into account these facts. It
places due empnasis on the importance and significance of
the Geneva Protocol of 1925 by reaffirming, in its operative
part I, General Assembly resolution 2162 B (XXI) of 5
December 1966 and its call for "strict observance by all
States of the principles and objectives of the Protocol".'
Moreover, it renews the invitation to "all States which have
not yet done so to accede to or to ratify the Geneva Protocol". These two elements of the draft resolution are of
substantive importance at present.
The draft resolution sponsored by the three socialist States
'Ibid., 1968, pp. 793-795.
"Ibid.. 1969. pp. 717-719.
'Anwe. pp. 561-563.
'Documents on DiLrmment, 1966. pp. 798-799.
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reflects the position and views of an overwhelming majority of
States which have taken part in the disarmament debate in our
Committee, as well as those participating in the work of the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in Geneva. This
majority-not at all silent-has declared its support to the concept
of the establishment of the total and joint prohibition with regard
to both chemical and bacteriological weapons. Let me only recall
at this juncture the joint memorandum of the twelve non-aligned
States, members of the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, submitted in Geneva and contained in document
CCD/3 10.7
Such wide support for the idea of the establishment of total
prohibition of both chemical and bacteriological weapons is by no
means a mere coincidence. It closely corresponds to the practice
of the disarmament negotiations thus far when both these
weapons have been dealt with together. I might add that such an
approach also reflects the situation in the military domain, where
chemical and bacteriological weapons constitute an integrated
weapons system. And, last but not least, chemical and bacteriological weapons are weapons of mass destruction whose effects are
similar. Therefore, to adopt as a guideline for disarmament
negotiations the principle of a separate approach to chemical and
bacteriological weapons would certainly delay the solution of the
fundamental task of effective and total elimination of these
weapons. That, in fact, would be a step backwards from the
position which we have already reached in our negotiations.
As was succinctly stated by the representative of France in this
Committee, it is hard to see "how dissociating biological weapons
from chemical weapons could facilitate a solution". He then went
on t,' say that the use of chemical weapons:
is perhaps more probable and there would be reason to fear,
that if they were not dealt with together with biological weapons,
that any solution concerning them would be postponed indefinitely." 8
I submit that this correct view is shared by an overwhelming
majority of delegations in this Committee. A separate approach to
bacteriological and chemical weapons could also serve as a pretext
for attempts at political or juridical justification of retaining the
stockpiles of either of these weapons in military arsenals of States.
Without prejudice to the final form of a total prohibition and
elimination of chemical and bacteriological weapons, the three
sponsors of draft resolution A/C.l/L.527 have included in
paragraph 3 of its operative part 11 a definition of the scope of an
agreement on the prohibition and elimination of chemical and
bactcriological (biological) weapons as a:
"...

'Ante, pp.4 5 3-455.
'Ante p. 568.
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joint and full prohibition of the development, production
and stockpiling of all chemical and bacteriological (biological)
weapons and the e clusion of these means of warfare from the
arsenals of States through their destruction or diversion for
peaceful uses."
The draft resolution submitted by the socialist States takes note
in _n impartial way of the draft conventions and other proposals
submitted so far, and requests the Conference of the Committee
on Disarmament "to give urgent consideration to reaching
agreement on a complete prohibition and elimination of chemical
and bacteriological (biological) weapons". It further requests the
Confe:•-nce of the Committee on Disarmament:
".... to submit a report on progress on all aspects of the problems
of the prohibition and elimination of chemical and bacteriological
(biological) weapons to the General Assembly at its twenty-sixth
session."
Thc-" formulations in no way prejudice either the situation or
the rights utf pries in disarmament negotiations while allowing
for a comprehensive debate on the basis of the proposals referred
to in the draft resolution.
I should like to stress that, in addition, paragraph 5 of operative
part 1I of the draft resolution contains an appeal to all States to
act in good faith in the course -,f negotiations on a total
prohibition of chemical and bacteriological weapons and to take
all the necessary steps to facilitate the achievement of such a
prohibition at the earliest possible time. What we have in mind
here is to create the most favourable conditions for the negotiations ahead, while, at the same time, preventing any steps, either
in the military or political sphere, that would hinder such
negotiations and render them more difficult. This I belie've, is a
principle that has gained wide acceptance as one of the rules that
dctermine the conditions of disarmament negotiations in general.
Hungary, Mongolia and Poland have submitted their draft
resolution with a desire to advance the negotiations on the
elimination of chemical and bacteriological weapons. We are
convinced that the adoption of the draft resolution would be an
important stimulus to the work of the Committee on Disarmament in this field. However, we note with satisfaction tnat the
draft resolution submitted by the twelve non-aligned States9
contains a number of ideas and formulations that are identical or
close to our own, and that it is based on the same approach to the
question of the elimination of chemical and bacteriological
(biological) weapons. It does in fact meet the objective of the
draft resolution submitted by Hungary, Mongolia and Poland.
This is why the sponsors of the draft resolution contained in
document A/C.i/L.527 are prepared, in a constructive spirit, to
"...

.

"Identical with res. 2662 (XXV), post. pp. 683-685.

626

DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1970

support the draft resolution of the twelve Powers, and consequently we shall not insist on a vote on our draft. We hope that
the draft resolution contained in document A/C.l/L.533 will thus
meet with general support in this Committee.
We are convinced that the resolution about to be adopted will
facilitate the task of the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament in Geneva, and that it will contribute effectively to
an early and complete prohibition and total elimination of
chemical and bacteriological weapons.
Statement by the Yugoslav Representative (Boiinovi6) to the Firirit
Committee of the General Assembly: Chemical and Biological
Weapons, November 19, 1970'
Before I address myself to the subject of my interveri.'ion, I
should like t0 offer my deepest sympathy, and the sympathy of
the Yugoslav del-gation, to the delegatimn of Pakistan for the
disaster that has befallen that country. It is with shock and sorrow
that we follow the events, in which tens of thousands of lves have
already been lost and enormous damage has been caused to that
part of Pakistan.
Today I have the honour, on behalf of twelve
delegations-Argentina, Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico,
Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan, Sweden, the United Arab Republic
and my own, Yugoslavia-to introduce draft resolution
A/C.I/L.533, under agenda item 28 entitled "Question of
chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons". 2
The sponsors of the draft resolution are those same countries
which submitted to the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament, on 25 August 1970, the Joint Memorandum
(document CCD/3 10) on the question of chemical and
bacteriological (biological) methods of warfare. 3 The submission
of this draft resolution is, in fact, a continuation of the efforts of
those countries to find a way out of tfie difficulties encountered in
the Committee on Disarmament in trying to solve the complex
problem of chemical and biological warfare and to accelerate its
solution.
Under the fifth preambudar paragraph of the proposed draft the
General Assembly would express its deep conviction
...that the prospx :s of international peace and security, as well as th! achievement nf

the goal of general and complet-1 disarmament under effective international control,
would be enhanced if the development, production and stockpiling of chemical and
bacteriological (biological) agents for purpose of war 'were to end and if they wore
eliminated 5rom all military arsenals.
'A/C.I/PV.1765, pp. 11-15.
'Identical with res. 2662 (XXV), post, pp. 683-685.
'Ante, pp. 453-455.

BOZINOVIC STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 19

627

It is precisely because of that conviction that the sponsors
attach great importance to the speedy solution of this problem
and expect that the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament wiil be in a position to accelerate its efforts in this
field and to concentrate on the most important aspects of that
complex problem.
Since the draft resolution appears to be self-explanatory, I do
not intend to go into any analysis or explanation of its paragraphs.
This actually would be unnecessary, also, after the numerous
references that have been made here during our general debate to
the memorandum, in document CCD/3 10, of the twelve countries,
and after the wide support given to it. It is my duty, however, to
point to the main aspects of the proposed resolution, offering
certain brief comments.
After having duly taken note of the existing substantive revised
drafts in their chronological order, and also of the working papers,
expert views and suggestions put forward both in the Committee
on Disarmament and in the First Committee, and after having
taken note also of the joint memorandum of the twelve countries,
the General Assembly, under operative ,aragraph 5 of the draft
resolutioi. in document A/C. l/L.533 would commend
nc following basic approach contained in the joint mem orandum for reachingS...
cffective soluzian of the problem of chemical and bacteriological (biological) meth,-)ds of
warfare:
(a) It is urgent and imT ortant to reach agreement on the problem of chemical and
bacteriological (biological) methods of warfare;
(b) Both chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons should continue to be
dealt with together i• taking steps toward3 the prohibition of their development,
production and stockpiling and their effective elimination from the arsenals of all States;
(c) The issue of verification is important in the field of chemical and bacteriological
(biological) weapons, and that verification should be based on a combination of
appropriate national and international measuies, which would complement and
supplement each other, thereby providing an acceptable system which would ensure
effective implementation of the prohibition.

The part of the draft resolution that I have just quoted is the
basic approach which the General Assembly would commend for
the solution of the problem of chemic:1l and biological methods of
warfare.
The draft resolution later on requests the Committee on
Disarmament to continue its consideration of the problem of
chemical and biological methods of warfare with a view to the
urgent prohibition of their development, production and
:tockpiling, and to their elimination from the arsenals of all States.
The sponsors of the draft resolution firmly believe that, by
adopting it, the General Assembly would provide the Conference
of the Committee on Disamiament with an important specific
recommendation for its fu•rther work in the field of chemical and
biological weapons.
The sponsors also believe that this draft resolution is a
comprehensive and well-balanced one. It has incorporated, so as to
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make it as widely acceptable as possible, substantial parts of both
draft resolutions submitted earlier by the delegation of the United
Kingdom, in document A/C. l/L.526,4 vnd by the delegations of
Hungary, Mongolia and Poland, in document A/C.l/L.527. 5 At
the same time, if adopted, this resolution wfil, we believe,
contribute to the efforts aimed at solving the complex problem of
chemical and biological weapons.
Now, after we have heard the statements by the representatives
of the United Kingdom 6 and of Poland," I should like to express
our satisfaction and gratitude for their understanding and their
contribution to our common effort to end up with a simple draft
resolution.
In conclusion, I wish to express the hope of the twelve sponsors
that our draft resolution will be adopted unanimously.

Statement by the French Representathe (de la Gorce) to the First
Committee of the Generai Assembly: Chemical and
Bacteriological Weapons, November 19, 1970'
My delegation would like first of all to join its voice tc your
own, Mr. Chairman, and to those of delegations whose
representatives have spoken before us, in the expression of
sympathy to the delegation of Pakistan. France was deeply moved
and shocked by the catastrophe that befell Pakistan and, from the
bottom of our heart, we share the grief of that country and the
feeling of soiidarity. We shall take part in the effort to assuage the
sufferings (,f the victims of this tragedy.
Last year, the French delegation came out in favour of
resolution 2603 B (XXIV), which stressed the urgency of the
speediest possible elimination of chemical and biological
weapons. 2 We stated then that, if there was progress still to be
made in the field of those weapons, it had to do not with the
prohibition of their use in war-a question which had already been
settled on condition that all States adhered to the 1925
Protocol3 -but rather with their manufacture and stockpiling. We
were the first to recommend an initiative in that direction in our
answer on 12 [19?1 August 1968" to the Soviet memorandum on
disarmament dated 1 July of that same year.'
4Ante,

pp. 559-561.

'Ante, pp. 561-563.
'Ante, pp. 620-622.
7Supra.

'A/C.I[PV.1765, pp. 16-20.
'Documents on Disurmament, 1969, pp. 717-719.
"lbid., pp. 764 765.
"Ibid.. 1968, pp. 584-586.
'Ibid., pp. 4 6 6 -4 70 .
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While voting in favour of that resolution, we expressed
reservations, however, about its last section which postponed the
study of the problem of chemical and bacteriological weapons to
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament: we thought
that that body was possibly not the most appropriate for the
consideration of questions of direct interest to all the signatories
of the 1925 Protocol.
Experience seems to have confirmed the correctness of our
reservations, since the debate here on the report of the Conference
of the Committee on Disarmament in the matter of chemical and
bacteriological weapons has shown no substantial progress. Once
again the draft resolution submitted to us, A/C. I/L.533, which
comes at the end of our consideration, invites the General
Assembly to send the malter back to the Geneva body.6 In the
circumstances my delegation has some hesitation about
encouraging, by its vote, the continuation of a procedure which,
until now, has not yielded the results rightly expected of it by
world public opinion.
Further, the procedure envisaged in the draft resolution does
not, with sufficient clarity, provide for the study of what is
undoubtedly the main condition for the effective prohibition of
the manufacture of bacteriological weapons, namely, the study of
methods for controlling such prohibition.
It is true that this draft resolution does contain a clause which,
quite rightly, stresses the importance of the problem of
verification. But is that sufficient? We doubt it. It seems to us that
additional progress really -3uld have been achieved this year. A
group of experts, for example, nominated by the
Secretary-General and offering therefore all necessary guarantees
for !_mpartiality could have been entrusted with the preparation
for the next session of the General Assenibly of a report on the
whole gamut of questions raised by control over the prohibition of
the manufacture of chemical and bacteriological weapons. The
complexity of this problem and its importance require, in fact,
that it be dealt with with maximum objectivity and without taking
into account any specific drift convention.
That was the intention of what the representative of France said
in this room on 9 November 7 when he reminded the Commission
of the interest with which our delegation had greeted the idea put
forward by the representative of Japan that experts could be
consulted on problems relating to the control of chemical and
bacteriological wcapons.s We said then that the Frnch delegation
would be very happy to co-sponsor a draft which would request
the Secretarv-General of the United Nations to gather under his
high authority, as he has done in the past for other studies relating
'Identical with res. 2662 (XXV), postu. p. 683-685.
7Ante, p. 568.
'Documents on Dismament, 1969. p. 412.
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to disarmament, a group of experts who would study the question
of control.
That idea is absent from the draft resolution on which we now
have to take a decision. This draft adheres to a formula which
stresses the importance of the problem of verification. But,
although it is good as far as it goes, it is not sufficient. We are
indeed in agreement with some of the principles to be found in
this draft: we approve of the preamble and operative paragraphs
1, 2, 3, 4 and 5. But, once again, we deplore the absence of a
specific proposal relating to the ways and means of studying the
various aspects of the problem of control, and without c-ntrol
what would be the use of agreeing to the elimination of chemical
and bacteriological weapons? Neither can we. for the same
reasons, agree to the procedure (f study recommended in
operative paragraphs 6 and 7.
Thai is why the French delegation, deeply interested in the
conclusion of a convention prohib.*ing the manufacture of
chemical and bacteriological weapons, but also wishing to see a
serious convention providing for control and guarantees, will
abstain on this draft resolution because, on this last point, this
draft does not yet contain all the necessary assurances.
Statement by the United States Representative (Leonard) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Chemical and
Bacteriological Weapons, November 19, 19701
The delegation of the United States will support the draft
resolution contained in document A/C. I/L.333 on the question of
chemicat and bacteriological weapons, sponsored by the twelve
non-aligned members of the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament. 2 We consider that it meets the criteria we proposed
on 16 November, that is, it will stimulate negotiations in Geneva
without prejudging in any way the outcome of those
negotiatio,,s. 3 The draft resolution takes into account the draft
convention of the United Kingdom for the prohibition of
biological methods of warfare, 4 the revised draft convention
submitted by the socialist countries for ? comprehensive
agreement banning the production of chemical and bacteriological
(biological) weapons,' and also the many valuable suggestions
submitted to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament
during the course of this year's deliberations.
The fact that these suggestions cover a broad spectrum of issues
and problems demonstrates that much work still remains to be
' AnC.
I/PV. 1765, pp. 24-297.
'Identical with res. 2662 (XXV), post, pp. 683-685.
See ante, pp. 590-59 1.
'Ante, pp.428-432.
'Ante, pp. 533-537.
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done by the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament in
developing the foundations for agreement. Continued careful
deliberation on the whole range of complex chemical and
bacteriological warfare problems is the approach envisaged in the
draft resolution contained in document A/C.I/L.533. This draft
resulution reflects the memorandum of the twelve non-aligned
delegations, 6 ir.d in fact incorporates some of its language. My
delegation tully accepts the interpretation of that memorandum
expressed in this Commuittee by the representative of Argentina,
Arrmbassador O.'tiz de Rozas, who said in his speech here on 9
November:
nothinb contained in that memorandum and nothing stated during its presentation
to the Committee would permit of the supposition that it was supporting, or even
favouring, ,ither if the two opposing trends of opinion. We consider that the merit of
the document derives from the fpct that it carefully avoids prejudging the issue and
makes possible therefore a process of negotiation.'

I would add that this interpretation applies equally well to the
draft resolution before us.
My delegation is pleased to see that operative paragraph 3 (c) of
this draft resolution takes note of the expert views put forward in
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and in this
Committee. In view of the many complex technical problems
involved in the development of agreements in the chemical and
bacteriological warfare field we are convinced that the assistance
of experts can greatly facilitate our work. We are therefore
gratified that the expert views expressed in Geneva have been and
will continue to be taken into account.
Paragraph 5 of the draft resolution refers to the "basic approach
contained in the joint memorandum for reaching effective solution
ot the prblem of chemical -nd bacteriological (biological)
methods of warfare". The three sub-paragraphs in paragraph 5 are
all based on this fundamental premise, that is, the need to reach an
effective-I repeat, an effective-solution of the problem posed by
chemical and biological methods of warfare. As we have made
clear many times, an effective solution to any arms control
problem is a reliable and stable solution and thus requires
adequate verification. This point has been particularly underlined
by several of the speakers who have preceded me this morning.
Paragraph 5 (b) of the draft resolution contained in documer t
A/C.I/L.533 says that, both chemical and bacteriologica'.
(biological) weapons should continue tý, be dealt with together in
taking steps towards their prohibiti,,ri; not one step, but steps, in
the plural. In other words, we are t; reach an effective solution to
the problem and this solution may be through a series of actions,
all of them representing E'eps toward our goal
"Ante, pp. 453455.
'A/C. fPV. 1754, p. 32.
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It would, of course, be consistent with this approach for us to
reach agreement to ban biological agents and toxins, along the
liner, of the United Kingdom draft convention, while continuing
our work [on the problem of chemical] agents. A crucial aspect of
the problem for which we must reach an effective solution is
stated in paragraph 5 (c), that is, to develop an acceptable system
of verification which would ensure effective implementatibn of
the prohibition. As the reprr.sentative of the United Kingdom said
before this Committee on 4 November:
The ideas for verification of chemni.cal weapons have been inganious and clevei, but, as
I have said, they are far from adequate as yet and there is much more hard work to be
lone in this field. 8

The draft resolution in document A/C. 1/L.533 will encourage us
to continue this work and we hope that it will receive the widest
support.
Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly: Chemical and
Bacteriological Weapons, November 19, 1970'
We also want to make a statement to explain our vote and to
stress that we fully support the position expressed by the
representative of Poland.' At the same time we would like to
stress that the draft resolution upon which we are now voting is
based on the memorandum of the twelve non-aligned countries
3
presented to the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament.
In the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament as well as
here in the General Assembly we have stressed many times that
the essential idea of the memorandum was to consider together the
question of the prohibition of chemical and bacteriological
(biological) weapons. Thus the fundamental idea expressed in the
memorandum of the non-aligned countries is fully reflected in the
draft resolution now about to be put to a vote. Therefore we
consider that the draft resolution of the twelve non-aligned
countries brings us significantly closer to a solution of our
problem, that is to say, the simultaneous consideration of the
prohibition of chemical and bacteriological weapons.
With regard to the question of coptrol, the draft resolution fully
reflects the position which we have often advanced in the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament as well as in the
General Assembly; in other words, that verification must be based
on a combination-I stress this--of national and international
*A,C.I/PV.1750, p. 31.

'A/C. I/PV. 1765, pp. 27-28.
'See ante, pp. 622-626.
'The draft res. was ident•:al ..;in res. 2•62 (XXV), post, pp. 683-685. The
twelve-nation memorandum appears ante. pp 453455.
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measures which would be complementary and which would
therefore ensure an acceptable system of control which would
guarantee effective compliance with the prohibition.
For reasons which we have given often m the past in the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and in the General
Assembly, we would like to say that we welcome the draft
resoiation of the twelve non-aligned countries and that we shal
vote in favour of it.

Statement by the Romanian Repesentative (Diaconescu) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Economic and
Social Consequences of the Armaments Race, November 19,
19701
The draft resolution submitted in document A/C.l/L.53$
entitled "Economic and social consequences of the armaments iace and its extremely harmful effects on world peace
and security" is sponsored by the delegations of twenty-four
2
countries.
That draft resolution is the result of painstaking consultations in which other delegations have also participated and
made their contributions. The sponsors have tried in drafting
the text to take into consideration as widely as possible the
views expressed in the course of our debates as well as the
suggestions made by some delegations in this connexion.
In the circumstances, it is not our intention to go back
over the reasons which led to the inscription on the agenda
of this session of the item concerning the consequences of
tht, armaments race, because they were set forth in full detail in the course of the debates on that item. In the opinion of the Romanian delegation, the magnitude and the multiple consequences of the armaments race-as has been very
clearly brought out in the course of the current wssion-are
the source of deep and increasing concern on the part of
the Members of the United Nations and of all States of the
world.
Owing to that f ict, we consider that it is quite right to look for
ideas and solutions with a view to adopting effective measures
likely to contribute to a halt in the armaments race and to the
attainr.ent of concrete progress towards disarmament.
This is the background of the twenty-four-Power draft
re-,olu,tion. I should like now to refer briefly to the principal
'A/C.I/PV. 1765. pp. 31-35.
Ante, pp. 613.615.
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provisions of that document. As can be seen, the preambular part
contains a number of considerations which, in our opinion, are
designed to bring out the dangers created by the rate and the
magnitude of the armaments race and of military expenditure, the
burden that this represents for all peoples, the effects of the
armaments race at the economic, social and security levels, the
need to undertake action designed to put an end to the armaments
race and to make progress towards the goal of general and
complete disarmament. The existing relationship between efforts
designed to achieve disarmament and those devoted to the
economic and social progress of nations is also underlined.
The operative part of the draft resolution contains a provision
requesting the General Assembly to call upon "all States to take
effective steps for the cessation of the armaments race". In
addition, the Assembly would request
"the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to continue
with a sense of urgency to pay due attention to all questions
meant to put an end to the -rm aments race, particularly in the
nuclear field".
An essential element of the operative part of the draft
resolution is the fact that the Secretary-General is being requested
"to prepare, with the assistance of qualified consultant experts
appointed by him, a report on the economic and social
consequences of the armaments race and of the military
expenditure".
The Governments of Member States, non-governmental and
international institutions and organizations are also being called
upon to make their contributions to the report that it is proposed
should be transmitted to the Gcneral Assembly for consideration
at its next session.
As is well known, the idea of preparing such a study was
suggested this year by the Secretary-General; our debates have
demonstrated that it commands general attention.
For its part my dclegation is convinced that such a study would
make it possible, under the aegis of the United Nations, to carry
out a needed and useful evaluation of the consequences of the
armaments race, which would make it possible better to know and
better to grasp the effects of this negative phenomenon on the life
of nations, on peace and on security and to take appropriate measures to eliminate them.
In conclusion, may I offer our very sincere thanks to all those
delegations which, through their ideas and suggestions, have
co-operated with us in the drafting of the text.
The Romanian delegation expresses the hope that since the
twenty-four-Power draft resolution is devoted to a question of
general interest it will meet with the support of Member States.
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Statement by the United States Representative (Leonard) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Economic and Social
Consequences of the Armaments Race, November 19, 1970'
We will be pleased to lend the support ef the United States
delegation to the draft resolution contained in document
A/C.I/L.535, sponsored by Romania and a number of other
delegations, 2 because we believe that a report by the SecretaryGeneral on the economic and social consequenc~es of the arms race
and of military expenditure can provide helpful material for our
future work. To be useful the report will, of course, have to weigh
carefully and objectively the consequences of all arms expenditure, nuclear and conventional. The value of the report will also be
enhanced by the extent to which Governments heed the request
for co-operation contained in paragraph 4, and particularly by the
extent to which they provide the Secretary-General with relevant
data on their military expenditure over the past several years.
I should add that the United States Government is deeply
concerned, as I presume are also other Governments present here,
that the limited resources of the United Nations be used
efficiently. In our view the report called for in this draft resolution
can be produced with the assistance of a relatively small group of
qualified experts at a cost of not more than $150,000. We are,
accordingly, voting for the draft resolution on the understanding,
which we have discussed with the Romanian delegation, that every
effort will be made to limit the cost of the study to that sum.
Statement by the Soviet Representative (Zakharov) to the Second
Committee of the General Assembly: Economic and Social Consequences of Disarmament [Summary1, November 19, 19703
Mr. Zakharov (Union of Soviet Sociali-t Republics) emphasized
the need to put an end to the arms race, which was a heavy burden
on mankind and considerably increased the dangr of war.
Experience had shown that a solution to the problem of
disarmament was extremely difficult to find. Nevertheless, his
country was opposed to pessimistic attitudes which were not
conducive to disarmament, since it was convinced that disarmament was possible if all States and all Governments wanted it; his
country was willing, on a reciprocal basis, to go as far as general
and complete disarmament.
Measures of general and complete disarmament were directly
linked with the negotiations on that question, Those negotiations
IAiC.I/PV.1765, p, 36.
2Ante, pp. t•3
!-615.

"A/C.2/SR.I i44, pp, 3-4.
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should be intensified and should take into account the real factors
involved in solving the problems considered. The practical implementation of disarmament measures was also linked with the
adoption of clearly defined commitments. The more commitments
undertaken by States in that area, the more effective the
agreements re.-hed would become. With regard to nuclear
disarmament, it was absolutely essential that all the nuclear
Powers should participate in the disarmament measures. Agreements relating to partial disarmament measures and the limitation
of the arms race represented positive progress along the road to
general and complete disarmament, which was why his country
was doing everything in its power to reach agreement on partial
measures. A useful complement to such partial measures could be
found in the Treaty on the -Prohibition of the Emplacement of
Nuclear Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the
Sea-Bed and Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof.4 The work
done by the Committee on Disarmament, which had submitted
the draft treaty to the General Assembly, had been productive,
and the treaty had already been adopted by the First Committee
by a very large majority. His country was constantly endeavouring
to reduce international tension and to eliminate the obstacles to
general and complete disarmament. However, the adoption of
specific disarmament measures was meeting with stubborn opposition from forces in favour of the arms race. If the world really
wanted specific and constnrctive results to be achieved in the
economic and social field as the result of disarmament, the
resistance of those forces ought first of all to be overcome. The
economic and social consequences of disarmament could become a
live issue only if practical measures were taken in the field of
disarmament itself. That was why the group of socialist countries
had declared, in their qtatement contained in document A/8074,
that the Second Development Decade must be a decade of
important advances in the field of general and complete
disarmament, the destruction of stockpiles of nuclear, chemical
and bacteriological weapons and the means of delivering them, the
elimination of foreign military bases and the peaceful settlement
of territorial disputes. Only practical disarmament measures by all
countries would permit the release of the resources required to
solve social and economic problems. The adoption of practical
measures in the field of disarmament was impeded by a lack of
good will on the part of certain countries, which were responsible
for thb continuation of the arms race. His country intended to
continue to take part in United Nations studies of the economic
and social consequences of disarmament. The draft resolution
before the Committee, however, went btyond the scope of United
Nations research activities in that field and his delegation could
not support it in its present form.5 In fact, a real solution to the
"Ante. pp. 475-479.

SAnte, pp. 578-579,
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problem of utilizing the resources released by disarmament could
only be found in conditions of general and complete disarmament.
Statement by the United States Representative (Olds) to the
Second Committee of the General Assembly: Economic and
Social Consequences of Disarmament [Summary], November
19, 1970'
Mr. Olds (United States of America) said that despite the
brilliant statement by the representative of the Philippines, 2 his
delegation would not be able to support the draft resolution under
consideration, at least in its present form. 3 Adittedly, ambiguity
was often the servant of diplomacy, but in view of the complexity
and importance of the problems concerned, it was necessary to
define them carefully. His country's position with regard to
disarmament had already been stated on many occasions, in
particular by President Nixon at the commemorative session of the
twenty-fifth anniversary of the United Nations.4 The United
States, like any other State, could put forward no objection of
principle regarding the search for a solution to such crucial
problems, but a number of reservations had to be stated. From the
procedural standpoint, as a number of other delegations had
already said, it should be pointed out that the problems of
disarmament were also under consideration by the First Committee and the Committee on Disarmament and that, in addition,
bilateral consultations on the question were being hold at Helsinki.
Moreover, it was doubtful whether the Secretary-General was
entirely competent to draw up a plan of action and guidelines for
submission to the Member States on questions of such great
importance. Finally, the Strategy recently adopteds already included some of the measure. mentioned in the draft resolution. In
the circumstances, what was n,•?ded was not an additional plan for
the utilization of resources to be released but rather the resources
themselves. What was more, after it had been decided that the
developing countries should not be told what steps to take, it did
not seem very appropriate to issue instructions to the developed
countries. It should be borne in mind that the choice of the policy
to be followed was one of the prerogatives jealously guarded by
Governments and that legislative bodies, at least in the United
States, would consider it impertinent if an international organization presented them with guidelines regarding the utilization of
public resources. It would no doubt be possible for the international forumF to try to influence public opinion, but the present
'A/C.2/SR.1344, pp. 7-8.
'Ante, pp. 619-620.
'Ante. pp. 578-579.
"Ante, pp. 529-533.
sSec Gencral Asembly Oflfcial Records: Twenty-fifth Session, Supplement No. 28
(A/8028), pp. 39-49.
451-93 0 - 71 - 42
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wording of the draft resolution seemed unsatisfactory. Moreoi er,
since so many experts were already dealing with the prob', ms
concerned, it hardly seemed likely that the operative part of the
draft resolution would facilitate the Secretary-General's tas-. On
the contrary, it might complicate it and the draft resolution migb t
introduce an element of confusion. As other delegations hai
already said, it did not seem the time to concentrate solely on the
super Powers since studies carried out by the Secretary-Geneial
had shown that the burden of responsibility for armaments
weighed on all countries and that the developing countriea devoted
to military expenditure three times what they received isa the form
of aid. It should also be borne in mind that their military budgets
were increasing more rapidly than their GNP and also more
rapidly than the military budgets of the developed countries.
Lastly, the decisions already taken, particularly in the context
of the Strategy, would enable the Secretary-General to act without
any need for a new text. He also wondered whether it would not
be wiser to allocate direct to development the fvnds which would
be necessary for the implementation of the draft resolution.
Statement by the Philippine Representative (Briflantes) to the
Second Committee of the General Axsembly: Economic and
Social Consequences of Disarmament [Summary], November
19, 1970'
Mr. Brillantes (Philip pines) announced that Colombia had
become a sponsor of draft resolution A/C.2/L. 1124.2 Many
speakers had reiterated their iedication to the cause of disarmament and their keen awareress of the urgency of ensuring the
development Af the developing countries. It had become clear that
the difference of opinion in the Committee was not between the
developed and the developing countries. He was certain that the
Secretary-General and his staff would implement the draft
resolution, if it was adopted, with the utmost objectivity.
He had also introduced some substantive changes in the light of
members' comments. The beginning of the fourth preambular
paragraph had been revised to read: "Encouraged that the
super-Powers have at last recognized that there are compelling
reasons to prevent.. .". Operative paragraph 1 (c) had been
incorporated in operative paragraph 1 (a), which had been revised
to read:
"To formulate proposals for the guidance of Member States, the
specialized agencies and the IAEA, other organizations in the
United Nations family, as well as noi-governmental organizations
'A/C.2/SR.1345, pp. 2-4.

'Ante, pp. 578-579.
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concerned, in order to establish the link between the Disarmament
Decade and the Second United Nations Development Decade so
that an appropriate share of the resources that are released as a
consequence of progress towards general and complete disarmament would be used to increase assistance for the economic and
social development of developing countries;"
The concluding part of operative paragraph 1 (b) following the
words "intensified negotiations" had been revised to read: "aimed
at progress towards general and complete disarmament under
effective international control".

Operative paragraph 2 had been revised to read: "Requests
member States, specialized agencies and the International Atomic
Enei'gy Agency, other organizations in the United Nations system
as well as non-governmental organizations concerned...". In
operative paragraph 3, the words "through the Economic and
Social Council" had been inserted after the word "hereon".
The Chilean representative's suggestion that the resolution
should mention a specific percentage of the resources released by
disarmament which should be allocated for the development of
the developing countries could be taken into account by Governments when they prepared their comments pursuant to operative
paragraph 2 of the draft resolution. As to that representative's
suggestion that the Secretary-General should consult intergovernmental experts, he pointed out that the report would in any event
be reviewed by government representatives when it was submitted
to the General Assembly.
Turning to the "bjections raised by the United States representative, 3 he said, firstly, that adoption of the draft resolution
de"' itely would not lead to a conflict of jurisdiction between the
First and Second Committees, both of which, ever since the item
had been placed on the agenda of the General Assembly, had been
considering the aspects of the disarmament question falling within
their respective fields of competence. It was only fitting that the
Second Committee, which had prepared the International Deveiopment Strategy, should take the initiative in establishing a link
between disarmament and development.
Secondly, the objection that the report would lead to duplication of efforts was unfounded, for he was confide..t that the
Secretary-General would include only matters relating to the
economic and social aspects of disarmament.
Thirdly, the assertion that the draft resolution presumed to
instruct Governments was equally groundless, for the SecretaryGeneral was merely requested to formulate proposals for the
guidance of Governments, which were requested to submit their
own comments and recommendations. In any event, the Secretary-General's proposals would be reviewed by the General
Assembly.
'Supra.
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Fourthly, it was a sign of pessimism to state that tht draft
resolution was counter-productive. New ideas required time to
mature; and once the report was before the General Assembly in
1973, the concept of a link between disarmament and development would be more firmly established.

Statement by the United States Representative (Olds) to the
Second Committee of the General Assembly: Economic and
Social Consequences of Disarmament [Summary], November
19, 1970'
Mr. Otas (United States of America) said he wished to explain
why the suggestions made by the Philippines2 did not meet the
four difficulties
that the United Sl'ates had with the draft
3
resolution.
With respect to the jurisdictional problem, he had not intended
to suggest that the Second Committee had no responsibility for
considering the economic and social consequences of diaama.
ment. The draft resolution had originally requested the SecretaryGeneral to prepare a plan of action, and that had now been
changed to a request that he should formulate proposals. However,
his basic understanding of the draft resolucion was unaltered. A
plan of action to establish a link between disarmament and
developmem must necessarily be addressed to both of the items it
was proposed to link. There was already a resolution before the
First Committee on the subject, and another committee established by the General Assembly was also working on the
disarmament problem, to es'ablish guidelines and policies. In
addition, there was the Second Committee's own action concerning the Strategy for the Second Development Decade. 4
He believed that the resolution sought to do more than just say
there was a link between disarmament and development. He did
not undti-stand the meaning of the phrase "to formulatte proposals
for the guidance of Member States" if it did not refer both to
disarmament and to development, with a view to establishing a
link between them. It would be more appropriate for the United
Nations bodies coi:-erned with disarmament to produce plans or
proposals so that a committee of experts could be established to
advise the Secretary-General.
With regard to the problem of duplication, the proposals to be
put to Member States must have a specific content, and if they
concerned disarm-ment, then the competence of the duly constituted bodies must be drawn on; other-wise, there would be
'A/C.2/SR.1345, pp. 6-8.
'Supra
'Ante, pp. 578-579.
'See General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-fifth Session, Supplement No. 28
(A/8028), pp. 39-49.
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duplication. But if the competence of those bodies was to be made
use of, it would be better to leave the question to them. Nothing
in the revised text of the draft resolution met his objection that
Governments were entitled to allocate as they saw fit any
resources that might be released by disarmament. The new
wording of operative paragraph 1 (a) "to formulate proposals for
the guidance of Member States" still implied that the SecretaryGeneral was being asked, with the assistance of advisers, to
instruct Governments on how they should dispose of their own
resources. The Government of the United States would certainly
regard that as presumptuous.
The representative of the Philippines had asked how the revised
text could be regarded as counter-productive. If one of the aims of
the draft resolution was to mobilize public opinion and government action in establishing a link between disarmament and
development, and moving towards disarmament and towards the
release of funds for development, it was important that Governments should say whether or not the proposed action would help
to that end. As far as the United States Government was
concerned, the draft resolution was counter-productive.
The fourth preambular paragraph stated: "that the s')ierPowers have at last recognized that there are compelling reasons to
prevent what might become an uncontrollable escalation of the
niuclear arms race". The United States Government would regard
that statement as impertinent, in the light of its twenty-five years
of effort in the United Nations and elsewhere to make progress in
disarmament. It was simply not true that the United States had
only now recognized the compelling reasons referred to, and such
a suggestion would be regarded by the United States people and
their Government as an affront. It was counter-productive to
suggest what the motives of Governments might be, and the draft
resolution, designed to help improve the situation, in fact would
make it harder for his Government to respond to the basic
intentions of the sponsors.
It was an unwise limitation of the draft resolution to refer
specifically in the preamble to the great Powers. The question of
the -elationship between disarmament anid development was not
one for any particular Government or groupi of Governments. The
Secretary-General's report, based on replies from Governments,
had shown that the high cost of arms was a typical problem in
developing countries, where weapons expenditure was rising faster
and constituted a drain on development capacities.' Furthermore,
the deletion from operative paragraph I of the reference to
"limitations of arms" made the draft resolution less generally
applicable to all Governments, large or small, and left only the
general and abstract hope of progress towards general and
complete disarmament.
'See Doci•ments on Disarnament,1962, vol. i, pp. 42-48.

642

DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1970

In short, he did not find that the problems he had raised at the
preceding meeting were in essence solved by the changes proposed.
The United States did not oppose any effort to link the promise of
disarmament with the release of resources for economic and social
development, or appropriate discussions of the ecoromic and
social consequences of disarmament. But it did oppose the
implications of some elements of the draft resolution, which
presumed to propose measures to use resources that were not yet
available. It would be better to concentrate on the separate
problems of disarmament and development, while affirming the
link between them, and not to consider spending $65,000 to
implemeni the draft resolution.
Statement by the Mexican Representative (Garcia Robles) to the
Firqt Committee of the General Assembly: Comprehensive
Program of Disarmament, November 20, 19701
I took the liberty of asking to speak now solely because my
duties in the Department of Foreign Affairs of my country oblige
me to leave tomorrow for Mexico and I shall be absent from New
York for more than a week. It will therefore be impossible for me
to return to New York in time to submit this Jocument when
disarmament questions are being discussed in the First Committee.
I therefore wish to thank the Chairman and the members of the
Committee for kindly allowing me to take the floor.
Before formally presenting this draft, which I shall do very
briefly, I wuzld like to express my delegation's deepest sympathy
to the repri,; ntative of Pakistan on the tragedy that has plunged
his country into mourning.
I have the honour formally to submit to this Committee the
draft resolution sponsored by the delegations of Ireland, Morocco,
Pakistan, Sweden, Yugoslavia and Mexico, contained in document
A/C.I/L.537. 2 Adoption of this draft by the General Assembly
would basically imply two things: first, a recommendation from
the most representative organ of the international community to
the Conferent. of the Committee on Disarmament that in its
future deliberations the latter take into account the comprehen3
sive disarmament programme annexed to the draft resolution,
which obviously leaves open the door to considw-ing any other
suggestions concerning disarmament that might be forthcoming in
the ronference; secondly, it wQuld be an invitation to all States to
use that comprehensive disarmament programme as a guideline for
their disarmament measures and activities.
'A/C.I/PV.1767, pp. 2-7.
'Ante. pp. 611-612.

'The program was substantially identical with the six-nation paper of Dec. I (post,
pp. 653-658).
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With regard to the contents of the programme annexed to the
draft resolution, I should first like to stress the fact that we, the
sponsors of the original text subinitted to the Committee on
Disarmament or. 27 August 1970,4 agreed to include in it a
number of changes and modifications, which attests to our
conciliatory approach and our readiness to consider opinions from
all those delegations that have seen fit to contact ours.
The significance, scope and purposes of the programme are,
however, still the same as those of the original document and it
could not be otherwise. My comprehensive statement of 9
November concerning that programme makes it unnecessary for
me to restate its airas today. I would merely recall that, as I said at
that time, the basic objective of the programme is to contribute to
the correct channelling of disarmament negotiations so that
progress could be made not only on collateral measures but also
on those measures that form an integral part of the process of
general and complete disarmament under effective international
control. As the General Assembly itself has reaffirmed, that is still
the most important question confronting the world today and the
objective that is most in keeping with the aspirations of all the
peoples of the earth.
It would, I think, be superfluous to point out every change
made to the original text. We are convinced that a careful
comparison of the two texts, which doubtless members of the
Committee will make, will enable them fully to appreciate what I
have termed a spirit of understanding and compromise after the
prolonged conveisations that led to the amendments that have
been introduced, during which the representative of Morocco, who
is now one of the sponsors of our draft resolution, made a highly
constructive contribution, the other five sponsors of that draft
join me in hoping that the moment has come for the
Loinprehensive disarmament programme to be presented for the
formal consideration of the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament.
We fully realize that the possibilities of formulating a
programme of this nature are infinite. Yet we believe it is high
time for the Committee's record specifically to show the
respective positions of delegations on this outstandingly important
matter so that in future the positions taken in light of the
fundamental aim of the programme I outlined a few moments ago
can be quite objectively assessed.
On 5 November, at the Committee's 175 1st meeting, one of the
most prominent members of the Committee on Di,'rmament,
spoke in his eloquent statement of the draft programme that
served as the basis for %4hatnow appears as an anmex to the draft
resolution which I am introducing, and referred to it z-s
"4 Ante. pp.

459465.
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a serious and constructive document which deserves most thorough attention aad
consideration by the General Assembly, now that it is -iled upon to set the gtidelines
and the targets for the Decade ... It cannot be discarded, ignored or set aside for the
sake of the often-invoked considerations of political realism. It is in fact the most
significant document to emerge from the last sessions of the Conference of the
Comnuttee on Disamr."ent. It p,,:serves the concept of general and complete
disarmament and, if adopted by the General Assembly, with t&;, changes and
amenidmients which might be deaned convenient, it would prove to the world that the
Agreed Principles of 1961 still stand and that disarmament is still a serious question in
the agenda of the United Nations. ... '

It would in fact, I think, he presumptuous for thl sponsors of
the draft comprehensive programme of disarmamen, to echo such
generous appreciations of its vajue, even though we have heard in
this Committee room othcr equally laudatory statements from
representatives of the most diverse regions of the world. But what
we can and do fully share is the opinion expressed by all that it is
our duty to wait no longer to pronounce ourselves on it.
We hope that the General Assembly will show, by approving the
draft resolution we are submitting, that the best is the enemy of
the good and that in the choice between the continuation of
sterile Byzantine discussions on the matter in the Committee on
Disarmament and the coi-centration of the efforts of the
Committee on Disarmament on tasks that brook no delay-such as
those covering the prohibition of the development, production
and stockpiling of chemical and biological weapons and the
destruction of arsenals of such weapons, as well as the prohibition
of underground nuclear-weapon tests, to give only two
examples-there can be no wavering. Further, between a
comprehensive programme of disarmament, that is theoretically
perfect and that might ultimately be adopted-who knows?-by
the year 2000, and the modest recommendation that another
programme which is already prepared and is, regardless of its
flaws, a balanced programme offering reasonable guarantees of
effectiveness and c;apable of showhig its beneficial effects
immediately, the decisicii is an easy one, since it is, obviously, the
second alternative that mnust be adopted.
Revised Maltese Dratt Resoluticn Introduced in the First
Committee of the General Assembly: New Techniques of
Uranium Enrichment, November 23, 1970'
The General Assembly,
Noting that all States have the inalienable right to develop
research, production and use of nuclear energy for peaceful
purposes without discrimination,
'The statement by Ambassador Araujo Castro appean in A/C, I'PV.1751, pp. 4245.
For the agreed principles, see DOument o Don mwrnn. 1969, pp. 439-442.
'A/C.I/L.534/Rev. I. Nov. 23, 1970. After further revision by the Maltese
repre•ntiiv,- (post. pp. 649-651). this draft became pt. C ofGeneraJ Assembly Resohution: 2661 (XXV), post, pp. 681-683.
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Aware of the development of new techniques of uranium
earichment,
Considering that these new techniques may contribute to the
promotion of the use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes,
Considering also that these new techniques may be utilized for
mil-tary purposes unless subject to effective safeguards,
Noting that the International Atomic Energy Agency is engaged
in the study of safeguards under the Treaty on the
Nen -Proliferation of Nuclear Weapcns, 2
1. Requests the International Atomic Energy Agency to pay
particular atterntion to the safeguards required with respect to new
techniques for uranim enrichment;
2. Requests further the International Atomic Energy Agency to
inform the General Assembly at its twenty-sixth session on its
consideration of this subject.

Statement by the United States Representative (Leonard) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Peaceful Nuclear
Explosion Services, November 25, 1970'
The question has been raised of the relationship between the
development for peaceful purposes of a nuclear explosive device
by a non-nuclear-weapon State and the proliferation of nuclear
weapons. The position of the United States 'as been stated
repeatedly by United States representatives. For example, on 8
June 1967, Ambassador William Foster, then Director of the Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency and the United States
representative to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee,
told that Committee:
... a nuclear explosive devicc capable of moving vast quantities of earth in an
uninhabited area is also a nuclear explosive capable of destroying a city and its
inhabitants. No amount of argumentation can obscure this fact or its implications.
S..So we :nust return to that one indisputable fact. A nuclear explosive device for
peaceful purpcýes could be usew as a nuclear weapon. Both have one significant, relevant
characteristic as iai as a non-proliferation treaty is concerned. Both can be used to
threaten, to attack, to destroy.

On 25 January 1968, Mr. Adrian Fisher, then Deputy Director
of ACDA, told the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee that:
.. - the acquisition of the technology of nuclear explosions would be contrary to the

very concept of non-prciferatica-

He added:
... it is at, indisputable technological fact th-At the development and manufacture of
'uclear explosive devices intended for peaceful usc, is indistinguishable frorn the
deve'opment -,nd manufacture of nuclear weapons.'
2 Documents on

Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461465.
'A/C I/PV. 177'., pp. 27-28.
SDoý'uments on Disarmament, 1967, pp 253-254.

Ibid., 1968, p. 27.
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Similar statements were also made by Ambassador Goldberg in
the First Committee on 26 April 1968,4 and they have just been
quoted by the representative of Pakistan.
My Government remains convinced that the technology
involved in producing nuclear explosive devices for peaceful
purposes is indistinguishable from that involved in producing
nuclear weapons, and therefore that the production of any such
explosive device by a non-nuclear weapon State wot,Jd be
equivalent to the proliferation of nuclear weapons.
With respect to the draft resolution contained in document
A/C.l/L.540, 5 my delegation considers that it treats in a
satisfactory manner the subject of preparations for the
establishment of an international service for peaceful nuclear
explosions, and we will support it.
Statement by the Indian Representative (Jain) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly: Peaceful Nuclear
Exploaion Services, November 25, 1970'
The question of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes can
only be considered in the larger context of the development of
nuclear energy for peaceful purposes. The Govertmient of India
has been of the firm and consistent view that the deveopment and
benefits of the technology of nuclear energy for peacefui prposes
should be available to all States without any discrimination. All States should be free to acquire the knowledge of extracting
all possible benefits from the de"llopment of nuclear energy for
peaceful purposes. They should be able to do so by themselves and
have the fr•,edom to use such knowledge. Nuclear technology is the
technology of the future and is likely to become a most crucial
and potent instrument of economic development and social
progress, particularly in the case ol the developing countries. It
would be invidious for q great part of the world to become
dependent on a few nuclear-weapon States for the knowledge and
application of this technology. India is opposed to any effort to
create discrimination in the peaceful nuclear field among States
according to whether or not they possess nuclear weapons as any
such effort could only widen the economic and technical gap
which alreap," exists and which the developing countries are
striving very hard to close. 11 ib not the knowledge of nuclear
technology or its use for peaceful purposes, but only its misuse
through diversion to the production and deployment of nuclear
weapons which constitutes a threat to peace.
What is, therefore, needed is action in the following two
directions: firstly, urgent and concrete steps towards nuclear
Tbid. p. 229.
'Identical with res. 2665 (XXV), post, p. 689.
'A/C.I/PV.1772, pp. 28-30.
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disarmament; and, secondly, the application of safeguards to
prevent the misuse of nuclear technology. In order that safeguards
be effective, they should be based on objective, scientific and
non-discriminatory criteria, and should be applicable to all States
without exception.
The delegation of India, in its statement before this Committee
on 12 November, outlined the approach that ýhould be adopted
for seeking a solution to the question of nuclear explosions for
peaceful purposes. The delegation of India stated:
India is convinced that a correct and equitable solution of the question of nuclear
explosions f'or peaceful purposes can only be found in the context of a comprehensive
nuclear test ban, and that meanwhile the discipline of the Partial Test-Ban Treaty2
should be observed by all States. An international regime for peaceful nuclear explosions
should be established and the benefits of technology made available to all States on a
basis of equiality. We agree with the proposal that, while the technical aspects of the
question of peaceful nuclear explosions, including the establishment of an international
service, should continue to be dealt with by the International Atomic Energy Agency,
the prnciples governing the creation of an international regime should be discussed at
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament?

I should now 1i'.e to make a few comments on behalf of the
delegation of 4India on the draft resolution contained in document
A/C. 1/L.540.
As regards the establishment of an international service for
nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes under appropriate

international control, the International Atomic Energy Agency is
fully competent to undertake this responsibility, and the Agency
should, in conformity with its Statute, provide these services on a

non-discriminatory basis and upon request by Member States.
This represents our understanding of the draft resolution in
document A/C. 1/L.540, whitch the Indian delegation supports and
will vote for. The draft resolution would have the General
Assembly express its appreciation for the studies already carried
out by the International Atomic Energy Agency and commend the
Agency for its efforts to compile and evaluate information on the
present status of the technology of nuclear explosions for peaceful
purposes and make such information available on an international
scale.
The delegation of India cannot agree to any interpretation of
the draft resolution which goes beyond any of its provisions.
Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roehchin) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly; Peaceful Nuclear
Explosion Services, November 25, 1970'
The Soviet delegation would like to make a few comments in
connexion with the forthcoming vote on the draft resolution on
"DoLcumenis on Disarmament, 1963. pp. 291-293.
'A/C.I/PV.17S8, p. 18.
[dentical with res. 2665 (XXV), post, p. 689
'A/C.I/PV.1772, pp, 31-35.
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the question of the establishment, within the framework of the
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), of an international
service for nuclear explosions for peaceful. purposes under
appropriate international control.2
The position of the Soviet Union concerning the carrying out of
peaceful nuclear explosions has already been stated on numerous
occasions in this Committee as well as in the Committee on
Disarmament. Its position on this question proceeds from the
provisions of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons.' Article II of that Treaty, which has already been
mentioned here by the representative of Pakistan, provides that
non-nuclear-weapon States undertake not to accept nuclear
weapons or any other nuclear devices o. control over such
weapons or devices directly or indirectly from anyone and not to
manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other
nuclear explasive devices and not to seek or receive any assistance
in the manufacture of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive
devices. This formulation of article II of the Treaty is based upon
the objective fact, which has been stressed here ,lready by various
representatives who have already spoken, that any nuclear
explosive device may be utilized as a weapon. The treaty is
required to avert such a possibility.
In article V of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons provision is made for the establishment of a system of
international co-operation in the peaceful application of nuclear
explosions, and special .provisions are made that within the
framework of such co-operation there should be no discrimination
whatsoever. Provision is also made that the charge for the
explosive devices used will be as low as possible and exclude any
charge for research and development of the nuclear explosion
technology itself.
The Soviet Union considers that a systematic implementation of
the 'reaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons would
provide to non-nuclear-weapon States parties to the Treaty all
possibilities for obtaining the potential benefits of the peaceful
uses of nuclear explosions.
The Soviet Union has already stated its attitude to the question
of the role of IAEA in connexion with the use of nuclear
explosions for peaceful purposes under the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. 4 The Soviet Union
supported the resolution of the General Conference of the Agency
on this subject, in which it is *ndicated that IAEA may efhvctively
carry out the role of ani international organ through which the
benefits of the peaceful uses of nuclear devices may be channelled
tc States parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons.
• identical with res. 2665 (XXV), post, p. 689.
'fDocuments on Disarmament, 1968. pp. 461-465.
" See GC(XII)/OR.1 2 1, pp. 3-4, and GC(XU)/INF/!04.
' Documents on Disarmament, 19&6?, pp. 667-668.
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In defining its position the Soviet Union proceeds from the
proposition that IAEA is an international organ specially
established for co-oneration in the use of atomic energy for
peaceful purposes. Du-ing the course of its existence the Agency
has accumulated considerable experience in the organization of
international co-operation in this particular field. A special role of
the Agency in regard to problems connected with atomic energy is
set out in the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons, which gives IAEA the function of verifying that nuclear
material will not be transferred for the purpose of producing
nuclear weapons. It may be noted with satisfaction that IAEA has
already proceeded in a practical manner with the carrying out of
tasks connected with peaceful nuclear explosions under the
aforementioned Treaty.
In view of these Lconsiderations, the Soviet delegation will
support draft resolution A/C. 1/L.540 and will vote in favour of it.

Statement by the Maltese Representative (Pardo) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly: New Techniques of
Uranium Enrichment, November 25, 1970'
Mr. Chairman, I should like to thank you for permitting me to
introduce the draft resolution contained in document
A/C. I/L.534/Rev. 1.1 I shall be extremely brief.
In the first place, let me explain that the draft resolution
submitted by my delegation is not intended in any way to
question the inalienable right of any State to develop research,
production arid use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes or to
develop new technologies in the field of peaceful nuclear activities.
Those rights are specifically guaranteed in the non-proliferation
Treaty 3 and we have incorporated the substance of the text of
article IV. I of the non-proliferation Treaty in the first paragraph
of the preamble of the revised draft resolution to make our
position perfectly clear.
We also recognize, willingly and withi'uit reservation, that new
methods of uranium enrichment have been developed primarily as
a contr.ibution to the peaceful uses of nuclear energy, as a
delegation observed in Geneva last February. That concept has
been incorporated in the third paragraph of the preamble. The
reason for the submission of our original and of our revised draft
resolution does not reside in the fact that we have any doubt of
the entirely peaceful intentions of the countries concerned, but
rather in the wide implications of the technological developments
that have taken place.
'A/C.I[PV.1772. pp. 38-42.
'Ante, pp. 644-645.
'Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 461-465.
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There are two sources of nuclear weapons, enriched uranium
and plutonium. In the consideration by the United Nations (;f the
question of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, it was
assumed that the major danger of proliferation would derive from
the large increase in plutonium production to be expected in the
near future as a result of the great expansion in nuclear reactor
acti,,ities.
It was also assumed that the production of enriched uranium
would not be a serious problem, because the gaseous diffusion
method of uranium enrichment had been mastered only by the
nuclear-weapon States, because a major research and industrial
effort would be required to produce enriched uranium by this
method and because, even if this method of uranium enrichment
were mastered, a very heavy capital investment would be needed
to construct the plants necessary to accomplish the enrichment.
The developmetit of new methods of uranium enrichment has
produced a radical change in the situation. It is relevant in this
connexion to observe that while the gas diffusion method of
uranium enrichment was a monopoly of the nuclear-weapon
States, approximately a dozen countries are developing new
methods of uranium enrichment. Thus the wide dissemination of
new technologies involved cannot be effectively limited.
Accordingly, we share the concern expressed by the SecretaryGeneral of the United Nations to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament last February.'
The development by several countries of new techniques of
uranium enrichment gives rise to a certain number of problems.
Malta has ratified the non-proliferation Treaty and my
Government has contacted the International Atomic Energy
Agency for the purpose of negotiating an agreement under article
111.4 of the Treaty. Thus, when consultation with more
experienced delegations indicated that censideration by the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmaencat of the implications
of new technologies for uranium enrichment might be
inopportune at the present time, we had no difficulty in revising
our draft resolution. In the revision, we suggest consideration only
of problems which are within the competence of the International
Atomic Energy Agency. Consideration of those problems in the
context of the safeguards system to be established under the
non-proliferation Treaty cannot be avoided if the long-term
viability of the Treaty is to be assured.
To make it perfectly clear, however, that we would not wish the
International Atomic Energy Agency to ignore previously known
techniques in establishing the safeguards system under the
noni-proliferation Treaty, I would, with your permission, Mr.
Chairman, make a slight amendment to operative paragraph 1.
This would be to insert the word "also" after the words
4

CCD/PV.450, p. 9.
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"International Atomic Energy Agency" in line I of this paragraph,
and to delete the word "part;cular" in the same line. Operative
paragraph 1 would accordingly read:
"Requests the Internationai Atomic Energy Agency also to pay
attention to the safeguards required with respect to new
techniques for uranium enrichment".
Furthermore, I would propose a very slight amendment to
preambular paragraph 4, to make it clearer and more precise. I
would suggest, the insertion of three words after the word "that"
in preambular paragraph 4, the words being "material produced
by" and to substitute the word "diverted" for the word "utilized"
in the same line 'ii preambular paragraph 4. The preambular
paragraph as amended would read:
"Considering also that material produced by these new techniques
may be diverted for military purposes unless subjected to effective
safeguards,".
We believe that the insertion of these words will make this
preambular paragraph more precise.
We attach particular importance to the last paragraph of our
draft resolution. We strongly believe that the General Assembly
which discussed the non-proliferation Treaty over a period of
years and which subsequently commended the Treaty to Member
States, is at least entitled to be informed of the manner with
which it is proposed to adapt to the advance of technology the
safeguards system to be established under the non-proliferation
Treaty. This is a fundamental right of the General Assembly which
.1hope will not be contested.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly: Cessation of Nuclear
Arms Race, November 30, 1970'
In connexion with the discussion of the draft resolution of the
non-aligned States on the question of the cessation of the nuclear
arms race, in document A/C.l/L.532, I should like to explain the
position of tl.e Soviet delegation with regard to this draft
2
resolution.
In the operative part we find an appeal to Governments of
nuclear-weapon Powers "to bring about an ii .mediate halt in the
nuclear arms race and to cease all testing as well as deployment of
nuclear-weapon systems, offensive and defensive".
As everyone is well aware, ever since the appearance of nuclear
weapons the Soviet Union has consistently been in favour of the
'A/C.I/PV.1776, pp. 3-4.

•The draft res. wis idcntical with pt. A of rea. 2661 (XXV), post. pp. 681-683.
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banning and total elimination of tnese weapons of mass
duýtruction. Guided by this purpose, for the whole course of the
post-war negotiations on disarmament here in the United Nations,
in the Committee on Disarmament and in other forums, the Soviet
Union has tried and is still trying to ensure that nuclear weapons
are taken out of military arsenals of States once and for all.
In a memorandum of the Government of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics on certain urgent measures to cease the arms
race and to achieve disarmament on 1 July 1968, which was
published in connexion with the signing of the Treaty on the
Non-Proliieration of Nuclear Weapons, the Soviet Union once
again stressed its wish to spare mankind the danger of nuclear war
and in this connexion proposed to all nuclear Powers that they
immediately proceed to negotiations on the cessation of the
production of nuclear weapons, a reduction of stockpiles and the
subsequent full banning and elimination of nuclear weapons,
under appropriate international control. The Soviet Government
stated at that time its readiness to begin such negotiations with all
other nuclear Powers at any time. 3 In accordance with article VI
of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, every
participant in this Treaty has assumed the obligation a- is
indicated in the article I mentioned:
...
to pursue negotiations in good faith on affective measures relating to cessation of the
nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament...

We attach extreme importance to this obligation and we
consider that the appeal to all nuclear Powers to cease the nuclear
arms race is fully in accordance with the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons.4
On the basis of th.t position of principle with regard to the
question of nuclear disarmament, the Soviet Union supports the
appeal to the Governments of the States which possess nuclear
weapons immediately to cease the nuclear armr race. We are of

course guided-and we have repeatedly indicated this-by the fact
that it is important to take essential measures for nuclear
disarmament, which must be undertaken by all nuclear States.

Statement by the United States Representative (L-onard) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Cessation of
Nuclear Arms Race, November 30, 1970'
The United States sympathizes, of course, with the general
objective of this draft resolution.2 As the Committee is aware, we
are now engaged in the demanding task of seeking to give practical
'JDocuments on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 466 ft.

'Ibid, pp. 461.465.
'A/C.I/PV.1776, p. 12.
2Identical with pt. A of res. 2661 (XXV),posi, pp. 681-682.
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effect to the goal of curbing nuclear armaments. The talks which
we have been conducting with tihe Soviet Union to this end have
been progressing in a -erious and determnined manner, and are now
continuing. The issues involved are extremely complex, however,
and a draft resolution such as this, laudable though its purpose
might be, cannot in reality contribute to progress. For that reason
my delegation will abstain.
Statement by the United States Representative (Leonard) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: New Techniques of
Uranium Enrichment, November 30, 1970'
The United States is prepared to support the draft resolution
contained in document A/C. 1/L.534/Rev.2 4 because it is generally
consonant with our view that in peaceful nuclear activities within
non-nuclear-weapon States nuclear materials should be subjected
to appropriate international safeguards. I should, however, like to
make a few remarks on the substance of the proposal.
First, it is our understanding that, as indicated by earlier
speakers, the International Atomic Energy Agency is in fact
"already contemplating developing safeguard procedures for isotope
enrichment plants. Further preliminary work and consultations
will, however, have to be carried out before the Agency car, bring
this task to fruition. This is technically a highly complicated
problem, and it may take some time to develop the procedures.
Fortunately there is some time to do the job, since the enrichment
programmes outside the nuclear-weapon States are still in a
relatively early stage of development.
Secondly, we believe it is important to note, as earlier speakers
have, that satisfactory safeguard procedures need to be developed
to cover proven as well as new techniques .of isotope enrichment.
We do not ;nterpret this draft resolution to suggest that there
should be some distinction between the need to safeguard new
techniques and the need to safeguard old techniques.
Six-Power Paper Submitted to the General Assembly: Comprehensive Program of Disarmament, December 1, 1970'
INTRODUCTION

The present comprehensive programme of disarmament has
been elaborated in compliance with the request made by the
'A/C IPV. 1776, pp. 26-27.
'Identical with pt. B of res. 2661 (XXV), post. p. 682.
'A/8191 and Corr. 1, Dec. 2, 1970. The paper was submitted by !reland, Mexico,
Morocco, Pakistan, Sweden, Yugoslavia. An earlier version of the program was attached
to the six-power draft res. of Nov. 18 (ante. pp. 611-612.).

4 ,51-9J 0
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General Assembly in resolution 2602 E (XXIV) approved on 16
December 1969, by which it declared the decade of the 1970s as a
Disarmament Decade. 2
In the light of the coo'tents of that resolution it would seem fully
justified to state that the request of the General Assembly implies
that the comprehensive programme of disarmament should
embrace not only the work of the Conference of the Committee
on Disarmament but all negotiations and other acts on this matter,
in whatever forum and form they may take place, and that the
programme should include effective procedures in order to
facilitate the co-ordination of such activities and ensure that the
United Nations General Assembly be kept informed on their
progress so as to permit it the proper performance of its functioas,
including the constant evaluation of the situation.
It seems advisable to point out that the term "disarmament" is
used here in the same manner as it has been in the various forums
of the United Nations, that is, as a generic term which
encompasses and may designate any type of measures relating to
the matter, whether they are measures for the prevention, the
limitation, the reduction or the elimination of :rmiaments, or the
reduction of military forces.
1. OBJECTIVE

The aim of the comprehensive programme is to achieve tangible
progress in order that the goal of gcneral and complete
disarmament under effective international control may become a
reality in a world in which international peace and security prevail,
and economic and social progress are attained.
Ii. PRINCIPLES

1. The measures in the comprehensive programme should be
carried out in accordance with the Joint Statement of Agreed
Principles for Disarmament Negotiations of September 1961;
taking into account the obligations undertaken in various treaties

on disarmament and the relevant resolutions of the United

Nations, and all new elements and possibilities in this area.
2. The highest priority should be given to disarmament
measures dealing with nuclear and chemical and biological
weapons.
3. The problem of general and complete disarmament should
be given intensive treatment, parallel to the negotiations of partial
disarmament measures, including measures to prevent and limit
armaments and measures to reduce armaments, n order to facilitate
further clarification of positions and possibilities, including the revisi-'- and updating of the existing draft treaties submitted by the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America respectively, 4 or the submission ol new proposals.
Documents on Disarrnament.1969, pp. 713-715.
'Ibid., 1961. pp. 439-442.
"Ahid., 1965. pp. 77-102, 111-140,
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4. The principle of balanced disarmament should be kept in
mind. It concerns both a numerical decrease of rien in arms 3nd
types of arms to prefixed levels, and packages of disarmament
measures by which an over-all balance is achieved that is judged by
all parties to be satisfactory in the light of their own security.
Particular efforts will have to be undertaken by militarily
important Powers in order to reduce the gap tlkat exists between
them and other countries. It is understood that the final solution
of the limitation and reduction of conventional armaments can
only be obtained within the framework of general and complete
disarmament.
5. Verification methods form an indispensable part of
disarmament measures. When elaborating such methods it must be
recognized that a 100 per cent certainty can never be obtained by
any such system. A single method of control is rarely sufficient.
As L rule, a combination of several methods should be employed,
mutually reinforcing one another in order to achieve the necessary
assurances that a certain disarmament measure is being observed
by all parties.
6. The comprehensive progiamme is correlated with other
United Nations programmes for peace-keeping and international
security. Progress in the former should not, however, be made
dependent on progress in the latter and vice versa.
7. The necessity should be kept in mind of avoiding, when
concluding disarmament agreements, any adverse effects on the
scientific, technological or economic future of nations.
8. A substantial portion of the savings derived from measures in
the field of disarmament should be devoted to promoting
economic and social development, particulariy in the developing
9. In disarmantent agreements every effort should be made not
to prejudge or pre-judice juridical or other unresolved issues in any
outside field.
10. Concerted efforts should be made to associate militarily
significant States, in particular all nuclear-weapon Powers, with
the negotiations for disarmament.
!1. The United Nations, which has specific responsibility for
disarma-ment under the Charter, shouid be kept informed of all
efforts thereon, whether unilateral, bilateral or multilh.teral.
1"2. Public opinion should be given adequate information about
armament and di&,armament, so that it might bring its influence to
bear on the strengthening of disarmament efforts.
I!I. ELEMWNTS AND PHASES OF THIE PRO(CRAMME

A. Disaryament trea!fes in frrce or in preparatio/i
I. The results achieved so far in the disarmament field and the
agreements anticipated for the immediate future consist of partial
or collateral measures, facilitating and forming part of the final
aim of general and completc disarmament under effective
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international control. Such results consist mainly of the following
treaties:
(a) The Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of
Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological
Methods of Warfare of 1925s ;
(b) The Antarctic Treaty of 19596;
(c) The Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the
Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water of 19637;
(d) The Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of Statez
in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the Mocn
and Other Celestial Bodies of 19678 ;
(e) The Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin
America and its two additional Protocols of 19679;
(f The Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapon:s of
1968.10
Particular attention should be paid to the fulfilment of the
obligations arising from these treities, to the review conference
provided for in some of them, and, when that is the case, to the
adoption of measures intended to complete them.
2. Efforts and negotiations to reach agreement at an early stage
of the Disarmament Decade on treaties and conventions whose
contents have been for some time under consideration by the
General Assembly, the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament and other competent international forums should be
urgently intensified. This work has included consideration of:
(a) The prohibition of the development, production and
stockpiling of chemical and biological weapons and the
destruction of existing stocks of such weapons;
(b) Further measures in the field of disarmament for the
prevention of an arms race on the sea-bed and the ocean floor, and
the subsoil thereof; and
(c) The ban on underground nw'loear-weapon tsts.
B. Other measi ,es of disannament
1. Prevention and limitation of armaments
The pos'sibilities of giving effect as soon as possible to the
measures specified h1zow should be the object oi persistent
sknitiny and negotiation.
(a) Nuclear weapons
(i) A moratorium or, cessation of testing and deploying new
strategic nuclear-weapon systems;
S Ibid-,

1969, pp. 764-765.

"Ibid.. 1945-1959, vol. 11, pp. 1550-1556.
"7Ibid..1963. pp. 291-293.
"Ibid., 1967. pp. 38-43.
'Ibid., pp. 69-83.
""Ibid., 1968, pp. 4 6 1-4 6 5 .
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(ii) The cessation of production of fissionable material for
military purposes and the transfer of existing stocks to civilian
useS;
(iii) A freeze or limitation on the deployment of all types of
nuclear weapons;
(iv) The conclusion of regional agreements fo; the
establishment cf additional nuclear-weapoa free-zones;
(v) A solution of the problem concerning the prohibition of the
use of, or the threat to use, nuclear weapons.
(b) Conventional armaments and armed forces
(i) Further prohibitions of the use for military purposes of the
sea-bed and the occan floor, and the subsoil thereof;
(ii) The establishment of ceilings on the level and types of
comnentional armaments and the number of qimtd forces;
(iii) Restrictions on the creation of foreign military bases and
the stationing of troops ard militar/ equipment in foreign
territories,
(iv) Convening of regional conferences at the initiative of the
States of the region for the prevention and limitation of
armaments.
2. Reduction of all armaments, armed forces and military
expenditures
At the appropriate stage in the disarmament negotiations, ways
and means of carrying out the following measures shouid be
thoroughly explored and actively negotiated:
(a) Gradual reductions in nucieai aimainents;
(b) Gradual reductions in conventional armaments and armed
forces;
(c) The conclusion of regional non-aggression, seurity and
dlsarriamenL treaties at the initiative of the States concerned,
(d) Gradual withdrawal of troops and bases from foreign
territories;
(e) Reduction in military expendi
s.
3. Elimination of armaments

In accordance with the Joint Statement of Agreed Priricip!es for
Disarmament Negotiatiorw of 1961, the final stage of the
Comprehensive programme should be the conclusion of a treaty on
general and complete disairmament undet effective intermationial
control, providing for Zhc prohibition and elimination of nuclear
weapons. and the reduction of conventional armaments and armed
forc%.s i,) levels required for the maintenance of internal order and
for internationai peace-keeping.
IV. PIA('E-K I,+PING AND SECURITY
I

It is rcognieo that there is a close int,,rrelationsihip among

1
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disarmament, international security, the peaceful settlement of
disputes and a climate of confidence.
2. During the period of the negotiations for the disarmament
measuics listed above, there should be parallel negotiations in the
appropriate forums for the establishment or development of
United Nations peace making and peace-keeping machinery and
procedures in order to increase and ensure the maintenance of
international peace and security.
'3. Agreement on such measures will facilitate the success of
disarmament efforts, just as the adoption of disarmament
measures will create favourable conditions for the strengthening of
international security. Nevertheless, as has already been pointed
out above, progress in one of these categories of measures should
not be made dependent on progress in the other, and vice versa.
V. PROCEDURE

1. The General Assembly should consider annually the progress
made in the implementation of the comprehensive programme.
Every three years, the General Assembly should review the
comprehensive programme and revise it as warranted. This Will
entai! an evaluation of the over-all situation in the field of
disarmament and a compariso~i between the development in regard
to armaments and disarmament. The United Nations Disarmament
Comamission might be reactivated and entrusted with a part of this
task.
2. The practice of requesting the Secretary-General to prepare,
with the assistance of expert consultants, authoritative studies on
concrete questions relating to the arms race and disarmament
should be continued.
3. Ther advisability of carrying out studies by qualified groups
of experts on specific problems of disarmament, which warrant it,
should be carefully explored in the Conference of the Committee
or. Disarmament.
4. Thzre should be more conferences and scientific exchanges
among 3cientists and experts from various countries on the
problem cf the arms race and disarmament.
5. Universities and academic, institutes should be encouraged to
establish continuing courses and seminars to study problems of the
arms race, military expenditures and disarmament.
6. The increased exchanigc, and publications of relevant
infoimLtioIo and data, should lead to greater openness, to the
establishmert of i•reater confidence among States and increased
knowledge and interest in these matters among the public.
7. The fasibility of convenlirg, in due time and after
appropriate preparatory work, a world disarmament conference of
all States should be thoroughly studied.
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Statement by the Yugoslav Representative (Bofinovi") to the First
Committee of the General Assembly: Comprehensive Program
of Disarmament, December 3, 1970'
I havc the honour, on behalf of the delegations of Argentina,
Brazil, Ecuador, El Salvador, Ireland, Italy, Malta, Mexico,
Morocco, the Netherlands, Nigeria, Pakistan, Sweden, Uruguay,
Venezuela and Yugoslavia, to introduce the second revised version
of draft resolution A/C. 1/L.537, 2 which now appears as document
A/C. I/L.537/Rev.2.3
The members of the Committee are aware of the existence of
revision 1, which appeared a few days ago and which also was one
of the steps that the sponsors of the original draft resolution took
in trying to meet the viewpoints of various delegations.4 Since
that revised draft resolution has been superseded by revision 2, 1
intend to deal with the second revision.
After continuous and prolonged consultations during the last
three weeks, and more particularly the last eight days, in search of
a text that would accommodate as many viewpoints as possible
and serve the basic purpose of our presence and activity here, the
sixteen delegations have agreed to present this newly revised draft
resolution. I would like to point out briefly the major changes
which have been made in the operative part of the draft
resolution, and mention also that certain modifications have been
made in the fifth and sixth preambular paragraphs which are
self-explanatory.
First of all, may I draw the attention of members of the
Committee to the new operative paragraph 1. It
"Urges the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to
make more intensive efforts to bring about a faster pace towards
the achievement of measum, of disarmament".
This new paragraph, which is straightforward and clear,
expresses the widely shared desire of the States Members of the
United Nations and, one can say, of peoples all over the world, to
have the efforts in the field of disarmament intensified in order to
obtain more tangible results sooner.
Operative paragraph 2 expresses the -appreciation" of the
General Assembly "for the important and constructive documents
and views sutbmitted at the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament", and it then mentions four of these documents in
the chronological order of their submission.
In operative paragraph 3 the General Assembly
"Recommends to the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament that it take into account in its further work and its
'ATC.I/PV.1783. pp. 2-16.

'Ante, pp. 6 11 -ý)12.

'1Identical with Pt. C ot res. 2661 (XXV), post, pp. 682-683.
"See ante, p. 611 nI, 1
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negotiations document A/8191, as well as other disarmament
suggestions presented or to be presented in the future".
In connexion with this paragraph there are two important
aspects which I would like to stress particularly. First, the draft
resolution no longei has an annex containing the comprehensive
programme, since this seemed to be creating difficulties for some
delegations which had taken an active part in our efforts in
connexion with the draft resolution. The same programme
[which] appcared as an annex in our previous drafts would now
appear as a separate document of the General Assembly, document A/8191, which the Assembly would recommend.'
Second, the idea of a developing concept is now expressed even
more strongly since the General Assembly recommends to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to take into
account also in its further work and its negotiations "other
disarmament suggestions presented or to be presented in the
future".
Those are the major changes in the draft resolution and we
believe that they are the best proof of the flexibility and
willingness on the puirt of the original co-sponsors of the draft
resolution, as well as of other delegations, many of which have
now become co-sponsors of the revised draft, to search for and
find a compromise solution which will represent a positive
contribution to the efforts in the field of disarmament.
IPis my duty also to inform the Committee that at a meeting on
Tuesday last all the delegations which took an active part in
formulating this compromise draft resolution expressed great
satisfaction wtit ttic results achieved, stressing especially the
balance which has finally been reached among different views and,
more particularly, the fact that further cih.-ges at this point in the
draft resolution might upset the balance achieved and set back our
work at this late stage.
May I now express the hope, in the namre of the co-spo"sors,
that the draft resolution contained in document
A/C. l/L.537/Rev.2 will receive the widest possible support.
Mr. Chairman, with your permission I should now like to
proceed to make a statement in my capacity as representative of
Yugoslavia.
In its endeavours to contribute in a more specific way to the
intensification of the efforts in the field of disarmament, the First
Committee has been seized for nearly one month now of the
important

task

of

the

preparation

and

adoption

of a

comprehensive programme of disarmament.
The majority of the delegations which took part in the general
debate referred to the draft programme and to the efforts made to
meet the request made by the General Assembly at its last
Supra.w

I
!I
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session-namely, to prepare a comprehensive programme. I would
like to address myself today to certain aspects of the question of a
comprehensive programme.
There were some widely shared considerations, both here and in
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, which were
constantly kept in mind in formulating the programme and the
draft resolution and which, in our opinion, should be mentioned
again.
First, the programme of disarmament must be sufficiently
realistic to be widely acceptable, yet it must be ambitious enough
to constitute a real contribution to the acceleration of efforts in
the field of disarmament.
Second, the programme must be flexible in order to be
applicable to the complex international relations pre-ailing in the
world today.
Third, the programme should fully take into account all the
experiences and results of the twenty-five years of effort and at
the same time make provision for all new elements in this area.
Fourth, the preparation of the programme should not
degenerate into discussions that would be an end in themselves,
nor should the work on it drag on ad infinitum, thus
overshadowing the efforts related to the urgent concrete issues of
disarmament.
Naturally no one could claim that the draft resolution now
before the Committee is the best possible text, nor that its
composition could not have been somewhat different. We have
all had many exchanges of views on various approaches and on
diverse points. One could rightly assume that many delegations
could indicate parts in the programme which they would have
preferred to see somewhat differently formula.cd or even omitted.
However, having said that, I would like to point out one of the
basic features of such a document, namely, that the programme is
being prepared for all States. Consequently it must be a
compromise, broadly conceived and balanced so as to take
account of the differences in the positions of various States. As to
its flexibility, which is also indispensable, I would like to point out
that the over-all conception of the programme, the
interrelationship of its various parts, the formulations, the
outlined procedure, and so on, bear, as in the case of the draft
resolution, a very strong mark of flexibility. Disarmament in
present-day conditions, as we are all aware, could not and would
not be achieved by trying to impose one-sided views. Negotiations
and political decisions must underlie- every substantive solution.
Now I should like to mention some facts relative to the efforts
made this year with regard to the preparation of the prograrrme.
Many delegations in the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament took it upon themselves to commence the work on
the programme as soon as the Conference of the Conrmittee on
Disarmament began its work it, 1970. For instance, the delegation
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of the Netherlands submitted, as early as 24 February, a working
paper on the programme-a valuable contribution.6 The delegation
of Mexico also submitted a working paper on 5 March, in which,
among others, it urged that work be done on the preparation of
the programme and invited the two big Powers to make known
their views on the programme. I quote the following from that
document:
"... for the preparation of the comprehensive programme called

for by the General Assembly, it would be highly desirable for the
Committee to know, at ]least in broad outline, the present position
of the two States which act as co-Chairmen on the subject matter
to be covered by the programme in question, so as to have a
realistic and effective basis for the work entrusted to it in the
above-mentioned resolution." 7
That was presented on 5 March of this year.
In April a group of delegations made a spontaneous effort to
promote work on the programme. On the initiative of the Italian
delegation, a group of delegations comprising various geographical
regions met several times informally to exchange views,
suggestions, concepts, and so on, on the programme. That proved
to be a very valuable exercise. The Italian delegation, continuing
those efforts subsequently presented the working paper in
document CCD/309.O9
Later on, when it seemed to some members of the non-aligned
group that the time had perhaps come for that group-the group
of twelve--to apply itself more thoroughly to the preparation of
the programme, the group took up the subject and after initial
consideration appointed a working group of four de-etz,tions to
prepare a concrete draft.
After the first draft of the programme was presented to the
non-aligned group, that group of twelve :aade an effort to
contribute, at the level of delegations, to the drafting of a text
that would be meaningful and acceptable to the large majority of
the Members of the United Nations. That once again proved to be
not an easy task. However, thanks to many suggestions, proposals
and views expressed in the non-aligned group and thanks to many
exchanges of views among the delegations outside the group, it
was possiblc to prepare a draft of the programme which included
the views of many members of the Conference of the Committee
on Disarmament, to the extent it was judged to be possible to find
a ,ommon denorvinator. In saying that, of course, I am not :mplying tt
the group as a whole was in agreement, since that
obviously was nmt the case.
"Awe, pp. 59-63.
'((1)/277.
'Ante. p'i. 440-445.
7
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The Conference of the Committee on Disarmament considered
this subject at both its spring and its summer sessions, as can be
seen from its report. 9
I have taken some time to recall all this only to show that the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament did all it could to
prepare the programme. It was not merely for lack of time or any
similar reason that it did not come up with a draft programme
accepted by the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament as
a whole but because-as the representative of Canada rightly
remarked the other day:
of the Committee on Disarmament was
unable to come up with a prgramme for the Disarmament
Decade . . '
"...the Conference

The reason for that obviously is the political situation prevailing in
the world and the differences in the positions of many countries.
Now I Would like to stress in particular that it was under those•,
circumstances, namely, when it became obvious that the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament would not be in a
position to produce a generally agreed draft programme and
submit it to the General Assembly as requested, that the three
delegations, Mexico, Sweden and Yugoslavia, made an effort to do
something positive by submitting a draft programme to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament on 27 August.' 1
We Had in mind then, as we have now, the responsibility of the
General Assembly in the field of disarmament. We were hoping
tltiat the period of about three months between the submission of
the draft programme and the time when it would be taken up by
the General Assembly might prove sufficient to study it.
The second point which I would like to make is that we have
acted with the intention of avoiding a situation which we believe
none of us would like to see, where we would devote the next
year, or even !onger, in tie Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament te a renewed effort to produce a better programme
instead of concentrating on important, urgent and substantive
issues of disarmament.
May I recall that the provisional agenda of the Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament was prepared as late as 1968.' 2
while the Committee began its work as early as 1962. It took four
"vcars for that agenda, consisting only of four general titles, to see
ihe light of day. Moreover, there is an agreement that any
delegation may take up any subject at any tim.e, whether or not it
is mentioned in the agenda. The f:1ct that the provisional agenda
has remnained provisional is obviously due to the political
circumstances and political reality, which do not permit the
Sc ante, pp. 500-516.
, A4'.1IPV. 1772. pp. 59-4•1.

1-nto. pp. 459-4t(5.

Q68. pp. 583-584
,2 )(• u,,w,:ts on Disayrmament. 0I
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preparation of a more specific agenda. That is the situation we live
in, and consequently we do not believe that the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament, in trying to prepare a better
programme or a more specific one-a programme which we all
would like to see-should depart from its substantive work.
It is also a fact that after discussions with many delegations here
during the current session, and after having received suggestions
from several delegations, the sponsors of the draft prograrrmme
revised the text once again.
The programme as proposed now is not the work of one or
several delegations. It is rather the product of and a compromise
between many different, often opposing, positions. That is why
we should perhaps not try to attain perfection, since it appears
that we cannot do so, but instead should proceed as soon as
possible with the concrete work on some urgent measures-for
example, the complete prohibition and elimination of chemical
and biological weapons, the prohibition of all nuclear weapons
tests, and so on-and, parallel with this, should start systematic
and purpc!',,ful work on general and complete disarmament.
I would also like to underline on this occasion that the
non-aligned world, which sees the security and general economic
and social progress of the world in an early cessation of the arms
race and in real disarmament, is deepiy convinced that the
disarmament efforts must be intensified, that they must be more
substantive and that the results must be more tangible. Once again
they took a strong position at the Third Conference of NonAligned Countries, held at Lusaka, expressing themselves in favour
of the adoption of a programme on disarmament and of
intensifying efforts ;-, the field of disarmament in general.
The Yigoslav delegation strongly believes that it would be in
the interest of all if the General Assembly would recommend this
programme at this session which is marking the twenty-fifth
anniversary of the United Nations and also the first year of the
Disarmament Decade. By doing so, the General Assembly would
clearly manifest its deep interest in seeing the disarmament process
begin and would provide the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament with a document which is broad and flexible and
deals with the principal aspects of the problem of cessation of the
arms race and general and complete disarmament under effective
international cc,,trol.
By recommending this programme the General Assembly would
also enable the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to
concentrate its efforts next year on important substantive issues.
In conclusion, I wish to express the hope of the Yugoslav
delegation that draft resolution A/C.i/L.537/Rev.2 and the
progiamme will receive the widest possible support.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly: Comprehensive Program
of Disarmament, December 3, 1970'
May I set forth the position of the Soviet delegation in
connexion with the forthcoming vote on the draft 2resolution
relating to a comprehensive programme of disarmament.
In our statements in this Committee we had occasion to express
in detail the position of the Soviet Union relating to a comprehensive programme of disarmament. We stressed that the Soviet
Union, in principle, did not object to working out that programme
on condition that it be consonant with the task of putting an end
to the arms race and reaching agreement on urgent measures in
that field. In addition, we noted that in preparing the disarmament
programme full account should be taken of the points of view and
positions of the various parties to the disarmament negotiations.
Only thus, after complex and detailed prepar.ations and largescale mutual consultations, will it be possible to work out an
agreed and generally acceptable document. It this were not the
case, if this essential condition were not respected, no agreement
can be reached on an effective and realistic programme of
disarmament. If we apply these criteria, when appraising the
comprehensive programme of disarmament, 3 based on the programme prepared by Mexico, Yugoslavia and SwedLri, 4 we must
take note of the fact that it meets none of the 7riteria we
mentioned.
We value highly the efforts of the sponsors of that document in
their desire to find a solution io the problem of a programme of
disarmament. However, we cannot agree that the programme
worked out by them proposes effective measures and points to a
correct course which would be consistent w th the need to put an
end to the arms race. Its essential defect is that it is a
contradictory document which contains proposals, some of which
are unacceptable to some States, and others uracceptable to other
States.
The programme does not specify the time-table for disarmament measures, nor does it prescribe a clear-cut programme which
would make it possible to put an end (o the arms race. The
approach to that task is also unsatisfactory in our view. It was not
discussed at length either in the Conf,;rence of the Committee on
Disarmament or in the General Assembly. That is why our
deleg,Aion 2annot endorse it. That has already been said here by
many other delegations.
From its content the draft resolution under discussion clearly to
some extent approves of the comprehensive programme of
'A/C.I/PV.1783, pp. 36-37
I Identical with pt.C of re, 2661 (XXV), post. pp. 682-683.
'Ante, pp. 653-658.
4
Ante, pp. 459A65.
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disarmament suggested by six countries. It clearly grants priority
to that document as compared to all other proposals and views
expressed on those matters. Therefore, our delegation does not
deem it possible to agree to the draft programme suggested by the
three countries and thus we shall not be able to support that draft
resolution. When the vote is taken, our delegation will abstain.
Statement by the United States Representative (Leonard) to the
First Committee of the General Assembly: Comprehensive
Program of Disarmament, December 3, 1970'
The United States delegation is pleased to support draft
resolution A/C. 1/L.537/Rev.2.6
We appreciate the spirit of compromise on the part of its
sponsors which has led to successive improvements in the text of
the draft resolution. Those improvements have, we believe made
the draft resolution widely acceptable. It is appropriate in our
view for this Committee to recommend to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament that it take account in its future
deliberations on document A/8191,7 as weil as other disarnmmentt

suggestions which have already been presented or may tn the
future be submitted. My Goveriment does not necessarily agree
with all of the ideas and formulat-'.ns in document A/8191, nor
do we necessarily consider it an exhaustive treatment of the
subject and our favourable vote on that draft resolution should
not be interpreted as an endorsement of the programme. Nevertheless, the document contains many useful concepts which we Ihall
certainly wish to take into account and we are most gratelful +0
the authors of the document for their very considerable contribution to our work.
Statement by the French Representative (de ia Gorce) to the First
Committee of the General Assembly: Comprehensive Program
of Disarmament, December 3, 1970'
The French delegation wishes first of all to recall that last year
it approved the principle of the disarmament decade, and it would
gladly today have supported a text which, within the framework
of that decade, would recall the objective of general and complete
disarmament and at the sane time reaffirm the responsibility of
I AV.(.I/PV.1783, pp. 3740.
* Identical with pt. C •f res. 2661 (XXV), post, pp. 682-683
7
SAn te, pp. 653-658.
A/'C.I/PV.7H3, pp. 3841.
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the United Nations in that regard. We find that idea in the third
paragraph of the preamble of the draft resolution. 2
We also approve several of the fundamental elements of the
disarmament programme' explicitly mentioned in operative paragraph 3 of the draft resolution. We have in mind the provision
contained in sub-paragraph 10 of the principles of that programme
which stresses the need to associate with the negotiations all the
nuclear Powers, and the paragraph which stresses the importance
of the problems of control.
We also approve the provision which stresses the importance of
control. But we are not able to vote in favour of the draft
resolution as a whole for reasons which have to do both with
procedure recommended by the draft in operative paragraph 1 and
the inclusion in the work programme recommended for the CCD
in paragraph 3 of certain measures of a partial character with
which we disagree in principfe. Neither this procedure nor those
measures appear to us to be likely to foster genuine progress as
wished for by the sponsors of this draft themselves. Therefore the
French delegation will abstain during the vote.
North Atlantic Council Communique, December 4, 1970'
The North Atlantic Council met in Ministerial Session at
Brussels on 3rd and 4th December, 1970. Foreign. Defence and
Finance Ministers were present.
2. Ministers again stated that the political purpose of the
Alliance is the common search for peace through initiatives aiming
at the relaxation of tension and the establishment of a just and
lasting peaceful order in Europe, accompanied by appropriate
scurity guarantees.
3. The Council received a statement from President Nixon
which pledged that, givcn a similar approach by the other Allies,
the United States would maintain and improve its own forces in
Europe and would not reduce them except in the context of
recipro.;al East-West action. Ministers expressed their profound
satisfaction at the reaffirmation of Alliance solidarity expressed in
this statement.
4. Ministers reviewed the international situation as it had
developed since their last meeting in May in Rome. They noted
that 1970 had been a year of extensive diplomatic activity by
member governments of the Alliance to initiate or intensify
contacts, discussions and negotiations with the members of the
Warsaw Pact and with other European countries. Ministers paid
particular attention to the Strategic Arms Limitations Talks, the
Treaties negotiated by the Federal Republic of Germany with the
Soviet Union and Poland, intra-German relations, Berlin and the
situation in the Mediterranean.
2

Identical with pt. C ofres. 2661 (XXV). post, pp. 682-683.

'Ante, pr. 653-658.

'lDpartimert of State Bulletin, Ja'n. 4, 1971, PP. 2-6.
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5. Ministers welcomed the resumption at Helsinki in November
of the negotiations between the United States and the USSR on
Strategic Arms Limitations. They expressed the hope that the
talks would lead, at an early date, to an agreement strengthening
peace and security in Europe and in the world.
6. Ministers noted with satisfaction the signing of the Treaty
between the Federal Repubic of Germany and the USSR on 12th
August, 1970,2 and the initialling of the treaty between the
Federal Republic of Germany and the Polish People's Republic on
18th November, 1970.Q They welcomed these Treaties as contributions toward reduction of tensions in Europe and as important
elements of the modus vivendi which the Federal Republic of
Germany wishes to establish with its Eastern neighbours. Ministers
noted the clarifications made in the context of the Treaties, and
reflected in the exchanges of notes between the Federal Republic
of Germany and the Three Powers, to the effect that quadripartite
rights and responsibilities for Berlin and Germany as a whole
remain unaffected pending a peace settlement which would be
based on the free decision of the German people and oih the
interests of European security. Ministers welcomed the beginning
of an exchange of views between the Federal Republic of
Germany and the GDR an-' expressed the hope that this exchange
will prepare the ground for geniune negotiations between the two.
Ministers reviewed the development of the quadripartite talks in
Berlin.
7. In considering the situation with regard to Berlin and
Germany, Ministers recalled their statement in the Brussels
Declaration of 5th December, 1969 (paragraph 10) to the effect
that concrete progress in both these fields would constitute an
important contribution to peace and would have great weight in
their evaluation of the prospects for improving East-West relations
in Europe.4 Indeed, these prospects would be put in question
failing a satisfactory outcome to the current Berlin negotiations.
With this in mind, Ministers stressed th,.. importance of securing
unhindered access to Berlin, improved circulation within Berlin
and respect by all for the existing ties between the Western sectors
of Berlin and the Federal Republic of Germany which have been
established with the approval of the Three Powers. They underlined the need for an u-Ldersianding between the Federa! Republic
of Germany and the GDR on a negotiated settlement of their
mutual relations which would take account of the special features
of the situation in Germany.
8. Ministers took note of a report on thl situation in the
Mediterranean prepared on their instructions by the Council in
Permanent Session. They noted that the evolutior of evecnts in the
area gives cause for concern and justifies careful vigilance on the
2

Ante. pp. 403-404.

'10 In terational.LegalMateria",1 2 7 (Jan. 197 1).

"Dfx'uments on Disarmament, 1969, p. 627.
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part of the Allies. They recommended that consultations on this
question should continue, and they invited the Council in
Permanent Session to keep the situation under review and to
report fully thereon at their next meeting.
9. As a result of tbeir review of the international situatxon and
its positive and negative aspects, Ministers e nphasized that these
developments in Europe and the Mediterranean all affect the
Alliance diriectly or indirectly, and have a bearing on the
possibilities of reducing tensions and promoting peace.
10. Ministers noted that the initiatives which had beei taken
by Allied Governments had already achieved certain results which
constituted some progress in important fields c" East-West
relations. Nevertheless thair hope had been that more substantial
progress would have been recorded in bilateral exploratory
contacts and in the on-going negotiations, so that active consideration could have been given to the institution of broad multilateral
contacts which would deal with the substantial problems of
security and co-operation in Europe. They afiLimed the readiness
of their governments, as soon as the talks on Bedin have reached a
satisfactory conclusion and in so far as the other on-going t"lks are
proceeding favourably, to enter into multilateral contacts with all
interested governments to explore when it would be possible to
convene a conference, or a series of conferences, on secrity and
co-operation in Europe. In this event, the Council would give
imm,:Adiace attention to this question.
11. In the meantime, the Council in Permanent Session will
continue its study of the results which might be achieved -t any
such conference or series of conferences, and of the appropriate
exploratory and preparatory procedures, including the proposals
that have already been advanced. The Allied Co-vernments will also
pursue energetically their bilateral exploratory conversations witn
all interested states on questions affecting security and co-operation.
12. Ministers recalled that any genuine and lasting improvement in East-West relations in Europe must be based on the
respect of the following principles which should govern relations
between states and which would be included among the points to
be explored: sovereign equality, political independence and terrin
torial integrity of each European state; non-interference and
non-intervention in the internal affairs of any state, regardless of
its political or social system; and the right of the people of each
European state to shape their own destinies free of external
constraint. A common understanding and application of these
principles, without condition or reservation, woold give full
meaning to any agreement on mutual renunciation of the use or
threat of force.
13. In the fiel'd of international co-operation, *he contacts
mentioned in paragraph 10 might provide an c, portunity to
consider ways and means of ensuring closer co-operation between
451-963 0- 11 - 44
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interested countries -n the culturail economic, technical and
scientific levels, and on the question of human environment.
Ministers reaffirmed that the freer movemrvnt of people. ideas and
information is an cssential element for the dev.lopment of such
co-operation.
14. Ministers rote.t that Alliance studies on the various aspects
of the mutuai bid balanced force reductions cuestion have further
progressed sinice the Rome Meeting and instructed the Council in
Permanent Session to pursue studies in this field.
15. Ministers representing countries participating in NATO's
integrated Defence Programme re-emphasized the importance they
attach to mutual and balanced force reductions as a means of
reducing tensions and lessening the militaiy confrontation in
Europe and recalled the Decloratiors on this question issued at
Reykjavik in 1968' and at Rome earlier this year.6 They noted
that tte Warsaw Pact countries have ,not directly responded to
these Declarations but have mentioned the possibility of a
discussion at some futur- time of the question of7 reducing foreign
armed forces on the territory of European states.
16. These Ministers renewed their invitati~n to interested states
to hold exploratory talks on the basis of their Rome Declaration,
and also indicated their readiness within this framework to
examine different possibilities in the field of force reductions in
the Central Region of Europe, including the possible mutual and
ba'.anced reduction of stationed forces, as part of an integral
programme for reduction of both stationed and indigenous forces.
17. Ministers reaffirmed their profound interest in genuine
disarmament and arms control measures. In this connection, they
expressed their satisfaction with progress towards a ban on the
emplacement of weapons of mass destruction on the sea bed. They
further considered the pursuit of Allied efforts and studies in all
fields related to disarmament to be essential, including those
concerning biological and chemical weapons. They invited the
Council in Permai-nt Session to continue to examine these
matters.
18. Ministers endorsed the recent Council recommendation to
Allied Governments to start work at once in order to achieve, by
0975 if possible but not later than the end of the decade, the
elimination of intentiozial dischargcs of oil and oily wastes into the
sea. This and the other accomplishments of the Con i-ittec on the
Challenges of Modern Society during the past year we,-, welcomed
by Ministers as evidence that the Allies are effectively combining
their resources to stimulate national and international aztion on
environmental problems.
19. Ministers examined a report on the achievements of the
Conference of National Armaments Directors and its subordinate
"s
Documents on Disarmament. 1968, pp. 447 ff.
'Ante. pp.225-230.
'Ante, pp. 244-245.
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bodies in the promotion of co-operation in research, development
and production of military equipment during the four years of its
existence. Thty noted that, in spite of the excellent progress that
had been made in the exchange of information on defence
equipment, it had proved po~sible to establish relatively few firm
NATO projects for co-operative development and production of
equipment. They recognised that more political support would be
necessary to ov, rcome the obstaclts to greater co-operation. They
agreed to the need for a more positive approach in order to
achieve the financial and operational benefits of more widespread
adoption of jointly developed and produced equipment.
20. Minister; of the countries participating in NATO's integrated defence programme met as the Defence Planning Committee on 2nd December, 1970.
21. M'linisters concentrated their discussion on a comprehensive
study, i~hich has been in progress since lvst May, of the defence
problems which the Alliance will face in the 1970s. They approved
for public release the text at Annex.
22. Ministers confirmed that NATO's approach to security ir
the 1970s will continue to be based on the twin concepts of
defence and detente. They reaffirmed the principle that the overall
military capability of NATO should not be reduced except as part
of a pattern of mutual force reductions balanced in scope and
timing. They ',greed that East-West negotiations car. be expected to
succeed onij if NATO maintains an effective deter -ent and
defensive pvstv,.e. Ministers confirmed the continued validity of
the NATO strategy of flexibility in response, which includes
forward defence, reinforcement of the flanks and capabilities for
rapid mobilisatinmi, and calls 'or the maintenalce of military
capabilities which are able to provide an appropriate counter to
any aggression. They noted the continuous rise in Dviet defence
and defence-related expenditure and the evidence that the USSR is
continuing to strengthen still further its military establishment,
including that in the maritime field where Soviet power and the
range o'." its activity have markedly increased. They, therefore,
emphasized the need for improvements in NATO's conventional
deteu:ent, as well as the maintenance of a sufficient and modern
tactical and strategic nuclear deterrent.
23. The security of NATO being indivisible, Ministers underlined the special militcr:, and political role of North American
forces present 'n ELrope as an irreplaceable contribution to the
common defence. In parallel they welcomed the important
decision of European member nations participating in NATO's
integrated defence programme to make an increased common
European effort to strengthen the defence capability of the
Alliance. The establishment of a special European Defence
Improvement Programme of substantial additional measures will
significanti, strengthen NATO's capacity for defence and for crisis
management in fields, incluaing communications, which have been
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identified in the "AD 70s" Study as having particular importance.
24. In respect of the above Study, Ministers invited the
Defence Planning Committee in Permanent Session to draw up a
suitable programme and to ensure that all possible progress is
made.
25. Mini-t rs noted the force commitments undertaken by
member nations for the year 1971 and adopted the five-yeax
NAFO force plan covering the period 1971.1975. They gavw
directions for the development of a force plan for the next NATO
planning period.
26. Ministers viewed with concern the evidence, of coit~aruing
growth in Soviet military strength in the Mediterranean. Such
developments, they felt, could constitute an increasingly significant threat to the security L.-f the Al'iance. Ministers commented
with approvai on steps which have been taken to ;improve the
Alliance's defence posture in the Mediterranean. Referring to their
Communique issued in Brussels on 11th June of this year,
Ministers directed that urgent attention to be given to the
development and implementation of further appropriate measures.
27. Within the field of crisis management, Ministers reviewed
communications facilities for high level political consultation and
for command and control; they agreed to a number of important
measures designed to improve and exoand these vital facilities.
They encouraged further efforts in the field of civil preparedness
and civil emergency planiing. They noted progress made on
various defence studies. They also noted that the trend towards
more sophisticated equipment at increasing cost may well continue, and they stressed that foithcoming modemisation programmes would offer an oppoftunit.i for increased co-operation.
28. The Ministeiial Meeting also provided the Defence Ministers
comprising the Nuclear Defence Affairs Committee (Bclgium,
Canada, Denmark, Germany, Greece, Italy, Netherlands, Norway,
Portugal, Turkey, United Kingd-ir and I Jited States) with the
occasion to review work recently in progress in the Nuclear
Planning Group and plans for the future. Acting on the recommcndaticon of the Nuclear Defence Affairs Committee, the
Defence P!anning Committee adopted the po'Jcy.• documents
-labor:. ed by the Nuclear Planning group at their mecting in
Venice last Spring and finalised at Ottawa in October this year.
These documents are in consonance with NATO's strategy of
f1exitbility in response.
29. The next Ministerial Meeting of the Defence Planning
Committee will take place in the Spring of 197 1.
30 The Spring Ministerial Meeting of the Council will be held
in Lis;,on on 3rd and 4th Jine, 1971.
3 1. Ministers requested the Foreign Minister of Belgium to
transmit this Communique on their behalf through diplomatic
channels to all other interested parties including neutral and
non-aligned governments.
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ANNEX

A lliance Defence for the Seventie-,
The Allied countries participating in the integrated defence
efforts decided at a meeting of the Defence Planning Committee in
Permanent Session in May of this year to examine in depth NATO
defence problems for the next decade.
2. The North Atlantic Alliance has made a practice over the
years of periodically conducting major reviews an ' adapting its
policies to accord with the changing circumstances of the times. A
notable recent example was the study undertaken in 1967 which
refuli.ed in the Report on the Future Tasks of the Alliance
esta",!ishing defence and detente as complementary pillars of its
activities. That report stated that "collective defnce is a stabilising factor in world politics. It i,, the necessary condition for
effective policies directed towards a greater relaxation of tensions'. 8 Against thi3 background, governments earlier this year
recognised the particular timeliness of a full and candid exchange
of views among the Allies on their common defence over the next
ten years. This examination of NAI'O's defence capability in the
light of current and prospective military and political developments has now been completed.
3. NATO's approach to security in the 1970s will continue to
be based on the twin concepts of defence and detente. Defence
problems cannot be seen in isolation but must be viewed in the
broader context of the Alliarncc'& "'•ic purpose of ensuring the
security of its members. There is a close inter-relationship between
tie maintenance of adequate defensive strength and the negotiation of settlements affecting the security of the member states.
4. The 1970s could develop into an era of successful negotiations between members of the North Atlantic Alliance and those
of the Warsaw Pact. On Western initiative, there are now
negotiations under way between East and West which could lead
to a real relaxation of tensions. It is hoped that there will be
satisfactory progress in on-going talks on a limitation of strategic
nuclear ",'apons and on an improvement of the situation in and
around Berlin, and in other current negotiations between individual member.; of NATO and the Warsaw Pact. The Alliance will
continue to seek improved East-West relations, and in the
framework of this effort, one of its principal aims will be to
engage the Soviet Union and its allies i-i meaningful talks on
mutual and balanced force reductions and other disarmament
measures. Progress in this field would facilitate dealing with 'zhe
defence pr3blems of the next decade. This period might also see
convened one or more conferences on European security and
co-operation
5. On the ,lier hand, the Allies cannot ignore certain
disturming featires in the international situation. The evidence
Doicuments on Disarmament, 1967, pp. 679-681.
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thus far suggests that the USSR, intent on extending and
strengthening its political power, conducts its international relations on the basis of concepts some of which are not conducive to
detente. In particular, its concept of sovereignty is clearly
inconsistent with United Nations' principles. At the same time,
Soviet military capabilities, besides guaranteeing the USSR's
security, continue to increase and provide formidable backing for
the wide-ranging assertion ol Soviet influence and presence,
per,.istently raising questions regarding their intentions. In real
terms, there has been a continuous rise in Soviet defence and
defence-related expenditures between 1965 .id 1969 of abcut 5%
to 6% per year on average and the evidence is that the USSR is
continuing to strengthen its military establishments still further.
The contrast between these figures and the corresponding info"-'tion relating to the Afliance may be seen from paragrIAo: i(i
below. Whether East-West relations can in the-,e circumstance," be
significantly improved will depend mainly on the actions of the
USSR and its Warsaw Pact allies, and on the attitudes they bring
to negotiations now in progress or in prospect.
6. The position of the Alliance and its member countries dadiring
this period of exploration and negotiation, with special reference
to European security and mutual force reductions, would be
weakened if NATO were to reduce its forces unilateral I,,,,
especially thos, in the European area, wad in particular at a time
when it is confronted with a steady growth in Soviet military
power, which manifests itself above all in the strategic nuclear and
maritime fields. NATO i.',:mber states must, therefore, maintain a
sut:ficient level of convcwtional and naclear strength for defence as
well as for deterrence, thus flrnishing a s-)vod basis from which to
negotiate and undeilining that negotiation is the only sensible road
open. Progress towards a meaningful detente in an era of
negotiation will, th,ýref,;re, require the maintenance of a strong
collective defenze posture.
7. The present NATO defence strategy of deterrence and
defence, with its constituent concepts of flexibility in response
and forward defence, will remain valid. It will continue to require
an appropriate mix of nuclear and conventional forces.
8. It is to be hoped that svccess in strategic arms limitation
talks will be achieved. Allied strategic nuclear capability will in
any event remain a key element in the security cf the West during
the 1970s. At the present time, adequate nuclear forces exist and it
will be e.scntial that this capability, which includes the continued
commitment of theatre nuclear forces, is maintained.
9. The situation in the fit Id of conventional forces is less
satisfactory in view of certain imbalances between NATO and
Warsaw Pact capabilities. Careful attention needs to be paid to
priorities in improving NATO's -nnventional strength in the
1970s. In the allocation of resctrces, pr*-,rity will be given to
measures most critical to a balanciA Alliance defence posture in
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erms of deterrent effect, ability to resist externa' poli -Al
pressure, and tht. pr' ..pt availability or rapid enhancenitcnt of the
forward defensive capability in a developing crisis. In add'tion to a
capability to deter and counter major deliberate aggression, Allied
forces should be so structured and organized as to be capable of
dealing also with aggressiorns and incursions with more limited
objectives associated with ,iatimidation cr ,ic creation of faits
accomplis, or with thos(-, aggrt.ssions which might be the result of
accident or miscalcuiati'on. In short, Allied foi-,tes should be so
structured and orgao-ized as to deter and counter any kind of
aggreion. Important areas in NATO's convenional defence
pos t ' re to which attention should be paid in the next decade
include: armour/anti-armour potential; th,. air situation including
aircraft protection; overall maritime capabilities, with special
reference to anti-submarine forces; the situation on NATO's
flanks; the peacetime deployment of ground forces; further
improvements in Allied mobilization and reinforcement capabilities as well as in NATO communications, for crisis management
purposes.
10. The Alliance possesses the basic resources for adequate
conventional strength. However, member countries are confronted
with diverging trends in the pattern of expenditures and costs. On
the other hand the cost of personnel and equipment continues to
mount and most NATO countries are faced with major re-equipment programmes. On the other, in many member cou'ntries the
share of GNP devoted to defence has declined and, eve n if outlays
in money terms have risen, outlays in real terms havr -Ii.-I'inished
owing to inflation. In marked contrast with the trend in Warsaw
Pact countries' military expenditure, defence expenditures of the
NATO European countries taken as a whole and calculated in real
terms went down by 4% from 1964 _o 1969.
11. It is of paramount importance that there be close collaboration among all member states to :nure the most effective
collective defence posture. It is equally important tiat the burden
of maintaining the necessary military strength should be borne
cu-operatively with ewch member making an appropriate contribution.
12. The commitment of substantial North American forces
deployed in Europe is essential both politically dnd mi-litarily for
effective deterrence and defence and to demonstrate the solidarity
of NATO. Their replacement by European forces would be no
substitute. At the same time their significance is close.y related to
an effective and improved European defence effort. Ten of the
European countries have ti -:-fore co-sultea among themselves to
determine how it would be possible for them individually and
collectively to make a more substantiai contribution to the overall
defence ( f the Treaty area.
13. As a result the ten countries havrt decided to adopt a special
European Defence Improvement Piog-,amme going well beyond
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previously existing plans and designed to inmprove Allianme
capability in specific fields identified as of particular importance
in the current study. This Programme will comprise:
(a) an additional collective contribution, in the order of $420
million over five years, to NATO common infrastructure to
accelerate work on the NATO integrated communications system
and on aircraft survi-Val measures;
(b) numerous important additions and improvements to national fU-cces, costing at least $450-500 million over the next fEve
ye•rs plus very substantial further amounts thereafter; the forces
corncmrned will all be committed to NATO;
(r) other sigrificant financial measures to improve collective
defence capabilily, costing $79 million over the next two years.
Thu f It ited States and Canada have welcomed this Programme,
and havt reaffirmed their intention to maintain their forces in
Europe at substantially their current levels.
14. After careful review of the propo-cals -merging from the
examination of defence problems in the Seventies, the Defence
Planning Committee in Ministerial Session on 2nd December 197u,
adopted concrete proposals aimed at improving NATO's defence
capabilities.
Draft Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear
Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the
)ea-Bed and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof,
December 4, 1970'
The States Parties to this Treaty',
Recognizing the common interest of mankind in the progress of
the exploration and use of the sea-bed and the oceai, floor for
peaceful purposes,
Considering that the prevention of a nuclear arms race on the
sea-b,.d and the ocean floor serves the interests of maintaining
world peace, reduces international tensions, and strengthens
friendly relations among States,
Convinced that this Treaty constitutes a step towards the
exclusion of the sea-bed, the ocean floor and the subsoil thereof
from the armis race,
Convinced that this Treaty constitutes a step towards a Treaty
on general and complete disaimai-ent under strict and effective
' A/8198, pp. 12-16. Substantially the same as the draft t,-aty of Sept. I (nte, pp.
475-479), except for the addition of the names of the depositary governments in art. X.
At the Dec. 3 riee'ing 4if the FirsiCommittet of theGeneral Assembly. the Soviet and U.S.
r'epr-ien:atives stateni thai their governments were prepared to serve as depositry
pow" ;. uid the Chairman annourLod that the Secr,-tariat %oMid insert tLhe names of the

depossaay governments in the rticle (A/C.I/l'x .1783, p. 56). The re, ijed text was
inclu.led in the Dec. 4 report of the First Corrmiztee (A/8198) and annexed to G.A. reM
1660 (XXV 1 infra.
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international control, and determined to continue negotiations to
this, end,
Convinced that this Treaty will further the purposes and
principles of the Charter of the United Nations, in a manner
consistent with the principles of international law and without
infringing the freedoms of the high seas,
Have agreed as follows:
Article I
1. The States Parties to this Treaty undertake not to emplant
or emp!ace on the sea-bed and the ocean floor and in the subsoil
thereof beyond the outer limit of a sea-bed zone as defined in
Article H any nuclear weapons or any other types of weapons of
mass destruction as well as structures, launching installations or
any other facilities specificaiy designed for storing, testing ,
using such weapons.
2. The undertakings of paragraph I of Lhis Article shall also
apply to the sea-bed zone refei-ed to in thv same paragraph,
except that within such sea-bed zone, they shall not apply either
to the coastal State or to the sea-bed beneath its territorial waters.
3. The States Parties to this Treaty undertake not to assist,
encourage or induce any State to carry out activities referred to in
paragiaph 1 of this Article and not to participate in an,', oter way
in such actions.
Article H
For the purpose of this Treaty the outer limit of the sea-bed
zone referred to in Article I shall be coterminuus with the
.Welve-mile outer limit of the zone referred to in Part II of the
'onmention on the Territorial Sea and the Co•itiguous Zone,
sigled in Geneva on 29 April 19582 aad shall be measured in
a "ordance with the provisioni ot Part I, Section 11, of this
2 onvention and in accordance with international law.
Article III
1. In order to promote the objectives of -nd ensure compliance
with the provisions of this Treaty, each State Party to the Treaty
shall have the right to verify through observation the activities of
other States Parties to the Treaty on the sea-bed and the ocean
floor and in the subsoil thereof beyond the zone referred t,, in
Article 1, provided that observation does not interfere with such
activities.
2. If after such observation reasonable doubts remain concerning the fulfihnent of the obligations assumed under the Treaty, the
State Party having such doubts and the State Party that is
responsible for the actiý'ities giving nse to the doubts shall consult
with a view to removing the do,,hts. If the doubts persist, the
State Party having such doubts shall notify the other States
'I5 US-& ,506.
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Parties, axid the Parties concerned shall co-operate on such further
procedurtms for verification as may be agreed, including appropriate
inspection of objects, structures, installations or other facilities
that reasonably -wn.y be expected to be of a kind described in
Article I. The Pa;" its in the region of the activities, including any
coastal State, anu -rly other Party s' requesting, shall be entitled
to participate in such consultation and co operation. After
completion of the further procedures for verification, an appropriate rzport shall be circulated to other Parties by the Party that
inittated such procedures.
3. ;f the State responsible for the activities giving rise to th-e
reasonable doubts is not identifiable by obkervation of the object,
structure, installation or other facility, the State Party having such
-0ts -;hall notify and mafc appropriate inquiries of States
f'artie. in the region of the activ.ties and of any other State Party.
If it is ascertained through these inquiries that a particular State
Party is responsible for the activities, that State shall consult and
co-operate with other Parties as provided in paragraph 2 of this
AAicle If the iden 'ty of the State responsible for the activities
cannot be ascertainied through these inquiries, then further
veýrification procedures, including inspection, may be, undertaken
by the inquiring State Party, which shall invite the participation of
the Parties in the region of the activitiP,•, including any coastal
State, and of any o her Party desiring wu co-overate.
4. If consultati )n and co-operatior, pursuant to paragraphs 2
and 3 of this Article have not removed the doubts concerning the
activitiec and there remains a serious question concerning fulfilment of the obligations assumed under this Treaty, a State Party
may, in accordance with the provisions of the Charter of tl,United Nati ns, refer the matter to the Security Council, which
may lake action in accordance with the Charter.
S. Verification pursuant to this Article may be undertaken by
any State Party using its own -aeans, or with the full or partial
assistance of any other State Party, or through aopropriate
international procedures within the framework of t.e United
Nations and in accordance with its Charter.
6. Verification activities pursuant to this Treaty shall not
interfere with activities of other States P,"rties and shall be
conducted with d te regard for rights recenized under intemational law including the freedoms of the high seas and the iignh-1 of
coasta! States with respect to the e.-tpoiation and exploitation of
their continental shelves.
Article IV
Nothing in this i reazy shall be interpreted as supportng or
prejudicing the position of any State Party with respect to existing
international conventions, including the 1958 Convention on the
Territc.rial Sea an( the C,.ntiguous Zone, or with respect to rights
or claims which such State Party may assert, or with respec,.
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recognition or non-recognition of rights or claims asseited by any
other State, related to waters off its coasts; including inter alia
territorial seas and contiguous zones, or to the sea-bed and the
ocean floor, including continental shelves.
Article V
The Par-ties to this Treaty undertake to continue negotiations in
good faith concerning further measures in the field of disarmament for the prevention of an arms race on the sea-bed, the ocean
floor and the subsoil thereof.
Article VI
Any State Party may propose amendments to this Treaty.
Amendments shall enter into force for each State Party accepting
the amendments upon their acceptance by a majority of the States
Parties to the Treaty &nd thereafter for each remaining Sfute Party
on the date of acceptance by it.
Article VII
Five years after the entry into force of this Treaty, a conference
of Parties to the Treaty shall be held in Geneva, Switzerland, in
order to review the operation of this Treaty with a view to
assuring that the purposes of the preamble and the Provisions of
the Treaty are being realized. Such review shall take i,,to account
any relevant technological developments. The review conference
shall determine in accordance with the views of a majority of
those Parties attending whether and when an additional review
confererce shall be convened.
Article VIIR
Each State Party to this Treaty shall in exercising its national
sovereignty have the right to withdraw from this Treaty if it
decides that extraordinary events related to the subject matter of
this Treaty have jeopardized the supreme interests of its country.
It shall give notice of such withdrawal, to all other States Parties to
the Treaty and .o the United Nations Security Council three
months in advance. Such notice shall incdl,.e a statement of the
e..traordinary events it considers to have jeopardiztd its supreme
interests.
Article IX
The provisions of this Treaty shall in no way affect the
obligations assumed by States Parties to the Treaty under
international instruments establishing zones free from nuclear
weapons.
Article X
I. This Treaty shall be open for signature to all States. Any
State which does not sign the Treaty aefore its entry into force in

I
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accordance with paragraph 3 of this Artickl "may accede to it at
any time.
2. This Treaty s~hall be subject to ratificatior by signatory
States. Instruments of ratification and of accession shall be
deposited with the Governments of the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland and Xe United States of America, which are hereby
designated the Depositary Governments.
3. This Treaty 5hall enter into force after the deposit of
instruments of ratification by twenty-two Governments, including
the Governments designated as D)epositary Governments of this
Treaty.
4. For States whose instruments Af ratification or accession are
deposited after the entry into forct of this Treaty it shall enter
into force on the date of the deposit of their instruments of
ratification or accession.
5. The Depositary Governments shall promptly inform the
Governments of all signatory and acceding States of the date of
each signature, of the date of deposit of each instrument of
ratification or of accession, of the date of the entry into force of
this Treaty, and of the receipt of other notices.
6. This Treaty shall be re,`,%tered by the Depositary Governments pursuant to Artic, . 2 of the Charter of the United
Nations.

I

Article V
This Treaty, the Chinese, English, French, Russian and Spanish
texts of whiich are equally authentic, shall be deposited in the
archives of die Depositary Governments. Duly certified copies of
this Tr 'ity shit d be transmitted by the Depositary Governments to
the Governirenrs ff the States signatory and icceding thereto.
!'n witre-ss whereof the undersigned, being duly authorized
thereto, have signed this Treaty.
DoIe in
_
at
,this
day of_
General Assembly Resolution 2660 (XXV): Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Other
Weapons of Mass Destruction on the S:41ed and thc Ocean
Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof, December 7, 1970"
The GenerelAssembly,
Recalling its resolution 2602 - (XXIV) of 16 XIcember 1969,4
,
Convinced that the prevention of a nuclear arms race on the
sea-bed and the oý.ean floor serves the interests of maintaining
SAiRKES2660 (XXV), Feb. 9, 1971. The resolution was approved by a vote of 104
to 2 tEI Salvador, Peru), with 2 abstentions (Ecuador, France).
4 Documents on Diwirmument. 196).

p. 7"15.
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world peace, reducing intemnatonal tensions and strengthening
friendly relations among States,
Recognzizing the common Linterest of mankind in the reservation
of the sea-bed and the ocean floor exclusively for peaceful
purposes.
Hcving considered the report of the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmnament, dated 11 [3! September 1970,' and
being appreciative of the work of the Conference on the draft
Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear
Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Sea-Bed
and the Ocear, Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof,6 annexed to the
report,
Convinced that this Treaty will further the purposes and
principles of the Charter cŽf the United Nations,
1. Cbmmends the Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons and Oth%-;1 Weapons of Mass Destruction
on the Sea-Bed and thcý Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof,'
the text of which is annexed to the oresent resolution;
2. Request's theý depositary Governments to open the Treaty for
signature and ratific~ition at the earliest possible date;
3. Exprt~sses the bope for the widest possible adherence to the
Treaty.
General Assembly Resolution 2661 (XXV): General and Ciomplete Disarriament, De'cember 7, 1970'

A2
The General Assembly,
Convinced of the necessity, for the very survival of mankind, of
bringing the nuclear arm., i~c- to an iminediate hialt,
R.-calling its resolutions 2416 D (XXIEt of 20 Decemtwer 19681
and 2.602 A (XXIV) of 16 Decertiber 1939 ,'
Noting wý*h satisfaction the cun tiiuatiora of bilatetal negotiations between the Governments of the Urior of S,-Yviet Socialist
Repubiics and the United States of America on the limitation of
offensive and defensive strategic nuclear-weaponi systems,

Believing that the possibilities for rapid success in these

negotiations wot-ld incrz-a:; If sterps wv.rZ taketi rnow by the
1 iuclear-weapon Powe-rs to -halt the development of new nuclear
weapons,
sAnt-e, pp. 500516.

'Ante, pp. 475-479.
'Supra
AI'RES, 2661 (XXV). _-f)eý:. I I1-P C.
2Pt. A was approfed by a vot: vf 102 to 0, with 14 abitf-nt tns (Ausfraliit, At ntt"
HBIriun., ChunPA, trnlanc, Frawe.~ Gretcc, Haiti. ItsI}, Luxemibouarg, Ne~theirlarncs, . ey,
Li K_. U.S.).
'JDetumen'rv o:7 Daar.'rannt,41968, pp. 3004801.
'Ibid., 1969, pp. 7 10-711.
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Urges the Governments of the nuclear-weapon Powers to bring
about an immediate halt in the nuclear arms race and to cease all
testing as well as deployment of offensive avd defensive nuclearweapon systems.
B5
The General Assembly,
Noting that all States have the inalienable right to develop
res•earch, : raduction and use of nuclear energy for peaceful
purposes wi;?iout discrimination,
A ware of the development of new techniques foi uranium
enrichment,
Considering that these new techniques may contribute to the
promotion of the use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes,
Considering also that material produced by these new techniques may be diverted for weapons purposes unless subject to
effective safeguards,
Noting that the International Atomic Energy Agency is engaged
in the study of safeguards under
the Treat, on the Non6
Weapons,
Nuclear
of
Proliferation
1. Requests the International Atomic Energy Agency to pay
attention aiso to the safeguards required with respect to new
techniques for uranium enrichment;
2. Further requests the International Atomic Energy Agency to
inform the General Assembly at its twenty-sixth session on its
consideration of this subject.
C-0
The GeneralAssembly,
Recalling its resolution 2602 E (XXIV) of 16 December 1969,8
Further recalling its resolution 1722 (XVI) of 20 December
1961,9 by which it welcomed the joint statement of agreed
principles for disarmament negotiations, submitted on 20 September 1961 by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the
United States of America,' 0
Reaffirming once again the responsibility of the United Nations
in the attainment of general and complete disarmament, which is
the most important question facing the world today,
Considering that it has declared the decade of the 1970s as the
Disarmmunent Decade,
Having considered the working papers on a comprehensive
programme of disarmament submitted by the Netherlands on 24
sPt. B waf adcopted by a vote of 107 to 0, with 7 abstentions.
'Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 451-465.
7 Pt. C was adopted by a vote of 106 to O, with 10 abstentions (Bulgaria, Byelorssian
S.S.R., Cuba, Czechoslovakia, France, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Ukruiman S.S.R.,

U.S.S.R.).
lDocumeats on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 713-715.
'Ibid., 1961, pp. 741-742.
"*!bid., pp. 439:442.
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February 1970' ' and by Italy on 19 August 1970,'12 and the
draft comprehensive programme of disarmament submitted by
Mexico, Sweden and Yugoslavia on 27 August 19701' to the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament,
Having considered 2lso the opinions expressed in the debates of
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament and of the
First Committee concerning the question of a comprehensive
programme of disarmament,
1. Urges the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to
make more intensive efforts to bring about a faster pace towards
the achievement of disarmament measures;
2. Expresses its appreciation of the important and constructive
documents and views submitted at the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament, including the working papers on a
comprehensive programme of disarmament submitted by the
Netherlands on 24 February 19% and by Italy on 19 August 1970
and the draft comprehensive programme of disarmament submitted by Mexico, Sweden and Yugoslavia on 27 August 1970,
and of the comprehensi te programme of disarmament submitted
to the General Assembly by Ireland, Mexico, Morocco, Pakistan,
Sweden and Yugoslavia on 1 December 1970;14
3. Recommends to the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament that it take into account in its further work and its
negotiations document A/8191 and Corr. 1I I as well as other
disarmament suggestions presented or to be presented in the
future.
General Assembly Resolution 2662 (XXV): Question of Chemical
and Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons, December 7, 1970'
The General Assembly,
Mindful of the increasing concern of the international community over developments in the field of chemical and bacteriological
(biological) weapons,
Recalling its resolutions 2454 A (XXIII) of 20 December 19682
and 2603 B (XXIV) of 16 December 1969,1
Having considered the 4report of the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament,
Noting the report entitled Chemical and Bateriological (Biological) Weapons and the Effects of their Possible Use, 5 prepared by
'A e, pp. 59-63.
''Ante, pp. 440445.

"Ante, pp. 459-465.
"'Ante, ,r. 653-658.
%bid.
' AIRES/2662 tXXV), Dmc. 22, 1970. This resolution was adopted by a vote of 113-0,
with France and Malta abstaining
I Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. -93-795.
'Ibid.,
pp. 717-719.
4Ante, 199,
pr'. 500-516.
$Documents nn Disarmament, 1969, pp. 264-298.

p.SO-SI6
4 Ane,
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the Secretary-General in accordance with General Assembly
resolution 2454 A (XXIII), with the assistance of consultant
experts, and the report of the World Health Organization's group
of consultants
entitled Health Aspects of Chemical and Biologic-a!
6
Weapons,
Deeply convinced that the prospects for international peace aid
security, as well as the achievement of the goal of general and
complete disarmament under effective international control,
would be enhanced if the development, production and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological (biological) agents for
purposes of war were to end and if those agents were eliminated

from all mI;.tary arsenals,
Conscious . f the need to maintain inviolate the Protocol for the
Prohibition o.ftue Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other
Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at
Geneva on 17 Jane 1925, and to ensure its universal applicability,
Conscious of the urgent need for all States that have hoL already
done so to accede to the Geneva Protocol of 1925,
1. Reaffirms its resolution 2162 B (XXI) of 5 December 19668
and calls anew for the strict observance by all States of the
principles and objectives of the Protocol for the Prohibition of the
Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of
Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June
1925;
2. Invites all States that have not already done so to accede to
or ratify the Geneva Protocol;
3. Takes note of.
(a) The ivised draft Convention for the Prohibition of
Biological Methods of Warrare, submitted on 18 August 1970 to
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament by the United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland 9 ;
(b) Ihe revised draft Convention on the Prohibition of the
Development, Production and Stockpiling of Chemical and Bacteriological (Biological) Weapons and on the Destruction of Such
Weapons, submitted on 23 October 1970 to the Gener 4i Assembly
at its twenty-fifth session by Bulgaria, the Byelorussian Soviet
Socialisi Republic, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland,
Romania, the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic and the Union
of Soviet Socialist Republics'o;
(c) The working papers, expert views and suggestions put
forward in the Conference of the Committee on Diskrsmament and
in the First Committee;
'World Health Organization, Health Aspects of Cht.,'.,er
Report
of a WHO Group of Consltents (Geneva, 1970).
7 Documents
on Disarmament, 1969, pp, 764-765.
libit., 1966, pp. 798-799.
)Anre, pp. 428-432.
"AnV. pp. 533-534.
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4. Takes further note of the joint rmemorandum on the
question of chemical and bacteriological (biological) methods ot
warfare, submitted on 25 August 1970 to the Conference of the
Committee on Disarmament by Aigentina, Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan, Sweden the
United Arab Republic and Yugoslavia' 1;
5. Commends the following basic approach, contained in the
joint memorandum, for reaching an effective solution to the problem of chemical and bacteriological (biological) methods of warfare;
(a) It is urgent and important to reach agreement on the problem
of chemicia and bact, ri 'lorical (biological) methods of warfare;
(b) Both ^hemicki •n%, bacterio!'iical (biological) weapons
should continue to be dealt with together in taking steps towards
the prohibition of their development, production and stockpiling
and their effective elimination from the arsenals of all States;
(c) The issue of verification is important in the field of
chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons, and verification
should be based on a combination of appropriate national and
international measures, which would complement and supplement
each other, thereby providing an acceptable system that would
ensure the effective implementation of the prohibition;
6. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament
to continue its consideration of the problem of chemical and bacteriological (biological) methods of warfare, with a view to prohibiting
urgently the development, production and stockpiling of those
weapons and to their elimination from the arsenals of all States;
7. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament
to submit a report on the results achieved to the General Assembly
at its twenty-sixth session;
8. Requests the Secretary _:_'eneral to transmit to the Conference of the Committee on Dsarmement all documents and records
of the First Committee relating .u,questions connected with the
probtem of chemical and bacteriological (biological) methods of
x.rffare.
General Assembly Resolution 2663 (XXV). Urgent Need for

Suspension of Nuclear and Thermonuclear Tests, December 7,
19701

A2
The General Assembly.

Recognizing the urgent need for the cessation of nuclear and

thermonuclear weapon tests, including those carried out underground,
''Ante, pp. 453-4'5

'A/RES/2663 (XXV), Dec. 22, 1970.
'Pt. A was approved oy a vote of 102 to 0, with 13 z.tstentions.
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Taking into account the determination expressed by the parties
in the preamble of the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in
the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water, signed in
Moscow on 5 August 1963,a to continue negot4itions to achieve
the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all
time,
Taking also into account the undertaking by the parties in
article V. of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons 4 to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective
measures relating to the cessation of the nuclear arms race at an
early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on general
and complete disarmament under strict and effective international
control,
Recalling ýis resolutions 2163 (XXI) of 5 December 1966.s
2343 (XXUI) of 19 December 1967,6 2455 (XXIII) of 20
December 19681 and 2604 (XXIV) of 16 December 1969,1
Recalling further that in the above-mentioned resolutions the
General Assembly expressed the hope tbat States wuld contribute te. an effective international exchange of seismic data,
Noting the responses subrmitted up to the present date to the
request for information 'irculated by the Secretary-General
pursuant to resolution 260e (XXIV), 9
Having considered the report submitted on 11 [31 September
1970 by the Conference of tb.h Committee on Disar nament,' I
and in particular the annexes theieto concerned with facilitating
the achievement of a comprehensive test ban through the
international exchange of seismic data,
1. Expresses its appreciation of the information received thus
far in response to the request made by tht Secretary-General
pursuant to General Assembly resolution 2604 (XXIV);
2. Urges Governments to consider and, wherever possible, to
implement methods of improving their capability to contribute
high-quality seismic data with assured international availability,
taking into account the suggestions contained in the documents
annexed to the report of the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament, and invites those Governments that are in a position
to do so to consider lending their assistance in the improvement of
world-wide seismological capabilities in order to facilitate, ihough
the assured international availability of seismic data, the achievement of a comprehensive test ban;
3. Invites members of the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament to co-operatc in further study of this issue.
'Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293,
'Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-465.
'Ibid., 1966, pp. 802-803.
'Ibid., 1967, p. 731.

'Ibid., 1968, pp. 796-797.
'ibid., 1969, pp. 719-722.
*A/7967 and Adds. 4-5, Cori 1-2. Adds. 4-5, Corr. 1-2.
""Ante, op. 500-Sib.
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BI31

The Genera, Assembly,
Having considered die question of the urgent need for suspension of nuclear and thermonuclear tests and the report of dhe
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament,
Recalling its resolutions 1762 (XVII) of 6 Novciber 1962,'2
1910 (XVIII) of 27 November 1963,11 2032 (XX) of 3 December
1965,'4 2163 (XXI) of 5 December 1966, 2343 (XXIi) of 19
Dwecember 1967, 2455 (XXIII) of 20 December 1968 and 2604 B
(XXIV) of 16 December 1969,
Noting with regret that all States have not yet adhered to the
Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in
Outer Space and under Water, signed in Moscow on 5 August
1963,
Noting with increasing concern that nuclear weapon tests in the
atmosphere aiid underground are continuing,
Taking into accoint that several concrete suggestions have been
set forth in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament as
to possible provisions in a treaty banning underground nuclear
weapon tests,
1. Urges all States that have not yet done so to adhere without
further delay to the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the
Atmosphere, in Outer Space and under Water,
2. Calls upon all nuclear-weapon States to suspend nuclear
weapon tests in all environments,
3. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament
to continue, as a matter of urgency, its deliberatio!,-; on a treaty
banning underground nuclear weapon tests, ;,akip-, into account
the proposals already made in the Conference as well as the views
expressed at the current session of the General Assembly, and to
submit to the Assembly at its twenty-sixth session a special report
on the results of its deliberations.

General Assembly Resolution 2664 (XXV): Implementation of
the Rer.dts of the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States,
December 7, 1970W
The GeneralAssembly,
Having reutev*:ed the report of the Secretary-General on the
implementatilr. of the results of the Conference of Non-NuclearWeapon SZýates, 2 prepared in pursuance of General Assembly
resolution _,o05 A (XXIV), of 16 December 1969,3
''Pt.B w,' adopted by a vote of 112 to 0, wit] one abstention.
''Documents on Disarmament, 1962. voL 11, pp. 1029-10233.

"I3 bid., 1963, p. 627.
`4 1UL, 1965, pp. 623-A24.
'A/RES/2664 (XXV), Cec. 22, 1970. This resolution was adopted by a vote of
106-0, with 9 abstentions.
I A/8079, Oct. 6, 1970, aid Add. I
'Documents on Disarmament, 1969. pp. 723-725.
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Having reviewed in particular the comprehensive report, annexed thereto, regarding action taken by the International Atomic
Energy Agency on the recommendations of the Conference of
Non-Nuclear-Weapon States,4
Recognizing the importance of increasing the number of major
nuclear projects in the developing countries,
Noting with satisfaction that the International Atomic Energy
Agency is maintaining a fund of special fissionable materials and
intends to continue its efforts to ensure the supply to States
members of the Agency, when required, of sucn materials,
including materials for power rea.ctors,
Appr.eciating the assistance given by the United Natons
Development Programme through the International Atomic Energy Agency to meet the growing demand of developing countries
in the field of the peaceful uses of atomic energy.
Noting the launching in 1970 of the International Nuclear Information Service to improve the identification and availability of information relating to nuclear science and its applications for peaceful purposes,
Noting the recent steps taken by the International Atomic Energy
AgenL;y to meet its increasing responsibilities,
1. Notes with satisfaction the report of the Secretary-General
and the report of the International tornic Energy Agency annexed
thereto;
2. Takes note of the increase in the target for voluntary cnntributions to the programme of technical assistance of the International
Atomic Energy Agency and draws the attention of States members
of the Agency to the appeals made to increase the funds available to
the Agency for multilateral assistance in the nuclear field;
3. Recommends that the international sources of finance should
keep under review their policies regarding the financing of meritorious nuclear projects, bearing in mind not only the short-range but
also the long-range contribution such project: may make to economic and technical development;
4. Invites the specialized agencies, the International Atomic Energy Agency and other bodies to pursue as appropriate their action
concerning the recommendations contained in the resolutions of the
Conference of Non-.,', iclear-Weapon States;
5. Invites the Dirt, tor-General of the International Atomic Energy Agency, in consult-tion with the specialized agencies and other
bodies concerned, to , ibmit. in his annual report to the General
Assembly, information on further developments c.-ncerning the
question of the implementat'on of the results of the Conference of
Non-Nuclear-Weapon States;
6. Reques:s the Secretary-General to include in the provisional
agenda of the twenty-sixth session of the General Assembly the
question of the implementaticn of the results of the Conference of
Non-Nuclear-Weapon States.
4Ane, pp. 362-372.
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General Assembly Resolution 2665 (XXV): Establishment, Within the Framework' of the International Atomic Eneigy Agency,
of an interr -_*:,al Service for Nuclear Fxplosions for Peaceful
Purposes Under Appropriate International Control, December
7, .19705
The GeneralAssembly,
Having reviewed the report of the International Atomic Eniergy
Agency' on the establishment, within the framev.ork of the
International Atomnic Energy Agency, of an internatiunal service
for nuclear txplosions for peaceful purposes under appropriate
internationzal control,
Appreciating the work undertaken by the International Atomic
Energy Agency in this respect,
Noting that tiie International Atomic Energy Agency has convened a numier of expert groups to advise the Director-General of
the Agency on the technical aspects of tius technology and on the
characier of the international observation it might perform pursuant
to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,
1. t'xpresses its appreciation of the studies recently performed
on this subject;
2. Commends the International Atomic Energy Agency for its
efforts to compile and evaluate information on the present status of
the technology and to mak.. it available on an international scale;
3. Requests the International Atomic Energy Agency to continue and intcnmify its programme in this field;
4. Requests the Secretary-Gcneral to include in the provisional
agenda of the twenty-sixth session of the General Assembly an
item entitled "Establishment, within the framework of the
International Atomic Energy Agency, of an intemawional service
for nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes under appropriate
international control".
Ceneral Assembly Resolution 2666 (XXV): Status of Implementation of General Assembly Resolution on Additional Protocol
il to the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin
Americ?, ')ecember 7, 19701
The General Assembly,
Rec'.4sing its resolution 1911 (XVIIA) of 27 November 1963,2 in
which it expressed its confidence that the States that possess
SA/RES/2665 (XXV). Dec. 28, 1970. This r.- solution was adopted by a vote of
109-0, with 5 abstentions.
"Ante. pp. 446453.
!A/RES/2666 (XXV), Dec. 28, 1970. This resol -ý.n was adopted by a vote of
104-0, with .12 abstentions (Buiasa, 'Iyelorussian SSR. Cuba, Czeiholovaklta, Frnce,
Hungary,
Mongolia, Poland, ret
Sudan,196.3.
Syria,pap.
Ukrainian
SSR, USSR).
1)ocumnwn4 on Disarwmnt,
62"-29.
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niuclear weapons would give their full co-operation for the
effective realization of the initiative aimed at the military
denuclearization of Latin America,
Recalling also its resolution 2286 (XXII) of 5 December 1967,a
in which it welcomed with special satisfaction the Treaty for the
Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of
Tlatelolco)4 and declared that the TIreaty constituted an event of
historic significance in the efforts to prevent the oroliferation of
nuclear weapons and to promote international peace and security,
Bearing in mind that the Treaty has an Additioital Protocol II,
which was opened for signature by States possessing nuclear
weapons on 14 February 1967,1
Noting that the Co~iference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States, in
its resolution B, 6 expressed the conviction that, for the maximum
effectiveness of any treaty establishing a nuclear-weapon-free
zont, the co-operation of the nuclear-weapon States is necessary
and that such co-operation should take the form of commitments
likewise undertaken in a formal international instrument which is
legally binding, such as a treaty, convention or protocol,
Considering that accession to that Frotocol only entails the
following obligations for the nuclear-weap.mn States:
(a) T,1 respect, in all its express aims and provisions the statute
of denuclearizatiort of Latin America in respect of warlike
purposes, as defined, delimited and set forth in the Tre;,y of
Tlatelolco,
(b) Not to contribute in any way to the performance of acts
involving a violation of the obligations of article 1 of the Treaty in
the t.,rritories to which the Treaty applies,
(,) Not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against the
contracting parties of the Treaty,
Convinced that these obligations are entirely in conformity with
the general obligations assumed under the Charter of the United
Nations, which every Member of the Organization has solemnly
undertaken tc fulfil in good faith, as set forth in Article 2 of the
Charter,
Noting that, despite the appeals that the General Assembly has
addressed to them on two occasions, in resolutions 2286 (XXII) of
5 December 1967 and 2456 B (XXIII) of 20 December 1968,1
and the appeals they have received from the Conference of
Non-Nuclear-Weapon States, in resolution B, and from the General
Conference of the Agenqy for ihe Prohibition of Nuclear Wezapns
in Latin America, in resolution 1 (1),8 only two of the States that
possess nuclear weapons have so far signed Additional Protocol 11
and only one has ratified it,
'Ibid.,
"Ibid.,
IIbid.,
'Ibid.,
'Ibid.,

1967, pp. 620-621.
pp. 69 ff.
p. 83.
1968, pp. 672-674.
p. 799.

"Ibid., pp. 447449.
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Noting also that the Treaty of Tktelolco, which has been signed
by twenty-two Latin American States, is already in force for
sixteen of them,
Bearing in mind the repeatedly stated declarations of the
nuclear-weapcon States to the effect that nuclear-weapon-free
zones established on the initiative of the States within the zone
should be supported,
Nowing that the Treaty of Tlatelolco is the only one it has been
possible to conclude for the establishment of such a zone in a
densely populated area and that, as a r suit of the Treaty, theie
already exists a statute of total absence of nuclear weapons
covering an area of 6.6 million square !ilometres with a
population of approximately 117 million inhabitants,
Noting also that the Agency for the Prohibition of Nuclear
Weapons in Latin America has been duly established in conformity
with the Treaty and became operative on 2 September 1969,
i. Reaffitrms the appeals it has addresed to the nuclear-weapon
Stat,-s, in iis resoiutions 2286 (XXII) and 2456 B (XXIII), to sign
and ratify Additional Protocol II of the Treaty for the Prohibition
of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of Tlatelolco) as
soon as possible;
2. Notes with satisfaction that one of those States has already
signed and ratified the Protocol and that another has signed it and
is now actively engaged in the ratification process;
3. Deplores that not all nuclear-weapon States have as yet
signed the Protocol;
4. Decides to include in the provisional agenda of its twentysixth session an item entitled "Status of the implementation of
General Assembly resolution 2666 (XXV) concerning the signature and ratification of Adajional Protocol II of the Treaty for
the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America (Treaty of
Tlatelolco)";
5. Requests the Secretary-General to arrange for transmittal of
the present resolution to the nuclear-weapon States and to inform.
the General Assembly at its twenty-sixth session of any measure
adopted by them in order to implement it.
General Assembly Resolution 2667 (XXV): Economic and Social
Conweque'qces of the Armments. Race and Its Extremely
Harmful Etiects on World Peace and Security, December 7,
1970'
Th, Genera, Assem,.y.
Conscious of the threat to mankind posed by the ever-fpiralling
amis race, especially in view of the existing large stockpiles of and
im.ped:a'.g new qualitative advances in nuclear armamealts,

IAiRES,12667 (XXV),

Jhn. 4, !971. This resolution was unanhxo•sy spproved.
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Aware that world military expenditures have been continuously
increasing, in spite of the achievements in the field of arms
limitation and disarmament during the 1960s,
Convinced that unless vigorous measures are taken without
delay to stop the arms race and to make concrete progress towards
disarmament, giving the highest priority to nuclear disarmament,
military expenditure is likely to increase at an even greater rate
during the 1970s,
Deeply concerned that the arms race, nuclear and conventional,
constitutes otne of the heaviest burdens which peoples everywhere
have to bear and that it absorbs immense material wealth, human
energy and intellectual resources,
Deepiy convinced that the elimination of the enormous waste
of wealfth and talent on the arms race, which is detrimental to the
economic and social life of all States, would have a positive
impact, esr,'.cjally on the developing countries, where the need for
skilled personnel and the lack of material and financial resources
are most keenly felt,
Convinced that a halt in the arms race, a reduction of ni•ar
expenditures and concrete progress towards disarmament -vould
greatly faciltate the achievement by nations of their economic
and social goals and would contribute effectively to the improvement of international relations and the maintenance of world
peace and security,
Conscious that it is the fundamental task of the United Nations to
promote, in accordance with the Charter, the establishment and
maintenance of international peace and security with the least diversion for armaments of the world's human and economic resources,
Determined to take appropriate steps to bring the arms race to a
halt and to make progress towards general and complete disarmament, which is the most important question facing the world today,
Wishing to promote the elaboration and implementation of a
comprehensive programme for disarmament, which would also
facilitate the United Nations development programmes during the
1970s,
Believing that thorough consideration of the main aspects of the
arms race would facilitate a better understanding and evaluation of
its negative consequences and of the great dangers with which it is
fraught,
I. Calls upon all States to take effective steps for the cessation
and revcrsal of the arms race and for the achievement of steady
progress in the field of disarmament;
2. Requests the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament
to continue to pay urgent attention to all questions meant to put
an end to the arms race, paricularly in the nuclear field,
3. Requests the Secretary-General to prepare, with the assist;ance of qualified consultant experts appointed by him, a report
on the economic and social consequences of the arms race and of
military expenditures;
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4. Calls upon all Governments to extend their full cooperation to the Secretary-General to ensure that the study is
carried out in the most effective way;
5. Calls upon non-governmental organizations and international
institutions and organizations to co-operate with the SecretaryGeneral in the preparation of the -eport;
6. Requests that the report be transmitted to the General
Assembly in time to permit its consideration at the twernty-sixth
session.
News Conference Remarks by President Nixon [Extract], December 10, 19702
Q. Are you concerned, Mr. President, that there may be any
serious deterioration in U.S.-Soviet relations as reflected in the
progress of the SALT talks, and the Big Four Berlin talks?
The President. I have noted the speculation to the effect that
U.S.-Soviet relations-sometimes they'me warmer and sometimes
they're cooler. I would only suggest that U.S.-Soviet relations are
going to continue to be difficult, but the significant thiag is that
we are negotiating and not confronting. We are talking at SALT.
We are very far apart because our vital interests are involved, but
we are talking, aand our vital interests, the interests of both the
Soviet Union and the United States, require that we have some
limitation on arms, both because of the cost and because of the
danger of a nuclear confrontation.
And so it is with Berlin, so it is with the Mideast. I am not
suggesting that we are going to find easy agreement, because we
are two great powers that are going to continue to be competitive
for our lifetime. But I believe that we must continue on the path
of nego~i,,#a,.n, and in my long taik with Mr. Gromyko, I think
there are some other areas where we can negotiate.
General Assembly Resolution 2685 (XXV): Economic and Social
Consequences of Uisarmnaent, December 11, 1970'
The GeneralAssembly,
Recalling its resolutions 1516 (XV) of 15 December 1960,2
1837 (XVII) of 18 December 1962,' 1931 (XVIII) of II
Weekly Compilation of PresidentialDocunents, Dec. 14, 1970, p. 1655.
W
'AiRES/2685 (XXV), Jan. 8. 1971. The plenary General Assembly adopted tis
resolution by a vote of 87-9, with 14 abstentions. In the Second Committee, it had been
approved by a vote of 74-9, with 14 abstentions. The 9 countries that opposed the vote
in the Second Committee were: Bulgaria, Byelorussian SSR, Cuba, Czechoslovwkia,
Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Ukrainian SSR, and USSR. The. countries that abstained in
the Second Committee were; Australia, Belgium, Burma, Canada, Demnark, Finland,
Ireland, New Zealand, Portugal, Romania, South Africa. Sweden, U.K., U.S.
SDonwents on Disrfawnmnt, 1960, pp. 368-369.
'ThiJ, 1962, vol. I, pp. 1236-1238,
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December 19631 and 2387 (XXIII) of 19 November 1968s on the
conversion to peaceful needs of the resources i2leased by
disarmament, resolution 2526 (XXIV) of 5 December 19696 on a
day for peace and resolution 2602 E (XXIV) of 16 December
1969 declaring the decade of the 1970s as a Disarmament
Decade, 7 and also Economic and Social Council resolutions 891
(XXIV) of 26 July 1962,8 982 (XXXVI) of 2 August 19639 and
1026 (XXXVII) of 11 August 1964 on ihe economic and social
consequences of disarmament,' 0
Recalling the report of the consultative group of experts on the
economic and social consequences of disarmament
and the
various reports of the Secretary-General on national studies of the
subject,' 2
Aware that progress towards general and complete disarmament
would release substantial resources which could be utilized for
accelerating economic and social development in general and in
the developing countries in particular,
Encouraged that the great Powers are exerting efforts to prevent
what might become an uncontrollable escalation of the nuclear
arms race,
Recalling further that the International Development Strategy
for the Second United Nations Development Decade has called for
a close link between the Disarmament Decade and the Development Decade,
Recognizing likewise the importance of adopting appropriate
measures to ensure that the link between the Disarmament Decade
and the Second United Nations Development Decade shall be fully
understood and utilized in as practical and comprehensive a
manner as possible,
1. Requests the Secretary-General, in consultation with such
advisers as he may deem it necessary to designate:
(a) To formulate suggestions for the guidance of MembiL
States, the specialized agencies and the International Atomic
Energy Agency, as well as other oiganizations of the United
Nations system, with a view to establishing the link between Vltc
Disarmament Decade and the Second United Nations Development Decade so that an appropriate portion of the resources that
are released as a consequence of progress towards general and
"Ibid., 1963. pp. 638-640.
'Ibid.. 1968, p. 727.
'General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-fourth Session, Supplement No. 30

(A/7630), pp. 32-33.

"DocumentsonDlsarmament,1969, pp. 713-715.
'Ibid., 1962, vol. 11, pp. 697-699.
"Ibid., 1963, pp. 279-281.
'Ibid. 1964, pp. 326-337.
''Ibid., 1962, voL 1, .42-48.

''Ibid.. 1964, pp. 21L275; ibkL., P(6!, pp. 1'i5-168; Economic and Social Council
Official Records: Porty-firstSetssn, Annexes, Agencw Item 32 (E/4157); Documents on
Disarr'iarent,1968. pp. 220-221.
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complete disarmament would be used to increase assistance for the
economic and social development of developing countries;
(b) To propose measures for the mobilization of world public
opinion in support of the link between disarmament and developm.nt and thus encourage intensified negotiations aimed at
progress towards general and complete disarmament under effective international control;
2. Requests Member States, the specialized agencies and the
International Atomic Energy Agency, as well as other organizations of the United Nations system, to submit to the SecretaryGeneral their comments and recommendations on the matters
indicated in paragraph 1 above;
3. Requests the, Secretary-General to submit a report thereon,
through the Economic and Social Council, in time for consideration by the General Assembly in 1973 at the first biennial review
of the implementation of the International Development Strategy
for the Second United Nations Development Decade.
Between Edgar Snow and Premier Chou En-lai [Extracts], December 13, 1970'

"!nterview

I asked the Premier if he would now renew the appeal made by
China at the beginning of the sixties for a summit conference
aimed at the prohibition of the production and use of nuclear
weapons and their total destruction.2
"I must clarify our position on this problem," replied Chou
En-lai. "In the first place, our nuclear tests are still in the
experimental stage, and each of them is carried out within certain
limits and only when necessary. Their aim is to break nuclear
monopoly and blackmail and to remove the danger of a nuclear
conflict. Therefore, every time we make a test we declare that in
no circumstances will China be the first to employ nuclear
weapons. We renew the proposal for a summit conference of all
countries of the world, great and small, to reach agreement on the
total prohibition of nuclear weapons, and, as a first step, an
understanding on the prohibition of using them. After the test
that we conducted on October 14, the Japanese Socialist Party
expressed its support for our position and our proposal."...
The talks between the superpowers on "the so-called limitation
of nuclear weapons," said the Premier, are aimed only at
maintaining predominance in this field. Each power thinks only of
how to "limit" the other in order to preserve its own superiority.
It is true that the United States and the Soviet Union desire to
"limit" the higph costs deriving from the maintenance of their
'Epoca (Milan), Dec. 13, 1970. ACDA translation.
1 See

Documents on Disarmament,1964, p. 455.
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monopoly of terror; nevertheless, the costs have continued to
mount at a dizzy rate even while the talks were in progress. ,s to
the possibility of resolving their contradictions, "we are net their
Chiefs of Staff." "We do not have iliusions on this type of
'disarmament'," Chou En-lai continued. "For twenty-five years
they have been engaged in increasing their armaments, and they
have done nothing for disarmament."
Interview of ACDA Director Smith With U.S. News and World
Report: Strategic Arms Limitation Talks, December 14, 19701
Q. Mr. Smith, are the Soviets really serious about reaching an
arms-control agreement-considering the recent missile violations
in the Middle East?
A. We hope the Soviets will continue to takc a serious attitude
in the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks. There should be as much
advantage in a SALT agreement for them a- for us. But tensions
with the U.S.S.R. in other areas (annot fail to have a negative
inflence on SALT. We hore that the Soviet leaders wiil consider
SALT to be in their interest. We believe it is.
Q. What confidence can the U.S. have that the Russians would
live up to an agreement to limit strutegic arms?
A. We will not conclude an agreement that relies on good faith
or trust. We have conducted an exhaustive analysis of the strategic
balance, weapons system by weapons system. Our studies have
examined our intelligence capabilities to detect possible violations,
what violations might be possible, the strategic significance of
various types of possible violations and what we could do about a
violation if it occurred.
Our positions are based on this analysis. It is the most
comprehensive study ever made of strategic-weapons systems. In
other words, we are not basing our confidence on what we hope
the Soviets would do under an agreement but on our ability to
verify what they actually," do.
Q. Even if the U.S. could detec. a violation, as it did in the case
of the missile sites in the Middle East. wouldn't the damage
already be done?
A. A Soviet-American agreement limiting strategic-weapons
systems cannot be compared with the standstill arrangement in the
M;ddle East.
In the Middle East, emplacement of some surface-to-air missiles
could make a military difference, and the SAM installations were
moved in a matter of weeks. In the strategic nuclear balance, only
'U.S. News & World Report, Doc. 14, 1970, pp. 62-63.
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a substantial build-up in offensive or defensive systems would be
strategically significant. We believe we would have ample advance
warning that a significant violation was occuring, so that we could
take the necessary countermeasures to insure that we not be
placed in a disadvantageous position.
Q. Are Department of Defense officials in the Pentagon in
favor of an arms agreement?
A. Yes. The Secretary of Defense and other top Pentagon
officials have testified before congressional committees and have
stated in public addresses on a number of occasions that they
believe the objectives of SALT are in the best interests of the
United States and that they are hopeful for the success of SALT.
Q. Have you made a specific proposal to the Russians?
A. The United States hae presented a proposal, but I can't
comment on the specifics of either the U.S. or the Soviet
positions. We agreed at the beginning of the talks that they would
be private, and it would thus not be appropriate for me to go into
the substantive aspects of the negotiations.
Q. Are you satisfied with the rate of progress?
A. Given the complex nature of the talks and considering tha'.
they go to the heart of the security of both sides, the discussions
have given some grounds for encouragement. From the start we
knew that quick breakthroughs were not to be expected. It is
rea,,ciable for both sides to proceed very cautiously. The
significant point is that there is a mutuality of interests and the
work of the delegations is to define areas of possible agreement.
We are satisfied that this work is proceeding.

Q. What weapons systems are being discussed?
A. Limitations on strategic-weapons systems-such as ballistic
missiles (ICBM's), sea-based ballistic missiles, anti-ballistic missiles
(ABM's) and heavy bombers are being discussed.

Q. Considering the progress that Communist China may make
in nuclear weaponry. would &narms-control agreement with the
Soviets alone be in U.S. interests?
A. tn the field of strategic arms, both the United States and the
Soviet Union are far ahead of anything that Communist China can
possibly hope to achieve over a period of 10 to 15 years. At
present, China has some medium-range missiles but no intercontinental rockets and does not now represent a strategic nuclear
threat to the U.S.
Nonetheless, Communist China could pose a different problem
in the future, in which case both the Soviet Union and ourselves
would have to reassess the situation. In this connection, we
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anticipate a provision in any SALT agreement for periodic
re-examination of the strategic situation.
Q. There has been speculation that a limited agreement will be
reached during the SALT negotiations amlidsinki.
now under way in
Do you agree?
A. We expect continued progress at Helsinki. It would not be
surprising or discouraging if we did not reach an agreement at this
session. But we hope that the expected progress will assume as
concrete a form as possible. In any event, there should emerge
from the HPlsinki phase a clearer indication as to whether an
agreement is possible.
General Assembly Resolution 2749 (XXV): Declaration of Principles Governing the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor, and the
Subsoil Thereoi, Beyond the Limits of National Jurisdiction,
December 17, 1970'
The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolutions 2340 (XXII) of 18 December 1967,2
2467 (XXIlI) of 21 December 19681 and 2574 (XXIV) of 15
December 1969,' concerning the area to which the title of the
item refers,
Affirming that there is an area of the sea-bed and the ocean
floor, and the subsoil thereof, beyond the limits of national
jurisdiction, the precise limits of which are yet to be deternined,
Recognizing that the existing legal r6gime of the high seas does
i-,ot provide substantive rules for regulating the exploration of the
afoirsaid area and the exploitation of its resources,
Convinced that the area shall be reserved exclusively for
peaceful purposes and that the exploration of the area and the
exploitation of its resources shall be carried out for the benefit of
mankind as a whole,
Believing it essential that an international rdgime applying to
the area and its resources and including appropriate international
machinerý, should be established as soon as possible,
Bearing in mind that the development and use of the area and
its resources shall be undertaken in such a manner as to foster the
healthy development. of the world economy and balanced growth
of international trade, and to minimize any adverse economic
effects caused by the fluctuation of prices of raw materials
resulting from such activities,
'AIRES/2749 (XXV), Jan. 28, 1971. The resolution was adopted by a vote of 108 to
0, with
14 abstentions (including the USSR).
2 1Docunasv
on Disarnmnent, 1967, pp. 727-729.
'Ibid. 1968, pp. 802-808.
'General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-fourth Session, Supplement No. 30
(A/7630), pp. 10-11.
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Solemnly declares that:
1. The sea-bed and ocean floor, and the subsoil thereof, beyond
the limits of national jurisdiction (hereinafter referred to as the
area), as well as the resources of the area, are the common heritage
of mankind.
2. The area shall not be subject to appropriation by any means
by States or persons, natural or juridical, and no State shall claim
or exercise sovereignty or sovereign rights over any part thereof.
3. No S'.,te or person, natural or juridical, shall claim, exercise
or acquire rights with respect to the area or its resources
incompatible with the international rdginre to be established and
the principles of this Declaration.
4. All activities regarding the exploration and exploitation of
the resources of the area and other related activities shall be
governed by the international regime to be established.
5. The area shall be open to use exclusively for peace.ul
purposes by all States, whether coastal or land-locked, without
discrimination, in accordance with the international regime to be
established.
6. States shall act in the area in accordance with the applicable
principles and rules of international law, including the Charter of
the United Nations and the Declaration on Principles of International Law concerning Friendly Relations and Co-operation among
States in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations,
adopted by the General Assembly on 24 October 1970,1 in the
interests of maintaining international peace and security and
promoting international co-opejatioi, and mutual understanding.
7. The exploration of the area and the exploitation of its
resources shall be carried out for the benefit of mankind as a
whole, irrespective of the geographical location of States, whether
land-locked or coastal, and taking into part cular consideration the
interests and needs of the developing coun'.ries.
8. The area shall be reserved exclusively for peaceful purposes,
without prejudice to any measures which have been or may be
agreed upon in the context of international negotiations undertaken
in the field of disarmament and which may be applicable to a
broader area. One or more international agreements shall be
concluded as soon as possible in order to implement effectively
this principle and to constitute a step towards the exclusion of the
sea-bed, the ocean floor and tie subsoil thereof from the arms
race.
9. On the basis of the principles of this Declaration, an
international regime applying to the area and its ,-zsources and
including appropriate interiational machinery to give effect to its
provisions shall be established by an international treaty of a
universal character, generally agreed upon. The regime shall, inter
'A/RES2625 (XXV), Nov. 4, 1970.
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alia, provide for the orderly and safe development and rational
maiagement of the area and its resourccs and for expanding
opportunities in the use thereof and ensure the equitable sharing
by States in the benefits derived therefrom, taking into particular
consideration the interests and needs of the developing countries,
whether land-locked or coastal.
10. States shall promote international co-operation in scientific
research exclusively for peaceful purposes:
(a) By participation in international programmes and by
encouraging co-operation in scientific research by personnel of
different countries;
(b) Through effective publication oi research programmes and
dissemination of the results of research through international
channels;
(c) By co-operation in measures to strengthen research capabilities of developing countrie!, including the participation of their
nationals in research programmes.
No such activity shall form the legal basis for any claims with
respect to any part of the area or its rcsourc,:s.
11. With respect to activities in the 'rea and acting in
conformity with the international rdgime to ;)e established, States
shall take appropriate measures for and shall co-operate in the,
adoption and implementation of international rules, standards and
procedures for, !nter alia:
(a) The prevention of pollution and contamination, and other
hazards to the marine environment, including the coastline, and of
interference with the ecological balance o the marine environment;
(b) The protection and conservation of the natural resources of
the area and the. prevention of damage to the flora and fauna of
the marine environment.
12. In their activities in the area, including those relating to its
resources, States shall pay due regard to the rights and legitimate
interests of coastal States in the region of such activities, as well as
of all other States, which may be affected by such activities.
Consultations shall be maintained with the coastal States concerned with respect to ac.tivties relating to the exploration of the
",rea and the exploitation of its resources with a view to avoiding
inf;ingement of such rights and interests.
13. N6thing herein shall affect:
(a) The legal status of the waters superjacent to the area or that
of th., air space above those waters;
(bh The rights of coastal States with respect to measures to preYen t, n; itigate or eliminate grave and imminent danger to their coastline o- related interests from pollution or threat thereof or from
other hai-,rdous occu:-ences resulting from or caused by any aclivities in the area, subject to the international regime to be established.
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14. Every State shall have the responsibility to ensure that
activities in the area, including those relating to its resources,
whether undertaken by governmental agencies, or nongovernmental entities or persons under its jurisdiction, or acting
on its behalf, shall be carried out in conformity with the
international rdghne to be established. The same responsibility
applies to international organizations and their members for
,ictivities undertaken by such organizations or on thzir behalf.
Damage caused by such activities shall entail liability.
15. The parties to any dispute relating to activities in the area
.and its resources shall tesolve such dispute by the measures
mentioned in Article 33 of the Charter of the United Nations and
such procedures for settling disputes as may be agreed upon in the
international regime tc be established.
Ar.,erican-Soviet Communique on Strategic Arms Limitaticn
Talks, December 18, 19701
In accordance with the agreement between the Governments of
ihe United States of America and the Soviet Union, negotiations
on the question of limiting strategic armaments continued in
Helsinki from November 2 to December 18, 1970.
The U.S. delegation was headed by the Director of the U.S.
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Gerard Smith. Members
of the delegation included J. Graham Parsons, Paul Nitze, Harold
Brown, and Royal Allison.
The U.S.S.R. delegation was headed by the Deputy Minister of
Foreign Affairs of U.S.S.R., V. S. Semenow. Members of the
delegation included N. V. Ogarkov, P. S. Pleshakov, A. N.
Shchukin, and 0. A. Grinevsky.
The delegations were accompanied by advisors and experts.
I7 the continuing course of the negotiations a wide range of
questions dealing with the problem of limiting strategic offensive
and defensive armaments was cornsidered. The exchange further
clarified a number of aspects of the matters discussed. Both
delegations expressed their determination to pursue the negotiations with the aim of limiting strategic offensive and defensive
armaments.
Agreement was reached that negotiations between the U.S. and
the U.S.S.R. delegations will be resumed on March 15, 1971, in
Vienna, Austria.
The two delegations cxpress their appreciation to the Government of Finland for assisting in establishing favoraole conditions
for holding the negotiations, and for the warm hospitality
extended to them.
Department of State Buletin, Jan. 11. 1971. P. !5.
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News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Rogers: Strategic
Arms Limitation Talks [Extract], De*ember 23, 19701
Q. I wonder if you could sum up the progress toward the SALT
agreement, and specifically, whether you could discuss the
problem of forwa. a-based aircraft,which the Soviets seem to insist
on including in any ceiling?
A. As you know, we have proceeded on the piemise iad with
the understanding that we will not discuss what gees on in those
talks, and I am going to continue to follow that rule. As far as the
general comient:, or. the SALT talks, I can say this, that although
they have n At p .qceeded as fast as we hoped they would, we still
think that these talks in Helsinki have been useful., and they have
provided, I think, prospects for progress in the future. There has
been a very active exchange of ideaq, a good deal of probing on
both sides, and we still have hopes that the negotiations will result
in agreement.
I am neither optimistic nor pessimistic. I try to be realistic. I
think there are still prospects for an agreement. It may take a little
more time than we wished it would.

Tenth Anmual Report of the United States Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency, January 27, 19712
LETTER OF SUBMITTAL
January 27, 1971
MR. PRESIDENT:

I submit herewith to you for transrf:ittal to the Congress, as required by
the Arms Control and Disarmmnent Act, the tenth annual report of the U.S.
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.
This report covers the activities of the Agency for the calendar year 1970.
Arrangements have been made for it to be printed by the Government
Printing Office as an Agency publication.
Respectfully,
GERARD SMITH

THE PRESIDENT,
The White house.
of Stare Bulletin, Jan.
SDepartmwnt
11. 1971, pp. 46-47.
loth Annual Report to Congy'e3s (ACDA pub. 57. 1971).
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL
To the Congress of the United States:
The report which I '-ansmit to you covers the activities of the U.S. Arms
Control and Disarmament Agency during the calendar year 1970. It is
noteworthy that this is the Agency's Tenth Annual Report; it marks a decade
ot diligent pursuit of arms control and disarmament.
I have set as my goal the attainment of a generation of peace. I believe that
arms control presents both a necessary and a promising road towards a stable,
secure world in which true peace can exist. There are many problems to be
solved and the answers wili not come easily, but with determination and
perseverance, we can prevail.

For the first time, a realistic dialogue is taking place between the Soviet
Union and oarselves about the man.,gement of our strategic relations. The
mutuality of interests which brought us to the table encourages our hope that
the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks will succeed. I am heanwi~ed by the work
which has already been done, and I am hopeful that the constructive nature
of the exchange will continue in Phase IV of SALT, which resumes in Vienna
in March.
During the past year, another .cms control measure was added to the
growing number which have emerged from international negotiations. A
treaty banning weapons of mass destruction from the ocean floor was
success'illy negotiated, thus expandijig still fartL er the areas and environments in which nuclear weapons are precluded.
These and other efforts in the arms control field are described in the
accompanying report. Progres, is not always dramatic, but the direction is
sure. My AdmL-istration is dedicated to finding better, safer, and cheaper
alternatives for insuring our security thiaiu the exrnedient of competition in
weaponry.
RICHARD NIXON
THE ;IHTE lOUSE,
Match 15, 1971
INTRODUCTION

During 1970 the United States Government pursued a policy of
working toward "a durable structure of international relationships
which inhibits or removes the causes of war."'
Avoidance of all conflict seems an unrealistic goal, but arms
control, through bilateral and multilateral negotiations, or, in
some circumstances, through unilateral actions of restraint, offers
prospects for redutcing the probability of hostilities and diminishing their effect- if they do occur.
The -ict establishing the U.S. Arms Contro! and Disarmament
Agency (ACDA) in 1Q61 charged the new Agency with the
United States Foreign Policy for the 1970's: A New Strategv for Peace (H dom.
91-258, 91st Corn.. 2d ssI), p. 4 .
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and implementation of U.S. arms control and
disarmament policy in a manner which will promote the national
security. " 2 Thus the Congress recognized that arms control is an
integral part of foreign policy and national security programs and
objectives.
Seeking security through military strength alone does not
necessarily serve our best interests in the nuclear age. The addition
of new weapons systems can actually diminish security by causing
counter-reaction by an adversary. Conversely, restraints in the
development and deployment of weapons systems, brought about
by verifiable arms control agreements, can result in increased
stability and higher confidence that nuclear war can be avoided.
U.S. representatives worked vigorously for arms control in the
Geneva Conference of the Committee on Disa;:ament (CCD), in
the U.N. General Assembly, and the Strategic A:ms Limitation
Talks (SALT), as well as in the conduct of regular diplomatic
relations. Tangible progress was made during 1970.
The Strategic Arnms Limitation Talks (SALT) between the
United States and the Soviet Union, held in Vienna and Helsinki,
continued to exnlore the possibilities for verifiable agreement on
the limitation aid eventual reduction of strategic arms. The vital
and sensitive iiature and the technical complexities of this
negotiation dictated a cautious pace, but both nations negotiated
in a serious manner. A number of aspects were clarified in the
exchange. of views. In the communique issued at the conclusion of
the Helsinki phase on December 18, 1970 both delegations
"expressed their determination to pursue the negotiations with the
aim. of limiting strategic offensive and defensive armaments." They
agreed to meet again in Vienna on March 15, 1971.3
The Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear
Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Seabed
and the Ocean Floor and in the Subsoil Thereof was successfully
negotiated at the CCD in Geneva, was overwhelmingly approved
by the U.N. General Assembly, 4 and was opened for signature by
all nations in Washington, London, and Moscow (the three
Depositary Governments) on February 11, 1971.
The CC) debated the question of controls for chemical and
biological weapons. The U.S. delegation gave active support io the
British draft Conventiop for the Prohibition of Biological MetbUods
of Warfare, 5 and submitted working papers on the verification
problems involved in the prohibition of chemical w-Varfare. 6 The
U.S. positions at the CCD were consistent with President Nixon's
1969 renunciation of biological methods of warfare, including
toxins, and his promulgation of a "no-first-use" policy for lethal
and incapacitating chemical agents."
"formulation

2Documents on Dimarmnment, 1961, pp. 482-483.
:See
ante, p. 701.
4

Ante, pp. 676-680.

'Ante, pp. 428-432.

'Ante, p•. 91-93, 323-326, 455459.
'Set Documents on Diwrnmment, 1969, pp. 592-593.
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In addition, the agenda of the CCD included a range of other
arms control possibilities. Discussions continued toward a ban on
all naclear weapons tests, although the problem of verification
remained the major obstacle. The question of conventional arms
restrictions received attention. The U.S. Representative reaffirmed
support for regional agreements and suggested additional guidelines for possible arrangements to place quantitative or qualitative
limitations on the acquisition of conventional weapons.
The Treaty on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons
(NPT) 8 officially came into force on March 5, 1970, when the
requisite number of signatories, plus the three Depositary Governments, had depositcd their instruments of ratification. 9 Action
was begun to work out safeguards arrangements between the
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and the parties to
the NPT to insure that fiss'onable materials resulting from t1ie
production of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes are not
diverted to the manufacture of nuclear w'-apons. Successful
solution of the safeguards )roblem will create an important
international safeguards and inspection regime.
The Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin
America-known as the Treaty of Tlatelolco' 0 -is the first successful attempt to create a nuclear free zone in a populated region of
the world. Signatories to this treaty are limited to Latin American
nations but the Urited States has signed Protocol II, which
commits nuclear-weapon nations to respect the aims and provisions of the treaty, and not to contribute in any way to the
performance of acts involving a violation of its terms.' I Protocol
I1 was sent to the United States Senate for its advice and consent
to ratification in the summer of 1970.' 2
The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) again called
on the Warsaw Pact to explore the possibilities for mutual and
balanced'" fo:ce reductions in Central Europe. For the first time,
the Warsaw Pact responded to this initiative and offered to discuss
reductions of "foreign armed forces on the territories of European
States."1' 4

ACDA has conducted research in support of its operations and
its conduct of international negotiations. Ths research has been
carried out by internal staff analysis, drawi.Ag on the broad data
base accumulated throughout the government, and supplemented
by outside contractors.
The analyses ranged from the complex technology of strategic
missile systems to political and social science factors bearing on
arms control issues. An imnortant field of inquiry nas been the
8Tbid., 1968, pp. 461-465.

'See ante. pp. 78-83.
*Documents on Disarmament, 1967. pp. 69 ff.
" Ibid., p. 83.
" See ante, pp. 318-322, 408409.
'Ante, pp. 229-230.
' 4 Ante, p. 247.
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economic implication of defense expenditures world wide, including conventional arms transfers by supplier nations and the impict
of rcduced military spending on the American economy.
In addition to research studies, a program of field tests of arms
control verification techniques is being carried out in those areas
where standard analytical techniques are inadequate to yield the
needed answers.
The following chapters describe the problems which have
engaged the U.S. Arms Control and Disarnament Agency during
1970, the objectives which have been pursued, and the achievements which have been realized in fulfilling its mission to
"promote the national security."
STRATEGIC ARMS LIMITATION TALKS

The Second Phase of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks
(SALT) began in Vienna on April 16, 1,970. In his message to
Ambassador Gerard C. Smith, Chairman of the U.S. Delegation,
President Nixon said, "The effort to limit strategic armaments
remains an integral part of our work for a lasting peace, a peace
from which all peoples will benefit."'"
These bilateral talks, which the President has called "one of the
most momentous negotiations ever entrusted to an American
delegation,"' 6 go to the heart of the security of both sides. The
immediate objective is to contribute to the stability of the
U.S.-Soviet strategic relationship through agreed limitations on
strategic weapons. A more stable relationship would reduce the
tensions and uncertainties which contribute to strategic arms
competition and would reduce the risks that strategic nuclear war
might oc,.cr.
The central question in strategic planning is what capabilities
are needed for effective deterrence in often uncertain future
circumstances. The administration has reaffirn:ed its determination "to deny other countries the ability to impose their will on
the United States and its allies under the weight of strategic
military superiority."''I The President has stated that sufficient
strength will be maintained to meet this objective. But we have
reached the stage where additional increments of security may be
achievable through neogotiations to limit strategic weapons.
The negotiations are ctc.mplex, not only because of the strategic
and technological aspects ýi't also because of the political
implications involved. To be useifu, the exchange must be frank
and free of polemics. The United States has done its best to abide
by this arrangement. Fourteen months' exprience has shown that
the privacy of the SALT discussions has penritted a constructive
exchange of views and positions. Both sides ha,' refrained from
I

LAnte, p. 162.
6Documf nts on Disarnmaent. 1969, p. 535.

'"Ante, p. 22.
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using the SALT negotiations to expound upon other aspects of
U.S.-Soviet relations.
The United States entered the talks thoroughly prepared. A
special NSC committee, designated the Verification Panel and
under the chairmanship of Dr. Henry Kissinger, Assistant to the
President for National Security Affairs, analyzes the verification
aspects and strategic implications of possible limitations. The
Director of ACDA; the Under Secretary of State; the Deputy
Secretary of Defense; the Attorney General; the Director of CIA;
and the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff; serve as members. The
panel initially focussed its attention on the United States
capabilities to insure that an agreement would be adhered to. It
surveyed U.S. intelligence assets to monitor the other side's
compliance with commitments it might undertake.
In addition to the verification aspects, the analysis of each
weapon system examines its importatice in the overall strategic
relationship. Strategic weapon systems are interrelated; their
purposes impinge on each other. For example, an agreement
limiting only ABM's without any constraints on those strategic
offensive forces which threaten one's retaliatory capabilities could
lead to increased tensions and continued strategic arms competition.
Once an approach to strategic arms limitation is developed on
the basis of general strategic relationships, each element and the
approach as a whole must be analyZed for its verifiability, its
negotiability, and the degree to which it would advance U.S.
security interests.
Both the United States and the Soviet Union have named senior
officials to the respective delegations. The Chairman of the
American delegation is Ambassador Gerard C. Smith, Director of
ACDA. The Alternate Chairman is Ambassador Philip J. Farley,
Deputy Director of ACDA. The Deputy Chairman is Ambassador
J. Graham Parsons, former Assistant Secretary of State for East
Asian Affairs and former Ambassador to Sweden. Senior Members
are Ambassador Llewellyn E. Thompson, former Ambassador to the
Soviet Union; Mr. Paul Nitze, currently Chairman of the Advisory
Council, Johns Hopkins Uriversity School of Advanced International Studies, and former Deputy Secretary of Defense; Dr. Harold
Brown, President of the California Institute of Technology, and
former Secretary of the Air Force; and Lt. Gen. Royal B. Allison,
USAF, Assistant to the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff for Strategic
Arms Negotiations. They are supported by a staff of advisers made
up of high-leeel officials of Government agencies concerned with
national security.
The Chairman of the Soviet delegation is Deputy Foreign
Minister Vladimir Semenov. Members of the Soviet delegation are
N. V. Ogarkov, Colonel-General, First Deputy Chief, General
Staff. U.S.S.R. Armed Forces; P. S. Pleshakov, Deputy Minister of
Radio Industry; A. N. Shchukin, Member of the Soviet Academy
of Sciences; N. N. Alekseev, Colonel-General, Ministry of De-
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fense; and 0. A. Grinevsky, Deputy Chief of Departme. t, U.S.S.R.
Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
A Backstopping Committee, chaired by the Deput* Director of
ACDA, Philip J. Farley, provides day-to-day ,opport from
Washington to the delegation in Vienna or Helsinrki, operating
within the framework of established policy guidanc,
The first phase of the talks was held in Helsinki from November
17 to December 22, 1969. This phase was exploratory in nature
and was of value in the development of the necessary mutual
understanding of concepts and principles whicL have guided the
substantive negotiations to date. The U.S. and Soviet delegations
developed a work program which included .pecific items and
provided that either side could introduce additional matters
related to strategic arms.
The Vienna phase of SALT began with a systematic discussion
of the approaches of the two sides to limitation of strategic arms.
The exchange of views in Helsinki in 1969 had laid the
groundwork for the presentation by both sides of approaches to
an agreement limiting both offensive and defensive weapon
systems. The Vienna phase recessed on August 14, 1970.
Phase III was held in Helsinki from November 2 to December
18. Both sides amplified the provisions discussed in earlier sessions
and introduced new ideas into the discussions. The communique
issued at the conclusion of the Helsinki phase by the U.S. and
Soviet delegations reported:
In the continuing course of the negotiations a wide range of questions dealing with the
problem of limiting strategic offensive and defensive armaments was considered. The
exchange further clarified a number of aspects of the matters discussed. Both delegations
expressed their determination !o pursue the negotiatioh.s with the aim of limiting
strategic offensive and defensive armaments.
Agreement was reached that negotiations... will be resumed on March 15, 1971, in
Vienna, Austria.' I
ARMS CONTROL MEASURE FOR THE SEABED

Th' rapid advance of science and the major breakthroughs in
space and marine technology since Wor.0 War II have led to a
growing awareness of the urgent need to reach agreement, through
arms control negotiations, to prohibit weapons from areas wher,
they have not yet been introduced.
Reflecting this preventive approach, a treaty to prohibit the
spread of nuclear weapons to the seabed was opened for signature
in Washington, Moscow, and London on February 11, 1971. The
treaty will bar emplacement of weapons of mass destruction on
nearly 70 per cent of the earth's surface.
Article I sets forth the principal obligation of the treaty. It
prohibits parties from emplacing nuclear weapons or other
weapons of mass destruction on the seabed and the ocean floor
beyond a 12-mile coastal "seabed zone." Article II provides that
'Ante,

p 701.

h_
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the "seabed zone" is to te measured in accordance with the
provisions of the 1958 Convention on the Territorial Sea and the
Contiguous Zone. To make clear that none of the treaty's
provisions shall be interpreted as supporting or prejudicing the
position of any party regarding law-of-the-sea issues, a broad
disclaimer provision to this effect was included as Article IV.
The verific-+ion procedures are set forth in Article III. Parties
may undertake verification using their own means, with the
assistance of other parties, or through appropriate international
procedures within the framework of the United Nations and in
accordance with its Charter. These provisions permit parties to
assure themselves that the treaty's obligations are being observed
without interfering with legitimate seabed activities. I "
The treaty was commended by the United Nations General
Assembly on December 7, 1970 by a vote of 104 to 2, with 2
abstentions. 2" The draft of the treaty had been the subject of
intensive negotiations over a period of 2 years.
The question of preventing an arms race on the seabed was
included in the agenda adopted by .he Geneva conference during
the summer of 1968. Committee members pointed out during the
preliminary discussions of this issue in 1969 that there was a clear
need for timely action to prevent the spread of armaments to this
new Z-ea which man was just beginning to explore and develop
and which was of growing interest to the international community.
Both the United States and the Soviet Union presented concrete
proposals to the CCD in the form of draft treaties during the
spring 1969 session. 2 ' These drafts differed principally in the
scope of their prohibitions. The U.S. draft dealt specifically with
the danger that the se-abed might be used as an area for the
emplacement of nuclear weapons. The United States believed that
by prohibiting such deployment its draft would remove the major
dhreat to the peaceful uses of the seabed, reduce the verification
problem to manageable proportions, and be consistent with the
security interests of coastal states. The Soviet Union, on the other
itand, proposed a sweeping, but uriverifiable, ban on all military
uses of the seabed. By October 1969 the differences had been
resolved, and the United States and the Soviet Union tabled a joint
Draft Treaty on the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuclear
Weapons and Other Weapons of Mass Destruction on the Seabedf
22
and the Ocean Floor and the Subsoil Theret_.
During the discussions of the draft which followed, CCD
members made a number of specific proposals for changes in the
text. Many favored amendments in the verification provisions of
the draft. Responding to these suggestions, the U.S. and Soviet
" Ante, pp. 676-680.
"0 Ante, pp. 680-681.
''IDocuments on Disarmwment, 1969, pp. 112-113, 211-213.

"2 1bid, 473-475.
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Co-Chairmen put forth a revised joint draft on October 30,
1969.23
I his dr.aft was carefully reviewed by the U.N. General Assembly
in the auit.ýmn of 1969. The discussions in the First Committee
permitted an evaluation of the progress achieved at Geneva in the
light of comments by many countries that had not participated in
the CCD negotiations. A number of specific proposals for further
treaty amendments were developed at that time to mee& the
concerns of U.N. members, and the draft treaty was remanded to
the CCD.
During the 1970 CCD sessions, the joint draft was twice revised
by the Co-Chairmen to incorporate the amendments that had been
developed in New York and many suggestions put forth by CCD
members.2 4 Particular care was taken to insure that the verification and other provisions of the treaty not prejudice the position
of parties on complex, unresolved law-of-the-sea issues.
When tabling the final draft of ,he. treaty, the U.S. Representative, Ambassador James F. Leonard, Assistant Director of ACDA
for International Relations, comnmended the thoughtful and
energetic contributions of all CCD delegations which had made the
treaty both more effective and much more widely acceptable. In
our view, he stated, the final draft "fairly protects, and substanthe interest of all members of the international
tially advances
2 ?
community."
The final draft of the treaty won broad approval at the
twenty-fifth session of the U.N. General Assembly. On November
2 in his disarmament statement to the First Committee, Ambassador Charles W.Yost, U.S. Representative to the United Nations,
said of the international effort behind the treaty:
The negotiation of this treaty seems to us an outstanding example of how an
important multilateral instrument can be developed with the participation and the

significant help of many countries. I- constitutes an example that we hope will serve as a
guide in the negotiation of other multilateral treaties of disarmament and arms

limitation.'s

When it comes into effect, after ratification by at least 22
countries (including the 3 Depositary Governments), the Seabed
Treaty will be an important addition to the growing framework of
multilateral arms control agreements. As United Nations Secretary
General U Thant noted when he addressed the CCD in February
1970:
The elaboration and submission to the General Assembly of an agreed draft Treaty on
the Prohibition of the Emplacement of Nuc&kar Weapons and Other Weapons ef Mass
Deitructign on the Sea-bed and the Ocean Floor and the Subsoil Thereof would
constitute an important step in preventing the dangey of the spread of the nuclem arms
race to a vast area of our planet. Such a treaty would take its rightful and honoured

"2Ibid., pp. 507-5.,9,
"For

the revised draft treplues, see ante, pp. 185-188, 475-479.

' 'Ante. p. 489.
"2 'Ante, p. 5 51.
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place with the Antarctic Treaty, 2 the Outer Space Treaty, 25 the Treaty of Tlatelolco 2 2
and the, Nonproliferation Treaty 3'
in reducing the areas of the world and the
surrounding environment which are subject to the nuclear threat.' '

CHEMICAL AND BIOLOGICAL WEAPONS CONTROL

On November 25, 1969, in an action which won wide acclaim in
the international community, President Nixon renounced the use
of lethal or incapacitating biological agents and weapons and all
other methods of biological warfare, even in retaliation. At the
same time, the President reaffirmed the oft-repeated pledge that
the United States weuld not be the first to use lethal chemical
weapons, and he extended that no-first-use pledge to incapacitating chemicals.

32

On February 14, 1970, the President announced that toxins
would be included in the total renunciation of the use of
biological agents. 3 3 According to the World Health Organization,
toxins are chemicals, they produce effects commonly described as
disease, and are produced by facilities similar to those needed for
the production of biological agents.
To implement this policy decision further, the President, on
August 19, 1970,34 resubmitted the Geneva Protocol of 192535
to the United States Senate for its advice and consent to
ratification. This protocol had originally been drafted a. the
initiative of the United States at a 1925 conference on the export
of arms and munitions. Although the protocol was signed by the
United States and was favorably reported by the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, it was not voted upon by the full Senate
and was sent back to Committee in 1926. There it remained until
1947 when it was returned to the Executive Branch as one of a
group of treaties on which action had not been taken for many
years.
Although the protocol came into force without U.S. adherence,
the United States has always supported its principles and
objectives. There are now over 90 parties to the Geneva Protocol,
including all of the NATO countries, the Warsaw Pact nations, and
Communist China. Japan acceded in May 1970.
Accompanying the President's transmittal message to the Senate
was a report by the Secretary of State which pointed out that 39
nations (including France the U.S.S.R., and the United Kingdom)
have attached certain reservations to their adherence to the protocol. For the most part, these reservations made clear that the
protocol will be considered binding only with respect to parties,
2 1Documenrs on Disarmarment. 1945-1959, vol.

11, pp. 1550-1556.

"Ibid., 1967, pp. 38-43.
":Plbid., pp. 69 ff.
"Ibid., 1968, pp. 461-65.
'CCLD/PV.450, p. 8.
'3Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 5o2-S93.
''Ante, pp. 5-6.
14 See ante, pp. 445-446.
"Documents on Disarmament, 1969, pp. 764-761'
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and only if those other parties abide by its provisions. The
Secretary's report proposes that the Senate give its advice and
consent to ratification subject to the following, more limited,
reservation:
That the samd Protocol shall cease to be binding on the Government of the United
States with respect to the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases and to ;,
analogous liquids, materials or devices, in regard to an enemy ttate if such ,tate or any of
its allies fails to respect the prohibition laid down in the Protocol."

The Senate has referred the Geneva Protocol to the Foreign
Relations Committee, which is expected to hold hearings on this
subject early in 1971.
In the United Nations General Assembly and at the Geneva
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, recent debate on
the question of chemical and biological weapons has centered on
the issue of what further arms control steps might be taken
beyond the Gtneva Protocol. The approach of the United States
to these discussions has been based on the decisions announced bPresident Nixon in his November 25, 1969 statement. The Unitec
States has vigoro',sly supported the draft convention for the
prohibition of production and stockpiling of biological weapons
formally proposed to the CCD by the United Kingdom in August
1969.'7 At the suggestion of the United States, this draft
convention was amended in 1970 to extend its prohibition to
3
toxins.
We believe it should be feasible to reach early agreement on A
conventioa prohibiting biological weapons-the use of which could
have massive, unpredictable, and potentially uncontrollable consequences. A number of states, however, maintain chemical warfare
programs to deter the use against them of this type of weapon
and to provide a retaliatory capability if deterrence fails. Many of
these states would be reluctant to give up this capability without
assurance that pc,.sible opponents had also given it up.
The key obstacle to progress on chemical weapons is the
difficulty of verifying a possible agreement. During 1970 -the
United States pressed forward the study of this problem and
submitted a number of working papers to the CCD on the
verification question. Two of these dealt with the relationship
between the production of chemical agents for war and the
production of chemicals for peaceful purposes by commercial
chemical industries." 9 Another working paper covered economic
data monitoring as a possible means for verifying compliance with
a ban on chemical weapons.4" In addressing the CCD, Ambassador
Leonard also cited working papers that have been submitted by
Canada, Japan, Italy, Sweden, and other members. He drew
"Ante, pp. 400&402.
"EDocumentson Disarmniment, 1969, pp. 431 ff.
'See ante, pp. 272 273, 276-277,428-432.
Ante, pp. 91-93, 323-326.
"4 Ante. pp. 455-459.
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encouragement from the fact that the Committee has made a
beginning toward investigating technical problems which must be
solved if progress toward a ban on chemical weapons is to be
made.
Ambassador Leonard emphasized that the United States does
not consider the prohibition of one of these two classes of
weapons to be more important or more urgent than the other.
"But one class," he said, "presents a relatively simple disarmament
problem; the other presents a very complex task. One can be dealt
with quickly; the other cannot. That simple truth, based on years
of history and the unavoidable facts of contemporary life, lies at
the heart of our attitude towards the control of chemical and
biological weapons." 4"
ACDA's research program on problems of chemical and biological weapons verification is examining all stages, from development to destruction, of the chemical and biological weapons life
cycle. The research is designed to identify activities associated
with the development, production, transportation, storage, or
destruction of chemical or biological munitions and weapons so as
to determine requirements for verification of compliance witn
limitations on these weapons. By close technical observation of
the U.S. Army's destruction program for chemical and biological
weapons, verification requirements and capabilities for this portion of the cycle will be examined during the coming months.
At both the spring and summer 1970 sessions of the CCD, the
Soviet Union favored a joint prohibition on both types of weapons
in a single treaty, which would depend on national self-policing for
verification. A draft convention calling for the prohibition of the
development, production, and stockpiling of chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons and on the destruction of such
in
weapons had been submitted to the U.N. General 4Assembly
2
members.
Communist
other
and
1969 by the U.S.S.R.
Toward the conclusion of the summer 1970 session of the CCD,
the non-aligned members of the Committee submitted a memorandum setting forth their views on the omestion of chemical and
biologicai weapons and expressing the hope that an early solution
could be found in regard to the prohibition of the production,
development, and stockpiling of such weapons and their effective
elimination from the arsenals of all nations." 3
Discussion of these issues continued at the twenty-fifth session
of the U.N. General Assembly in the fall of 1970. In general, the
NATO countries continued to support the approach of the United
Kingdom draft convention, aad the Soviet Union and its allies
presented
that the U.S.S.R.
the Generai
proposal Assemhly
to support
continued
a resolution
adoptedhad
year. The
the previous

4'Ante, p. 468.
4 1jucuw•rnt, on Disarmament. 19,'', pp. $07-S•).
" Ante, pp. 453-455.
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requesting the Geneva conference to give further urgent consideraton to this subject in 197 i .4
NONPROLIFERATION TREATY

President Nixon officially declared the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty45 in force in a ceremc y in the Department of State
on March 5, 1970. The terms of the treaty provided that it should
come into Force when the 3 Depositary Governments-the United
States, the Utiited Kingdom, and the U.S.S.R.-and 40 other
nations had deposited instruments of ratification. The United
Kingdom deposited its instrument on November 27, 1968. The
United States, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, and many
other nations participated in the ceremony on March 5, at which
the total number of depositaries became 47, thus bringing the
treaty into force.
On that occasion, the President said, "...
I only hope that
those of us who were fortunate enough to be present will look
back one day and see that this was the first milestone on . road
which led to reducing the dangei of nuclear war and on a road
which led to lasting peace among nations."
In recognition of the value of the Nonproliferation Treaty as a
step toward the hoped-for agreement on strategic arms limitations,
the President referred to the forthcoming opening of the second
phase. of SALT and continued, "The next
milestone we trust will
46
weapons."
nuclear
of
be the limitation
The treaty was negotiated in the Geneva Disarmament Conference and in the U.N. General Assembly over a period of 4 years.
It was signed by President Johnson and the representatives of 55
other nations on July 1, 1968. The U.S. Senate gave its consent to
ratification on March 13, 1969, and President Nixon signed
the instn, ment of ratification on November 24 of that year. The
fina1 deposit ceremony, which underlined the historic nature of
the cooperative effort, was t&e culminating step in bringing the
treaty into force.
One of the most importai-,t tasks in implementirg the treaty is
to conclude timely and effective arrangements for safeguarding
fissionable rnrterials to insure that they are not diverted from
peaceful ui•s to weapons produceti('n. Under Article Ill each
non-nuclear-we-aporn state party to the treaty undertakes to accept
fafeguards rnn thi fiwionable materials in all its peaceful nuclear
activities. Thes safeguards am to be set forth In agreements to be
negotiated and concuded with the lIinrea-onal Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEAjý in acoTdance w.tth the Statute of the iXEA by
na-ions indiyi:ually or in concert with other oations.
Article ill. stipulated that regotiations for thf agements
" n,,. p,) 683-685.
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should begin in 180 days from date of entry into force of the
treaty. The Board of Governors of the IAEA moved quickly to
establish a Safeguards Committee to advise the board on the
agreements to be negotiated and to discuss the problem of
safeguards financing.
The Committee began its work on June 12, 1970, having been
provided with reports of several groups of consultants and a
detailed memorandum by the IAEA Secretariat, reflecting many
months of work, together with comments received from interested
countries which suggested provisions that an NPT safeguards
agreement should contain.
Membership in the Safeguards Committee was open tc, all 103
members of the IAEA. Forty-seven states actually participated,
ircluding nearly all states represented on the Board of Governors
of the IAEA, all members of that Agency which are nuclearweapon states, all of the world's nuclear industrial states, all
members of EURATOM except Luxemburg (which has no atomic
energy program), and a number of developing countries. The
participants were noi limited to parties to the NPT, but included
some states which were only signatories thereto, and others which
were nonsignatories.
The Deputy General Counsel of ACDA was a member ok" iLe
U.S. delegation and spokesman for the United States on several of
the legal questions that arose. Other Agency officers participated
in international panels and working groups whose work was made
available to the Committee.
At the close of its first session, the Committee reported on the
proposed contents of Part I ,f NPT safeguards agreements, which
set forth the basic rights, duties, and obligations of the parties. A
section relating to financing the costs of the safeguards was
deferred for futher consideration beginning on January 26, 1971.
Work on the definitions in Part I, including the exact scope of
"peaceful nuclear activities" subject to safeguards, was also
deferred until January.
At its September meeting, the Board of Governors of the IAEA
approved the initial report of the Safeguards Committee as a basis
for commencing negotiations with parties to the NPT.
The second and third sessions of the Committee, held from
October 15 to November 6 and from December 1 to December 11,
concentrated on discussion of Part II of the safeguards agreements,
designed to set forth dLtailed provisions with respect to the
examination of nuclear facility design information, records and
reports, special provisions with respect to international transfers of
nuclear materiais, the designation of inspectors, the frequency and
intensity of routine inspections of various classes of installations,
and the access to be accorded to inspectors. It is expected that a
second report covering Part Ii will be made to the February
meeting of the Board of Governors.
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Considering the wide disparity of interests represented in the
Safeguards Committee and the imnmense complexity of the task of
defining safeguards requirements suitable for application to states
in all parts of the world, the progress to date in reaching a broad
consensus on this subject is a source of considerable satisfaction.
In the interest of minimizing the intrusiveness of inspectior:s,
however, as well as minimizing costs, there is an urgent need for
improv.d safeguards instrumentation. ACDA research on the
safeguards problem has been focussed on this objective, and has
made some highly promising contributions to it.
The selection of safeguards research projects aald the assignments of research priorities by ACDA have been based on a
continuing series of technical discussions with tWe IAEA, safe(_,ards staff, and all selected projects have received their full
support. In addition, several of these studies ha•e a'so involved the
participation of the Atomic Energy Control Board of Canada; the
Institute of Applied Reactor Physics, Karlsruhe, Germany; and
the EURATOM Safeguards Laboratories at Mol, Belgium, and
Ispra, Italy.
All ACDA safeguards research projects are coordinated with the
AEC Office of Safeguards and Material Management (OSMM), and
the ACDA program has been discussed with and comfnended by
the AEC Advisory Committee on Nuclear Materials Safeguards.
The complementary ACDA and AEC programs are expected to
yield results which will have applications for both international
and domestic purposes. In addition, several of the ACDA
safeguards projects should be useful in the verification of arms
control agreements involving both nuclear and conventional
weapons. The ACDA safeguards program is divided into four
categories:
1. The *Uvelopment of portable instrumentation for the field
assay of uranium and plutonium.
Plutonium is a by-product of the fission process which takes
place in most nuclear reactors, and it can be used as the key
element in the production of nucrear weapons. The detection of a
clandestine diversion of plutonium to weapons purposes, therefore, is one of thie 'iasic reasons a safeguards system is needed.
Beginning in 1967, ACDA developed under a contract with the
Naval Research Laboratory an instrument for the detection of
phu onium, based on the simuftaneous emission of at least two
neutrons during the spontaneous fission of the element Pu 240.
This technique is called coincidence neutron counting. The
original neutron coincidence circuits have undergone continuous
improvements and a second generation portable coincidence
neutron counter, assembled unde ACDA contract, was loaned to
the lAEA in August of 1970. A completely portable combined
neutron coincide-nce counter-multi-chai~nel analyzer will shortly
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be loaned to the IAEA for test and evaluation. This new technique
has found several important applications by the U.S. Atomic
Energy Commission and by the United Kingdom for its domestic
safeguards program.
2. The development of tamper-resistant,unattendedsafeguards
instrumentation to mor 'tor the flow of nuclear materials in
reactors and other nuclear facilities and to monitor their operations.
ACDA has concluded an agreement with the Canadian Government to design, build, install, and test on the Nuclear Power
Demonstration Reactor (NPD) at Rolphton, Canada, an unattended tamper-resistant instrumentation system. The NPD Reactor is an on-power refueled reactor and presents a number of
challenghig safeguards problems. The program has been jointly
funded by ACDA and the Atomic Energy Control Board of
Canada (AECB). It is directed by a Joint Working Group with
members drawn from the Sandia Corporation, the prime contractor; the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission; Atomic Energy of
Canada Limited, and the U.S. National Bureau of Standards, as
well as ACDA, and AECB. The IAEA participates as an observer.
3. The development of unique seals and identification devices
for vse by IAEA inspectors in the field.
As the IAEA has expanced the use of sealing devices, it has
found that none of the seals commercially available fully meets its
special requirements. Not only should a safeguards seal be veiy
secure because of the great strategic and monetary value of the
uranium and plutonium involved but also it should be possible to
check repeatedly the integrity of the sealing device after installation without damaging the seal. These requirements have been met
by the use of a glass fiber bundle for the safing wire and stressed
glass for the one-time-use clasp. The Corning Glass Works was
requested by ACDA to develop this sealing system, and work
under the contract is now underway.
A member of ACDA's Science and 'echnology Bureau delivered
a paper on this project in July 1970 at the Symposium on Progress
in Safeguards Techniques, organized by the IAEA and held in
Karlsruhe, Federal Republic of Germany.
4. The development of advanced minimally intrusive safeguards
techniques for independent verification by the IAEA of the
records and reports of reactor operators, chemical reprocessing
plants and other nuclearfacilities using industrv-generatedisotopic
data.
A potential safeguards techniLlue which is minimally intrusive
and yet offers a variety of independent methods of verification is
based on the diagnostic information that is contained in tCe
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isotopic composition of the uranium and plutonium that is under
safeguards. This collection of isotopic safeguards techniques is
called MIST (Minor Isotope Safeguards Techniques).The preliminary studies suggest that these techniques provide useful independent infornatfon on the operation of reactors and chemical
reprocessing pia=-.ts. Efforts are now underway to extend these
techniques to some of the safeguards problems encountered in fuel
fabrication facilities and to safeguarding isotope separation facilities in as unintrusive a way as possible.
TRANSFERS OF CONVENTIONAL ARMS

The Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty represents a major step
forward in meeting the dangers posed by the spread of weapons of
mass destruction. At the san e time the United States ha, been
con3cious of the need to explore the possibility of limitations on
the international traffic in conventional weapons. These arms
transfers are valued at billions of dollars annually. At least half of
these exports go to the developing areas of the world. As events in
the Middle East attest, the transfer of conventional arms,
particularly of an adranced type, may exacerbate regional arms
races and can contiibute to the outbreak or escalation of conflicts
which threaten to involve the great powers. Furthermore, the
procurement of arms by developing countries may represent a
diversion of resources badly needed for social and economic
development.
The U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency has been
increasingly concerned with the problem of worldwide traffic in
conventional arms. During the past year ACDA staff working in
this area of arms control Was increased, and responsibility was
centralized in an Arms Transfer Division in ACDA's Bureau of
Economic Affairs. The Agency's activities in dhis field fall into two
broad categories. First, ACDA seeks to insure that arms control
considerations are fully taken into account in the formulation and
implementation of U.S. arms supply policy; and secondly, the
Agency is attempting to develop possible inteinatioral arrangements to control the arms flow.
The Agency's participation in the U.S. arms-transfer decisionmakn, process encompasses transfers which take place on a grant,
credit, or cash sa!e basis. Such transfers are made within the
framework of U.S. security and foreign polic> objectives. The
Agency's viewpoint toward a particular transfer is based on an
assessment of the degree to which it may (1) stimulate a regional
arms race, (2) c(ntribute to the outbreak or intensification of
Ihostilities, or (3) constitute an unnecessary diversion by ate
recipient country of resources needed for economic and s,..iJa
development.
ACD'\ i3 a participant in a variety of interagency forums dealing
with U.S. arms transfer policy formulation. These include the
weekly meeting of politico-military officers from the State
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Department's regional bureaus and consultations on implementing
the restrictions on arms transfers included in foreign assistance
legislation. ACDA's participation in the National Security Council,
and its subordinate bodies, i.e., the Under Secretaries Committee,
tne interdepartmental groups, and ad hoc working committees,
affords the agency an opportunity to set forth arms control
concerns in the policy decision process involved in arms sales and

military assistance.
ACDA's participation thus insures a ,omprehensive review of all

Lhe factors involved in U.S. arms transfer decisions. But the

Agency believes that international arrangements, if they can be

worked out, would be the most effective mean; of restraining the
arms traffic. The Agency accordingly seeks to promote new ideas for
international
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ernment and for possible international negotiation. ?articular attention is being given to possible arms supplies agreemenfts, regional
arms limitation.and arms registration and publication proposals.
Limitation on arms deliveries by supplier states hai e so far been
unilateral in nature, although in some cases undertaken pursuant
to a U.N. resolution. The United States has sought algeement with
the Soviet Union to curtail arms shipments to the Middle East
prior to and since the 1967 hostilities. However, these efforts have
thus far been to no avail. Following the outbreak of fighting
between India and Pakistan in 1965, the United States and the
United Kingdom declared immediate emLargoes on arms ship'ments to the belligerents. These embargoes probably helped
influence the two countries to accept a truce. The United States
also embargoed arms shipmo-ts to belligerents in the Nigerian civil
war and the recent Honduras-El Salvador conflict.
President Nixon emphasized the urgent need for agreements
among supplier states when he listed Limiting the Flow of
Weapons to Regions in Conflict as second only to Strategic Arms
Limitations in "Issues for the Future" in his February 18 report to
the Congress on U.S. Foreign Policy for the 1970's-A New
Strategy for Peace. In this major presentation of new approaches
to the challenges and opportunities of the coming decade, the
President said:
When peace is in everyone's interest, we must find a way to control conflict
everywhere. We must not be drawn into conflicts by local rivalries. The great powers
should try to damp down rather than fan local passions by showing restraint in their sale
of arms to regions in conflict. We stand ready to discuss practical arrangements to this
end".4

There are concetwvable situations in which the objectives of all
major suppliers would be served by restraint, and the Agency is
analyzing current arms exports to detcrmine the potential for
mutually agreed restraints.
I! is recognized thai the responsibility to work toward
conventional anns control measures must b". assumed both by
''Ante, p, 32
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arms suppliers and by arms recipients. Therefore, ACDA is also
devoting increased attention to possible regional arms control
arrangements. Under such arrangements the countries in a particular region or subregion milght agree to place quantitative or
qualitative limitations on their acquisitions. In February 1970, in
addressing the CCD, the Director of ACDA emphasized the
importance of such arrangements:
It is my govcrnment's position to encourage arrangements fri regional arms
limitations or other steps that could reduce competition among, nations for costly
weapons often sought for illusory prestige. The United States :emains ready to work
with countries interested in pursuing this path to arms limitatian•od wenau! bc rdiy as
an arms .inie r -.4 ccopcraite in the implementation of agreements reached among the
8

parties concerned.

MUTUAL AND BALANCED FORCE REDUCTIONS

Meeting in Rome in May 1970, the Ministers of the North
Atlantic Council again issued a call to the Warsaw Pact nations for
exploratory talks on the possibility of mutual and balanced force
reductions in Central Europe (MBFR). The Ministers requested the
Foreign Minister of Italy to transmit the special declaration on
MBFR resulting from the May meeting through diplomatic
channels to all other interested governments. They further agreed
that the NATO governments would seek the reactions of other
governments to "initiation of the comprehensive program of
exploration and negotiation," which they envisaged as a logical
step toward the goal of European security and cooperation. 4 9
The members of the North Atlantic Alliance emphasized their
interest in arms control measures which could lead to a gradual
reduction of the military confrontation in Europe in the "Harmel
Report" issued at the Ministerial meeting in December 1967.1' In
the intervening years, the NATO nations have conducted intensive
studies on mutual and balanced force reductions. These studies
have produced detailed guidclines and several hypothetical models
that illustrate the kinds of problems which would arise in a
consideration of balanced East-West force reductions. In support
of these studies, ACDA has conducted and is continuing a series of
research projects dealing with the impact of limitation or
reduction of both conventional forces and tactical nuclear
weapons and with the verification of possible agreements.
The NATO Senior Political Committee and experts from NAro
capitals prepared a report for Ministers in 1969 based on these
studies. The report clarified some of the complex issues involved
to the point that the NATO Ministers announced at the December
1969 meeting that the research had progressed sufficiently to
permit 'he establishment of basic criteria for reductions.'
4

SAn:e, pp. 12-13.

"41Ante,

pp. 225-230.

"0 See Documents oa Disarmament, 1967, pp. 679-681.
"!Ibid.. 1969. pp. 623-628.
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Following the Rome Ministerial meeting, and for the first time,
the Warsaw Pact responded publicly to the NATO initiative. The
response took place when the Foreign Ministers of the Warsaw
Pact met in Budapest in June 1970. This meeting produced a
communique calling for intensification of preparations for an
all-European conference which vculd explicitly include the
United States and Canada. It recommended the "establishment by
the all-European conference of an organ to deal with questions of
security and cooperation in Europe." The Warsaw Pact Foreign
Ministers proclaimed their belief that "the interest of reducing
tensions and bringing about security in Europe would be promoted by a discusion of the question concerning the reduction of
foreign armed forces on the territories of European Staitr." •,,ey
suggeste,4 that such discussion take place in the organ to be
establishad by the Conference on European 5Security "or in any
other manner acceptable to interested States." 2
The NATO nations were also considering NATO strategy and
force structure for the coming decade. A major study, designated
"Alliance Defense, 1970" (AD-70), was undertaken and it
concluded that "the position of the Alliance and its member
countries during this period of exploration and negotiation, w-th
special referernce to the European security and mutual force
reductions, would be weakened if NATO were to reduce its force
unilaterally," and that "NATO member states must, therefore,
maintain a sufficient level of conventional and nuclear strength for
defense as wý,Al as for deterrence, thus furnishing a sound basis
from which to negotiate and underlining that negotiation is the
only sensible road open.' 5 s
Duning his tour of European countries in late September and
early October, President Nixon reaffirmed U.S. responsibilities to
NATO and declared . . . "the United States will, under no circumstances, reduce, unilaterally, its commitment to NATO. Any
reduction in NATO firces, if it occurs, will only take place on a
multilateral basis, and on the basis of what those who are lined up
against the NATO forces5 might
do. In other words, it would have
4
basis."'s
mutual
a
on
to be
The December Ministerial meeting was held in Brussels. In his
message to the opening session, President Nixon reaffirmed that
the United States will not reduce its forces in Europe unle;ss there
is reciprocal aation from the Warsaw Pact.5 s
The communique issued by the NATO ministers at the
conclusion of the December meeting set forth their views of the
intemational situation as it had developed since their previous
meeting in Rome in the following terms:
Ministers noted that the initiatives wh h had been taken by allied governments had
already achieved certain results which constituted some progress in important fields of

" Ante, pp. 244-245.
" Ante, p. 674.
'Department of Stawe Bulletin, Nov. 2, 1970, p. 529.
'Weekly compiaation of PresidentialDocuments, Dec. 7, 1970, pp. 1620-1621.
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East-West relations. Nevertheless their hope had been that more substantial progress
would 'save been recorded in LZ, teral exploratory contacts and in the on-going
negotiations, so that active consideration could have been given to the institution of
broad multilateral contacts which would deal with substantial problems of security and
cooperation in Europe. They affirmed the readiness of their governments, as soon as the
talks on Berlin have reached a satisfactory conclusion and in so far as the other on-going
talks are pro-eeding favorably to enter into multilateral contacts with all interested
governments to explore when it would be possible to convene a conference, or a series of
conferences, on security and cooperation in Europe.
Ministers noted that alliance studies on the variou, aspects of the mutual and balanced
force reductions question have further progressed since the Rome meeting and instructed
the council in permanent sessiun to pursue studies in this field.
Ministers representing countries participating in NATO's integrated defense program
re-emphasised the importance they attach to mutual and balanced force reductions as a
means of reducing tensions and lessening the military confrontation in Europe and
recalled the declarations on this question issued in Reykjavik in 1968" and at Rome
earlier this year. 5 7 They noted that the Warsaw Pact countries have not directly
responded to these declarations but have mentioned the possibility ot a discussion at
some future time
of the question of reducing foreign armed forces on the territory of
58
European staies.
IMPACT OF REDUCED DEFENSE EXPENDITURES
ON THE AMERICAN ECONOMY

The economics of arms control and disarmament is referred to
prominently in the statement of purposc of tlie act establishing
ACDA. That section of the act specifies thýat the Agency must be
in a position to assess the effect of arms control and disarmament
"upon our foreign policies, our national security policies, and our
economy." The act authofizes research on defense expenditures,
and on the econondc impact of arms control and disarmament,
of readjustment and the reallocation of
including the problems
5
national resources. 9
Bilat-ral negctL1±Ions with the Soviet Union on the limitation of
strategic arms, the reduction of military activity in Indochina, and
the dialogue between the NATO Nations and the Warsaw Pact on
mutual and balanced force redlictions for Central Europe have
heightened interest in the problems and opportunities in economic
adjustments to reductions in defense s,.-ending.
While the Arms Control and Disarmament Act does not confer
on the Agency operational authority in the economic conversion
area, the Agency's research on this subject can be of value to those
having operational responsibilities. To this end, ACDA makes this
research available to the interested agencies of the government and
to the general public for LISe in conversion work, since the
economic impact may be the same whether defense reductions
result from arms control or other causes.
TVe expericnce of World War I has suggested to many that the
appar'nt correlation bctween rising defense spending and falling
"ijDocuments on Disarnwament, 1968, pp. 447 ft.
"Ante,

pp. 225-230.

"$$Ante. pp. 244-245.
1

Documents on Disarnmmet, 1961, pp. 483, 486.
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unemployment rates represented a cause and effect relationship.
The corol!iry belief that sharp reductions in defense spending
would lead t F,"rious depression seems to be less widely held than
it used to be, but it still recurs. Most economists, however,
maintain that increased government spending for civilian purposes
or increased private-sector spending would be just as effective as
military spending in reducing unemployment. This general conclusion has been supported by a number of important studies on the
subject, both national and international.
The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency has sponsored a
major research project to obtain a factual and impartial analysis of
the implications of reduced defense expenditures. Such information is essential to a full assessment of the effects of possible arms
control measures. Under a contract with the University of
Colorado, the study undertook "a comprehensive review of the
problems of adjustment of the American economy to reductions
in defense spending with a view to developing an organized
framework for planning for such problems."
Conducted over a period of 2 years by a team of prominent
economists and other social scientists from I i different institutions of higher learning, the study projects the impact of various
assumed levels of military spending on national, regional, state,
and local levels, as well as their impact on industries and
individuals. It includes an analysis of the effects of three different
levels of military expenditures on each of the 50 States and the
District of Columbia, and on 219 major metropolitan areas.
The findings include the following:
-A strong affirmation that the U.S. prosperity is not dependent
on military spending.
--Military spending is not unique. The same effects can be
geiierated by alternative government spending programs or by
private spending.
-in the process of moving from higher to lower levels of
defei..e expenditures, there would be transitional difficulties for
some individuals, communities, and industries and a temporary
increment to the unemployment rate. It is a"ticipztk that ihis
problem could be eased by advance planning and remedial action
by lical, state, and national agencies.
In addition to this comprehensive study, the Agency began in
late 1970 1 review of the more ihan two dozen economic impact
research studies done since ACDA was established in i961. These
studies have dealt with a broad spectrum of subjccts bearing on
the effects of reduced defense expeuditures on the U.S. economy,
on specific industries, on localities, and on workers.. The review
consists of an examirnation of the conclusions and recommendationis of the studies to extract those still relevant and pertinent.
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AGENCY OPERATIONS

Organization
The Arms Control and Disarmament Act assigns to the U.S.
Arms Control and DisarmamentAgency the primary responsibility
within the U.S. Government for searching out ways to enhance
national security through arms control. The act provides that the
Agency "must have such a position within the Government that it
can provide the President, the Secretary of State, other officials of
the executive branch, and the Congress with recommendations
concerning United States arms control and disarmament policy,
and can assess the effect of these recommendations upon our
foreign
opolicies, our national security policies, and our economy. 1,6
The Director of ACDA participates in all meetings of the
National Security Council at which matters within the scope of
the mission of the Agency are considered.
To carry out its functions and responsibilities, ACDA has an
organizational structure which, in addition to the offices of the
Director and Deputy Director, includes four bureaus, each headed
by an Assistant Director. These are the International Relations
Bureau, the Science and Techl,.,iogy Bureau, Weapons Evaluation
and Control Bureau, and Economics Bureau. Supporting the
Director, Deputy Director, and the four bureaus are the Office of
the General Counsel, the Public Affairs Adviser, and the Executive
Director. The ACDA staff is comparatively small-sligb.tly more
than 200-and is drawn from a variety of disciplines-political,
military, scientific, legal, and economic.
The work of the Agency falls primarily into four categories:
formulation and coordination of arms control and disarMament
policy, preparation for and management of international negotiatons on arms control measures, research into problems related to
arms cont'oi and disarniament, and preparation for and conduct of
arms control inspections.
Fox mnulation and Coordination of Arms Control Policy
Ev: ry major new proposal which the United Sctaes makes in international negp•tiations must first receive the President's approval.
One of President Nixon's first acts upon taking office was to
direct that the National Security Council (originally constituted in
1947) be the principal forum for consideration of policy issues
requiring Presidential determination. The viature of the issues
considered by the Coun--il, ini its revitalized role, range from
current crises and immediate operational problerts to middle- and
long-range planning. The Director of ACDA makes policy recommendations to the .President both directly and through his
participation in relevant meetings of the National Security
Council. The Director's role in NSC deliberations is 'n keeping
"I°bid'.,

p. 0,3.
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underlying principle contained in the Agency's enactment
bat
"Arms control and disarmament policy, being an
im~F~ t aspect of foreign poiicy, must be consistent with
national security policy as a whole. "6 '
Representatives of the Agency participate, when arms control
and disarmament or related matters are being considered, in the
Under-Secretaries Committee, the National Security Council
SeniAor Review Group, the Defense Program Review Committee,
and the various interdepartmen tal, regionai. and functional groups
established under the National Security Council to study specific
national policy problems and to Plan and carry out programs.
ACDA staff members maintain day-to-da-> contact with pefsonnel of' concerned departments and agencies in the development of
ideas, the preparation of position papers, and the disp~atch of
policy guidance to the negotiators at the conference table.
Preparation for and Conduct of International Neqotiatio~ns
In addition to being ihe princip-al idviser or, arms control and
disarmame-nt to the President and Secretary of State, ACDA's
Director is also the chief U.S. negotiator in the field of arms
control. He is the chairman of the U.S). Delegation t-, the Strategic
Arms Limitation Talks (SALT). These bilateral discussions between the United States and the Soviet Union were held during
1970 in Vienna (April 16 to August 14) and in Helsinki
(November 2' to December 18). An arrangement to alternate. the
site. between Heisinki and Vienna was agreed to in 1969. !n
addition to the Director, the U.S. delegation is made up of five
principals and a staff of advisers. A Backstopping Committee in
Wqshington. -chaired, by the Dteputy Director of ACDA, provided
day-to-day support to the delegation in Vienna and Helsinki.
ACDA's Assistant Director for International Relations led the
U.S. delegation to tIhe Conference of the Committee oni Disarmnament (CCD) in Geneva. Other staff members of ACDA we're
assigned to the deleggtion as advisers.
The Committee, which meets at the Palais des Nations in
Geneva, will enter its tenth year on Febmary 23. 197 1. It was
~e

established under a joint U.S, U.S.S.R. agreement,"
and -its
Assemibly." 3 While lit isi nA a U.N. body, at reports to the General
Assembly and the Disarmamient Commission and is servicedl by.-thc
'U.N. Secretariat; Its 2(6-17ation memblership is made up o'f 6 NATO
countries -Canada. Franice, Italy, tile Ne-theri~rids,t~he United
Kingdom, And the 1Jnitcd Stat-.s (France has never taken iier seat
-at tile Conference tahkc) -and Japan , 6 from the Warsaw Pact
Bu)g- ria, ('techoslovakia. llungary. Poland, Ronianii. and th-e
U.S.SR. --and Mongolia: anrd 12 Other nahoios--Argnt.utina, Brazil,
-
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Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Morocco, Nigeria, Pakista;,
Sweden, the United Arab Republic, and Yugoslahia.
Daring 1970 the CCD negotiated a treaty banning weapons of
mass destruction from the seabed 64 and pursued efforts to
negotiate international control over chemical and biolog.cal
methods of warfare. In addition, other arias control topics on the
agenda included a comprehensive ban on nuclear-weaponis tests
and limitations on conventional arms. The Committee met in two
sessions in 1970, from February 17 to April 30 and frcm June 16
to September 3.
"he Assistant Director for International Relations also served as
a member of the U.S. Delegation to the Twenty-fifth Sessici ui
the U.N. General Assembly, which met from September 15 to
December 17. In addition t,- approving the treaty banning
weapons of mre.ss destructior from the seabed, 6 I which had been
submitted by the CCD, the General Assembly adopted a number
of resolutions relating to arms contrOi.
Planning, Coordination and Conduct of Research
The act establishing ACDA authorizes and requires the Director
"to ensure the acquisition of a fund of theoretical and practical
knowledge concerning disarmament." 6 6 In carrying out this
requirement, the Agency has contracted with universiies, researcX.
institutions, industries, and other governmental agencies to obtain
technical competence and expertise not available within the
Agency. At the same time, it has carried on a significant amount
of in-house research.
A substantial basic fund of knowledge has now been acquired. It
has been the Agency's aim during 1970, therefore, to conduct
research which would keep the data current and which would be
directly applicable to the Agency's operatiunal, policy, and
negotiating responsibilities. Since billions of dollars annually are
going into further development c' weapons technology, continuing researci is needed to relate this chiA.ging technology to arms
control icory and practice.
ACDA is responsible for intera_,,ncy .,*oordination to prevent
undesirable duplication, to keep abreast of relevztt research of
other agencies, and to provid, an impetus to other agencies to
include arms control considerations within their iesearch efforts
when appropriate. In addition to drawing on research of other
government agernics. ACDA utilizes consultants whenever practicable in lieti of external contractual arrangements as a means of
obtaining nrcessary competence and expertise and of tapping the
intellectual resources of the academic and scientific communities.
The basic- responsibility for identifying and formulating arms
contro-l i'esearch requirements, for coordination within ACDA and
ri4 .

475-479, #764,80.

' cAnn.pp. 68(p-6.
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with o~tier agencies, and for monitoring approved projects rests
with the Agency's Assistant Directors.
A Research Policy Cominittee, under the chairmanship of the
Director (or, in his absence, the Deputy Director), and including
the Deputy Direct or, the Assistant Dir.-ctors, the General Counsel,
the Executive Director and the Special Assistant to the Director,
provides overall guidance for the Agency's research program. This
comm-ittee reviev's the adequacy of ACDA research policies,
procedures, and programs in the light of' U.S. national security
policies and goals.
Preparation for and Condi'ct of Armis Control Inspections
The Agency is authorized to mnake plans and preparations for
the establishment and operation 4f inspection and control systems
which may become part of thu U.S. arms control activities. Two
arms contr-ol treaties now contain~ provisions fo;- on-site inspection-the Outer Space Treaty 7 and the Anitarctic Treaty.6 8 While
the former hids yet to be exercised, on-site inspectionN of res~eaich
stations and facilities ir. Antarctica hav~e be-c: a r unioe pa4t of
U.S. Antarctic policy. The Agency organized 3ind carried ou.t theseinspections in 1964 and 1967."'~

At the re-quest of the Antarctic Poii t, y roup in

_ly !,9170. theI

Agency beg, ni planning for a 197 1 Antarctic insvectiort. Plans have
been completed, and a team -) Americai, o 1_-servc~rs w.iill carry out
inspections of coastal stations duting Februari and March of
1971.
Public Information

The Arms Control and Disarruar. -tit Act gives the Agcri,,cyU
respori.ibility tor "thf; dissemnination and coordinatjio;'9of, irlfurma-

tion czoncerning arms con trol and disarmamen t

"

Daily ihaki,,on wittn the press is ialintaiincJ by the Offi1ce of
Public Affairs by responding to queries and visits fromn representatives of the domesrio and foreigr, press media. The office aiso
prepares press guid&
as requirce' for use by tht Whit-' Horuse.
the Scretary off Sitae, and the D~irector of ACDA. In 4.ddition, it
regular~y p~rovides guidance iotihý. 'r-epartnient If State spokesman

for usc at nioon tbnefings.I

Either the P"ublic Affairs Adviser or a3 scnior mpenber of his staff
Is :-mn'inber Of the U.S. d~elegations to major intLirnational arims
c-ontrel a.,d d~isarmajnent confereiicts. [)-ring 1970 tihe office

prc'vided delegation spokesmen at the Geneva. diý.arnmament confcren11'e and ait the U.N. G.cneral AsserMby; Lind the Publiic Alfa:rs
Aoviser served as U.S. delegation spokesma~n for the Strategic
Aris Linilatiofl T.-Iks hield in Vienna and Helsinki.
6 "hi~d., 196 7, pp. 38-4 3.

;b
id,
196
1..4I

''1d.,! 94 -1Y9
- 'udý11 , pp. 1Sf- 15IS%.
~S.N 1bid., I9'.pp. i95-203-rid-, 19267, pp. 283-29W
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The Agency, upon request, arranges for its officers to address
schools, organizations, and public meetings. It requests that travel
costs be defrayed by the hcst organization, although cooperative
arrangements can sometimes be worked out with other groups in
the same area. The Agency regards speaking engagements as an
opportunity to learn as well as to teach; ACDA officers report
back to their colleagues on interesting ideas and suggestions
developed in the course of question periods and discussions.
ACDA publications circulated during 1970 included the 9th
Annual Report which surveys the Agency's activities and summarizes disarmament dcvelopments for the previous calendar
year 7•; Documents on Disarmament, 1969 (one of a series which
annually reprints significant statements, proposals, and documents
of U.S. and foreign origin), World Military Expenditures, a
statistical summary; the Quaitzvly Bibliography, produced under
contract for ACDA by the Library of Congress, which summarizes
recent articles and books; and Arms Control and National
Security, a "primer" on contemporary disarmatent concepts and
issues. These items may be obtained by writing to the Agency,
although supplies are limited. They are sold by the U.S.
Government Printing Office.
All pamphlets and unclassified
research reports aie available to readers at the 116 depository
libraries listed in Appendix V of this report.7 2 These publications
and unclassified research reports are increasingly finding use in
coliege classroom; and study programs.
The emergence of arms control as a major factor on the
diplomatic scere is also reflected in college and university
curricula. An ACDA questionnaire, sent to about 2,400 institutons of higher learning, prod-uced information on courses dealing
with arms control and disiarmament in colleges and universities
throaghout the country. S•t,'ch courses are given in a wide variety
ot depart ents. including political science, physics, theology,
ethics, psychology, nv!tional security studies, international relation;, iri•rnatio.nw' law, and military science. In addition, disarmament :E g
0fn
ttention in special interdisciplinary seminars,
conferences. .tpd study programs. The survey found that the
number -)I textbooks on arms control is also increasing. It has also
been noetd that general textbooks in international relations or
Jiplomatic histony have in recent times given more thorough
treatai.n1 to arms c%.,.ntroi negotiations and agreements. Intensified
diplom, iti•. activity ii •i•s field during the last decade is reflected
in nm,:e detailed and more analytic approaches in most textbooks
and evcyclopedias.
['ducanional institutions have reported notable success M
._,Fr.rljmcnty. for arms control courses, adding that these courses
have :erved to motivate stu.tents toward further work in interna!bid.. 19A9. pp. 7 1-764,

"" Not printcd h e
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tional relations study, and also to channiel the ardent irenical
aspirations of' students into constructive work. This su~ccess,
together with the increased availability of' competent ins' ructors in
the field, foretellg a probable increase in academic activity in this
field in the yi-ars ahead.
Members of the- Agency staff have been available for consultation wit~h teachers preparing curricula, to authors and publishers,
producers of other teaching materials, and conference planners. Ir.
addition1 , Agency publications, including its annual repoizs, !ýi-e
used for class-oom assignments.
Social Science Advisory Board
The Social Science Advisory Board," 3 established by the'
Director in March 1964, enables ACDA to draw o)n the expertise
of a panel of distinguished scholars for advice on the social scien e
aspects of the Agency's programs.
In 1970 the Board held two meetings: or. May 28 and
November 25. During these sessions the members wcre. briefeu on
current arms control and disarmament programs- including res.earch activities, and they offered advice on the condchct 'f -hese
programs. In the intervals between meetlii!-:. L'ocdrd nernh.'rs we~re
called upon for advice and assistance with r-ýgarý' to specific ACDA
projects contemplated or underway.
Members of the Board represent an important Channel of
communication between the Agency a:. 1 i. ie -acadeic corimunity. Through them, the academic coiz muni-iv and iV.dividuai
scholars can become better acquainted w~th
Agc. icy's operations and research, Because of the expert
o! the; members, the
Board is uniquely qualified to advise !ACDA regarding the
contribution which. the various social science disciplines can make
toward the attainment of U.S. arms control objectives. The Board
also assists, the, Agency in assessing research necessary to sferve
those objiectivt .-z
ADVISORY COMIMITTE
The GeneraiA drisorv Comnmit tee on A rms Contrel LAwl, Disarrnament is charged by the Afms Control Act of 1961 "ito ak-! ise theI
Pre:;ident, the Secretairy of State, and t'.e Ltsafumani.nt i-Itector
respectingy m'tters affeding arms controa, disarmament, -Anid world
pcacc." The law provides that the President mpay appoint the
Ckommittecv by and with the advice andl consent of the Senate." 4
Prosid-mit Nixon1 reconkstituted the Committee in !9%9 with the
reappointment of Mr. John J. Mc(-oy,) as Chairmran -nd the
appointment. o! 14 n,.ew members. Th.- Pre-sident stated that he
wished the Committee to Ihe an independent advi~sorv boch?.
_ENERAL

'-ThevimN~is are listed infraj,
Ld~lwnsi~'gr~mum-m

~,

.485,

i
.
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On December 16, 1969, the President met with the Committee.
He heard a report on what the Committee had done thus far, and
he laid several specific problems before it for study and advice in
connection with the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT).
Subsequently, the President asked for the Committee's analytical
judgment on a number of the major policy issues related to SALT
which would supplement and illuminate judgments he receives
from witlfin the Executive Branch.
The Committee immediately began to work toward a better
understanding of the central strategic and political issues that
determine the contribution which arms control measures can make
to our national security. During calendar 1970 the Committee
convened 18 times. It has access to a wide range of classified
documentation and heard 92 of the most qualified authorities
both within and outside the government on the questions under
study. These included Secretary of State Rogers; Under Secretary
Richardson; Deputy Secretary of Defense Packard; the President's
Assistant for National Security Affairs, Dr. Kissinger; the Acting
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Admir-, Moorer; the
Director of ACDA, Mr. Smith and his deputy, Mr. Farley; the
Director of the Central Intelligence Agency, Mr, Helms; the
Supreme Allied Commander in Europe, General Goodpaster; Mr.
Robert McNamara and Mr. Dean Acheson.
Among others w.'o met with the Committee to discuss national
security and arms , ontrol questions were Dr. Alice L. Hsieh,

hj,,titute for Defense Analysis; Mr.. Kiichi Saeki, Director, Nomura
General Research Institute of Japan, and Mr. Michio Royama of
the International House of Japan; Professor W. K. H. Panofsky,
Director, Stanford Linear Accelerator Center; Professor Robert A.
Scalapino, University of California; Dr. William Kaufmann, MIT;
Ambassador Robert Ellsworth, U.S. Permanent Representative on
the North Atlantic Council; Ambassador J. Robert Schaetzel, U.S.
Representative to the European Communities Brussels; Ambassador Helmut Roth, Federal Commissioner for Disarmament,
Federal P.,,:,,blic of Germany; Mr. Adrian Fisher, Dean of Law,
Georg:'town University; and Mr. Anthony Hartley, Editor, InterJpay MaA!1,ine.

T[he Committee examined MIRV, ABM, verification, and
intelligence capabilities as well as strategic questions related to
Europe, the Middle Last, Cuba, Japan, and China. The Committee
also conducted a series of closed door hearings on questions
related to general purpose forces and the strategic balance.
In Iliufi',lIMnt of its statutory responsibilities, the Committee,
during, the past year, furnished the President, the 'Secretary of

StatL, -..d the Director of ACDA with specific recommendations
on a number ,)f major issues related to SALT aid the strategic
balanLe. The Chairman met, at the invitation of the President.
with the National Security Council.

TENTH ANNUAL ACDA REPORT

731

In order to assist the Committee in the performance of its work,
the Chairman has a small staff located in the Committee's offices
in the Department of State.
The members of the Committee, appointed by President Nixon,
are:
John J. McCloy, lawyer, former adviser on Disarmament to
President Kennedy, retired Chairman of the Chase Manhattan
Bank, former Chairman of the Ford Foundation, of the World
Bank, U.S. High Commissioner for Germany, and Assistant
Secretary of War during the Second World War.
I. W. Abel, President of the United Steel Workers of America.
Dr. HaroldBrown, scientist, President of the California institute
of Technology, member of the SALT Delegation, and former
Secretary of the Air Force.
William J. Casey, author, editor, and lawyer.
William C'. roster, former Director of the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency and former Deputy Secretary of Defense.
Kermit Gordon, economist, President of the Brookings Institution, former member of the Council of Economic Advisors, and
Director of the Bureau of the Budget.
Dr. James R. Killian, Chairman of the Corporation of Massachusetts Institute of Technology, former Special Assistant to the
President for Science and Technology.
General Lauris Norstad, USAF (Ret.), Chairman of the Board
and President of the Owens-Coming Fiberglas Corporation,
former Supreme Allied Commander in Europe (SHAPE).
Dr. Jack Ruina, scientist, Professor of Electrical Engineering at
Massachusetts lnstitutL of Technology, former President, Institute
for Defense Analyses, and Assistant Director for Defense Research
and Engineering, Department of Defense.
Dean Rusk, Professor of International Law, University of
Ge•orgia: former Secretary of State.
Gorernor William Scranton, lawyer, former Governor of Pennsylvania, and ineinber of Congress.
CYrus Vamn e, lawyer, former l)eputy Secretary of Defense.
Dr. John Archibald Wheeler, scientist, Joseph Henry Professor
of Physics at Princeton.
For business and personal reasons, Mr. C. Douglas Dillon
resigned fr.im the Committee on September 21, 1970.
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THE SOCIAL ,CiENCE ADVISORY BOARD

Chairman
Philip Mosely, i-ofessor of International Relations and Director of
the European Institute at Columbia University, New York, N.Y.
Members
A. Doak Barnett, Senior Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies, the
Brookings Institution, Washington. D.C.
Abram Berson, Professor of Ecouomics at Harvard University,
Cambridge,. Mass.
William M. Capron, Associate Dean, John F. Kennedy School of
Government, Harvard University, C("mbridge, Mass.
W. Phillips Davison, ProfessGr of Journalism and Sociology, Columbia University, New York, N.Y.
Jerome D. Frank, Professcr of Psychiatry, the Johns Hopkins
University School of Medicine, Baltimore, Mo.
Haroid Guetzkow, Fulcher Frofessor of Decision-Making at Northwvestern University, Evanston, I11.
E. Adavason Hjebel, Professor of Anthropology, University of
Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minp.
Morris Janowitz, Professor of Sociology at the University of
Chicago, Chicagc, Ill.
Saul H. Mendlovitz, World Law Fund, New York, N.Y.
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ANNEX

I

ACDA Report on World Military Expenditires, 1969 [Extract]'
Highlights of the Data
World military spending continued to rise in 1969, although at a
somewhat slower pace than in the 3 years preceding. The total
reached a record $200 billion, up 44 percent since 1964 when
ACDA compiled the first estimates of2 global military spending
based on national data for 120 countries.
During this period, military outlays in current dollars have
grown from $139 billion in 1964, $143 billion in 1965, $160
billion in 1966, $181 billion in 1967, to an estimated $191 billion
in 1968 and $200 billion in 1969.
Over the 6-year period this means that inore than $1i trillion
($1,000,000,000,000) has been spent for arms and armed forces.
What an expenditure of this magnitude means is clearer when it is
measured against available economic resources. This sum exceeds
the value of all the goods arid services produced in the United
States in the past year. It is more than 2 years' hicome for the
world's 93 developing countries, in which over two and a half
billion people live. Larger than any civilian programs financed by
public funds, the world's military budget in this period took as
much public money as was spent by all governments on a)' forms
of public education and health care.
The most recent figures indicate that the advanced industrial
nations continue to dominate world outlays (chart 1). Of the $290
billion estimated to have been spent in 1969, the NATO countries
accounted for $108 billion, or 54 percent, the Warsaw Pact
countries for $63 billion, or 32 percent. U.S. expenditures in
1969, which do not yet retlect the budget cuts made during the
year, are estimated at $82 billion of tht NATO total. Soviet
expenditures are roughly estimated at $56 billion of the Warsaw
Pact total.
World Militarv Expenditures, 1969 (ACDA
tables are not reprinted here.
'Since

1967, most of

ib. 53, 1969), pp. 1 -8. The statistical

. e increase ir military i•p-.ndin~g has resulted fromn price

inflation. In terms of conrtant prices. 1969 expenditures were 3 percent above 1967 and
only fractionally higher than in 1968.
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In both 1968 and 1969, however, the military expenditures of
countries outside the two major blocs represented an increasing
proportion of world outlays. Military budgets of these countries
appeared to be growing at a rate more than twice that of the world
total, reflecting an accelerated arms race among the developing
countries. The upward spiral of arms budgets in the poorer
countries was one of the most striking-and disturbing--aspects of
the latest trends in world military spending.
Table 1, page 10, provides summary data for the years 1964-69.
Detailed country figures for 1967 and earlier years appear in tables
11 through V, pages I to 29. The text below reviews significa;'t
trends and comparisons.
The Trend of Militiry Expenditures
Between 1965 and 1967. world military spending in current
prices soared upward at the rite of 13 percent a year. Preliminary
data now available for 1968 and 1969 suggest that the year-to-year
increase has since slowed down. Outlays of the NATO and Warsaw
Pact countries were still rising in 1969, but less rapidly. In the
remaining countries, while national trends are spotty, the expansion of military budgets still averaged close to 10 percent a year.
For the world as a whole, the increase has been 5 percent a year
since 1957.
This more recent trend is encouraging in several respects. The
rise is not only smaller than in the mid-sixties but also slightly less
than the average annual rise since World War I1. If the pattern of
the last 2 years continues, it will mean some reduction in the ratio
of military spen'ding to world ii, come.
On the other hand, it will tai'e more than a di'minished rate oft
increase to lessen significantly the heavy economic burden of
world military expenditures. If rekent spending patterns continue,
the nations of the world by the end of the seventies will be
devoting more than $300 billion a year to defense. Over the
decade they would have spent for this one purpose alone an
amount virtually equivalent to the present tangible wealth of the
United States -all the land, homes., fa(ctories, highways, minerals,
and other real assets.
Comnparisons With Economic Growth

Over the period Of the survey, there has been a more erratic
trend in miiliary spendin' than in world product although in both
cases the trend has bCCee consistently upward. TI'l- annual rise in
milinary spending, in current prices, has been as low as 3 peicent
and as high as 13 percent, averaging 7 percent since 1964.
Micinwhile. the value of world product has expanded at
nirly
steady 8 to 10 percent.
In real terms, the economic iniprovcment in the past ( years has
been considerably less than the change in the dollar value of world
GNP would indicate. l'opulation has gone up by 2 pert.ent, piCes
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by 4 percent yearly. These two factors reduce the actual increase
in real product perf capila to less 'than 3 percent a year, or a total
of 14 percent over the 6 years. This is appreciably less than the 20
percent increase in military expenditures adjusted for price
changes. (See chart 11.)
Several generalizations can be made from these comparisons anrd
the summary data in table 1:
1. The world's economic standard of living in real terms has
improved relatively little during the past 6 years.
2. The diversion of resources to military purposes has expanded
in step with the world's capacity to produce.
3. Part of the growth dividend since 1964 has been dissipated
in higher military ý;xpenditures, rather than contriuuting to the
improvement of living standards.
4. Per capita, the burden of military spending has grown larger
over the 6-year period. (And it is in the poorer countries that this
increase in burden has been greatest, as the charts and discussion
whI't. follow reveal.)
Trends in Developing and Devecloped Countries
National and regional differences in the trend of military
expenditures are so extreme that generalizations based on global
figures are sometimes misleading. Chart I1I indicates how strongly
a small percentage of the world population influences world GNP.f
This type of diagramn, known aýý a "' orenz Curve," is sometimes
useu to show the relative distribution of income among ipdividuals
or faminies making up a country's populatiov. Here it shows the
distribution of world product among countries making up the
12bI
w.orld's popu!:tion. The curve repros~ents th.- popui.ation-s
countries ranked in ascending order from the poorcst to the
richest accordin- to theýi~r 1967 per capita GNP. Any pdint on-the
c'irve 3hcowi the cumulated share of bohi- world GNF all(_ world
;:opulation aceýouiil~ed for by all :oujnt~ries above or below Chat
point.
At the Upper end of the curve are the richef nations.
represenI-ting only a fraction of the world populaticn(hoion
axi,,-, but producing miore- than half of the wý_rAd pr-jduct (vertllýal
aXi<.1 Bv cortrast, the lower- part of thc curv-e shows a 'ar-ýc
PoPL'la1,,ofl producinr' a reliz~ively smaldl p._rcent. ofworld GNP. At
-52 P%-rocnt in the pop-ulaotion axis, as the d~ottked hit e inldic-ates, the
correqponding point ii! 'he GN P axis is i percent.*[hat is. half the
world's people prodilce j share of thec world product equwiva'pet to
that represented byim:a-rv expend Mures.
Illustrative of' the signilificant diffe-renct. in

uI
at,tIoi a f

4-a r.'.

averages tfo.r two groupinigs of'countries which are I'dcrtilied Un this
report as deveioping ald deCvelop~ed. Th10 countries designasted ai
developing reren aot thes'QWt of the world population
but only onc-yIxth of the GNP and ahNut. 11 perocent ot all 1-ibtary-
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snending. As a result, their changes have less effect on the world
aggregates than do changes in the developed countries. Chart II, on
page 2 and table I, page 10, indicate how different the trends in
these two categories of countries have been since 1964. The world
indexes for military expenditures and GNP tend to be close to the
showing of developed countries. However, the relative expansion
of military expenditures in developing countries has been twice
that of the developed countries.
In current prices the average annual increase was 15 percent in
developing and 7 percent in developed cotntries between 1964
and 1969, while the average increase in GNP was 10 percent yearly
in developing and 9 percent in developed countries.
Two factors increased much more sharply in developing than in
developed countries: prices and population. Both of these cui
back the relative economic gains in the poorer countries, and
widened the gap between the devtloping and deve'loped parts Df
the world. When price and population changes are allowed for, the
Chart III, Ann (I
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nr•nual increase in per cap I:i ' NP in developing countries was only

2 percent, bWinging them in an average income level of $180 per
pers;or in 1969. (Developed countries had a per capita GNP gain of
4 percent yearly, after price adjustment, bringing their per capita
income to an average of $2,332.)
Against this showing, the upward spiral in military spending in
the developing countries was particularly striking. Preliminar,
estimates indicate that in real terms, that is, after price adjustruent, their military expenditures rose at an average rate of 7
percent a year between 19o% and 1969. With GNP pei cap,,ita
growing at the rate of only 2 percent a year, these populations
were bearing a heavy and mou.,ting burden to support military
expansion.
In a forthcoming report on trends in military spending since
1950, ACDA will review evidence on tht reationships between
military spending and development progress Indications are that
in developing countries, where resources are tight, incr;•ase3 in
military expenditures tend to mean lower growth rates unless they
are subsidized through foreign sources.
Since 1964, developing countries have failed to increase their
share of the world product. This has stayed at about one-sixth of
the total, a minor share considering that they have almost
three-fourths of the world's population (chart IV), and that this
proportion has grown in recent years. Military spending of the
developing countries held at 11 percent of the world total until
the sharper upswing of the last 2 years. If this more recent trend
should continue, the developing countries may increase their share
of world military power but risk shrinking even further their
modest share of world economic power.
Relative Burden
The basic table for 1967, pages 11 to 13 following, provides
two statistical indicators that are useful in gauging the relative
burden of military expenditures and the ability of an economy to
support its military effort. The imost commonly used indicator for
these purposes, the ratio Gf military spending to GNP, is
inadequate if used alone, and may be misleading. A maj,.
weakness of this ratio is that it fails to take account of the
population factor and therefore of the level of economic strength
as represented by per capita income. To offset this weakness, per
capita GNP in each country is shown next to the ratio figure in
table 11. Countries with low per capita incomes are more likely to
have greater and more urgent resource scarcities. In these countries
military spending competes directly with both consumption and
the investment necessary foi- growth.
('hart V below summarizes the relative standing of the 120
countries in the survey, taking account of all three relevant

Cl-:- IV, Annex I
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factors, military expenditures, GNP, and population. The chart
shows where each of the countries stands in per capita GNP and in
the ratio of military spending to GNP. Countries with the heaviest
defense burden in tenns of these two criteria appear in the up-,er
left portion of the chart; countries with the lightest in the lower
right portion.
This scatter diagraii shows that the economic impact of
military spending is extremely uneven throughout the world. The
highest spenders relative to GNP are all poor countries in terms of
their per capita income. In the first tier--with expenditures
exceeding 10 percent of GNP-there are 11 countries, all of them
developing; nine of the countries spending cover 10 percent of GNP
on military progranis have per capita incomes of less than $300 a
year. In the second tier-spending 5 to 10 percent of GNP for
defense- 10 of the 15 countries are classed as developing.
Proportionately more developing than developed countries fall
in the hig., burden categories. At the same time, proportionately
more developing than developed countries are also in the low end
of the scale (the two lowest tiers of the chart). African and Latin
American countries in general show up with the lowest ratios of
defense to GNP. The very diverse pattern in ielative burden
suggests the importance of further study in depth of the impact cof
military expenditurf s on the pace and quality of growth,
particllarly among the newer nations.
Other Public Expenditures
In the world as a whole, no other single activity of Tovernment
attracts as much public financing as military preps'redness.
Available budget data indicate that in many countries defense
accounts for a fourth or more of all expenditurc of central
governments.
Next to defense the largest single outlay that most governments
make is for education. World expenaitures on education are
estimated to have reached $128 billion in 1967 (chart VI). Like
military spending, this appeared to represent a new record total.
However, it was still only two-thirds as large as military expenditures in that year. Considering the rapid growth in the school-age
population, education expenditures had not changed appreciably
per pupil. World population between the ages of 5 to 19 is
estimated at 1. 1 billion. This indicates a world average expenditure
for public education of less than $120 per school-age child.
For all publicly supported health care, governzaents paid out an
estimated $60 billion in i 9 6 7 , or one-third as much as for defense
For the world population, public health expenditures averaged
S$17 per person.
One other major budget category for which data are available
for global comparisons is foreign economic assistance. For the
donors this amounted to $8 billion in 1907. Aid given averaged $9
per capita in the developed countries. Economic aid receipts, when
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divided among the larger populatic is in the developing wcrld,
amounted to abcut e 3 per person for the receiving countric',.
In table III, pages 14-16, per capita military expenditures of all
countries are compared with per capita expenditures for public
education and heaith and with gross national product. The table
reveals an extraordinary range in these figures, not only among
countries but among regions and as between developing and
developed countries.
Developed countries in 1967 had a per ci'pit: GNP average 12
times that of developing countries. The contrasts were even more
extreme in the major cai.egories of public exre,:diture. Military
spending and government o'itlays for education and health in the
ricuier countries, on a per capita basis, were 20 to 25 times larger
than in the developing countries.
In dollar amounts, GNP and expenditures in the major budget
categories which are tabulated in this survey compared as I>1lows
in 1967 on a per capita basis:
World ....
......................
Developed .......................
Developing ......
.................

GNP

Military

Education

Health

722
2,151
17 2

53
168
8

37
120
S

17
57
2

Chart VII shows how dramatic these expenditure differences are
even on a regional basis. North America's per capita spending
dwarfs all others. Europe's is next, followed by Oceania's. In
contrast to these three regions, the most that other areas spent on
education was $14 a year per capita and on public health $8 per
capita. South Asia had the lowest spending teels of any region,
not only on defense but on public education and health as well;
education expenditures averaged out to $2.70 and health to $0.40
per person per year.
All comparisons of education and health expenditures are
somewhat affected by differences in the emphasis given to public
as co.mpaied to private financing. Ccuntry- comparisons in particular must be made cautiously because of this factor. Communist
countries tend to support all education and health care through
the public budget w hie others do so through varying proportions
of public ind private funds. in the United State,, for example,
plivate expenditures account for about one-fii'th of all speniding on
education and for almost two-thirds of all spending on health care.
Manpower
The latest figures show an increase not only in expenditures but
in manpower devoted to defense. The world total for the armed
lorces in 1967 was estimated at close io 22 million. In the years
immediately prior to 1967, the figure. has generally h('1d to 20
million or slightly above.
About hail of the increase of 1.4 mi!lion men between 1963)
and 1(-9'7 repxsents accounting adjustments to cover those
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paramilitary forces which play a significant mi-"litary rolc. Included
in this paramilitary component are units of' armed police,
carabinieri, and national guard. These paramititary units are judged
capable of making a significant contribution to regular armed
forces strength and are generally funded from the central defen,ý,
budget.
In proportion to population, armed forces are largest in North
America and Europe and lowest in Africa and South Asia.
Worldwide, military forces represent 0.6 percent of the population, with an average of 1I..percent in developed countries and 0.5
percent in developing.
Estimates by U.N. experts in 1962 indi'cated that ýor every 100
men in the armed forces there might be in addition over 150
"-)e)ple engaged in productive activities directly or indirectly
relkted to the military. This would mean that in 1967 an estimated
55 million people were either in the armed forces or employed in
manufacturing and other support functions foi the forces, a
number equalling the total population ol the United Kingdom, or
the entire labor force of the United Kingdom, West Germany, and
Sweden combined,
ANNEX

II

ACDA Report on World Military Expenditures, 1970 [Extractl 1

Sum"mary'
Word miljitary expenditures, inflated by further increases in
prices, reached a new peak in 1970. Last year's worid total
reached an estimated $204,000,000,000, the equivalent in dollar
value of a year's income produced by the 1,800,000,000 people in
the poorer half of the world's population.
In actual expenditures, the increase in world miliiary spending
over the previois year was thc smallest in recent years (chart 1). In
term3 of corstant dollars,2 i.e., had prices been unchanged, there
would have been a slight decline --a hopeful sign that the sharp
uptrend of the 1960's has been Hunted (chart 11). Expressed as a
ratio to GNP, miitary spending was slightly lower for the third
year in a row. In 1970 these out;i;,-- took 6.4 percent of the world
product.
In the 6 years" since the first worid survey, military outlays in
culrrent dollars have risen almost 50 percent. However, about
three-fifths of this increase reflects price inflation. If prices had
been unchanged, military expenditures of 1970 wculd have
'World Miliir; Expe.'dituo's, 1970 (ACDA pub. 58, 197 1), pp. 1-8. The statistical
table,sare not reprinted heie.
2 iigures in currer' dollars reflect the prices and exchange ra:,s of the respective year
to which they epply. Figures in constant dollars have been adjusted for changes ut both
oricei and exchange rauet to show "real" values in terms of a tingle year.
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excceded those of 1964 by roughly 20 percent. Thus, the 20
percent rise measures the "real" or physical increase in military
effort since 1964. Some of the increase is reflected in the
increased numbers of p,:rsonnel in the arnied forces, which are up
more than 10 percent; some in investment in higher quality,
increasingly soplisticated military equipment. The rise in expenditures in- ]udes stiategic forces as well as the conventional forces
which r,),resent ,our-fifths of world military spending.
The current survey produces no evidence that a widespread shift
from military to civilian uses of resources has begun. Nor does the
slower rate of increase in total military expenditures in the past 2
years reflect a worldwide tendency to restrict such outlays. Itn the
vast majority of countries for which recent information is
available, there was a further rise in military budgets in current
prices in 1970. Whije NATO spending went down, largely as a
result of a decrease in U.S. defense expenditures, the total for
developed countries as a whole did not decline. In developing
coL.ntries aS a group, military expenditures again moved higher.
Thus, developing countries continued, as they had in the years
prec•uing, to increase their share of world military outlays,
devoting to military programs
.
that could have been
allocated to economic development.
More public funds continued to flow into military programs
than into public education or public health programs for the
world's poplation of 3.6 billion (,,hart IIl) In developing
countries, for example, the increase in military spending in the
period since 1964 represented the equivalent of 3 years' expenditures on public education for the billion school-age children in
t1'ose countrik-.
The text Lciow amplifies some of these summary points and
provides additional informnt:iun on gob:d and regional trends and
comparisons. (See table I, page 9.) National data are not compared
here, but may be found for l9t8 and earlier years ih
1 tables II
through VI, pages 10 to 30.
The Tre-nd of Military Expe.'iditures
Military exrenditures provide a useful barometer of the
momeC!tum of ,he arms race. Howe-ver, the world totai, like all
average,, may conceal geograpilhc, nd other changes which are of
major import-aice in gauging trends.
Chart I shows trends in military expenditures in curreni prices
for the world ( ertical white bars) and for each of the nwaor
categories of c. rntrie,. for which projections through 1970 are
attempted. It should te noted that the categories of countries
shown on the charts are overlapping. Most Warsaw Pact and NATO
cotuntnes. and some "other" countries, arm represented in the
developed group. Developed and developing countries toý--ther
make up the world total, a- do NATO, Warsaw Pact, anti th'
"other" ca3egory.
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The chart shows the NATO line in current prices declining, after
a rapid rise from 1965 to 1968. Although the Warsaw Pact line
continues on a sharp upward slant, developed countries as a whole
hardly changed spending levels between 1969 and 1970.
Chart 11 shows trends in military expendituret after allowance is
made for the effect of price rises. (Correction for price changes on
a worldwide basis is necessarily rough.) Expressed in constant
dollar-, military expenditures of developed countries are estimated
to have leveled off between 1967 and 1969 and to have declined
in 1970, led by a downturn in the NATO total. This is the first
such drop since ACDA's world survey began in 1964, and a
significant one in overall effect since expenditures of the developed countries account for approximately 90 percent of worid
military spending.
The trends in developing countries as a group arc rather
different. In currexit and even in constant prices, the recent rapid
increase of military spending in these countries has continued.
Withip this classification of countries, however, major differences
in military expenditure trends are evident. The rate of expansion
of expenditures is by far the sharpest in the NMar East. Smaller
increases have occurred in the Far East, Latin America, and Africa.
In South Asia, spending rates have changed relatively little since
1966.
As chart II indicates, in the developing countries as a whole the
rate of increase in military spending continues to outstrip the
advance in GNP, at the expense of populations whose average
income per capita is still barely $200 a year.
Comparisons With Economic Growth
Since 1968, when the advance in world military expenditures
began to moderate, the growth rate of world GNP has been faster
than the overall rise in military spending (see chart H1). As a
consequence, the share of world GNP going to military programs
has declined from a high of 7.3 pezcent in 1967 to 6.4 percent in
lq7O.

This change suggests that. ov'erall, the .nilitary burden has begun
to lesF,-n somewhat in relation to the world economy. On the
other hand, changes over time in the ratio of military spending to
GNP must be evaluated cautiously, both as measures of relative
burden and as indicators of arms restraint. Economic growth is
population-related. Unless the civilian portion of world GNP-the
investment and cunsumption component-grows with rising population, living standards fall. Unless the civilian portion adjusted for
the population rise expands with rising GNP, living standards have
not benefited fully from the growth dividend.
The record for 1970 as compared with 1964, the- year of
ACDA's first annual survey, shows that military expenditures have
absorbed some of this growth dividend, although the share of

.1
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world GNP that they take has diminished. The changes, expressed
in dollar eqitivalents, are summarized in the table below:
WORLD GROWTH DIVIDEND, 1970 OVER 1964
(Billion dollars)
Increase in GNP in current dollars ...............................
of which:
price inflation . ........................................
populatior increment
(valued at 1964 GNP p7- capita) . .........................
Increase in GNP (adjusted for price and population changes) .............
of which:
increase in military expenditures .. ...........................
Leaving an actual growth dividend for civilian uses of . ..................

1,252
514
288
(450)
28
422

In 1970 the dollar value of world GNP was $1,252 billion
higher than in 1964. Price rises and population growth, however,
accounted for a major part of this apparent gain in value. The
increase in GNP, when higher prices and larger population are
considered, was $450 billion or only one-third of the apparent
increase. The increase in world arms spending in constant prices
took $28 billion of *hL tvidend, representing a larger share of real
growth in devek ping than in developed countries.
As an indicator of arms restraint, a downward t;end in the ratio
of military exr-enditures to GNP is not sufficient. With a rapidly
growing economy, even L declining ratio to GNP can conceal an
intensified arms race.
COmupared with the immediate pre-Wod War IT period, military
expef&diturcs in 1970 probably took a somewhat smaller share of
w, icd ý-ýNP However, the world economic base has been so vastly
e•'Arged that today's share represents a fourfold increase in
ex enriditures, in real terms, as compared with 1937. It is estimated
that woridwide military expenditures of 1937, based on a League
of Nations study of that prewar year, totaled about $50 billion in
1970 prices in contrast to today's $204 billion.
Develored and Developing Countries
Poorer countries stiffer most from arms races. For example,
military equipment which they produce thernselwvcs may tap the
high-quality resources that are most needed for investment in
civilian industry. Military equipment bought from abroad may
take some foreign exchange that could have helped to niode;ni,.e
the economy and improve living standards.
For the past 6 years, ACDA's survey shows, military expenditures have grown considerably faster in developing than in
developed countries. The GNP increase in' developing economies
from 1964 to 3970, expressed in constant p.ices, is substantial,
but the rate of growth per capita has bL.een less than that in
developed countries.

4
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Far the developing courtries, a calculation of the anmual growth
dividend similar to that shown in the table above for the world
total reveals that they have devoted to militarv spending twice as
laige a proportion ot their G(NP growth aivildend as have developed
price increases and the
countries, when allowance is made for
more rapid population growth in the poorer countries. Together,
these factors have limited their actual growth dividend for civilian
uses to a 6-year gain of only $30 per person. In developed
countries, by contrast, the civilian increment from 1964 to 1970
was 16 times as much or $469 per person.
Chart IV illustrates the end-results of these trends as of 1968.
The 93 developing countries in ACDA's survey represented 73
percent of the world's population but had only 17 percent of
cc•tent world income. They accounted for only 7 percent of
worid public experditures on health care arid for 10 percent on
education. The inclusion of international economic assistance
would of course add somewhat to the resources available to
developing countries, but the addition would represent a relatively
minor proportion of their GNP. All foreign economic aid, loans as
well as grants, amounts to less than 2 percent cf GNP of
develcpir.g countries.
Chart IV. Annex it
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On the other hand, the developing areas, with their large
populations, accounted in 1968 for more than half the 24 million
men under arms in the world.
While the budgeted military expenditures of the developing
countries- were only 12 percent of the world total in 1968, this is
not the full amount that went into maintaining military forces in
these countries. Military aid contributions of the major powers are
a significant supplement to the military expenditures of developing countries. Military aid, according to the standard budgetary
concept of this report, is counted among the military expenditures
of the donors-not in the recipients' military budgets. In this
respect the expenditure data and chart IV tend to understate the
relative militaly capacity of the developing world.
Growth rates recorded since 1964 (see table below) suggest that
develoning countries have gradually enlarged their share of world
militaiy effort, maintaining a rate of increase in personnel in the
armed forces as well as in military expenditures considerably larger
than that of developed countries. However, this expansion of
military effort was accompanied by a lowering of their relative
economic standing when population increase is taken into account.
AVERAGE ANNUAL GROWTH RATES, 1964-70
(Values in constant prices)
World Developed Developing
Militpry expenditures ...............
Ar ,medForces .....................

2.8
1.9

2.3
0.0

5.9
3.7

Total GNP .......................
Population .......................
CivilLan GNP3 per capita .............

4.9
2.1
3.0

4.8
1.0
,.0

5.7
2.5
3.1

Other Public Expenditures
A comparison of world military expenditures with other public
expenditures such as public education, public health, and foreign
economic assistance is set forth in chart lII. Regional comparisons
are shown in chart V, and national data may be foumid in statistical
tables II and II. Comprehensive data on private expenditures on
these civilian programs are not available. See table II, footnotes 3
and 4, for available data on private spending in individual
countries.
Manpower
Following a steady upward trend between 1964 and 1968, the
number of men under arms began to dccline in 1969 and 1970. At
year-end total armed forces numbered an estimated 23 million,
about 0.5 million fewer than at the 1968 peak, although still more
than 2 million higher than in 1964.
Chart Vi shows the large numbers of active duty forces
'GNP less military expenditres.
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belonging to two of the seven geographic regions. In 1968 almost
16 million, or two-thirds, of the men under ai-ms were in the
forces of European and Far Eastern countries. North America
ranked next with 3.6 million under arms and the Near East next
with 1.8 million. All regions increased forces between 1964 and
1968, the largest rise in absolute numbers being in the Far East.
Both developing and developed countries have increased military expenditures more rapidly than personnel. The trend is to
larger outlays per man in uniform even when allowance is made
for price rises. This rate, of course, varies widely among individual
countries. Chart VIII, showing several indicators for the 10 major
military powers, illustr'.''ý ti e range in expenditures per man in
uniform.
In addition to the men and women serving directly in the armed
forces, military-related employment remained high particularly in
the industrialized countries. In Europe as a whole, manpower in
the armed forces and in industries and trades related to militaty
requirements was estimated at almost 10 percent of the economically active population. Worldwide, manpower in the armed forces
and in military-related employment in 1968 was close to 60
million, a number equaling the total population of West Germany.

Note.-Chart VII is not printed here.

Chart VIII, Annex II
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DEFINITIONS OF TERMS

Gross National Product (GNP) represents an econ~omy's total
output of goods and services, valued at current market pr'ces paid
by the ultimate consumer.
Military Expenditures are current and capital exr ",ditures to
meet the needs of the armed forces, including: expenditures of
national defense agencies for military programs; expenditures for
the military components of such mixed activities as atomic energy,
space, and research and development; military assistance to foreign
countries; and expenditures on paramilitary forces where they
contribute sulstantiaPy to a country's military capabilities.
Foreign Economic 4id Received by developing countries
comprises official bilateral grant&and loans (gross of repayments)
disbursed by Development Assistance Committee (DAC) countries
and net aid received from multilateral agencies. (Aid received from
Communist countries is shown in the world total but is not
included in country or regional totals.) Aid given by DAC
countries includes official bilateral aid and net contributions to
multilateral agencies. Aid given by Communist countries represents deliveries to non-Communist developing countries only. Aid
from private sources and military assistance are not included.
Public Education Expenditures include current ani capital
expenditures for preschool, primary, secondary, and universitylevel education. Wherever possible, expenditures by all levels of
government are covered. Private spending is not included.
Public Health Expenditure5 represent current expenditures
(and wherever possible, capital expenditures) by all levels of
government for the provision of medical services. Private spending
is not included.
Armed Forces refer to military personnel acually on dui;,
including paramilitary forces where these forces contribute substantially to a country's military capabilities. Reserve forces are
not included.
Developing Countries, 93 in number, are the countries listed
under Latin America, the Far East except Japan, South Asia and
the Near East, and Africa except the Repubiic of South Africa,
and also include, in Europe, Albania, Bulgaria, Greece, Portugal,
Spain, Turkey, and Yugoslavia.
Developed Countries. 27 in number, are the countries i.-,ed
under North America, Oceania, European NATO except Greece,
Portugal, and Turkey, thc Warsaw Pact except Bulgaria, and
include Austria, Ireland, Finland, Sweden, Switzerland, Japan, and
South Africa.
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