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The CHAIRN.A.N (Roman~a) (translation from French): I declare open the 

423rd plenary meeting of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament. 

2. The week which has just enJ.ed was ma1·rl:.ec.l by d.n event of exceptional significaqce 

in the history of universal kno'I-Jledge -·- the successful accomplishment of ma.n 1 s first 

mission on the moon. At the beginning of that great adventure, as well as ·at the 

moment when the first human being~ stepped on to lur!ar soil, the thoughts of our 

Committee accompanied the crew of Apollo 11 during their journey, thus show.L1g its 

profound feelings of admiration, sympathy and genuine pride in the face of this 

unequalled exploit. Now that Neil Armstrong, Edwin Aldrin and Nichael Collins hnve 

returned safely, I am convinced that all the members of the Committee will agree with me 

that we should ask the Uni ted States delegation to transmit to the Government of the 

United States, the three astronauts, the scientists, t.he technicians , the workers, and 

the whole .American people our heartiest and warmest congratulations. 

3. The landing on the moon, ·::;he take-off of the Apollo 11 cabin and its return to 

earth represent a great victory of science, a brilliant expression of human genius, a 

asrr.all step for a man, one giant leap for mankind11 , Y.tay this great break-through into 

the universe give fresh impetus to our common search for viable solutions to the great 

problems of the earth, so as to c~eate a wct•ld of peace, progress and prosperity, a 

world at the service of man and of the free development of all peoples and of all nations! 

4· Mr. LAHODA (Czechoslovakia): I should ljke first of all to touch in a few 

words upon the historic ·event whj_ch \fe were happy to witness, at least on the screens 

of m1r television sets. With a feeling of suspense we followfld the lB!lding of the 

first human beings on the surface of the moon, experiencing with them hours of presence 

on that celestial body and keeping our fingers crossed for them to return safely to our 

old, troubled earth vfuere there is yet so much to be done towards prosperity and a better 

life for mankind. On behalf of the people of a country where the stars have been 

conquered so far only in the verses of poets and the longings of lovers, I \-Tant to express 

genuine admiration for and sincere congratulations to the American astrona1,1.ts who, 

bravely and at the risk of their lives, have undertaken the fabulous journey to tho 

moon and hav& been ~Qccessful. 
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5. Their deed, which i s a fur ther significant milestone on man's \·ray into outor 

space, belongs to all mankind, and all in f~tur.e shoU:l.d benefit by it, either in the 

search for new worlds in the interstallar i nfinity or in the fields of atmospheric 

research, meteorology or· communicatione. That was borne out by the recent television 

transmission which enabled mlllions of the inhabitants of our planet to follow the 

landing of Neil Armstrong and Edwin Aldrin on the moon at a distance of hundreds of 

thousands of kilometr~s. 

6. In speaking for the first tiMe during this session I desire, before going into 

the substance of my ·statement today, to welcome to our midst the r (-3presentative of the 

People's Republic of Mongolia, l1r. Dugersuren, who is well known to us from his 

activity as permanent representative ·of his country to the United Nations in New York, 

where I had the pleasure of working \nth him in the First Committee at last year's 

session of the General Assembly, I should like also to welcome among us t,he leader 

of the Japanese delegation, Hr . Asakai. I am convinced that the participation of these 

two delegations ill our deliberations lnll represent a significant contribution· to t he 

endeavour to reach tangible results in our activities as ~oon as possible. I \ash to 

assure both of them that they •rill always find a ·readiness on the part of the Czechoslovak 

delegation for mutual co-operation that should benefit our common cause, the adoption 

of effective measures for disarmament. 

7. Certain prerequisites for this mil d optimism arE: ·provided not only by the favourable 

working atmosphere created by all delegations but , particularly, by the existence of 

the concrete proposals, vJorking papers and suggestions with which we have been acquainted 

in the course of this session. I hav•.:'l in mind not only the texts of draft treaties 

submitted -- whether they concern the sea-bed or chemical and bacteriological weapons 

or the ban on underground nuclear tests -- but also the statements of individual 

delegations containing a great deal of initiative, suggestions and stimulatb1g ideas, 

an example of which we had at our last meeting in the address of the Swedish 

representative, Mrs. Myrdal, which the Czechoslovak delegation is now carefully studying. 
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I am sure that the contribution of other delegations in the course of our session will 

be equally i~spiring. Those facts in thempelYes are undoubtedly an e~ression of .... .. 
activity and a proof that our Committee is _app~oachin~ its tasks with responsibility 

and carefully considering all possibilities in order to be able to fulfil earnest~y 

the,. goals set by our comprehensive and long-term agenda . 

8. Thanks to the aforementioned documents we are now, for instance, able to consider 

in a matter-of-fact way and in detail the individual aspects of the possible exclusion 

from the arms race of so vast and strategically important an area as the entire sea- bed 

and the ocean floor, thus applying the recognized desire for general and complete 

disarmament to a much larger part of the earth's surfaca than is represented by the 

remaining area of all the five continents . 

9. 'vie have now the choice of the two concepts at our disposal in the form of the 

Soviet and United States draft treaties (ENDC/240, 249) prohibiting the emplacement of 

military installations on the sea-bed, the former applying to all weapons a~d the latter 

only·to nuclear and ·other weapons of mass destruction. It is our duty to find a solution 

that would' be in keeping with tho intended purpose and would bring us into the closest 

proximity to the envisaged go.al. 

10 . The Czechoslovak delegation starts in principle from the conviction that our task 

is the complete demilitarization· of ~he sea-bed and the ex~lusion of any military 

competition from that area vndch would thus be added to similar areas _excluded from 

the competence of military headquarters -- areas like Antarctica ~"ld like outer space, 

where a week ·ago people from the earth placed upon the moon a plaque with the inscription: 

"We came in peace for all mankind" . 

11 . We believe that, with good will and readiness to . reach agreement op both the extent 

and the content of an acceptable ban, it is possi ble to elaborate a joint document 

common to us all, in spite of the existing differences in the twu 9-raft treaties which 

result from different conceptions of a solutiqn ~f this question and cann9t therefore be 

removed mechanically by a combination of th~ individual differing provisions. Also , 

the question of the width of the maritime zone from the agreed limit s of which t he 

areas covered by the treaty should extend -- a question on which the various views have 
• 

not yet been brought together - - should not be allowed to t hwart our endeavour to find 

a suitable approach corresponding to the needs and the purpose of the treaty . 
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12. At the same time it seems to us that, for very practical reasons, it would be 

advisable to respect the facts which the treaty could not and would not be intended to 

change. It should clearly comprise demilitarization or denucl earization of tho sea- bed 

and the ocean floor to the agreed extent, and not denuclearization of territorial 

waters - - that is, of component parts of soverei gn territories of the nuclear Powers, 

as would bo the casG. it: the treaty did not respect tlw inviolability of territorial 

waters. Would we not be complicating even more a probl0m which is already complex 

enough , particularly regarding verification, and placing obstacles for ourselves on 

the way towards its early solution? 

13. It appears relevant in this connexion to state that from the ~oint of view of the 

deterrent theory, only a ban on both nuclGar and conventional weapons on the sea- bed and 

the ocean floor could be regarded as guaranteeing equal security for everybody and 

preserving the balance of power, which is a factor that plays such a powerful role in 

all considerations of any disarmament measures and constitutes the basis for one of tho 

main principles in disarmament negotiations. It may suffice t o point out the well-known 

fact that in a different connexion the so-called deterrent in the form of nuclear 

weapons was presented by its protagonists as the only possibl8 counterweight to the 

alleged superiority of the other side in conventional weapons. 

14. The question arises why, i n the case of rnere denuclearization of the sea-bed , a 

similar argument could not be applied by one of the sea Powers which considered its 

partner , or adversary, to be more firmly established on the sea-bed and b..;tter equipped 

than itself with conventional weapons in that environment. Would not an eventual partial 

solution prohibiting only nuclear wuapons invite a r eproach in regar d to the balance of 

power rather than praise for adhering t o the principl e? 

15. Concerning the question of verification in which all States could effectively 

participate , the course of our discussion has made it apparent with increasing clarity 

that it is far mor~ complex and difficult , i,f not practically impossible, with a 

partial ban on only one t ype of weapons -- and that an exceptional one into the 

bargain -- than with a comprehensive ban envisaging an adequate comprahensive 

verification. 
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16. If we are constantly aware of the final effect which should crown our activity 

this year, and which should also find eloquent expression in the report of our Committee 

to the autumn session of the United Nations General Assembly, then it is necessary to 

push through the adoption of such fonnulations in the drafts discussed as would express 

the requirements to be fulfilled by the individual measures and solve those problems 

which they are supposed to solve. 

17. That, in our opinion, does not a pply only to the question of the sea-bed and the 

ocean floor, where both the need and the conditions exist for an over-all demilitarization, 

as suggested by the Soviet Government in its document of 18 Harch, which the Czechoslovak 

delegation supports for reasons explained by it already during the spring session 

(ENDC/PV.412); it app+ies also to other issues on our agenda around which a lively 

discussion has been developing. 

18. I have in mind -- apart from measures conce rning nuclear disarmament, which have 

a justified priority in our deliberations -- the problem of chemical and bacteriological 

warfare. Convincing proofs have been advanced here, in ·more than sufficient number, 

that these terrible weapons of mass destruction constitute an entity, whether we 

consider them from the point of view of significant international documents, including 

the Geneva Protocol of 1925, and the standpoint of the United Nations Secretary-General, 

U Thant (A/7575), or from the point of view of their common properties and similar 

characteristics. The Czechos lovak delegation fully identifies i tself with that 

conclusive evidence that speaks clearly against separati ng bacteriological ( biological) 

weapons f r om chemical ones . 

19. Even separation based on the effects of the two kinds of ~eapons, as compared on 

the bas i s of the quantity used and the a r ea affected, should not be decis ive for our 

purposes. The fact tha t a certain quantity of a chemical agent will produce a lethal 

e f fec t i n an a r ea many times smaller t han that affected by the same quantity of a 

bacteri ological or biological agent may appear rat her ±~significant t o us when we 

realize what enormous s t ockpiles of t hose agents have al r eady been accumulated. It is 
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no secret that in military stores enough lethal gas has been amassed to kill o thousand 

times the number of the whole of the :population of the earth. As a representative of a 

country with an area of ap~roximately 120 ,000 square kilometres, I do not see any 

essential difference whether the aggressor would need a larger quantity of one agent 

than of the other to contaminate that area, if the final effect were the sa¥:e. wnat is 

decisive is that these destructive means of warfare exist -- that they are being produced, 

and produced in such quantities that problems arise regarding their safe storage and 

manipulation even prior t o their actual use . 

20. The justification f or a combin~d approach t o the problem of the ban on bacteriological 

(biological) and chemical weapons as one entity consists in the very fact that there are 

more comrnen features between those weapons than there are characteristics arguing for 

their separation. One of those unifying factors i s , for instance , the relatively easy 

acquisition of both kinds of weapons , ''lhich in the present state ?f technological 

development makes them dangerous weapons for humanity -- in a certain sense more 

dangerous than nuclear weapons. Although the Secretary-General 1 s report states that to 

create a weapon system out of che:nical and bacteriological agents it is necessary to 

have a highly-developed technological and scientific base and huge financial resources, 

it says at the same time : 
11 ••• the possibility always exists that by choosing a single agent and a simple 

means of deliv<:ry, a nation could equip itself r elatively cheaply to attack a 

.limited area with a reasonable chance of success. '1 (A/7575 , para. 36) 

21. However, what is in our opinion m-:..ot important for the j oint consideration of the 

the two kinds of weapons is the fact that f .Jr more than forty year~ a combined ban on 

their use i n war has been in existence in t he Geneva Protocol of 1925 (ibid. , P•· 117); 

and that the documents of t he League of Nations and the r esolution of the United Nations 

unmistakably showed an understandin.s ... o~ that connexion. Also , the delegation of the 

United Kingdom at the Disarmament Conference of the League of Nations formerly 

recognize.d that principle when in Geneva, in its draft convention of 16 March 1933, 

part IV , article 47, it proposed the following: 
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"The following provision is accepted as an established rule of J;nternational Law: 
1Th€ use of chemical, incendiary or bacterial weapons as agai~st any State, 

whether or not a Party to the present Convention, and i n any war1 whatever its 

character , is prohibited. t: t (A/AC.50/3, p. 58) 

22. Also the ofte.n- quoted report by the Secretary-General on the effects of chefllical 

and bacteriological (biological) weapons , in the elaboration of whi ch a Czechoslovak 

expert, Dr. Franek, active~y participated, is designed in the sense of a complex 

solution of this problem and highlights the danger co~ected with both kinds of 

weapons; and the recommendations of the Secretary- General in his foreword to the report 

are a direct appeal to all States which real ly desire to rid humanity of these 

unpredictable, abominable weapons. 

23. The Czechoslovak delegation holds the opinion that we should now concentrate on 

the crux of the matter, which is, to apply the ban to both kinds of weapons of mass 

dest ruction, to chemical as well as bacteriological (biological) weapons, to ou~law 

these means of warfare to the full extent, and to confirm clearly that they have no 

place in the arsenals of any State, that nobody has the right to experiment with them, 

to produce and stockpile them, be it at home or at overseas :nilitary bases, and that 

they must never be used to kill and to destroy crops i n time of war, not to apeak of 

time of peace. That i s how we understand U Thant 1s appeal. And it i s in this 

direction that we think it necessary to appl y ourselves when speaking of supporting the 

Geneva Protocol. The best way of supporting it would be if all States acceded to it and 

ratified it, if they have not yet done so . That is thE: reason why the Czechoslovak 

delegation ful ly agrees with the ideas expressed in the Polish working paper (~NDC/256), 

at the end of which are stressed the leading principles which we should have constantly 

in mind when discussing this question further. 

24. May I conclude by mentioning one other ~mport~nt matter? Althoug4 our Committee 

is only a negotiating body, it should not, , in our opinion, restrict itself to discussing 

merely individual issues , to judging various aspects of this or that measure, and to 

working out concrete proposals. That does not exhaust our· task; we should also follow 

the impl ementation of our suggestions, see to it that our recommendations are brought 

into life, and press to have them start taking effect and not remain merely an expression 

of our endeavour, all the more so when we deal with documents solving only partial 

disarmament issues. 
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25. Therefore even at this stage we should not forget the fate of the Treaty on 

the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear '!Jeapons (ENDC/226*), agre'ed upon in our Committee and 

solemnly signed las't year, which has not so far entered into force. The importance 

of that measure has been stressed many times -- its creation of preconditions for a 

more substantial restriction of the nucl0ar arms race. It should therefore start 

functioning without unneco:3ssary delays , and be3in to fulfil its mission in a way such 

as to make possible further s teps towards removing t he danger of nuclear vvar , to•.';ards 

the liquidation of nuclear weapons. It would be a pity if a favourable moment were 

missed and if an opportunity were wasfed which required so much energy for its 

preparation and which plays a not insignificant role in the overall context of 

disarmament ngeotiations. The Czechoslovak delegation therefore submits f or 

consideration the question whethe r our Committee should not give its standpoint on 

this matter in its report to the twenty-fourth session of the United Nations General 

assembly_, and possibly issue in that r eport a recommenda tion to the General Assembly 

t o a:;_)peal to the States concerned to wo rk towards the Treaty's speedy entry into force. 

26. In this connexion I should like to announce that the ratification of the Treaty 

on the Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons was completed in my country and the 

instruments of ratification handed over to the depositaries a week ag·o. Thus the 

Czechoslovak Socialist Republic i s the eighteenth State so far which has fulfilled 

the r equired fo r maliti8s of ratification. n1ere are still a number of countries that 

have not signed this important document ye t and are expected to do so. It must be said 

that their hesitation does not help our cause, and t hat the delays in acceding to the 

Treaty ara not in keeping with t he endeavour to achieve gradually a complete ban and 

liquidation of all nuclear weapons. 

27. Mr. CARf-1.CCIOI.O (Italy) (translation from French) : In speaking for the first . 

time after the arrival of th,) delegations .:)f Japan and the Mongolian People 1 s Republic, 

I should like in my t urn t o welcome t hem. These simple words are not the stereotyped 

repetition of a ritual but reflect, I hope , th8 sincere feelings of my delegation. 
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The. ;pa:r.t'i.cipa.ta,-olil .. OJ'•·.Ja.pan_ :i;~ _.o-q.-r. _work has -;ill o~r- eyes a -qu~ te special import~ce, 

not. oiOJi:t , \>.ec,ause' o:D :.:i:tsr technologi<::al ~evelopment in _fields .whi ch ol<?.se+iY con~~r.~ the 

act-i.-vi. ties of . ou.r .Comrpi·ttee but. aJ:~o . becc;use . of the. exp~.rience it has acqu;i.red of the. 
- t-" • •• 

be-ne.fi:~· -:.of -~ a-cti"((-e ._policy, of d:i:-sanname-nt . 

28. · We;.:,a.l:So h4J* .it~~-t the two ~-~l.udrmen may soon_ be in a po~ition .to make to us . 

tl:ie suggest.±o:t:JS. ?Jl,Il.O\Ulce.d ;at the end of last sessiOtl aimGd at a more complete solutiop . . . . 
of the problem of enlarging our Committee, at the same time _giving us. the opporturP.ty 

of expressing ®,r view~. with tha -oQject of facilitating as wide as p.o~sibl_c -~J;l ~pproval 

by the · General .4ssembJ.y.·of the United-l'i.itions . In fact we consider that only such a 

pro.cedure could give our -enlarge d Committee a sound .and democratic basis.: 

49. I -now come ,to the ' specific subject of my intervention, nrunely _the questio~ of. the 

disarmament ·;of .the ·~Sea-bed and the ocean floor. The Italian ·delegation has alre{idy 

expressed its point .o.f view.. on_ this question at the meeting of 13 Mq~ (ENDC/PV. 410) . I 

shall therefore not repeat . the · reasons why we ~lieve in the importance of ~he p~b;lem 

of ·limiting ·the military ·use of the s ea - bed an~ the ocean floor; but I .should lik~ to 

r eaffirm the . principle we have alr~ady expressed : namely that th~ denuclearizati an . 

of the ~:?ea..,.. bed must . be ·.encompassed within the broader framework of a genera+ polic~ . 

of non- proliferation of weapons and o.f nuclear disarmament (i bid4 , para. 4o) . While 

we are in -complete agreement with the general~y ... sharcd opinion that it is .not too 

ea1i'ly -to · take appropriate _. measures t o_ prevent the sea- bed i out er space and the 

Antarctic from becoming further theatres of the nuclear arms race , we consider that the 

agreements we · may. be call~d upon to .. make. on this subject are a~reements. on non­

annament l:'athe.r than specific agreements on disarmament. If we wish to. be faithful 

to the task we have set ourse~ves and to that entrusted to us by the General Assembly 

of the Uni-ted Nations , we must -place -these specific agreements within the broader 

context of: our pr.ogrartll'l)e of work. 

30. When I made my stat;eme~t · of 13 May , wbich I have already mentioned, the Soviet 

draft treaty (~NDC/240) !' which had ju~t been submitted, had not y.et been considere d i ,n .. 
. · ·de t .ail 9Jr;. the ·competent bodies of my country , and the Uniteq. States draft (END9/249) 

had- ·m:~t yet been presented t .9 the Conference. It. therefore ~~ems to me nec~ss~ry to 

reaffinn today the.·opinion of my de:)..egation in the .light of the two draft treaties before 

us and o.t: .the comments .. made by 9thc r <ie legations • 

.31. Once again I shall follow the usual approach by considering the problem bri.e fly 

from the point of view of the scope of the prohibition, the gaographical area to be 

covered by the prohibition, and control$ -- three panels of one triptych. 
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32 . In regro~d ... .;o the scope of the p:cohibi tion, my delegation supports the defini.tion 

contained in the U1uted States delegation's draft treaty which limits it exclusively 

to fixed nuclear weapons or weapons of mass destruct5.on. In fact it seems to us -­

and the expla.."lat.:i.ons give~~ by t he representative cf the United States in his statement 

on 22 July (ENDC/PV, 421, pa1.·as . 33 §t seq.) were vei.-ry clear and convincing in this 

re::rp8ct · ··- that this approach to i::he problem is the most realistic and at the same t5.me 

the cl.e3.reet :md mol'/~ simple. 

33. Oo~cer1ing tha area ~o be covered by the prohibition; in my earlier statement I 

expressed our prAfer~ne;o for a mixed system which would take account of both tlle 

twelve--mile distance proposed by the Soviet delegz.ti on and a bathymetric line of 200 

metres (ENDC/PV. 410 1 paras. 45 et s~.). It is obvious that if the Committee agreed, 

in accordance w:i th t:1e United States proposaJ. 9 that the scope of the prohibition should 

oe limited to nuclear weapons and weapons of mass destruction only, the problems of 

security \~":)Uld be s5.mpli.fi.ed and we could accept the proposal that the area to be 
' 

C:)V.nred by the prchih:i.".;ion shc.'.lld be extended to the twel ve···mile limit -- a distance 

·;;hi.ch seems to us n~c~ssary in order to ensure the security of the coastal States, 

particula:dy those which~ like our own, are surrounded by the sea and by a very 

E:~-:tensi ve co!ltinental sheJ.f < 0:' cou·L·se, if' in a more or less near future the s·cope of 

·~h~ pr:)hlbi tion were ·!.>r·.)?.:len~d so as to include weapons other than nuclear weapons or 

weapo!ls o.f ;:r;.~cs t\as·:;ru.o".;ion~ we shou.J.d be ocmpelled to reaffirm our position in favour 

cf t G.6 <:.cloption (•!: -~h3 bathymat:-::ie c:!:'i i:;erion. 

: ~- ·> Befor::1 fi!li. ShiJ.lg with this S"cond panel of the triptych, I should like also to 

t~ :;.rp::::ass f.'lJ• delegation1 s i.nt8rest j_n the suggestion put forward by the representative of 

('anada i·1 his s~'3:tement on 13 May (ibid., para. 9) in favour of a defensive zone 

c:·c.jacent to ti,e ·0we~~ y ::;. -mile-. s8cur.ity ba:"ld which would extend 200 miles cr more and wi thi::1 

whi.ch the limi·~<)d C.efensive ac".;.ivities <?,uthorized within the f:r8mework of the treaty 

could be F.lxerciced by the coe>.8tal. State or with its permission. 

35 . It n0\-1 rem:;~.ins for me to speak about -the delicate problem of controls. In my 

stateme!lt on 13 May I confessed (~bi£. , para. 53) that I did not understand why the need 

for an international cor.trol body hati been felt so strongly in the case of the non­

proliferation 'l':r-eaty (ENDC/226*) , why it hc.d been so'.lght so laborious!.y with a view to 

th8 conclusion cf an agreement on underground explosions or an agreement limiting the 
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production of fissile materi als, while it was rejected in the case of disarmament of 

the sea-bed and the ocean floor. I added also that comparison with the Antarctic 

T~aty of 1959 l/ and the ou+,e~-sp~ce Treaty of 1967 (General Assembly resolution 

2222 (XXI) (.Annex)) with a view to instituting national controls founded on the principle 

of reci~ro<?ity did not appear to us to l:le truly pertinent, because , unlike the 

environment with which those two T~eaties are concerned, the sea-bed, and above all the 

part covering the continental shelf, is more accessible to man and its utilization is 

within the reach of a greater number of States. Since then, however , we have heard 

with interest the explanations given to us by the representative of the United States 

in his latest .statement , especi ally when he referred to international co- operation and 

the possibility of the review conference provided for in article III of the United States 

draft defining and establishing more precise procedures within an international 

framework (ENDC/PV.421 , paras . 38 et seg.) . 

36. For our part we still believe that,. in regard· to control , a minimum of 

internationalization must be recognized upon the entry into force of the treaty and 

wit~out ~aiting for the review conference, the main object of which, as its name 

indicates, is to review rather than to institute . Moreover, it does not seem to us 

too difficult to imagine a simple and not necessarily costly international procedure 

which wo~d channel a request for verification coming from any State , and by virtue of 

which the technically more developed States would accept the obligation of giving it 

necessary assistance. Nor do we see any difficulty in finding some oody to supervise 

the operation of such a system and to screen requests for assistance. 

37. Those are the essential views of my delegation ·on this question; and whereas today 

I have confine~ myself to putting forward some general ideas, I reserve the right to 

return to the matter later in order to explain our position more precisely. 

38. Mr. ROSHCHIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation from Russian): 

Permit me first of all to associate myself with the congratulations expressed by .you, 

Mr. Chairman, and by other participants in the Conference to the United States 

delegation in connexion with the successful completion of the remarkable flight of the 

spacecraft Apollo 11. We believe that the success achieved by man in outer space 

should be for States, and for us in the Committee, a new stimulus to solution of those 

great an.d important problems which face mankind on earth. 

l/ United Nations Treaty Series, Vol. 402, pp . 71 et seg. 
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39. Among the questions under active consideration for some time past in our Committee 
\ 

that of the prohibition of the use for military purposes of the sea-bed and the ocean 

floor and the subsoil thereof occupies an important place. During recent meetings _of 

the _Committee in its present session, including -~odayls _ meeting, we have heard a number 

of statements on this question which are of great interest and deserve to be studied by 

us. The attent~~n giv13n to this problem reflects the manifested wide understanding 

both . of the need to prevent the unleashing of an cu:rus race on the . sea--bed and the: ocean 

floor, and of the role which the elaboration and _signing of an appropria te agreement 

could play in further progress in the cause of disarmament. This understanding i s a 

positive facto~ showing that we have realistic possibilities of working out mutually­

acceptable solutions of the problem of prohibiting the us!'l for military purposes of t he 

sea-bed and the ocean floor. 

40. As many delegations have quite rightly pointed out, the most important aspect s of 
'. 

this problem are the scope of the prohibition, the area to be covered by a future trea ty, 

and the control over the observance of its provisions. It is precisely towards the 

solution of these questions that the Conuni ttee should direct its efforts. If w·~ 

succeed _in the Committee in concording the "Bosi tions on these questions, it will be nnlCh 

easier t 0 settle other problems conne9ted with the prohibition of the military use of the 

s0a-bed ~~ the ocean floor and touched upon in the statements of a number of delegations, 

such . as for instance the wording of the provisions of the preamble, the final, ;clauses of 

the tr~aty and so on. 

41. During the spring session the Soyiet delegation ex:olained +.he USSR position on the 

basic ,aspects of the problem under consideration (Ei'TDC/ PV .400, 409 , . 415). Today w.e 

should like to make some additional conunents and put .. forward a numbe:r of considera tions 

in connexion with the sta t ements made by several delega t i on s in the Comrn.J.ttee . 

42. 'rhe most important part of the problem under consideration is the que stion of the 

scop_e .o f . the p;r-ohipition of military activit ies on t he sea- bed. On th_is ques~io11. t wo 

basic positions, as fornnilated in the Soviet and United States draft treaties 

r espectively (ENDC/240, 249 ), have been put f orwa:>:d in the Commit t ee . I n eonsi de r i ng 

the que-stion of the scope of the prohibition of t he military use of the sea-bed, we 

should be guided by the aim set bef or e our Commit t ee 1n thi s field, namel y to prevent 

the unleashing of an arms race on the sea- bed and the oce an fl oor . The S•)viet draft 

provides f or the comple te demilitarization of the sea-bed and ensure s t o the greatest 
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extent th~ fulfilt10nt of this task. It is o..liuet: at completely averting t..nd stopping. 

o.n arns ·r ilCP- o.:r:d closing t he 1,/"::..y to mili'to.ry rivalry bE3tween Sk.tes o.n the sea- bed. 

43. On the contre..ry, the Uni+.ed States draft 7 as ~s well known, is limited to 

prohibiting· the emplacement on the···aea-bed ·of weapons of mass destruction and of certain 
. . } . 

means of their delivery, namely, launching platforms. In his statement on 22 July the 

representative of the United States~ Mr. Leona.rdr arguing the .Am~rican thesis of the 

impossibility of the complete demilitarization of the sea-bed, said ~ 

"· ·· sume non-nuclear but very clearly militar~ uses of the sea-beru are -strictly 

defensive, are presently essential to our security and' that of others and 

therefore must not be subject to treaty prohibitions" . (ENDC/PV. 421. para, 36). 

44. If we take the path of excluding from the prohibition certain categories of 

weapons, then in this specific field the same vicious circle ma.y be created which has 

characterized 'the .. whole history of the arms race . E.'xperience has shown that the 

emergence of new means of warfare and their development by one aide· induces the other 

side to lmpro'~e the weapons which it possesses and to develo' such types of these 

weapons as would reduce -~r altogether neutralize the effectiveness of the weapons of 
·- . 

the other side . Exceptions f :com · the prohibition could ~ead t c the reeul t that States 
. . ' 

would continue to engage in an arms race on the sea-bed. 

45. In support of the thesis of the need t o-prohibit the emplacement on the sea-bed of 

weapons of mass destruction only, the representative of the United States asserted that 

" • •• realistic pORSibilities d~ not nOW and will not SOOn exist for ' COnVentional 

military uses of the se~bed that would be threatening to the territories of 

States". (ibid. , para. 35). 
....... '· . 

Or..e can har~ly agree with such an assertion. :F'irst of all, we do not see a:ny grounds 

for limiting the problem of prohibiting militarY activities on the sea-bed to the 

p~ohibltion of 'the emplacement on the sea-bed and the ocean floor only of such weapons 
' . . 

as could be used. for striking against the territori'es ·of States. We believe that 
. '. ' 

weapons which may ?e designed to strike at ships ru1d t o disrupt 2ea cc-mmunications with 
, I I - M 0 • 

a view to interrupting economic and ~rade relations between States represent no less a 

danger to peace and world security. •iv·e mus~ consid~.r :the question of p;x,hibiting the 

emplacement of both nuclear and convention~ weapons on the sea-bed in its entiretj· 

without trying to introduce any artificial l imitations . 
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46. As to the possibilities of the development 0f a conventional arms race on the 

sea-bed, they may prove in practice no less realistic than the use of this sphere for 

the emplacement of nuclear weapons. As far back as the Second W('rld War wide use was 

made of ground mines, surfacing mines (without ccntact) and later also of tc2:'pedo mines 

which~ when a ship passed over them, would surface and over~ake the ship. Vfi th the 

present rates of development of science and teclmolomr one cam10t rule out the 

possibility of the emergence of new types of conventional weapons which could be t:sed 

to strike from the sea-bed both at ships and at the territories of States. The Uni. ted 

States representative timself in his statement on 22 .July admitted the possibility of a 

rapid development of military technology for use on the sea--bed a...11d the ocean floor. 

He said: 

"Military and technical possibilities which now may seem remote cc:.1ld rather 

abruptly become imminent and accordingly much more difficult to control." 

(ibid,, para. 53). 

47. Thus it is impossible to agree with the argument that "realistic possibilities" do 

not now and will not soon exist for conventional military uses of the sea-bed. 

Objective data point to the contrary: namely that there exists in this direction the 

definite possibility of an arms race. l'fany delegations have rightly stressed that it 

would be insufficient to prob~bit the emplacement on the sea-bed of weapons of mass 

destruction only. The comprehensive ban proposed by the Soviet Union guarantees to 

the greatest extent the turning of the sea-bed into a sphere for the exclusively 

peaceful activities of man and the prevention of the development of an arms race there, 

48. A question relating to prohibition of the military use of the sea-bed i s that of 

establishing a form of control over the observance by States of their obligations under 

the treaty, The Soviet side believes that the main criterion by which we should be 

guided. in elaborating appropriate control provisions must be that t he control should ba 

effective and should correspond to the purposes of the treaty. That is the basis f-;:r 

our belief that control should include the right of access to ins tallations and 

structures on the sea-bed and the ocean fl oor for all States parties t o the treaty 

without any discrimination. Such a form of control would provide assurance of the 

fulfilment of the treaty by t he parties to it. 
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49 , On the question of control, the United States has suggested that we .should 

limit ourselves to securing for the parties to the treaty, only the right to 

observe the activities of states on t he sea-bed and the ocean floor (ENDC/PV. 397 , 

para. 38) . It can be poL'1ted out that the. right of access to any installation on 

the sea- bed provided for in the Soviet draft also allows for t he possibility o~ 

obser ving the activities of States on the high seas . At the present t i me ther e is 

an international legal basis for carrying out such observation - - the univers.ally­

recognized principle of the high seas. But will that be enough? .· 1tle believe that 

the states parties to the treaty should be given more positive rights ensuring 

effective control over the fulfilment of obligations under the treaty banning the 

use of the· sea- bed for mili tary purposes . It is precisely this need that the for m 

of con~rol propos~d "9Y. the Soviet Union has taken into account . 

50 . During the disqussion of this question the United States delegation has 

exp~essed doubts ~bout the f easibility of control in the event of the complete 

demilitarization of the sea- bed (~. , paras . 35 et seg; ENDC/PV.4ll, paras 23 et seg, ) 

We cannot agree ~th that view. As we have alr eady pointed out, \men there is 

complete demilitarization of the sea- bed there mst be no military objects t here , 

and the parties tQ the treat y would only have to be convinced that the existing objects 

were of a peaceful nature. In the case of a partial ban, however, a considerable 

number of military objects \VOuld be located on the sea- bed and in each specific 

case States would be faced · wi.th a v~ry difficult problem, namely the need to decide 

~ether a given object related to a type of activity permitted or prohibited by 

the t r eaty, 

51. Furthermore,. the practical exercise of control in the conditions . of a partial. 

ban on military activities on the sea- bod would bo a much rnore difficult matter, 

since the verification of objects having a milit ary nature but permitted under the 

.treaty would arouse apprehensions on the part of the States that had~ placed such 

objects on the sea- bed in regar d to the discovery of their military se·crets by 

the ver ifying part~. 
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52. In connexion with the arewnent advanced by the United States delegation 

concerning the difficulty of control in the conditions of com~lete demilitarization 

of the s8a-bed, we should like to point out as some other delega tions, including 

that of the United Arab Republic (ENDC/PV.421, para. 9o), have done , that 

verification would in that cass be necessary in fact only in respect of certain 

areas where the emplacement of weapons by a potential violator appeared to be 

technically feasible and s tra te t_SiC:i.lly a:!:>:c'ropria te. 

53. I should like now to turn to the question of the area t o be covered by the 

treaty. As is well known, the draft treaty submitted by the Soviet Union proposes 

the banning of military activities on the sea-bed beyond a twe lve-mile coastal zone 

(article 1). In proposing a t we lve- mile zone the Soviet Union -vms gvided, first, 

by considerations concerning the security of coastal States --and this has been 

referred to by a number of representatives who have spoken here and, secondly, 

by the interests of ensuring the mos t favourabl e conditions for the functioning of 

the system of control. 

54. The need to ensure the security of coastal States has been pointed out by many 

r epresentatives -vrho have spoken here, in particular by the representative of the 

United Arab Republic in his s t atement on 22 July ·wh~m he said, in this connexion, 

that his delegation considered ''the twelve-mile limit proposed for this zone in the 

Soviet draft t o be a reasonabl e one" (ibid., para. 109). 

55. Referring to the im:portance of ensu:cing the necessury conditions f or the 

unhindered fw1ctioning of the system of control over the fulfilment of the treaty, 

I sh:mld like t o note the f ollowing. In order to have access to the objects of 

control (and even in or de r t o observe the various works that are being carried ou t 

on the sea-bed), it i'l"ould be necessary for forei gn ships, aircr<1ft and so on to 

appro<wh these objects. Since many Sta t es possess a t-vrelve-mile zone of territorial 

wc..ters? if a narrower coas t al sea zone were osta1Jlisherl for the purposes of the 

treaty it would be necess..::,ry to ob t a in the permission of the coastal State for 

foreign ships to enter those waters or f or f orei t:,n aircraft t o fly ov er that zone 

f or purposes of control. That could 9 of course, giv e rise t o difficulties for the 

unhindered exercise of control over the fulfilment by all parties of their 

obligations under the treaty relc:.t i n;· t o pr ohibition CJf military activities on the 

sea-bed. 
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56. The proposal for a three- mile coastal zone put forward by the United States 

does not take due account of the security of many States and creates the 

preconditions for unnecessary complications in the organization and operation of the 

control system. Such complications in regard to control would arise for more than 

sixty States of the world whos~ territorial waters are wider than three miles. 

57. The twelve-mile zone which we have proposed is thus the optimal solution of the 

problem from the point of view both of ensuring the security of coastal States and 

of obviating difficulties in the practical exercise of control. We therefore note 

with satisfaction that our proposal for a twelve-mile zone ha~ been supported by a 

number of deleg~tions that have spoken in the Committee. 

58 . The representative of Japan, Ambassac.or Asakai, speaking on 17 July, put forward 

the idea that the treaty banning military activities on the sea-bed "should cover 

the entire area of the sea-bed and the ocean floor under the high seas and the 

territorial sea". (ENDC/PV . 420, para. 14) . He asserted that acceptance ·of that idea 

"••• would h~ve the merit of simplicity. There would be no need to deal with 

t he question of the width of the territorial sea or any other claims for 

national jurisdiction". (ibid., para . 15). 

59. In dealing further with the idea which he had put forward, Mr. Asakai had, 

however, to retreat from his view as to the simplicity of the .solution of this 

problem; and he said: 

"The inclusion of the t erritoria l s ea in the area to be covered by the 

treaty leads to the difficult question of verifica tion in the territorial sea. 

We fully rea lize th~t extension of verification measures to the sea- bed under 

the territoria l sea would involve manifold complicat8d problems". 

(ibid., para. 18). 

With this conclusion of his we can certainly agree. Having pointed to the 

difficulties involved in the implementation of his proposal, the representative of 

Japan admitted tha t he. could not suggest a s Ql u tion to these problems. In our 

opinion the proposal of Japan to extend the trea ty to the s ea-bed under the 

territorial waters would greatly complicate the solution of the problem of 

prohibiting military activities on the sea-bed. In this connexion we fully agree 
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Hith whc:. t he said 9 namely thJ. t in this particular ccse v erifica tion of the s e a -be d 

unde:.c t erritorial wa te:rs ·would raise manifold complica ted 1Jr oblems . 

60 . In concluding t hese briei re;marks auci considera-vi ons whi ch we wis hed t ::> put 

fo rwa:,. d in connexi on wi t h the controvers y whi ch has develo:ped of lat e i n the 

Committee 9 we should like t o expres s t h e h ope that the delegations vTill mani fes t a 

constructive appr oach and go0d will i n s E:arching :for mutually-a~cepte.ble soluti ons 

of the problem under consideration. This would a llovr t h e Commi t t e e a lready at its 

current session t o r each a {:,Teement on a dra ft treaty :pr ohibi tin,~ t he use of tho 

s eu.-becl an d t he ocean floor and the subsoi l t herGo f fo r mi l ita r y purposes ~ and t o 

s ubrni t the a gr e ed draft toge ther with the Corrrmi ttee 1 s report to t he twenty-fourth 

s ession of t h e General ;~ssembl;y- of t he Uni t ad N;::, tions . The Soviet delegation 9 f or 

its part , i i pr~~ared ' to do al l it c~n f or t h e soluti on of t h i s j r obl ern . 

61. l>fir. FRAZAO (Brazil); Toda ;y I intend t o c omment f urthe r on the ques tion of · 

a non- a rmamen t trG2. t y cover i:1.:_; the s c c1- bed, . the oca;;;,n fl oor and the s ubsoil the:!.'<3of. 

Since my l as t ste,t ernen t on t his subj e c t , on 21 May (E~:J)C/PV . 41 3), an i mpor taht n ew 

developmen t h a s t c:k en place 9 n .:-;me l y the submi ssi·.:m t o t he Conm1i ttee of t h e Un i ted 

Sta t es dr a ft tre 2-ty ( ENDC/249) ·"Jr ohi b i tin-g .. the .. en..pL"'caJ:.Gnt of nucl Gar wea:;;;ons and 

o the r weapons .:> f mdss d8struction wi thi n tlL~t 6 ·eo;;r a.phi c:.'..l envir onment. 

62 . To beg in wi t h 7 L; t me eJC)r ess my sati sfc1c t ion a t t h i s v ery encouraging 

circumstan ce . The Committee h~s r e ceived by now f r om t h e co-Chair@en t wo com~le te 

pr oposals on a rel atively now subject, t 1w dr;d't s t hat ma y map the w;__ty f::>r the 

1,tl t icra t c c onclusi on · of a mos t important treo.. t y on ,:.r ms con t r ::> l . Thi s pr oves, in my 

op i n i on, t h a t t hera exi sts a serious intention to negotia t e C.)nclus i vel y i~ this 

f orum. 

63 . Since I h cv e already h~d t he oppor tunity ( ENDC/PV . 413, paras.: _ 9- .e t s 0q, . ) to 

dwell on th~ Sovi At d r c,f t t r8 c. t y · ( ENDC/240), I wil l n uii 2.ddr ess my r ::;mar k s mainl y t o 

the Uni t e d S tat es t ext. In doinB s o I wil l also pres~nt t he vie ws of my Government 

on some o the r issues r e l a t ed t o the curbing of the .::.rrus race on the sea -bed and. 

o c ean fl oor t o which I dicl not speci fically r efer i n my f i rs t s t .:..tamont . 
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64. The very core of the United States draft treaty is obviousls to be found in 

its title and its article I, which differ substantially from the corresponding 

provisions of the Soviet dr~ft, already examined at length by many delegations, 

including my o:wn. It is self- evident that this new project amounts to a drastic 

alternative to the Soviet draft. As a matter of fact the United States delegation, 

by reducing the seep~ of the prohibition - - and, by the same token , the scope of 

the treaty - - is proposing at one and the same time a considerable simplification 

of the whole issue. By phrasing the prohi bi ti~m in such terms as '~emplan.t or ·· 

emplace fixed nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction or associated 

fixed launching platforms • • • ", the United States has correspondingly simplified many 

other controversial and outstanding issues such as the definition of the boundaries 

between what is prohibited and what is not, - the question of verification and the 

settlement of disputes. 

65 . The idea comes to anyone's mind -that in ~ractice, if a treaty so worded as to 

its. scope were to be adopted, its :t>rovisions would impose an immediate military 

limitation on two countries the Soviet Union and the United States -- and only 

eventually on other members of the "nuclear club". Those two countries are, to my 

knowledge, the only ones to have ·reached at present a stage of technological 

development that could le~d to a rapid utilization of the sea- bed and ocean floor 

as a suitable environment for the installation of fixed launching platforms where 

nuclear weapons could be meaningfully deployed . Such a treaty would, for practical 

purposes, be a solemn commitment not to extend to the ocean floor the str a t egic arms 

race still engcging the Powers possessing the technical capability to invade this 

environment with weapons of mass destruction. In such a context it really becomes 

simpler to conceive the $Cenarios of the operation of the treaty. 

66 . Howevar, let me not be misunderstood. I do not intend to minimize the 

significance of the United States draft tre~ty by inferring that it is basically 

directed to rastraining the ·mili t ary activities of two countries only . Because 

these two com1tries are the super- Powers of today and because the survival of . 

mankind very much depends upon the restraint theyimpose· upon themselves in handling 

weapons of mass destruction, a treaty based on the United s·ta:tes proposal would be 

a releve.nt coll.lteral mct1sure . It would amount, in my view, to a limited but still 
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considerable military contain~ent; thus it would serve the interests of peace. It 

might be argued that such a treaty would not bring about a major curb to the arms 

race ; however, its beneficial consequences cannot be overlooked or easily dismissed, 

Within this political and ?ragmatic approach I would admit thGt a treaty banning 

weapons of mass destruction from the sea-bed and ocean floor would certainly be a 

realistic and positive .:::.chievoment that could pave the way for fu:rther and more 

comprehensive agreements on arms control and disa,rmament, including agre ements on 

the sea-bed itself. 

67. Since the whole attempt to arrive at meaninGful arms c ·,mtrol on the sea-bed and 

ocean floor is a pioneering one, a step-by-step approach could oe considered an 

advisable cou:rse of action. ~ie should like to pl.:.;_ce on record again that in 

principle we still favour a comprehensive ban, c;, general t:;.~e c.,ty the::. t would preserve 

the sea-bed and. ocean floor from an;y- kind of military a ctivity. But, as I Elentioned 

in my first statement in this Committee (ENDC/PV.405, para. 8), we are trying here , 

to achieve what is possible within e, vTell-kno-vm political and military international 

context. Balancing the ido.,~l of ganeral scope with the existing technological 

means for emplacement of -;.re apons and verifice.tion, in the broad framework of the 

strategic equilibrium, we cannot but a5ree that on practical grounds a first ban on 

weap ons of mass destruction can be considered a vsry promising beginning . However, 

we are persuaded th e.t a decision now on a limited ban should be complemented in the 

treaty by an undertaking to examine seri ously the possibilities of broadening the 

scope of the prohibition. This commitment should be embodied in the same article as 

provides for the convening of a. cvnference aimed at r Jviewing t he operati on of the 

treaty in the light of relevant technoloGical developments. 

68, I beg leave t-:l remind the Committee at this point of one constructive sut:,gestion 

advanced by Canada which I believe deserves c <.;.reful consideration. .H our meoting on 

13 May the leader of the Canadian deleg:... tion 1 Ambassador Ignatieff ~ stated: 

" ••• a means of circumventing some 'of these di ff' icul ties is the concept of a 

defensive z one adj a c0;nt tCJ the 1;r0posed twelve-mile secu:r:i t;y band extending 

perhaps 200 or more miles from the outer limits of tha t twelve-mile band. The 

same general pro hi bi tions of the proposed trea t;y could alJPlY within this 200-

mile defensive zone, Wlth one exception --namely , that the coasta.l Stc. te, and 

only the co as tal State~ -vwuld be allowed to undertake in that zone whatever 
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limited defensive a.cti vi ties were j_)ermi tted under the trea ty . " 

(ENDC/PV . 410, para. 9) 
That provision could certainly enhance t he chances for the future ado~tion of a 

broader ban on military install~tions on the ocean floor. 

69 . I have said thc.:. t,. in adopting the limited approach pro:f)osed by the dolegr.tion 

of the United States as far <JS t he scope of the treaty is concerned~ we should be 

confronted with n much simplified s e t of problems . But , simplified as they became, 

they would still comprehend a number of specific poin ts where adequate provisions 

should oe made duly to s ..:.feguard the interests of all the parties . Moreover, this 

t reaty is to be of uulimited dura tion, and there fore it becomes necess ~ry to anticipate 

some d.e'lfel opmen ts tha t could emer.ge in the future with a view to regula tine; as many 

situations as can possibly be envisaged . 

70. The first of these i s sues is the w~dth of the coastal zone which would not fall 

under the ban . By way of tm initial comment I wish t o r efar to paragraph 3 of 

article II of the Uni t~d St•:.tes drz.ft tre.:>.ty, which contains a clear- cut provision on 

a very important subj ect . At our meeting on 22 lipril I stressed the need to 

disentangle -
II t he question of the limits of applicability of t his prohibition ••• from the 

more complex question of ascert.:Lining the limits of national sovereignty or 

jurisdiction. " (ENI>C/PV . 405, para . 27) 

This point, which has met with 8enerul approval, is adequately contemplated in the 

United States p.roposal. 

71. With re15ard _to the width of the band, my Govarnm~nt is of the view that it ought 

to be fixed at twelve miles moasured from bn.::o elines l.n the manner specified in the 

Convention on the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone adopted in Geneva in 1958 .Y 
In taking this view we do not overlook the remarks on the status of the zone between 

a twelve- mile limit and the outer boundaries of territorial wa ters of less than twelve 

miles. In my opinion conflicts of interpret..:tion could be av .:>ided by adequate 

provisions on the subject . In other words, we believe tha t if it were clearly ste.ted 

that a twelve- mile limit W<.ts to be ths rule for tnis specific treaty, and for this 

specific treoty alone, no doubts of interpr~ tation would remain 1 since the adjacent 

coa.sta.l State would be exem:pt from the ban applyin5 to those twelv€ miles ret:;ordless 

of the width of its t ,erri to rial waters. 

gj United Nations Treaty Series , vol. 5lb, pp . 205 et seq. 



ENDO/PV .423 
26 

72. I shall col!liJ.ent ·later in some detail on the questions derivir..g from the cla:In:1 to 

national jurisdiction and on the rights of coastal States. For the moment, ' ~}{ 

connexion with the issue of the limits of applicat:i.lH.;y- of t ::s tr0aty,. J -vnsh on1 ~;- -~.o 

submit that a twelve-mile limit is the alterna tive that will give rise to the lea.-~ 1 ; 

difficult situations and to the least controversial interpretations . Indeed, Scl'~r· a 

limit does not raise difficulties for a majority cf .countries .• inclnd.ine; e~rer St:J.teJ 

which night favour a lL.ili t inferior to twelve miles; those Sta t e o ·w-uuld merely a .r.,;ose 

of a larger extension that would be exempt from the provisions of the t::-oat y, On ·1:lD · 

other hand, a limit inferior to twelve miles could raise seri ous p;:cl-;J.ens f c:r:· r;mn: ·, 

chiefly in the field of the system of control. 

73. vle have noted the proposal made on behalf of the Japanese del ogaticn by 

Ambassador Asakai at our meet:tng on 17 July that Hthe treaty should co-ver the. en·~; L'' 

area of the sea -bed and the ocean floor under the high seas and the t erritorial 3sa , 11 

(~NDC/P_V .420, para~) There is logical foundation and construc: tj_ve purpos<a i n L 1e 

idea that we should ;;for ourselves and for our descenda nt s .. . h wp the l ast i::-or. :·: . .s.::-- on 

earth completely free from nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction. ·• (:!-P..~f.i.) 

No doubt this procedure would correspond more closely to the ideaJ solution t han \,··;vJ.cl 

any other already presented. I think, however, that it would introcluc2 new e1m~:-::rr 1 ,s 

of complic?-tion as far as verification is concerned. Ind.eecl that ent :' ~e1y com_::>I"<~~; :.'r{: J.ve 

ban Lright not yet be feasible. 

74. I shall refer now to the question of obserya.tio.n __ p.nd VIJ~'·ific_at. i.c~l: 11Th..7. t.;h PtE:.-.;1: 

the control provisions of the treaty -- a paramount is sue , since ic cor. C! e:t.·Dc t>:.e 

adoption of adequate provisions which would duly safeguard tl-J.e ir..t.e:r-fHots of o.lJ r. cl' :o_;_,.H:o 

to the treaty and envisage a mechanism for the settler:1ent of contro'rersie s , 

75. 11. non-armament treaty for the sea-bed and ocean floor can only be iJilpJ.emen-:,oci. 

effectively if it generates the smalle st posciblo a:nolmt of ~ontrove :r ;:f e r• '';. -t (::;n;.::'.o.L. 

Hence, even if the scope of this treaty is restricted to weapons of r::a ss desl; I'1.l:::: T:lr' '~. 

it is still very important to arrive at universally-satisfactor y syste:rn.s f or -t.he 

verification of compliance, and in particular for the contr ::Jl of i.ns tc-.lla t :i .. o:1s t ~;'; :.:·,-,, 

emplaced in areas under the national jurisdiction of any State party. He a:r-s c o~:v:i.llC ':::1 

that all precautions should be taken to prevent the right of ve;-ifica t..iol: beirc \1J Pt~ 

for purposes having no connexion \rl. th the ascertainr.1ont of compliance -.,,r_;_ th -;_,}::3 

provisions of the treaty. On the other hand, the control p1·ovisio:ns ult:i.natel~, 

arrived at should not interfere with, hinder or in any way disrupt the carrying ut' '.; 

of peaceful research and exploration of marine resources. 
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76. The proposals contained in article III, paragraphs 1 und 2 of the United St ates 

draft treaty could be considered satisfactory by the Brazilian Government so far as 

they establish a process of control in different stages: first, the s~ple observation 

and ensuing verification; second, a phase that may lead to direct and in loco 

inspection through consultation and co-operation. I should like to hear from the 

United States representative if this interpretat ion is correct . Assuming it is, I 

would consider it advisable that the text be redrafted in order to expressed those ideas 

in a more detailed manner. 

77. It is, however, the considered view of the Brazilian Government that the process 

of control should be undertaken, in any of its stages, with the direct participation 

of the coastal State whenever the silllple observation and consequent verification --

to utilize the ter.Qinology of the United States draft treaty -- i s to take place in 

areas over which that coastal State exercises special national jurisdiction. That 

means that the coastal State would have the faculty to join in the observation and 

verification if it so desired. There should be no requirement of a previous 

authorization by the coastal State. It suffices. that the . State wishing to· observe and 

verify in areas under the national jurisdiction of another State should inform that 

State of its intention with due advance notice, and that such information be acknowledged. 

That procedure is designed solely to en~ble the coastal State to use its right of 

co-participation. 

78. We believe also that any party should be entitled to ask for the assistance of any 

other party when it wishes to exercise its right of observation or verification, and . 

that the treaty should leave the door open for transferring the control eventually to 

an international organization. I wa~t to be as clear as possible in regard to the 

righ~ of assistance. We maintain that_the right of assistance is not to be confounded 

in any way •vith a ·blank conraitment qr a duty to assist. It is quite unders.tandable that 

no country would commit itself so widely, just as it is perfectly understandable that 

any party-lacking the technical means should be allowed to seek assistance from 

friendly nations. 

79. I feel that such provisions would constitute a reasonable manner in which to 

safeguard the interests of all parties . I believe also that these proposals are 

entirely in line with the purposes of the treaty we want to agree upon. 
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80. There is, however, one renaining difficulty, and it stems from the great ~versity 

of the claims to natio~al juris~ction. In order to obviate this potential 

stumbling-block, we propose, that this. right of ·CO ':"'participation should be exercised 

in any inspection that is to be carried out in a baqd of 200 miles, which would be 

measures from the outer limit of the narrow zone that is not the subject of ~ny . 

prohibition . This unifom criterion is aimed at setting precise and easily-identifiable 

limit§ bQth on the surface and under water, and at avoiding any anbiguity or 

controversies that should not be brought into a treaty which is solely designed to 

avoid armament measures on the sea-bed. The vrhole question of ascertaining 1:i.mi ts of 

national· jurisdiction would in that case be entirely superseded. 

81. We should be prepared to submit a specific wording for this whole proposal in 

due time. In any case we should welcome the comments delegations might be willing to 

advance on the~e ideas. 

82. As to the areas of the high seas which are not subject to national jurisdiction, 

we believe that the clear enunciation of the free observation and verification 

principle should be entirely satisfactory. 

83. A question which we do not consider to b13 thoroughly dea:)..t with in either of the 

draft treaties already sub~tted is the so~u~ion of possible controversies related 

to the fulfilment of the provisions of the treaty. It is possible that reco~se to 

consultation and co-operation in endeavouring to settle the controversies that .nught 

arise would lead· to adequate solutions of divergencies. But the Brazilian delegation 

believes that the treaty Hould ha?o greater efficacy if it were possible to bring to the 

legal jurisdiction of an international authqrity any serious diveraen~ stemming from 

the process of o)?.servation and thorough verification. We do no~ see .. any real 

incompatibility between this proposal and the one incorporated in the United St ates .. 
text. He would, .however, prefer t~ have in the treaty itself an exp+icit mention of 

this recour~e. t·lhenever bilateral negotiations do not suffice to eliminate disputes, 

the Security Council of the United Nations should be cal led up.qn to settle them. 

May I be permitted to recall my last statement? I said at our meeting of 

21 May that such disputes - -

u •• • being a question that might have a direct bearing on the naintenance 

of internatio~al peac~ and sec~ity, it is only proper that t?e Security 

Council should settle any dispute arising from the conflicting opinions 

presented by two or more verifying States':. (J!:N.Q...ChJL~~~-·-2.2) 

.·.r 
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84. It is conceivable ~so ~hat some other solution could be dev~sed for thi~ purpose. 

For example, a process co~~ be set up under which the Secretary-General of the United 

Nations would be duly authorized to investigate any dispute and to report to the 

Security Council on the resu.l ts of his . investigation. 

85. The considerations .I .have submitted to this Committee have been advanced in an 

ap1ple spirit of ~o.llaboration, The far-reaching goals pursued by the· Committee and by 

the U:ni ted Nations General Assembly in connexion with the peaceful uses of the sea-bed 

and the ocean floor have been fully and unreservedly supported by my Government. In 

the view of my delegation, the sea-bed and the ocean floor should be an area to be used 

excluai vely for peaceful purposes in the interests of maintaining internationa;L. peace 

and security . and for the benefit of all mankind. 

86.. At this stage, however, and for the specific purpose of disa.z:mament i .t appears 

that less ambitious goals should prevail if successful negotiations are to be achieved. 

Mar~ delegations have already expressed their willingness to compromise. We have then, 

I earnestly believe, come to a point in our' negotiations where, besides the question of 

the mileage, two outstanding issues still remain to be solved: the scope of the treaty 

and the system of verification and control -- which are obviously vital to a meaningful 

treaty of the kind we are now envisaging. And, if we succeed in reaching agreement on 

these items, we shall certainly improve our record as representatives of Governments 

entrusted with the solution of problems that have a direct bearing on peace ahd war. 

The -alternative will be to come to the General Assembly with empty hands, or perhaps 

with a progress report which would be only a eupqemism that would not co.nceal · this new 

deadlock in our disarmament endeavours. 

87. Mr. LEONARD (United States of America): I should like to refer to the 

remarks made this morning and previously by you, Mr. Chairman, and by the 

representatives of several Governments regarding the flight of Apollo 11. A few days 

ago I had the honour of expressing the appreciation of our delegation and of our 

Government and people for the kind words addressed to us just before the departure of 

the three brave astronauts on their flight and immediately following their actual 

landing on the moon. Now that they have safely returned, I should like cnce ·again to 

thank all those who have been so warm in their praise for the courage of the astronauts 

and in their good wishes for the success of the mission. vie are, of course, conveying 

those kind sentiments to our Government, and we are most grateful for the good will 

manifested both at this table and in the corridors of this Conference. 
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88. The CHilRMAN {Roro~a) (.translation from French).: I should like to inform 

the Committee tha~ I have received a statement. by the co- Chairmen dated 29 July, which• 

reads as £ollows: 

( swke in English) 

"The delegat~on of Ca.na,da has requested that an informal meeting of the 

Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament be convened on ·~vednesday, 13 August 1969., 

to discuss the question of a comprehensive ban on the testing of nuclear weapons. 

If agreeable to the other members of the Committee , this meeting ydll be held· at 

10.30 a.m. on 13 August . " 

(continued in French) 

If there are no comments I shall take it that the Commi. ttee so decides. 

It was so. decided. 

The Conference d·ecided to issue the following communigue: 

"The Conference -of the Eighteen- Nation Committee on Disarma:1ent today held 

its 423rd plenary meeting in the Palais des Nations, Geneva, under the 

chairmanship of H.E • .Ambassador N. Ecobesco , rep:vesentative of Rcmania . 

"Statements were made by the Chairman and by the .representatives of 

Czechoslovakia, Italy, the Union of Soviet ::>ocialist Republics ; Brazil and 

the United States of America. 

"The next meeting of the 'Conference will be held on Thursday, 31 July 1969 1 

at 10. 30 a.m." 

The meeting rose at 12.15. p.m. 


