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j The CHAIRMAN (Poland): I declare cpen the 473rd plenary meeting of

the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament.

2 Mr, IGHATIBFF (Canedaj: Moy I take this opportunity to assceiote myself

4

with the welcome alrcady extended to those heads of delegations whe have joined us
for the first time at this session, and to welcons back old frivnds? I wish also
vo weleome back the representative of the Secretary-Genersl, Mr, Epstein, and
members of the United Nations Secretariat, who continue to provide for us such
efficient services.

3. oceeding from the discussiuvns which fook place cduring the first part of this
session and the working pepers which werc then prescnted, ond profiting from the
review of arme-contrel issucs during the recess, we arc novw required, I believe, to

consider more specifically vh:t can be achieved during the remainder of this year.

In this first Ccnodlan interventi-n I should like o review how ny delegation regards.

that task.
4o  With respect to the revised j-int draft treaty on the sea-bed submitted by the
co-Cheirmen on 23 April (CCD/259/Rev.2), the Canadian dclegation is hopeful that
early substontial progress jan be achieved and that the treaty can be completed at
this session. This draft could then be prescnted to the twenty-fifth session of
the United Hations General Assembly in the expectation that the rasult of our
negotiaticns during the major part of tue scssions vill lead to the cenclusion of
sea-bed treaty by the end of 1970, That, I think, should bec cur immediate
objective.

5. As I indiccted in my statenent in late April (CCD/468), our delegaticn believes
that we may have just abeut reached the peint at which naximum cunsensus has been

achieved on the substance of the dreft text, with the excepticn of the point I raised

at that time rocgarding crticle III. This relates Lo the que n of assurances
about recturse te internaticnal procedures in helping States vhich have cause for

oncern regarding non-complionce with the treaty. I do not propese ot this stage to
elaborate further upon that sbatement, which remeins the Cancdion peosition, other
then to emphasize, in vicw =L certain comments which hnve becn made, that the Canadian
proposals for verification put forward in decument A/C.1/992 do not onvisoge the

establishnment of some now, claborate and oxpensive international machinery; they
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merely seek tc reiterate, within the context of the sea-bed treaty which we are
considering, the right already available on 2 multilateral basis under the Charter
to all Members of the United Nations to have reccurse when nccessary to the geod
offices of the United Nations, without prejudice of course tc any good offices which
mey be available on a bilateral basis.

6. Turning now tc the question of chemical and biological warfare, we welcome

the progress made during the last session in clarifying some of the underlying
issues. The Canadian Government policy regarding chemical and biolegical weapons
presented in my stotement of 24 March (CCD/PV.460, parss. 23-38) was not of course

a substitute for or a detraction from the multilatcrcl action which is needed to
strengthen and to supplement the Gencva Protocol (A4/7575/Rev.l, annex VI),

e Indeed, what my delecgaticn has been ceeking is to reinforce the Geneva
Protocel of 1925 by moving from the prohibition of first use of chemical and
biological weapons which results from thes reservations to that Protocol to an
effective ban on the development, producticn and stockpiling of such weapons.

The Canadian Government policy stotement wes made as a contribution to the clarification
and smplification of national pesitions on this important matter, with the hope of
promoting a consensus which might prepere the way for the negotiation of a treaty

or treaties tc prohibit the development, production and stockpiling of chemicel and
biclogical wcapons.

8. This Committee is under an obligetion laid down by the twenty-fourth session

of the United Notions Gencral Assembly -~ in this instance resolution 2603 B
(CCD/275) -= to continue negotiations cn chemical and bhiclogical warfare and to
provide a report on all aspects of thc problen to the next sessicn of the General
Assembly. During cur spring sessicn several important statemcnts were made on

this item and some interesting working papers werc considered. In our view, these |

revealed with increasing clarity that the crux of the problem is the negctiation

of agreed and adequate verification prccedures to easure compliance with any treaty
or treatics. VWe suggest that the Committee, while continuing the exchange of views
on all aspects of the abolition of chemicel and biclogical weapcns, should devote
its primary attontion during thc next few weeks te possible apprcaches to and

solutions of the problem of verification.
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9. In this respect we would support the suggestion put forward by my Japanese
colleague (COD/PV.456, para. 82} that o series of infurmal crasultations with
experts in attendance as required might provide optimuwm cppertunity for nrogress.
For our part we are prepared o perticipate actively in any such meetings, and

.

we would hope to be able in due course te contribute some sugzestions as teo hou we

believe the examinaticn of this verification preblen might be advanced.
10. Completion cof the work on the sca=bed treaty and progress on the question of
chemical and bislogical warfore at this session, important as they undoubtedly are
if viewed against the risks and costs of the continuing nuclear arms race, cannot be
regarded as adequate responscs by themsclves. That is sc, in cur view, as gauged
egainst current public apprehensions, or ggainst the various rescluitions adopted by

the United Hations General Assenmbly ot its last session,
11. Resolution 2502 E (IAIV) gove the wesy
develop ——

"ess a conprchensive nrograme ... which would provide the Conference with

a guidelinc to chert the course of its further wcrk end its negotiations®,

“becring in mind that the ultinate geal is general and complete

disarmantent;' (CCD/275;
The Canadian dclegntion views this resclutisn as »priwerily intended as an incentive
to achieve progress in a systemeotic way on arms contiel and disarmament during this
decade. We hepe that the Conference of the Committee on Disarmoment will not
becone invelved in atiempiing to draft an elaberate and exheustive vprogramme for
the Disarnmament Decade, but will agree cin o flexible formula of cbjectives to be

presented te the twenty-fifth scesion of the United Haticns Genercl Assembly with
the Commitice'!s endorsement. We therefore believe thot we should strive towards
a consensus on what might constitulc o comprehensive wrogramie of work for the
Confercnce of “he Commitice on Disarmament.
12. We agrce uwith these who say that these objectlves should, as far as possible,
be spelt out in relation to specific measures, be acceptable to governments es
practical proposals, and be related Lo current international tensions. Is it not
Pov

logical, though, to expect that the principal military Povers represented on this
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Committee should set the lecad in meking 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 2lsc agree with those who soy that the time hos passed Tfor metephysical
discussions of ideal prograrmes, or nerely the revision of motters dating back

to the beginning of the provious decade. Only through the pursuit of concrete
neasures will this Committee attain the uvliimate objoctive of general and complete
disarmament. On the other hand, I roclize that we wish to aveld an approach so

enpirical ond onregnatic that the Generzl Assembly of the United Hations will not

be able to discern any cohesiveness, cc-ordination or direction in our targets and
cbjectives.

14. In this task we arc not without frundeotions on which to build. The most
notewerthy achievement of this Commitiee to date, the non-proliferation Treaty

=

(ENDC/225%), hos now come inte force, ond when it becomes fully effective it will,

1

we hope, ensure thot no additional coantries join the “nuclear clubi; and as
progress touerds gencral and complete cisarmement depends primarily on effective
aeasures to bring under control the pecliferation of nuclear wedpons, both vertical
and horizontal, measures such as the zomprehensive test ban -- an item to which

I will retvrn later -- and o cut-off in the production of fissile materials for
weapon purposes rust in our view be 21 essential part of any vrogromme we might
draw up.

J=

15. HNor can we ignore criticism which, perhaps justificbly, questions the ultinate

value of agrecmente which 1initv nuclear wcopons and to which najeor nuclear Powers
are not a party. Like the representntive of Japon in his intervention on 18 June
(CCD/PV.L71, para. 34), I egrec with the Scerctary-General of the United Nations,
who in his statcment of 22 May tc the Institute c¢f Mon and Scicnce pointed to the
desirability of “finding ways ond mecas of associating all nuclear Powers, including
France and the People's Republic of Chinat, with arms control and disarmament
negotiations.

16, But therc is no doubt, surely, that the priority cbjective set for us both

at the United Hations General Assenbly and by cur own Conference is to halt the




CD/7V. 4’? 3

. — - LY
(Mr, Iznavieff, Canada)
nuclear arms raoce. The neans of bringing the nuclear armms racoe under restraint

rest of course cn politicel as woll os technulogical facters. In g5 foar as the
polluluﬂl factors ore concerncod, in sceking scluticns we unaoubtedly have to lock

a largc extent to the strategic arms limitotien tallts (SALT, and other bilatersl
contacts between the nuclear Powers. But it is for this Confercnce, besides .
playing its political rule, uo oxaminc oll the technelegical factors involved in
facilitating cyreements which might lead to a halt of the nuclear arns racc.
17. It is against that background that I should now like to turn to an important
subject on our agenda which has nct been discusscd in any depth recently but which
the twenty-fourth sessicn of the United Katici: General Assembly considered to be

o matter of urgency and abeul yhich it also requested the Confercace of the

Cormittec on Disarmement Lo subnit a special report U the tuenty-fifth sessiosn
of the Gcn=* 1 Assembly, I rcfer, of course, to the comprehensive tﬂst ban.
18. In view of the neod for a specinl repert, under the terms of resolutlon

2604 B (XXIV) (CID/275; of the Genoral Assembly, to the forthcoming scssion of the

Generzl Assembly next Scptember, I should like to recell briefly seme »f the history
and the politicel events which give thic issuc its special sismificance and
importance.

19. Parties to the particl test-ban Treaty of 1963 (ﬂNDGflGOchv.i} arc undor
obligation by the preemble %o the Treaty to scek #the discontinuance of all test
explosions of nuclear wezpons for all tinoeh.

20. Parties to the non-proliferaticn Treaty have a nore general commitnont to
“pursue negoticvicns ... on effective mecsures reloting to the cessation of the
nuclear arns race at an carly dete’, an obligation which applies particulerly to
the major nuclear Powers. Tho draft sea-bed treaty ue are now considering also
envisages o commitment to continue negeviations leading o~ the cessation cf the
" arms rece and to disarmament, general ond completc. The cinclusion of a
comprehensive tost-ban treaty by the Cormittee ~n Disarmemant would thercefore be
a notable achievement, bruh to nark the Disarmament Decade and to roassure a1l
nations that the commitments t- which I hove referred arcrcc, sidered as binding,
21l. In the nmeantine nuclecr Westing, cither for pecceful or for weapons purposes,

is being comtinued by all the nucleor Fouwers: although we realize that those
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which are signotories of the partizl iest-ban Treaty have limited their tesgtis to
underground cxplos’ons. Vhy, then, the ¢ loy in completing the partial test-ban
Treaty? Virtually all delegaticns here have recognized thot the najor political
impediment to progress is rolated dircctly te the security considerations of the
nuclear-weapon Staies. Clearly, until the nuclecr Povers concerined cre prepared to
agree that the risk invelved in any periicular approach to a nuclear test ban

is less than vhe risk inhercnt in the continued escalation of the nuclear arms

race, progress can be of cnly a limited ard preparatory nature

22. ‘e realize, of ccurse, that the talks on the limitation and eventual reduction
of strategic nuclear weopons have an imporvant bearing on a comprehensive test ban,
Success in the strategic arms limitaticn talks, we would hope, could go a
considerable distance towerds renoving the basic impediment, to which I have referred,
to a comprehonsive ban cn further testing

23. Tending progress in the nolitical ~nd scecurivy enviromment in relatdon o which
the goal of o comprehensive test ban has to be comsidered, however, the Canadian
delegation remoins cenvinced that somc nregress in finding solutions o some of

the major cutstanding tecimical problems should be pursued. Those technienl
problems relate, of coursc, to the guesticn of effective verification, bn which

the positions of the najor nuclear Povers inveolved and of meny other members of the
Committee cn Disarmament heve differcd, and still differ, substantially. A1l
delegations here would, I think, agrec thot the scismic component of any
verification scystom will he large, albeit uot necessarily the only component.

..

that the task of detection and

(."

The Canadian delegnticn, among others, has argue

1

identificaticn of underground tests could be facilitated if assured access to adequote
original seismclogical doto were to be provided.

24. That brings us to Gencral Assembly resolutions 20604 A (XXIV) and 2604 B (XXIV),
The latter requests us, lnter alia, “Uo submit o spocial veport to the Assemblyd

on the resvlis of our deliberations cin o comprehensive test ban and on

proposals relating to it, While we do ust know what will be the exact form or
content of that special rcport, we arc firmly of the cpinion, which we hope is
widely shared by others here today. thalb the repert should shew that this Committec
had ot least taken into eccount the rosnonges to the 86cretary~&enural's '

questionnaire on the internavional cxchonge of seismic deova veferred to in
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resolution 2604 A (XXIV). In thot context we would slso reccll thot o specific

purpose of resolution 2604 A (XILV) is, ns stated in its operative perograph 3,
precisely to cssist the Committee on Disarmament in its further consideration of the
achievenent of a couprehensive test ban.
25. In view of those decisions of the General Assexbly I =i sure that we shall 211
do our utmost to cnsure that our discussions on the couprehensive test-ben question
in this Caurittee this swmer cre as fruitful os possible. As regords the enquiry
concerning the international aveilebility of seisiric data, I hope ny colleagues nay
finé it helpful if this morning I pgive the Comittes o bricf report on the progress
mede to date in response to General Asseibly resclution 2604 A (XXIV), and on the
asis of that report noke one or two tentotive sugpestions for possible future actioq
by this Conmittee.
26. As nembers of the Gamittee arc awore, resolution 2604 A4 (XXIV) rcceived
widespread support ot the twenty-fourth session of the General Asscubly both in term
of votes in favour and in teriis of co-sponsorship. At the sane tinme it has to be
recognized, as ny Japonese colleaguc pointed out the other dey (CCD/PV,. 471 s para. 27
that support in the Ceneral Assenbly was not os universel as we would have wished,
and that some responses to the Secretary-~Gencrel's enquiry were cest in somewhot
negetive terms. 1ilone the less, of the fifty-four responses so far received and
circulated, thirty-four, fran five continents, have been positive and substantive.
I hoeve been inforied in fact by the Canadian technical cuthorities thot those
responses tc the resclution and questionnaire forn o sufficicntly brood-based sauiple
to pernit some useful initial exemination to be nade, with what we hope mey be
procductive results.
27. I wish to noke it quite clear to my colleagues that the difficulties and deloys
which havz been encountered have not in sny woy altered cur view that the Camrittee
on Disarmament itsclf should =t this session pursue a prelinainary cxaninetion of the
substantizl nunber of responses cvailable for study so that o refercnce to them mey
be included in this Corittee's roport to the United Wations in responsc to operative
peragraph 3 of Coneral Assoubly resclution 2604 B (XXiV).  Technologically-improved
international co-operation in the scismic ficlé nay prove hichly desirable in
providing the basis for 2 linited but substarticl step forwerd in bridging the

technical gops in the adequate verification of a conprehensive test han.
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28, As we now consider what might be donc to follow up the Secretary-General's
questionnaire, I should like to stress taat we in the Canadian delegation have o
preconceived vicws or ideas on what corclusions may e drawn from the responses made
so far by povermments. At this stege we wish only to open what we hope ney prove
to be a useful dianloguc in this Camittec. Certeinly we belicve it is premature
to teke o position on the guestion of the esteblishment of any international bedy,
with 211 the finanecisl implications thot nicht flow froux such an sction. For
instance, we do not think it is by any nieans clear that an eventual seismic exchange
system woulcd involve a system of autometic and continuous circulation of datea, as
distinet from ad hoec arrangenients, acceptable to govermients.

29. Ve are justified in wondering, however, just how the adequacy of nationeal
verification procedures can bc assessed by governments unless an undertaking is
forthcaoning concerning the willingmess of governments, on o reciprocal end purely
voluntary basis, to moke secisnic deta o aileble, and also without a further study of
the seisnological facilitics which nay be cwvailable in the world. We will, of
course, consult other menmbers of the Conference of the Coxiittee on Disarmament —
particulerly those countries that have capabilities in this field anc¢ have responded
favourebly -- about the best approcch to o follow-up of the seismic information
exchange questionnesire.

30. For our part, the chief Conadian Govermient seisizologist, Dr. Xonneth Whithem,
has undertaken to provide an initiecl exasnnation of the available responses; and he
hopes to put this into the form of a working poper for circulation to 2ll delegations
here around the beginning of August. Then, if the Caxittce were agreeable, that
paper might be the starting-point for an informal neeting on 12 August at which

Dr. Whithan would be present as well as, woe hope, experts fram other delegations.
Also, if the idca of an informel meeting some time in nid-August ncots with general
approval, we think that besides Dr, ‘hitham's peper —-— and togother, of course, with
any working papers that other delegations may wish to contribute -- it might be
profitable to discuss certain speeifie ~rnd relited quostions. In thiz connoxion I have
teken the liberty of following the exanple of Mrs. liyrdal, representative of Sweden —-
who I hope will shortly join us -- when, in the course of the informal mecting on
chermical and biologicel weapons, she put forward o series of questions to facilitote

discussion ot such infornal mecetings.
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31. Sonc tentative suggestions which arise in ny mind as to the kind of questions
which might-usefully be exanined in preparation for aon inlormal meeting on
international scismic co-operatimn ianclude the following:
32, Tirst, to whet extent do thc replies to the questionnaire supplemcnt or modify
existing scicntific information concernihg focilities for detecting ond identifying
unGerground nucleor-wecpon tests? |

33+ Second, is it possible to cstimate from the inforuation provided about national
seismic fecilities the cxtent to which the identification capsbilities for

uncorgrounc nuclear exwplosions ney be improved through guarantced internctional

zccess to additional seismoloriczl data?

34. Third, hove the results of the questionneaire idontificd ony sectors of the globe
or geographic creazs for which the levels of nuclecar explesion identification are
percepﬁibly hicher or lower then everage?  Jould these creas be of vital

significonce in the onforcencnt of any co.prehensive test ban?

35. Pourth, could the response of governmonts to the Sceretary-General's questionnaire
help such govermnents to identify methods for improving the cffectiveness of their own

seismic detection techniques, or would any further inforuation be required for this

36. #ifth, is further cxenination worronted into the concept of internationzl exchange
of seismic datec, as well as into the quentity ond quality of dota thet meay be nade
availeble from nobional means of identification?

37. Sixth, do thc results of this survey warrant further consultaetion in the near
future cmong netions ready to contribute to an cxamination of faeilitics for
identification of nuclear explosions by scismologiczl meens, and to sn cxamination of
the nost effective cttaineble weasures to supplemcant the partizl test ban of 19632

36. BSeventh, is it possible yet to csteblish the degree to which national verification
procecures may be aodequate, with or without an internationel oxchange of seismic data,
end the degree to which 2 prohibition of underground nuclear teosts could be effective
on eithcr basis?

39. In view of the conpsratively short time which I understand is to be cvaileble to

us for our ciscussions ot this sw

icr scssion, I thought it would be useful to go
into some deteil, even ot this stege, so thet o1l dcolegations might have an cgual
opportunity to study these sug:estions when considering how this Comiittec sheuld
rospond in its report this ycar to the resoluticns of the last session of the General

Assembly of the United Mations, more perticularly to rosolution 2604 B.
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40. 1In conclusion, as we are all only too well aware, this Committee has to be
prepared to meet its critics at the next session of the General Assembly, which
coincides with the twenty-fifth snniversary of the United Nations. If we are to
rise to that occasion, we must at loast be seen to be tackling the problem of human
survival in the nuclear age with the wisdom, patience, porseverance and objectivity

which is cxpected of us.,

41. Mr., EDELSTAM (Sweden): Iy intervention today will be devoted to the draft
sea-bed treaty (CCD/269/Rev.2). At the outsct, I wish to join those colleagues who

have cxpressed thoir satisfection ot the fact that the co-Chairmen were eble to

present jointly to the Committec on 23 April a revised draft of the treaty on -- to
use the full title —— the prohibition of the emplacencnt of nuclcar weapons and other
weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed and the ocean floor and in the subsoil
thereof .

42. Wec have duly obscrved the important chenges which have been made in the text es
comparcd with that presonted by the two delegations on 30 October of last year
(6CD/269/Rev.1). e find it particularly important to note the incorporaticn,
almost word for worcd, of the cheonges and cmendments to articles I end IT put forwerd
by the Argentine delcgation during the deliberaticns last autwmn in the First |
Comnittee of the United Mations General Asserbly (4/0.1/997) . as well as of |
substantial parts of the text suggested by Conada as regards article III (CCD/270).
The Swedish delegotion has 211 nlong stroncly supported the efforts of the Canadien
delegetion to work out language for the verification provisions which could enhance
the possibilitics of making the treaty nore generally acceptable,

43. Beforc going any further in ny aneclysis of the new text; I should like to dwell
for o moment on the general freamework in which this draft treaty should, in our

opinion, be judged. It would scem to us that there are two basic considerations:

heritage of mankind. The latter aspect is admittedly being dealt with in another
forum; but we cannot and should not isolatc our considerations fram the debdte which
has been taking place on this subject in the special seca-bed Committcc of the United
Nations, '

44s Dealing first with the disarmament aspect, we register with satisfacticn that

the successful canpletion of this treaty will lead to the creation of an immense area
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of the world where nuclear crms and othor weapons of mass destruction will be
prohibited. e have to keep in minc, however, that the prohibition refers only to
the bed of the sea ond the floor of the occans and not to the wilitorily much more
inportant arezs of waters above thc botton of the sea. The offect of this treaty
will therefore, frauw the arms-control point of view, be = limited one.

45, Furthersore, the agreciiont in cffcet lceds cnly te denuclearization of the
sca~bed, not to the demilitarization uhich has o1l colong been the goal of the vast

&

majority of States. Thet is the moin reeson why neny delegations heve cone to

A

attach such importance to thc inscrtion in the prescent treaty of e pledge obliging
the parties to comtinuc neaotiations towards reaching further preohibitions on the
sca~bed., There is adnittedly = rcfercnce in the preamble to continued ncgotiations
leading to the exclusion of the sca-bud and the occan floor fro: the nrms race.
ihere is, further, thc provision in article VI thet = conference will be hcld five
years after the cntry into force of thc trecaty to revicw its operstion "uith a view
to assuring that the purvoscs of the proe-mtle and the provisions of the Treaty are
~being realized.”

6. As is well known, the Swedish dclegation sugpcsted last sutwumn, both in. this

Comaittee ond in the United Nations, 2o sancwhat more far-reaching formulao by way of

o new article in which the porties would pledge thensclvos -

... to continue negotiations in ;o00¢ foith on further mcasures rolating

to a more conprchensive prohibition of the use for military purposcs of

the sca-bed and the ocesn floor ond the subsoil thereof." (CCD/271).
e wording was besed largely on the sinilar provision rogerding further negotistions
to curb the nuclear aims roec which was inserted in the text of the non-proliforation
Treaty (EEDC/226%) during

neon-nucleor-weapon States,

¢ the ncgotintions on thet subjoct on the insistence of the
47. Ve rogpret thet for the sccond time the Sovict Union snd the United States
delepations, when reviewing their draft treaty text, hove not seen fit to accept that
formula, le urge thei: once agodn to study this matter furthere I think that such
a more far-reaching pledpe regerding further ncpotictions would considerobly increase
the value of the trecty in the. opinion of mnony Statcs. One of the rcosans for this
is of course the fate which a siidlar precvibulor pledge in sn carlier aris-control

measure has hod. I oz referring to the warngroph in the preanble to the partial
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test-bon Treaty in which the partics expressed their determination "to achieve the
discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for 211 time, determined

to continue negotiations to this end ..." (ZiDC/100/Zev.l)

3. The Polish delegation —— your delegation, dr. Cheirmon -- in its intervention
on 18 June made the suggestion that this Camittec should --
"ees kecp on 1ts sgenda the question of the demiliterization of the sca~bed
and the oceen floor as forrulated in the 1968 report to the General Asscmbly,
when a prograrme of work (iDC/236, p. 3) for this Committee was ecstablished
after the signing of the non-proliferation Treaty. In that way ncmbers of
the Coamittee may raisc the question of further steps leading to the

demilitarization of this important croa whenever they sec that a question

is ripe for discussion, without waitin; for thc review conference as provided
for in article VI of the draft before us. In this particular case we
believe that what arc generally called 'conventioncl! armoments can be dealt

with in a separste document.’ (CCD/FV.471, para. 9)

I have quoted from your statement, lir. Chaircen, at some length because I want to

cxpress the support of my delegation for your suggestions.  They should be regarded,

however, not as o substitute for o further strengthconing of the pledges in the treaty

text regarding further negotiations, but as additions.

49. Turning now to the-other main principle, thet of scecuring the sea-bed as the
common heritage of mankind: e know, es I havc said carlicr, that this is en issue
being dealt with elsewhere, Efforts are being made to reach agrcement on the
establishment of an international regime for the sea-bed, leading eventually to same
form of international adirinistrative machinery to ensure that the further expleration
and cxploitation of the naturel resources of the sca-bed and the ocean floor will be
carried out in a wey which furthers the interests of all States end rests on the
principle I have just mentioned.

50. Irom the outset of the nepotiations in our Camittece on the subject of the
sca-bed treaty a link hes been suggested between such possible future international
nmachinery and the verification provisions of the treaty. Already in the spring

of last year the non-aligned ncibers of what was then the Dightecn~Naotion Committee
; on Disermement proposed that, when it beeame feasible, verification could be carried
out not only by the incividusl perties but also through an appropriatc intcrnational
agency or arrangemcnt, In the suggestions os to verification provisions which

1 were put forward last yeor by the Canedian delegation and which were supported by a




CCD/PV.473
17

(Mr. Edelstam, Sweden)

vast number of other delegations, the possibility was mentioned of verification
being carried out with the full or partial.assistance of any State party, this
assistance being sought either directly or indirectly fthrough appropriate international
procedures including the good offices of the Secretary-General of the United Nations.'
(4/C.1/992) 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 deing to meke use

of that machinery for their verification needs in relation to the treaty we are now
discussing.

51. 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 Secretary-Genercl, have been omitted. In view of the importance attached
to the above-mentioned principle that the sea-bed represents a commcn heritage of
mankind, and the link between that principle and the notion of an international regime
for the sea-bed, 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 rocognition of the common interests of mankind in that area, will
share this opinion. I would appeal to the co-Chairmen tc review this matter once
again in crder 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 sccond
paragraph, extends the prohibitory rules of the treaty te apply also within the
sea-bed zone, but exempts the coastal Statc as well as the seca-bed beneath its
territorisl waters from that cxtension. In this way an ambiguity existing in carlier
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 unclesr situation remeins, however, on one point. This refers to verification1
We consider that a corresponding provision as to wverification of the extended

prohibition within the sea-bed zone is nceded in order to avoid any conflict regarding
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| 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 article 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 sca extends to uwelve nautical miles or is less., The vhole
verification procedure consists of successivc measures founded on the right of
observation, laid down in the first paragraph. This right of observation applies,

according to the paragraph, to activities beyond the seca-bed zone. Certainly

| observation is, however, also admitted under international law 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 obtained if an additional paragraph were inserted in

- article IIl, preferably 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 scas 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. HNone of the three main points I have dealt with in this intervention is new.

. They do not touch the basic concepts of thc treaty and cannot in any way impair them. .

- Their inclusion in a new and final draft would, on the contrary, I am sure, increase

' the possibilities of a speedy acceptance of the 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 to enable them to be included.

- The Swedish. delegation stands ready to participate actively in any such efforts.

- 56, Mr, HUSATN (India): In company with those who have already done so, I should

- like to take this opportunity of welcoming erongst us our new colleagues,

~ hmbassador Tanaka of Japan and Ambassador Petrov of Bulgaria.
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57. I propose to speak todny on the quesgtion of a treaty to prevent the arms
face on the ses—-bed. It will be recrlled that the United Nations General
Assembly, at its last session, carefully considered this guestion. In its
resolution 2602 F (XXIV) of 16 December 1969 the General Assembly welcomed the
submission of the revizsed United States=Soviet Union joint draft treaty of
30 October 1969 (CCD/269/R9V.1) alcons with "the various proposals and suggestions
made in regard to the draft treaty'" and called upon this Committee ——

"o to tzke into account all the proposals and suggestions that have

been made at the present session of the General Assembly and to continue

its work on this subject sco that the text of o draft treaty can be

submitted to the General Assenmbly for its consideration." (CCD{QTE)‘
58. The delegations of the Soviet Union and the United States,; the two authors
cf the draft sea—bed treaty, submitted a revised version cf their treaty text
(CCD/269/Rev.2) on 23 April 1970, a week befere the Conference adjourned for its
mid~year recess, t0 enable this Committee in the resumed session to devote its
serious attention tc the new document, so that a text of a satisfactoery and
effective treaty which would enjoy the largest measure of support &ould be
submitted to the General Assembly for consideration at its forthcoming twenty-
fifth session.
59. In my statement at the last session of the United Nations General Assembly
in New York (A/C.l/1706, provisional, pp. 22 et seq.) I macde several suggestions
on behalf of my delegation for the improvement of the revised joint draft treaty.
In the first place, I proposed that the first preambular paragraph of the draft
treaty be amplified on the lines of United Nations General Assembly resolution
2467 A_(XKIII), in order tc meske clear that the exploration and exploitation of
the sea-bed must be carried out for the benefit of mankind as a whole, irrespectiv
of the geograﬁhical location of States, taking intc account the special interests
and needs of developing countries. Then, tc ensure that the use of the sen—bed

should be strictly for peaceful purpcses, I suggested that the commitment
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contained in the third preambular paragraph, regarding negotiations for a more
comprehensive prohibition, be incorporated in the cperative part of the treaty.
Thirdly, I suggested that the sea-bed zone available to each coastal State, to
which the prohibitions of the treaty would nct apply and in which every coastal
State would have full freedom of action, should be clearly defined by an
unambiguous reference to a twelve-mile limit. Further, I proposed that the
disclaimer clause contained in paragraph 2 of article II should be included
independently as a separate article.

60. Finally, and the most important of all, I stated that the principle of some
kind of international verification on the sea-bed was essentially sound and should
be reflected in the treaty. In this connexion the Indian delegation agreed with
the basic requirements suggested by the delegation of Canada for an acceptable
article on verification, and generally supported the Canadian proposals contained
in document A/C.1/992 for a draft article III. In the view of the Indian
delegation, certain cther elements of a verification system, proposed in the
Brazilian working paper (A/C.1/993/Rev.l) also deserved careful and serious
consideration,

6l. It is a matter of satisfaction to the Indian delegation that two.of its
suggestions, which had the support of a very large number of delegations, have
been accepted by the co-authors of the joint drafi treaty in their new revised
treaty text. Those suggestions relate to a straight-forward and clear-cut
mention of the outer limit of the sea-bed zone envisaged in the treaty as being
twelve miles, and the inclusion of the disclaimer clause in a separate and
independent article in the treaty, so that it should become unequivecally clear
that a treaty whose sole aim was to prevent the arms race on the sea-bed would
not in any way prejudice or prejudge other gquestions relating to the law of the
sea or their consideration later in an appropriaste forum elsewhere.

62. The co-authors of the draft treaty have also accepted the suggestion made,
among many others, by the delegation of India for the incorporation of the

Canadian draft article III on verification, but have unfortunately omitted from




CCD/PV.473
F}‘T

that formulation the Aimportant rofcrences to

(¥r. Husain, India

recourse by portiecs to the treaty to

"the good offices of the Sccretory-Gencral of the United Netvions'. The present drafd
text mokes no provision for reccurse e appropricte internationsl procedures or good

offices, including thosce of the Seeret

63,

AT

Mewmbors of tho

internationsl procodures ~nd

cmmittec

good offices wos

-

working paper “(31/9 Thy

dealt with nssistopece in identifying the

cetivities giving risc to concern reloting
troaty. The sceend referciico, found in porogreph

with access tc asgistonce

Fal

"We would of coursc howve preforred to sec

the draft trecty To oppropriate inte
foacilitate verificotion.™

(CCn/PY,468, poros.

tary-Genercl of the
Specking ot our plencry meeting on 28 April, the repr
will rgeell thot referonce to
nede twice

first reference, in parags

5, Woas conce

United Wetions.

sentotive of Cznada stoted:

those
in cur
Jy

State respensible for

to complicnee swrith the

in ecarzying out verificotion procedures.
acric rcference in
rnxtionnl procedures o

€, 9)

With those vicws the representative of Itnly agroecd
representative of Concdo hos reiterated the Conodien po

this morning.

(iﬁiﬁ., pore. 25).

The

cition in his stotoment

64. The Conadicn proposcl rogording the possibility of rucoursce to the good offices
of the United Nations Scexciory-Gencrsol hes boen ochoed by on overwhelming uajority
of coostal States which, boiny developing States, do not pesscess the technelogy ond

the

thrt no activity wonld be corricd

regources to carry out verification

cut cr any in

their const which might cndonger their sccourity.
4 this

bo widely acceptable, it is vesenticl the guemiine

L
constal Stoates in rognrd vo their

st mojority

our opinion, so for cs continentol siwelvos

are
them for militory purposce.

£5. Thore is cnother aspect of the i

sheuld be had in

of ccastal

verificotion also governs

the ipplesentation of verification pro

Stotes on their comiinental shelves.

the thinking of a2 majority cf

ingpired the working poper on thi provisions of articlu

propoged by the delegotion of Brozil, Jny verification

under the propssced seo-bed treaty should hove duc

stollotion plocod

In oxda

socurity

concerned,

ssus of verificotion,

rozari to the

by thelr ovm meong with o view to cnsuring

on the sea-bed near

r thot o sca-bed trecty may
and scrious cencorn of the

ghould be sotisficed. In

ather countrics should not

namely thot duce rogoxrd

cedurce to thc sovereign rights

That very imvortant ospuct of

cocstol Stotes, ond hos

11T of o gen-beld trecty

syeton

that night be cstablishe

vereign rights of a




I.-------I.------.---I----------I--..I..---.-..---..---.

CCD/BV.AT3
22

Mr, Husain, India)

coastzl State on its continentel shelf. The suggestions made by the delegation of
Brazil for notification to and associction of a coastel Statc in regard to
verification procecdures on its contincntel shelf merit serious consideration.

66. The delegetion of India remains fir:ly of the view thet certain basic
considerations must bc approprintely reflceted in the proposed treaty on the sca-bed.
The discussions which have tokon placc so far in our Committoc, os weoll as in the
Unitcd Nations General Asscnbly, have clearly revealcd thet most countrics of the
world would support the concept of the prescnt draft treoty on the basis of the
exploitation of the sea-bed for strictly pecceful purposcs and for the benefit of
mankind as a whole, tcking into account the speeial interests and needs of the
devcloping countrics ond the ultimate objective of the total and comprehcensive
demilitarization of the sea-bed being achicved by progressively increasing the scope
of the prohibition of militery activitics on the sco-bed.

67. We agree with the suggestion made on 18 Junc by the Polish delegotion that the

b question of the further demilitorization of the sca-bed should be kept on our agenda
for continucd negotintions (CCD/PV.471, para. 9)s and we alsc agree with the
represcentative of Sweden who has just spoken that the retention of this item on our
agenda or its consideraticn ot the pericdic roview conferences should not be regarded
as o substitute for o commitment in the treoty text regording further negotiations.
68. In conclusion, my dclegation congratul-tes the Sovict and United Stotes
delegations on the constructive step which they have tnken in the prescntotion of the
second revised version of their draft sen-oed treaty, and oxpresscs the hope that in
the light of the views expresscd, vspeciclly with regord to verification, and the
concern voiced about continental shelves by oy delegotion ond others, o final voersion

of the draft text which would be widely sccoptoble will be preporcd for consideration

at the next session of the United Hotions Gencrol lAssombly.

69. Mr. SAR.IVA GUERREIRO (Brazil): The Brazilion delegation would like to

welcome fmbassador Tannkn of Jopon and Imbassndor Petrov of Bulgeoria, who have taken
over the leadership of their delegations in our Committee. I ask leove to add a
special word of welcome to Ambassador Castancde of Mexico, who has joined us for our
summer session ond vhoso competence and integrity T leornmed to appreciote mony years.
L0

70, A1l the countrics represcnted here are quite awore of the importance of maoking
progress in the ficld of disarmemcnt, which lies ot the very core of peaceful

international relations. Ve arc all quitec aware, too, of the difficultics and
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complexities of the task entrusted to us. Without losing sight of our mein gool,
which is generzl ~nd complete disarmement under offective international control, or
of the overriding importance of stopping and revorsing the nuclecr arms race, we
have been trying to advance in portial and colloteral mensures, coven when thosc
measurcs represent o step of ne nnjor significonce to ocur finnl endenvours. In any
case they contribute tc the improvement of the goenoral political climate end
stimilate hopes and efforts towords morc ambiticus and for-reaching zoals.
1. Within that context thic Brozilion Goverament hos tried to cdntributc, to the
best of its ability, to firm ond well-balonced progress in cur negotiotions. It
is in that spirit that from the very beginning of cur discussion of the qucstidn of
the demiliterizotion of the sea-bed we hove given our most corcful ond detailed
consideration to the prohibition of the cmplacenent of nuclonr weopons and other
weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed and the ocesn Tloor and in the subsoil
thercof. This collatornl mensurc is onc of those frought with mony difficulties and
complexitics becruse, on the onc hoand, it runs the risk of nffeeting centroversial
questions of the low of the sens which ~re now in tho process of debate and
reconsideraticn, and on the othor hond it aises, as oll measurcs of disarmoment
usuclly do, the question of the proper role of internntionsl orgonizations in its
adequate implementotion. -
72. BSince we started our ncgotintions we hove oxprosscd our considercd concern &
regording o vitel requisite for the completion of on effeetive troaty, nomely that
in order fully to attain its purpescs the text of the treaty should aveid touching
upon and prejudging unresclved questions of the low of the sens. e have always
thought and still think that thot can be donc, ~nd only in that woy con the treaty
fully achicve its purposc.
T3. 4s long oge as 22 april 196§ my prcdecessor, [mbossodor 0220, stoted:

"Thus we belicve that the question of the limits of applicnbility

cf this prohibition should be disentongled from the more complox

question of ascertoining the linits of notional sovercignty or

Jurisdiction." (DNDC/PV.405, pora. 27)

T4. That concern of the Brozilion Gevermment wns npparontly shercd by both our co-

Chairmon when the last revised toxt (CCD/269/Rev.2) was introduced on 23 4pril logk.
Mr. Roshchin stnted then:

1

"In its previcus stotements, the Soviet delegetion hes repeatedly

cuphasized that the provisions of the sen~bed trenty, os is clear
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from the text, are solely designed to cccomplish the purpose this
treaty is intended to scrve, nancly, to prevent the extonsion to
the sca-bed of the racce with nuclear ond other weapons of mass
destruction. This treoty is not intended to settle numerous issues
of maritime law, to confirm or annul obligations assumed by States
under other internationsl agrecments, or to anticipate any future
solutions in this ficld." (CCD/PV,.467, porc. 21)

On the same lines, Mr, Leoncrd said: "Onc of our principal conecrns in this treoty,
of coursc, has been preciscly to avoid coffecting issues beyond the scope of arms

control." (ibid., para. 40)

75. However, one connot overleock the fret that the intention of both our cc-Chairmen
is not fully reflected in the sceond rovised text which was prescnted to the
Conference of the Committec on Discrmorcent on thot same day. Indecd, it would scem
cleor that the new text fevours some concepts of moritime law over othors,
notwithstonding the sc-called disclaimer clzuse contoined in article IV, We do not
want to imply thot no progress hns been mode in the reviscd drnft by comparison with
document CCD/269/RQV.1 presented on 30 October 1969. Indeed, in our statement on

28 ipril last (CCD/PV.468, para. 16) we acknowledged ond proiscd the offorts made by
the co-Chairmen as well ng the improveincnts achicved in the text we now have before
us. Theoy still fzll short, however, of mecting the basic consideration we hove

Just stated.

76. Thus in article III, poragreph 1, the right to verify thrcugh "observation" is
established in o monncr thot some countrics nmight conceivobly prefer to interpret

as including not only the obscrvotion which is corried out in the coursce of normal
navigation but also such cbscrvation ns implies rescarch and expleration of arcaos
where the coastal Stote has sone Jjurisdiction -- let us not discuss hoere the extent
or noture of such Jjurisdiction -- as, for instance, on the contincental shelf. In
such areas, c¢ven if we put n~side considerations of o legel noture, the least that
can be said is thot the coastal State hos legitimntce cconomic ond sccurity interests.
That fact, indeed, is acknowledged, though in unsatisfectory longuage, in the second
poragraph of article III, but then in relation only to inspection in locc. It is
our convicticn that, whenevcr observation implies rescarch cnd exploration in such
areas of intercst to the coastal State, the right of the coastnl State to be advised

. of and to participate in such activities should not be ignored.
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T7» We should zlso becr in mind that the system of control that is now proposcd to
us relies mainly on the assunption of bor . fides, eospeciclly from those who would
exercise their rights basced on porogsraph 1 of orticle IIT. Howover, if we take
into nccount the disparity of the techniccl means for purposcs of verificotion z
the disposal of the Stotes portics, it is only frir thot some cthor guarontes should
be given to the coostol Stote besides the good intentions of the Stotes exercising
their unqualificd rights of verification through obscrvation, On this puint the
proposed systen of control is cven less understandoble vhen we lmow thot ony
violation of the trcaty could be casily detected by nermal mecns short of detniled
rescarch and exploration and not roquiring any specinl netivitics of control.
Therefore, when the nced nrises for detailed roscnreh ~nd oxploration of o speecific
area of intcrest to the constal Stote, we fnil to sce why ond how the porticipation
of that Stete in such activitices could hove any detrimentnl implicntions for the
effective implementotion of the treaty,

78. The text before us mrkes no distinetion in the motter of obsorvetion betwoen
arcas of interest o the ceastnl Stote nnd arens vhere it hos no porticular and
dircect cencern.  On the eontrory, it singles cut in porsgraph 1 of article III the

freedoms of the high

L]

2as o8 applying without qualificoticn to the whole geographicel
cxea of application of the trcoty. In that scnse the text tokes o definite stend
on a contreversial issuc which hos no direet relotion to the purpeses of the treaty,
and to o certain extent it doos so in eontradiction to crticle IV, If the intention
of the co-spensors is te avoeid nny inncevs tion in the low of the seas, it scoms thot
there is no ncoed for including in poregroph 1 of article III o rofcerence te freoedom
of the high seas, or pcerlicps no need for poragrovh 1 of axticle IIT ot oll. Since
this treaty is not meont to add to or detroct fron gonerel internotional low, one
moy consider dealing with refoerences to goneral prineiples cither in the preomble
¢r in o general clausce of the sane nature os article IV and perhops even coupled
with it.
79. Allow me to turn now to porogroph 2 of article III, in which the intercsts of
the constal State in control operztions arce to sone cxtont taken core of, olthough
in o manncr which doce not clenrly definc the specific rights which we deem to be

esgential,
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80, The expression "Partics in the region" secems to us to be too vague and liable
to ambiguous interpretation in concrete cases. However, if that cxpression could
serve the purpose of making the treaty more widely accepteble, onc might live with
it, since no one could deny that in that cxpression the ccastel State is necessarily
included in every instance. As the Brozilien delegation understands it, what is
granted to the country in the region in parngraph 2 is, besides notification, not
merely the possibility of participating but the right to participate in the act of
contrcl. The Brazilian delegaiion would appreciate confirmetion of this
understanding from the co-sponsors of the drnft treaty, since the words "may
participate", which appear in parcgraph 2 of article III, might appear to Justify
in a concrete case the refussl of a2 rcquest by the coastal State or any other
country in the region. The ambiguity of the cxpression could theoretically bring
about o situation in which a request by some countrics is granted and that of
others in the same region is denicd, or in which o coastel State is not allowed

to participate in the inspection whilo other dountries, whose interest moy be more
remote, arc admitted to prrticipaticn in the act of control.

8l. Although I am confident that the co-sponscrs will clarify the point I have
just raiscd, it scems evident that the gquestions would be dealt with ﬁore adequately
if the present vague provision were reploced by o clear-cut recognition that
countries in the region "shaoll be notified of and éntitlad to porticipate in such
ﬁonsultation".

82. It could clsc be argucd thot countries in the rogion should not be put on the
same level as other portics to the treaty as far os porticipation is concerneds

|

because the significance of the act of control and the degree of interest are
certoinly not the samc for the coastol State, the countries in the region and all
other partics to the treaty.

83. However, cven if the final part of perograph 2 of article IIT werce improved
along the lines we have just suggested, we still think thot this new and improved
provision not only should apply to the acts of inspection but should also cover

the acts of control under paragraph 1 whenever verification goes beyond observation
in the course of normal naovigaticn and includes reseorch and exploration of areos

of interest to the coastal State or to countries in the region.
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84. At ancther point in article 111, et 34 in paragraph 6, alsc we find a
provision thot scams to controdict the irtention not to inj-et into this treaty
the difficulties snd contrcversics that beset the law of the seas, Indeced, the
text as now drofted includes somo quaiification of the rights over the continental
shelf, thus necdlessly toking o stond on - controversy that goes beyond the scape
of this treaty, in oppositi-sn to the proctice nd legislation of mony countrics.

If we could envisage o provision without restrictive qualifications such as "the
natural rescurces of", we might find noutrnl wording which, while aclnowledging
the rights of the constol State, would not prejudge the nature and extent of those
rights,

85. Finally, we think thnt tho tort could pe improved if somc omissions wore
rcemedied, One of these rofors to tho proper role of internationnl orgonisetions
in the implementation of disarmcacnt mensures. In the ensc of this treaty we hove
always thought that, for instrnce, we could toke advoentoge of the services of the
Seeretary-General of the United Hations for certain taske that ore quite compntible
with his normal functions. In foet, in docuent 4 C.1/993/Eev.1, subnitted to the
General .ssombly of the Uniteé Hotions, we suggested thet when o Stoto party seccks
the assistonce of another Stote perty to carry out an act of verification - o
metter reguloted in po agraph 5 of crticle IIT -- it should bo entitled o do so
cither directly or indircetly, among othor things through the good offices of tho
Secretary-Genersl.,

86. The observe” _cns and suggestions whi sh I have just sut itted to the Conference
of the Committec on Disarmement on behalf of my Government are dictated by our firm
purpose to co-operate townrds the conclusion of o treaty on the non-armoment of

the sen-bed 2nd the ccean floor ond the subsoil thercof. It is cur unshakable
belief that 21l efforte should be depleyed in owdor to meet 2ll intorests nnd
points of view which would not conflict with or detreet from the purposc and
effectiveness of the trenty. If we procecd in that way we czn be cortain that we

cre taking the only path thot will cneure the widcst possible support for this treaty.

87. Hr. BOZINOVIC (YI?CSlCViQ): Before I begin my statoment I should like

ot

0 associate my delegation with the words of woelcome nddresscd to the newly=-appeinted

representatives of Bulgaria, .mbassador Potrov and of Japni, Ambossador Tanoks
i & s s it 3 )
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and to wish them cvery success in their work in this Committce. I shoulcd like
also to welcome bick tho.ropresentatives £ Mongolin, fmbascador Erdembilegs
Mexico, Ambassador Castanedc; Morocco, /mbassador El Fassi; and Argentina,
Ambassador Ortiz de Rozas.,
88, I should like to deal today with thc question of the prohibiticn of the
emplacement of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed
and the ocean floor end in the subsoil thercof. Ly delegation wishes, in fact, to
offer some comments on the revisod draft treaty subnitted to this Committec by the
Soviet Union and the United States on 23 April (CCD/269/Rev.2). I will proceed
from the alterations containcd in the sccond revision os comparced with the first
revision, cnd will then prnss on to the obscurvations ond suggestions which have not
been acéepted by the co-gponsors of the draft treoty ond which are consequently
not reflected in the new proposal.
89. Chonges in articles I ~nd II are concerned with the definition of the limit
of the zone to which the propescd trecty would apply. There has been a widely-
supported request that the definition should be cxpressed in a dircet nmammer and
not indirectly by refercncce to snother treaty. The now formuletion of those two
articles represents an improvement on that scorc.
90. fLrticle III hog certainly wndergone significont chonges. This article, as
understood by the Yugoslav delegetion, which hos itsclf worked on it in co-operation
with the Canedisn ond o nuaber of othor delezotions, is of particular importonce to
non-nuclaenr-weopon coastal States, as well cg from the vicwpoint of the greater
intermationalization of the applicaticon of this treaty. Unfortunately, the co-
sponsors of the draft treaty hove not found it possible to accept the Canadian text
as it wos == it hod alrecdy been somewhnt diluted in its lost version -- but have
cmitted from it some csscntial eloncats.,
91, In relation to article III, my delegation would be groteful if the co-cuthors
would make it clear whether the word "verification" in paragraph 2 of article III
means verification on the spot -- thot is, whether it provides for occess to the
bbject of verifications ond, if sc, whoether the scontence in the same parcgraph
reading --

"Parties in the region of the sctivitics, and cny other Party so

requesting, shall be notified of, ond may participote in, such

consultation and co-operation”
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signifies that those countries mar =lso rarticipate in verificeation, We have
3 e

raised this guar tion since on a previo 3 occasion we exy ‘essed the view that it
Was necessary tc have "the right -f consent and participation of States in
verification on their continental shelf mére : clearly expressed!

A/C.l/PV.lTOT, s 7?)- The is a quotation from my statement in the First
Committee of the United Notions General Lssenbly at its twenty-fourth session.
92. The new article IV, which essentially replnces the former peragraph 2 of
article II, seems to us to express more fully the view thoat this treaty must not
regulate problems or prejudice solﬁtions cr the positions of countries cn. any
issue other than that to which this treaty is relevant,

93. I would like now to touch upon those suggestions and requests which were

made in the Ccnference of the Cemmittee on Disarmanent snd in the TUnibed Watdiens

General Assembly during its lsst session but which have not been accepted by the
co—authors of the draft traszty,
94. First, the request submitted by the Swedish delegation (A/C.1/994) ~— which

is in fact the request of many countries; including Yugoslavia —— has not baen

accepted, I sheuld like to reiterate here that the bositicn of the Yugoslawv
delegation has been and still is that we should exert efforts 4o achieve a

comprehensive and possibly complete demilitarization of the sea~bed and ccean
floor and the stvhscil thereotf. If we are dealing todny withk but one part of
this problem, that is cniy veceuse some great rowers have not accepted the
comprehensive approach. A fact which must 2lso be recalled is that the full
demilitarization of the sea-bed and ccean floor is certainly much easier today
when their militarization in the real sensze of the wo rd has anct yet taken place.
For that rsascn we wish cnce again to emphasize that the contents of the Swedish
amendment tc which I have referred arc appronriate, and that it is nacessary for
us to assume a firm chbligation thaet we will encdeavour to solve the question of
demilitarization of the sea~bed and the ocean floor ir a comprehensive way.

95. In connexion with verification and possible inspection the Yugoslav delegrtion
sugzested on 4 September 1360 (CCD/P?.434, para. 98), and agrin at the twenty—
fourth session of the Ceneral Assenbly cf the United ﬂﬂthHS —— and T quote from

the latter statement:
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", .. parties to the treaty should undertake to inform the Secretary-
General of the United Nations -~ with a view to notifying all
signatories of the treaty —- of any noticed event or activity which
nmight be contrary tc the strict observance of the treaty, as well as
of the results of verification if and when undertaken."

(4/C.1/PV.1707, P. 17)

That request is aimed at the further internationalization of the application of

this multilateral treaty. But it solves at the same time another problem arising
from the present article III, which states in paragraph 2:

"Parties in the region of the activities, and any other Party so

requesting, shall be notified of, and may participate in, such

consultation and co—operation."
96. The problem here is, how will the parties in the region know c¢f such
activities, and how will the parties to the treaty know that such activities are
going on, and thus be able to express their desire to tzke part in consultation
and co-operation? If the suggestion I have just mentioned is accepted, that
might solve that difficulty, because every party to the treaty would be kept
informed of such events and this would make the stipulation in the treaty
applicable. Furthermcre, the widely-supported request that applications for
assistance in case of need to proceed to verification might be addressed also
through the international community ——- the Secretary—General of the United Nations
or otherwise —- has not been accepted. We consider this %o be a matter of
principle, that it does concern the internationalization of the implementation
of this treaty, and that the authors of the treaty should reconsider this
question.
97. As regards international control and a possible international organ to carry
out that function in connexion with this treaty, the view has been expressed that
this is not necessary for the time being and that it would not be rational to set
up an international organ in present conditions. In accepting that view, the
Yugoslav delegrntion expressed the conviction that it was necessary to incoerporate
in the present treaty at least the idea of setting up such an international organ

in the future, We still believe that that should be done.
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98. Finally, proceecding from the aims of the treaty, it is our understanding
vhat nothing in :ts provisions could b« so interpreted =z to prejudice the
contvents of a future internniional regims of the peaccful uses of the sea-bed

and ocean flccr and the subsoil therecf. But, if our understanding is not

cowrect, it would be necessnry

¥ to consider incorporating into the text a
paragrapin, or part of a paragraph, along the line suggested by the delegation
or Mexico n/unj/9),:.

99. 1In concluding this bhrief statement I should like to express our appreciatior
wo the co-sponscrs ¢t the drafit treaty for submitting the revised draft, in which
vhey have incorporated several suggeaticng for its improvement made by many
countries in the United Nations General Assembly at its last session and also
in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament If we now repeat some of
cur guggestions and positions, we dc so in the conviction that they do not presen
in any wvay any exaggoratod dewmands but bresent suggestions for certain correction
and cmendments vwhich we fzel would contribute to making this draft treaty
acceptable to the largest number of countries without changing its basic
chazncter and scope

e

The Conference dscided to issve the following communigusé 2
"The Confersnce cof wae Commistee on Disarmament today held its
473rd plenery monting 3 ‘v Talols des Na ytions, Geneva, under the
chairpanship of Wr. Yazimicry Zybylski, representative of Poland.
"Statements were made by the representatives of Canada, Sweden,
‘ndiz, Brazil and Yugoslavia,
'The nexb meeting of the Conference will be held on Tuesday,

30 June 1970, at 10.30 a2.m."

The meeting rose at 12.15 p.m,






