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1. The CHATRMAN (Poland): I declare open the 422nd plenary meeting of the

Conference of the Eighteen-Naticn Comnittee on Disarmament.

2. Mr, CHRISTOV (Bulgaria) (tramslation from French): First of all I should like,

on behalf of the Bulgarian delegation, to associate myself with the congratulations
which have been extended to the delegation 5f the United States on the success of
the Apollo 11 mission. We pay the warmest tribute to the three astronauts for their
magnificent exploit, which crowns so many efforts and adds another important link

to the endless chain of progress. Our sincerest thoughts go at this tiwme to
armstrong, Aldrin and Collins, to whom we wish a safe return to Earth in the next
few hours. Since the day, eight years ago, when Yuri Gagarin inaugurated the era
of outer-space exploration,; we have been witnessing in amazement the realization
of mankind's oldest dream. Besiies arousing feelings of admiration, these
achievements, we believe, strengthen confidence in man's ability to solve the
problems facing him on earth.

3. Spesking for the first time at the present session, I should like to extend a
welcome to the new participants in tais Committee:; the representative of the
Mongolian People's Republic, ambassador Dugersuren, and the representative of Japan,
Ambassador Asekais: and to the members of their delegations. We are glad to welcome
the presence in this Cominittee of the delegation of the Mongolian People's Republic,
for we are surc that the cause of disarwmcment and our work can ,reatly benefit from
the contribution of & country whose attachment to the cause of peace we know. My
delegation knows also also the great intcr.st taken by Japan in the probleus of
disarmament. The direct association of th.t country with the efforts to find
solutions to those problems wili, we have no doubt,; contribute to the success of
our work. I should like also to extend to Ambassacor Leonard the wishes of uy
.delagation for every success in his task as hcad of the United Stateé delegation
and co-Chairmaen of the Committee.

4. Once again we are.faced with rroblems which have long been on the agenda of
our Committee. 4&nd as on each occasion when we have to tcke up the discussion, we
be.in, it seems to us, by realizing that in the meantime the solution of these
problems has become more NecessLry and. more urgent because; as has been emphasized
repeatedly, the disarmament negotiations are taking place in.a general situation

whose outsitanding feature is the arms race.
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5 Noting, for instance, the delays in tas process of ratification and entry into
force of the Treaty on the Hon-Proliferction of Nuclear Wcapons (ENDC/éEé*) -— delays
due to causes sufficiently well known to make 1t unnecessary to recall them --

we have.to acknowledge thaet they are not calculated to facilitate cfforts towards
the adoption of other measures aimcd at stopping the arms race and, first of all,
the nuclear arms race.

6. Tn this connexion, may I inform the members of the Committee that on the

10th of this month the Presidium of the Bulgarian National Assembly ratified the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Wecapons, which my country was one of the
first to sign.

7. At the Committee's session from 18 March to 23 May the discussion borc on some
of the most important problems on our auehda. It was, in our opinion, marked by a
desire to proceed more quickly in the scarch for concrete solutions. Two draft
conventions relating to the problem of the demilitarization of the sea-bed and the
ocean floor were submitted by the delegation of the Soviet Union (ENDC/240) and that
of the United States (ENDC/249), = working paper on the prohibition of underground
tests was submitted by the delegation of Sweden (ENDC/242), and other working papers
were submitted by the delegations of Canada (ENDC/244, 248 and 251), Italy
(EWDC/245, 250), Mexico (ENDC/241) and Nigeria (ENDC/246, 247). Pending the rcceipt
of the Secretary-General's report, a vigorous discussion took place on chemical and
bacteriological weapons. We belicve that tuosc ars clements which the current
session can and must turn to account in order to arrive at the concrete resultis
which the United Nations anu the world expect from the Bighteen~Nation Committee on
Digarsomert.

8. I now wish to refer to the question of chemicael and bacteriological weapons,
which arouses keen interest in the Committee. New documents, in particular that
entitled "Report of the Secretary-Generzl on chemical and bacteriological (biological)
weapons and the efiects of their possible usc! (A/7575), the draft convention
(BNDC/255) submitted by the United Kingdom delesation, the working paper (ENDC/256)
submitted by you, Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the Polish delesation, and also the
important statements made on the same subject by the delegations of the United\
Kingdoem (EWDC/PV.418), the Soviet Union (ENDC/PV.421), Poland (ibid.) and the

United States (ibid., paras. 56 et seg.) call our attention again to this problem.
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9. ly delegation has already had an opportunity to explain its position in this
resord, but it goes without saying that the aforcsaid documents and especially the
Sceretary-Gencralts report, as well os certain events, makce this subject outstandingly
tonical, Te have studisd the Scorstary-Generol's report with the great care it merits,
and we feel that it would be pointlesg to go into details of whet we have no doubt all
deleg.tions know: +that the report confirms cverything that could be imagined about
the anti-humen and horrible nature of cucuical and bactgriological weapons. In our
view the report offers a complete picture of the norrors to which human beings would
be condemned without any discrimination of age, condition or nationality were these
weapons ever to bs used, becausc they are easier to produce and transport, becauso

it is Qiffiduit to detcet their prosence if they are used, and because more often

than not they arc perceived by their ¢ffects when it is already too late.

10, DMoreover; chemical and bpacteuriological weapons not only act by themsclves —-

that is to say, by their capacity to kills +thcey are czpable of arraying, so to

speak, asainst man all the clements of nature: the soil, the wind, the rain, living
beings, animels and plants, which serve to transmit them, preserve them and prolong
their effects in tiume and space. Their effects are long-term, unlimitcd and
unpredictable. They desiroy foodstuffs end livestock. The civilian population has
virtually no protection against themy the protection of domestic‘animhls and plants
is iuprocticable. Decontaunination is difficult and complicated, because chemical

and biological weapens impregnite the earti, the buildings and streets of large
citics,; and dwellings. One has ounly to read cortain theoretically-possible
recommendctions, for examplc that of removing the topsoil by bulldozers; to understand
the utter futility of counter-meosurcs ajainst thoess weapons.

11, It is aporopricste to cuphasize a gquite alarming feature pointed ocut in

paragrapi 355 of the report, which states that the preparation of an armoury of
chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons could constitute in peacetime a
danger to people living nsar production, storage and testing f.cilities. The members
of this Committee are no doubt aware of the facts roported in recent wecks by the
world Press concefninb the dezth of thousands of animals and other grave accidents

following cxpcriments with toxic gases.
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12. The Bulgarian deiégation is grateful to the Secretary-General and the experts
for their efforts to uresent this startling picture in all its scientific clazity.
We firmly believe that it will be very useful for the Committee's work, and that it
will contribute to the greater enlighteament and alerting of public opinion in all
countries so as to mobilize the will of everyone against the threat which chemical
and bacteriological weapons represent.
13. We share the sentiment of the Secretary-General when he states that he is
particulafly impressed by the conclusion of the consultant experts:
"Were these weapons ever to be used on a large scale in war,; no one could
predict how enduring the effects woula be, and how they would affect the

structure of society and the environment in which we live." (4/7575, p. xi)

We trust that the Committee will draw the obvious conclusions in this instance. As
far as my oWn delegation is concerned, we consider that the measures to be taken with
the utmost urgency must outlaw chemical and bacteriological weapons as advocated by
the Secretary--General in his Foreword to the report (igig,, P. xii), and include in
particular: first, accession by all States to the Geneva Protocol of 1925 (gpig.,

P. liT)p second, affirmation that the prohibition contained in the Geneva Protocol
applies to the use in war of all chemical, bacteriological cnd bioclogical agents
(including tear gas and other harassing agents), which now exist or which may be
developed in the future; third, the conclusion of an agreement to halt the
development, production and stockpiling of all chemical and bacteriological
(biological) agents for purposss of war and to achieve their effectave elimination
from the arsenal of weapons.

14. The Bulgarian delegation attaches very gre.t importance to the accession of

all countries to the Geneva Protocol and to an adequate interpretation of its spirit
and meaning as an international instrument prohibiting the usge in war of all chemical
means without exception and of 211 bacteriological and biological agents.

15. In this connexion I should like to mcke some brief and quite preliminary
comnents susgested to ny delsesgation by the initiative of the United Kingdom
delegation concerning biological warfare. The members of the Committee will recall
that the United Kingdom delegation's ideas =~ now presented in the form of a draft
convention (ENDC/255) —- have been widely discussed ond that the Bulgarian delegation

has clearly expressed its views on that subject (ENDC/PV.390). Therefore I 'shall

AAFrnadn Paam Tarrantines +a4 srhad Lnd alamasad-s hasa aadd
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16. Nevertheless, it seems to us necessary to emphasize the link ﬁhich exists betﬁeen

chemi cal and bactericlcglcal Weapons and has been establlshed and adopted in theory
and practice. 'That link does not glve rise to any doubt for jurists, military men or
politicians,
17. In a book publiahed in 1968 —/ the mrench JurlBt H, Meyrowitz wrote on this
subject as followss )
"In international 1aw.'as well as in the law of war and in the field of
' dieermament, biological weapons are closely linked to chemical weapons., The
same applies in military theory and practice. This is also true cf-public
opinion, in which chemical and biclogical weapons are united in one and the
same image, This link is not based only on general usage or on an automatic
association of ideas. It is founded on strcng'factual reasons deriving from
both the technical and military characteristics and the effects of these
) weapona. It is usual in milltary literature and practice to include in the
definition of blcloglcal weapons hormones or other chemical substances employed
agalnst vegetatlon. Toxlns secreted by bacteria can be mamifactured industrlally,
their composition can be modified and their pathogenic power increased by genetic
" and chemlcal processes., Milltary circles foresee the comblned use of aggressive
chemical" and biological agents," 2 '
18, This is dealt with, for example, in the French mllltary regulatlcn TTA 661, where
it is explalned that & GOmblnation of chemical and biological weapons can be sought
",.. either to increase their effect or merely to make their detection more
: difficult, since an easily detectable weapon can mask the use of another weapon
‘which is more effective but easy to detect." 2/
19, This relationship between chemical and bacterlologlcal weapons has led certain '
authors to classify them under a single heading as biochemical weapons.

1/ -Benri Meyrowitz: Les armes blologlques et le droit internatzcnal:
droit:de la guerre et désarmement.
Paris, Editions A..Pedone, 1968, p. 34.

2/ Translation by the Secretariat.
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20. The Working Group on chemical and biological weapons of the Fourteenth Pugwash
Conference declared: )

"In world public opinion, as in military practice, it seems impossible to
discern any distinction between incapacitating and deadly weapons, or between
biological and chemical warfare." g/p

And the author I have already quoted concludes:
"That is why the monographic study of biological weapons must never lose sight
of the association, in fact and in law, of chemical and bacteriological weapons,
an association which runs counter to any proposal aimed at a separate regulation
of biological weapons." 2/ ,
21, We know well, moreover, that chemical and biological weapons, as a pair, are
themselves often lumped together with atomic weapons under the initials ABC, and
sometimes called "special weapons', This name expresses the idea that these three
types of weapons belong not merely to a new kind but to a kind that differs from
conventional weapons ~- in cther words, the idea of a complete break with conventional
weapons.
22. 1In disarmament circles it has become a tradition to call chemical and bacteriological
weapoas, in association with atomic weapons, "weapons of mass destruction", We find
this term in many resolutions of the General Assembly -~ in particular in its resolutions
1884 (XVIII) of 17 October 1963 and 2162 B (XXI) of 5 December 1966, in the Treaty on
the Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer
Space (2222 (XXI) Annex), and in the Soviet (ENDC/2/Rev.l) and United States (ENDC/30
and Add,1-3) draft treaties on general and complete disarmeament. . .
23, -Consequently the association of bacteriological (biological) weapons and chemical
weapons is a fact fully recognized by international law in theory and in practice.
It is confirmed by the Secretary-General's report, It is one of the basic elements of
the Geneva Protocol. _
24, The United Kingdom initiative runs counter to this state of affairs in fact and in
law, I wish to assure the United Kingdom delegation that there is no question of
impugning its good faith., We greatly appreciate certain passages in the preamble to
its draft convention which confirm the Geneva Protocol'!s merits, the services it has
rendered, and the desire to strengthen these, But we are sincerely convinced that to-
dissociate bacteriological from chemical weapons -- to speak cnly of this for the
present -- would alone be detrimental tco the Geneva Protocol and hinder the application

of its principles and the pursuit of its objectives,

2/ Myanalat+dian hir +tha Sarvatariat
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25, The argument that the problem of chemical weapons is more difficult to solve and
that we must therefore first tackle the means of biological wérfare is not likely to
convince us, And we have some difficulty in following the United Kingdom representative,
Mr, Mulley, when he says that, if an agreement on biological weapons could be concluded
this year, it would be possible to present to the Genersl Assembly in 1970 -~ that is,
next year -- a similar measure covering chemical weapons (ENDC/PV.418, para.29).
Perhaps we have failed to grasp the exact meaning of his words; but once it is admitted
that the difficulties connected with chemical weapons could be surmounted within a few
moaths, one may well ask why we should not tackle the whole problem now and

simul taneously.

26, We cannot conceal our apprehensions about the harm which, for another reason, the
dissociation of chemical from biological weapons would do to the Geneva Protocol.
Indeed, there is reason to fear that it would have grave repercussions at the
international level and on disarmement. At a time when the world needs to assert its
will to condemn unanimously and unequivocally, in the spirit of the Geneva Protocol,
any preparation for the possible use of chemical and biological weapons, the conclusion
of a separate convention covering biclogical weapons alone would create a kind of
dissociation of the attitudes and positions of States in regard to the problem, First
of all, there would be States which had acceded to the Geneva Protocol; then there would
be States which had acceded to the convention on biological weapons; then there would be
States which would accede neither to the Geneva Protocol nor to the convention on
biovlogical weapons, and so on. '

27. The Geneva Protocol has stood the test of time and everyone is aware of the role
it has played and continues to play. My delegation, representing a country that has
acceded to the Geneva Protocol, is ready to contribute to every effort designed to'
reaffirm and strengthen the Geneva Protocol. But we firmly believe that this can be
done only by preserving its spirit and letter, and by grafting, so to speak, on to the
Protocol'!s prohibition of the use of 211 means having a chemical and biological origin
the prohibition of production, testing and stockpiling, so as to achieve a total and
universal ban extending even to the idea of ever resorting to such weapons of horror.
28,  Before I conclude, allow me to make a suggestion in all modesty., Would it not

be timely and useful to widen the discussion of the problem of chemical and
bacteriological weapons along the lines I have tried to indicate and on a basis of
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concrete pr0poséls? The Bulgarian delegation would be gratified if such a lead were
to come either from the co-Chairmen or from one or several delegations, and would

support it fully,

29. Mrs. VYRDAL (Sweden): I will today deal with the item on our agenda which
bears the title "The prevention of an arms race on the sea-bed". This does not,
however, signify that the Swedish delegation wants to assign top priority to this topic,
as such priority should continue to be given to real disarmament in the nuclear field.
30, ©Since I last touched upon this matter of the demilitarization of the sea-bed, in
an intervention on 22 April (ENDC/PV.405), some important developments have occurred.
The United States delegation on 22 May tabled a draft treaty prohibiting the
emplacement of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction on the sea~bed
and ocean floor (ENDC/249). Further, the state of our negotiations on this matter was
commented vpon in general terms by the co-Chairmen at the opening meeting of this
renewed session of our Committee (ENDC/P?,416). The representative of the United
States, Ambassadcr Leonard, on that occasion read out a message to the Committee from
the President of the United States in which it was said that
"Although differences exist, it should not prove beyond our ability to find
common ground so that a realistic agreement may be achieved that enhances the
security of all countries." (ENDC/253%).
The message went on to express a definite hope that
"Our goal should be to present a sound sea-bed arms control measure to the 24th
Csneral Assembly of the Unitea Nations" (ibid.).
31. The representacive of the Soviet Union, Ambassador Hoshchin, in his statement on
the sezme occasion referred to the American draft treaty as a partial solution of the
problem that he found inadequate
".ss because it cannot ensure a definitive and complete solution of the problem
of preventing the arms race spreading to the sea-bed and the ocean flooxr"
(ENDC/EV.416, pera. 20).
But he also expresscd the hope
... that a draft treaty to prevent the use of the sea-bed for military purposes
will be elaborated at the present session of the Committee and then submitted to

the Generzl Assembly of the United Nations" (ibid., para, 31).
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22. Since I last spoke, other delegations also have offered valuable comments on the
matter in the latter part of the Committee's spring session, and we have taken those
into consideration. I wish to mention specifically the suggestions made by the
representative of Canada, Ambassador Ignatieff, on 13 May as to a concrete list of
prohibited activities and installations (ZNDC/PV.410), and to the persuasive

appeals for-an international solution of the control problem made by the represcntatives
of Italy (ibid.) and Brazil (ENDC/PV.413). At this renewed session we have listened
to important comments by the delegations of Japan (LINDC/PV.420), the United States
(INDC/PV.421) and the United Arab Republic (ibid., paras. 92 et seg.)

33, Summing up the situation in regard to our negotiating task, we have now on the .
table two draft treaty texts, presented by the delegations of the Soviet Union
(ENDC/240) and the United States (iZNDC/249) respectively. They vary considerably in
the treatment of all the three main issues: scope of the prohibition, limitation of
the area of prohibitions, and control methods. It is on thcse decisive points that
all comments have been focussed. |

34, Compromises must urgently be found on these points if the Committee is to

fulfil the pledges by the co-Chairmen and present to the General Assembly one single
agreed instrument. &ven if the task of finding such a common solution may rest
primarily on the two delegations which have put forward specific treaty texts, we
consider it imperative that all delegations take part and try to make contributions.
One reason, of course, is that a final solution, to be generally acceptable, will have
to be so construed as to enhance the security of all countries -- to borrow the words
employed by the President of the United States.

35. The gaps which we shall then have to narrow may be briefly indicated as follows.
36. First, the scope of prohibitions: according to the Soviet text all direct military
uses of -the sea-bed and the ocean floor are prohibited (article 1), while the United
States draft, as its title indicates, limits the prohibition to the installation of
nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction, and of launching platforms

for such weapons (article I).

37. Secondly, as far as the size of the arca of prohibition is concerned, both drafts
provide for an excepted area along the coasts, measured from base lines -- a maritime
zone‘-— which however in the United States draft is suggested as a width of three

nautical miles (article II) and in the Soviet draft as twelve miles (article 3).
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38. Thirdly, the control of the fulfilment by the parties of the obligations under the
treaty is in the Soviet proposal based on free access by all parties to all installations
on the sea-bed beyond the maritime zome (article 2). In the United States text it is
suggested that there should be free observation by all partie; of all installations,
but that further measures of verificatién, such as access to a suspected installation,
could only be carried out after prior consultation between the parties involved
(article III). ‘

39. I intend now to deal in some detail with thesé various aspects of the matter, and
to make some concrcte suggestlons on how the differences could be overcome.

40. Regarding the scope of the prohlbltlon, we agree with the point of view expreSbbd
by several delegations that the prohibition against nuclear weapons and other means of
mass destruction is -- in the environment of the seca as in all environments -- the most
urgent one., Such prohibition éhould therc¢fore, in our view, be specifically spelt out
in any compromise draft treaty text. ‘¢ feel however -- azain sharing this opinion
with several other delegations -- that the treaty should not limit its prohibitions to
weapons of mass destruction, It should in principle extend to all weapons, and to
military bases and fortifications and to other installations and structures of a mllltary
nature fixed on or in the sca-bed and the occan floor, some exceptions being made,
however, for devices which are of a purely passive defensive character, such aé.means
of communication, navigation and sﬁpervision.

41, From many points of view it would be desirable to make both the prohibitions énd
the exceptibns quite specific. ‘e havelstudied carcfully the suggestions-puf forward
for that purpose by the Canadian deleg atlon on 13 May, containing an cnumcration of
prohibited installations and activities. %ie regret to have to state that we have

found that road impracticable. The list.becomes tco detailed and the definitions
bocomé too complicated to bc workable. It leaves unsettled the important problem

that new military developments may occur which nlght not be covered.

42, The representative of the Unlted States, Ambassador Leonard, in his 1nterventlon
on 22 July, referred to the pOSulblllty of using the review conferences provided for
in the United States draft treaty to establish addltloaul substantive prohlbltlons
(ENDC/PV.421, para. 38). ‘e, however, conoltpr it would be more practical to use such
an opportunity to establish further exemptions rather than further prohibitions, if a
general need for such restrictions of the scope of the demilitarization should be felt

at that time,
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43.\ we consider that it would be difficult to reach agreement on a detailed list;
therefore we prefer a more general characterization of the prohibitions in accordance
with the formula I have just suggested, stating only the nature of exempted structures
and installations as “‘purely passive defensive without enumerating them in the treaty
text. Uhat, then, the cxemplification -- or rather the interpretation -- is when we
say “'such as means of gommunication; navigation and supervision® should, however, be
made quite explicit and should be agreed by all of us while we are negotiating the
provisions. 1t should thus become clear that with this formula such purely passive
defensive structures as sonar devices for tracking submarines would be excluded from
the prohibition -- a suggestion in line, as we understand it, with the strongly-held
view of several delegations.
LL, " That is our attempt at a compromise in regard to the scope of the prohibitions.
45, As far as the size of thec arca of prohibitions is concerned, I wish also to try
out some new suggestions, in the hope that they might serve as a basis for a compromise.
46, The United States representative, in putting forward his proposal regarding
a very narrow band of three miles as excepted from the prohibitions, argued forcefully
that the prohibition should extend to the maximum practical area of the sea~bed and
that the delimitation of the prohibited area should be separated from such complex
issues as territorial claims and national jurisdiction (ENDC/PV..W14, para. 9).
We agree with both those criteria. Consequently we appreciate the merits of
restricting the width of the excluded band to three miles, the narrowest claim for
a territorial sea by any naticn., On the other hand we had earlier supported the
Soviet proposal of a twelve-mile wide maritime zone; and the reprecsentative of
Canada has statéd many valid rcasons for at least that large a zone where the
interests of the coastal State should predominatc (BNDC/PV,410, paras. 7-9).
Recalling that the three-mile limit on the one hand and the twelve-mile limit on
the other envisage a very different scope of prohibitions, we wish to suggest a
combination of the ideas proffered.
47, First, a three-mile exempted band along the coast could be applied in the case of
a prohibition -~ to speak with the American draft treaty, article I:
", .. to emplant or emplace fixed nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass
destruction or associated fixed launching platforms on, within or beneath

the sea-bed and ocean floor ...




ENDC/PV.422
16

(Mrs. Myrdal, Sweden)

8. Second, in the compromise solution that we have in mind should be retained the
idea from the Scviet draft treaty of a maritime zone of twelve miles, beyond which
would start the more comprehensive prohibition against militarizetion in accordance
with the general characterization I utilized a little while ago.

9. Within the whole maritime zone of twelve miles the coastal Statc should have the
exclusive right to military uses of the sea-bed to the extent that they are not
prohibited by the treaty, meaning in practice full freedom except for the installation
of nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction beyond the three-mile coastal
band, Within the whole maritime zone the coastal State should also have exclusive
rights and obligations as far as verification of the treaty provisions is concerned.
50. The formula herc outlined has been ccnstrued as a compromise between the proposals
in the two treaty drafts presented by the Soviet Union and the United States. It

might also be seen as a compromise between the two most far-reaching suggestions mgde
in our Committee: namely by Japen and Canada respectively (ENDC/PV.420, paras.l4, 15;
ENDC/PV.410, para,9); that is, between a zero zone as regards nuclear weapons and

a 200-mile safety zone for defensive purposes,

51. The Swedish delegation would certainly not object to the Japanese formula per se,
if the control problems could be solved and the proposal would meet with general
approval. We have, however, rather set out to try to formulate a compromise sclution
in transactional terms: that is, staying close to what the two draft treaty texts
have actually proposed but combining these provisions in what we hope is a constructive
way. May I add that Sweden has tested in relation to its own maritime position the
proposals put forward, and in all suggestions made or gupported has taken into
consideration the security interests of a country like ours with narrow seas over a
broad continental shelf adjacent to a long coastline. We hévo, however, examined also
the applicability to different geo-political situations.

52. Speakiﬁg generally and with the interest of the world community as a whole in
mind, our formula with a two-tier zone would seem to present a double advantage. It
safeguards the sea-bed and ocean flocr from all nuclear weapons and othor installations
for weapons of mass destruction, except a band of thrce miles which in all cases belongs
to the territorial sea. In this connexion we ought, of coursec, to remind ourselves of
the principal aim to eliminate all nuclear armaments. The formula reserves a somewhat

wider area for the exclusive use and control by coastal States, permitting measures
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which may be essential for national defence purposeé. It also eliminates the difficulty
inherent in the present Soviet draft, according to which the situation became undefined
for certain areas in relation tec States with less extensive territorial sea than twelve
miles: that is, in regard to the zone between the outer limit of their territorial sea
and the twelve-mile limit.

53. Coming now to the question of control, one might object that the control procedure
is made more complex by the delimitation of two different zones: the three-mile limit
for the obligation not to install nuclear weapons further out, and the twclve-mile limit
for ths exclusive usz and control of the coastal State. It has, however, been stated

by the United States representative that nuclear installations on the sca-bed will be
large affairs. They should be observable with enough accuracy to set in motion the
additional control machinery to be provided in the treaty. Here I wish to emphasize
that in regard to the twelve-mile maritime zone observation, if carried out in consistence
with international] law, would not be hampered by the exclusive rights of a coastal State
which I have ment;ﬂ!.oned earlier,

54, Let me now feava the question of observatidn and turn tc the further measures of
control -- that is, verification. In the earlier part of today's intervention I tried
to pinpoint the differences in approach on this score between the Soviet and the

United States draft treaty texts. We for our part wish to retain in principle the idea
of free access contained in the Soviet draft, as I stated in my intervention on 22 April
(ENDC/PV.405, para.91). 1In this context I wish to recall in passing that a number of
delegations, including my ‘own, have earlier criticized as unsatisfactory that part of
the Soviet taxt which contains the notion of reciprocity in control functions. Further,
a strong appeal has been made for including the pessibility that the verification process
might; when this becomes feasible, be committed by a party to an appropriate international
organization.

55. Tinally, appoeals have been made that a party should also have the possibility to
‘ask for the full or partial assistance of any other party to the treaty Tor carrying out
the verification procedure. The representative of the United States in his recent
statoment (ZNDC/PV.421, peras.48 et seq.) gave his reasons against international
afrangements and against commitments for third-party assistance. Like several other
delegates -- most recently the representative of the United Arab Republic,

Ambassador Khellaf, in his intervention on 22 July (ibid., paras.ll3 et seq.)-- I wish,
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however, to support these appeals as being important to many countries throughout

the world. They are fully in line with the forrula of co-operation used in the

United States draft, and do not imply any binding.obligation on a particular party to
give such assistance in-a particular case.

56.. A further important point in connexion with control is the one‘I.butlined earlier
of giving the coastal State in principle the exclusive right but also the obligation
to carry out verification in its maritime zﬁne. This provision is not in contradicfion
to either of the two existing drafts. We only suggest that such a right and ob@igation
for the coastal State should be clearly spelt out. Any desire by another party to
proceed with further verification must obviously be channelled through the coastal
State and could only be undertaken with its co-operation. _

57. If parts of the continental shelf adjacent to a coastal Stats extend beyond the
twelve-mile 1limit of the maritime zone, some uncertainty uﬁdoubtedly remains as to the
rights of verification on that outer shelf. The coastal State, according to existing
international law, has sole rights of exploration and exploitation. Any installations
in this area of the sea-bed must be presumed therefore to belong to the coastal State
or to have been ihstalled with its consent. Here the principle of free access meets

a real test. In our opinion that principle ought to ﬁe upheld; but as a matter of
international courtesy it would be normal for consultations to take place with the
coastal State concerned. I-wish:to add that these difficulties should be considerably
reduced, and risks of conflicts even morelso, if revisions of the international
legislation regarding the continental shelf were mede so as to establish firm.
delimitations instead of the present open-ended situation.

58. Mheée the principle of free access is applicable without any limitation, of course,
is in regard to the deep ocean floor proper as well as to sea-beds at any depth which
are unconnected with continental shelves of particulér coastal States -- Tor ingstance
so-called sea mountains and ridges. Many parts of the ocean are so shall&w as to make
the floor accessible already now by conventional capabilitice for maritime exploration,
which are in the possession of mény States. These parts mey also be the very ones

to tempt nations te establish installations and structures. Ixploration activities,
which are permitted to all, must be open to the kind of ﬁcrification_envisaged in this
treaty. In reality thé principle of free access is but a corollary of the commonly—:_

‘recognized principle of free exploration of the sea-bed invoked in the first preambular
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paragravh of the United States draft. It is also concomitant with the principle of
the sea-bed and ocean floor being the common heritage of mankind, tc be used in the
interests of all and not subjected in any part to the national sovereignty of
individual States.

59. This is the grand scheme which we all, as Members of the United Hations, are
pursuing in regard to the positive task of utilizing thc sea~bed for peaceful purposes.
The demiliterization of the sea-bed is but the preliminary step towards avoiding
obstacles and impediments to the fully free and common utilization of this, man's
last frontier. ‘

60, In conclusion, I wish to summarize as follows the ideas tentatively presented
here in order to seek a compromise between the Soviet and the United States drafts
on the aemilitarization of the sea-bed. -

6l. We should retain, from the United States draft, the notion of prohibiting all
nuclear weapons and installations for weapons of maéé destruction beyond a three-mile
zone adjacent to the coastlines. ' ,

62. A further prohibition in regard to all weapons, and to military bases and
fortifications and other installations of a military nature, except some which are

of a purely passive, defensive cheracter -- such as means of communication, navigation
and supervision -- should be valid beyond a twelve-mile maritime zone along the
coastlines, as suggested in the Soviet draft.

63. Vithin the twelve-mile zone the coastal State should have the exclusive right of
use and verification, the right of observation by all alrsady being assured in
international law. Beyond this maritime zone any installations on the sea-bed should
be open to all parties for verification. A procedur: for assistance or for verification
by an appropriate international organization should be fereseen.

64, Ve suggest further that the method for determining baselines outlined in the two
drafts be maintained encd that the ideca of a review conference, as suggested in the
United States draft, be incorporated in a final text,

65, In reviewing this whole subject of demilitarization of the sea-bed I wish to
stress the importance of taking action urgently. The moment is opportune, while
demilitarization is still a '"non-armament measure", The effect of the treaty must

be preventive.. By prohibiting both weapons of mass destruction and conventional
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military installations it should serve not only to prevent such military uses of the
sea-bed as ars already foasible but also to curb further developments. The treaty is
envisaged as being preventive in another sense also. I am thinking of its value in
forestalling international conflicts which might arise out of different interpretations
as to existing rights and out of national claimz on parts of the sea-bed.

66, If the ideas I have put forward today should be considsred worth retaining by

my colleagues, I am surc that the actual drafting of such a compromise treaty text
would not be difficult; it would consist largely of amendments. My delegation would
be happy to take part in such an exercise. We have worked out our proposals in the
hope that it will be possible to bring forward to the General Assembly this year a
tinal instrument, not only in the names of the co-Chairmen but as a joint recommendation

from the whole Committee,

The Conference decided to issue the following communigué:

"The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament
today held its 422nd plenary meeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva,
under the chairmanship of Mr. Antoni Czarkowski, representative of
Poland,

"Statements were made by the representatives of Bulgaria and
of Sweden,

"The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Tuesday,
29 July 1969, at 10.30 a.m."

The meeting rose at 11,30 a.m.




