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1. The CHAIRivlAN (Nigeria): I declare open the 445th plenary meeting of the 

Conference of the Committee on Disarmament. 

2. Mr. DUGERSUREN (Mongolia): Before coning t.o the substance · of rey statement. I 

shoUld like to eXtend my delegation's warmest congratulations to the Soviet delegation 

on the succes'sful conclusion of · the historic experiment in the launching of spacecraft 

with seven cosmonauts on board, which has brought yet another outstanding victory of 

Soviet science and technology in the field of the peaceful exploration of outer space. 

My delegation was among the first to wish the cosmonauts good luck and every success, 

and we are happy now to express our sincere satisfaction and joy at the successful 

outcome of their space feat. 

3. The delegation of the Mongolian People's Republic would like today to express 

briefly its preliminary views on the draft treaty on the prohibition of the emplacement 

of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction on the ·. sea-bed and' the ocean 

floor and ~n the subsoil thereof (CCD/269) presented jointly by the co-Chairmen. 

4. If it is at this late stage of the Coilli!littee t s work that the Mongolian delegation 

is taking part for the first time in the debate on this important question, it is not 

because of any lack of interest on our part in the questio'n: or that we are less 

concerned about a speedy and positive solution of the problem. It has rather been 

pronpted by our desire to acquaint otl.rselves properly with the wide range of issues 

involved~ In fact we have been closely f ollowing the highly enlightening and 

constructive discussion in thiq Committee, and we have tried to study carefully the 

statements made as well as the relevant documents placed beforo the Committee. As we 

are the representatives of a: purely landlocked country, separated from the sea shores 

by hundreds of kilometres horizontally and more than'a thousand nietres vertically, our 

voice may sound like that of B. roof-dweller or a near roof-dweller, in so far as we may 

not be adequately 'conversant with the m.an:y complex issues concerning such inp~·rtant 

pertinent subJects a.s the territorial wB.te'rs, the continental shelf, and especially 

the sea-bed and the ocean floor. ·· 

5. At the same time we can say that we ·feel much safer from being burdened by 

considerations of immediate national interests, however justified they might be, when 

we formulate our po~itions on questions relating to the sea-bed and the ocean floor. 

That means that if our position on some questions is at variance in some way or another 

with the interests of coastal States, it orily implies that we are prompted primarily by 

the co@illon concern of mankind in securing that area for peaceful purposes. 
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6. Having nade those prolirunary remarks~ I should like now t o t urn to the subject 

at hand. 

7. First of all, I should like t o associate myself with previous speakers who have 

congratulated our co-Chairnen on their presentation to the Committee of the j oint draft 

treaty on the prohibition of the e8placement of nuclear weapons and other weapons of 

mass destruction on the sea-bed and the ocean floor and in the subsoil thereof. We do 

appreciate the assiduous work done by the co-Chairmen t o arrive at this decisive point, 

and ny del e gation is fully cognizant of the attendant conplex problei.'lS with 1.o1hich they 

have had to deal. He ar o especial ly gr at eful t o t he Soviet del egation, J.od by Hr. 

Roshchin, who se flexible attitudo and determination t o come to a speedy agree111ent on 

this important natter have been highly instrumental in naking it possible to work out 

the draft treaty. It has finally becone possible f or t he Comr:'....ittee to register \oTith a 

sense of satisfaction considerable progr ess t owards solving the problem of the non­

arrJ.a.jnent of the sea-bed and the ocean floor. 

8. • :Hy delegation, like many others, attaches importance to the conclusion of a treaty 

on the basis of the j oint draft because its inmediat e and far-reaching result would be 

the prevention of the proliferation of nucl ear and other weapons of mas s destruct i on in 

the vast area which, according t o sorae estimates , equals nearly 80 per cent of the 

surface of our planet. As i s stressed in it s preanblo, such a treaty, adhered t o and 

observed by all States, would gr eatly contribute t o the cause of general and compl ete 

disarmament under effective inter national control, to r educing inte rnational t ensi ons 

and to st r engt hening confidence &liong nat i ons . I t would furt her encourage the people s 

in their endeavour t o pr eserve the sea-bed and t he ocean floor exclusively f or peaceful 

uses and promot e international co- operation f or the good of mankind. 

9. The achievement scor ed i s certainly of great ioportance f or t he cause of world 

peace and security. Neverthel ess , rJ.y del egation i s not fully satisfied wi th what we 
; 

have achieved so far. The agr eenent r ea c0ed, t hough important in i tsel f , ha s fallen 

short of I!leeting the worldwide desire t o have the sea-bed and the ocean floor fully 

demilitarized . It could be said that the crucial pr oblen of .the pr ohibition of the 
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use for military purpose.s of the sea-bed and the ocean floor and the subsoil tp~reof, 

as origil).ally proposed by the Soviet Union e-nd supported by nax~y representatives in 

this Committee, has boiled down in a sense to arms-control neasures in that area,. This 

is an outcome which is not fully satisfactory, especially· in the light of. the fact that 

denilitarization of that vast area is basically a measure of a preventive n~ture which 

is not so overburdened and protracted as some disarmament problems are. Should there 
• 1 ' • 

exist political decision or will of all the IJain parties concerned, full agreement could 

be reached 1.-1i thout. grsat difficulty. 

10. The fact that conventional weapons are not covered by the prohibition under the 

present draft treaty cannot but arouse anxiety among the world community. Indeed; my 

delegation shares the vievJ that the prohibition of the. emplacenent of weapons of nass 

destruction only in no 1.-1ay rids mankind of the danger of an ams race on the sea-bed 

and the ocean floor. The reports about the plans for the nilitary use of.those areas 

which a~ reportedly being worked out in certain NATO countries lead one to think that 

this apprehension might soon turn into a gloony reality. The. complete denili tarization 

of the sea-bed has been and should remain our final goal. 

11. It is precisely for these reasons that my delegation fully endorses the proposal· 

put ·forward by the delegations for Sweden, the People's Republic of.Bulgaria, the 

Czechoslovak Socialist Republic and others which has been formulatedinthe Swedish 

working paper (CCD/271). A new article whereby the parties to the treaty undertake to 

continue in good faith negotiations on further measures for tho conplete prohibition of 
. . . . 

the use for nilitary purposes of the sea-bed and t.he ocean floor shoUld be incorporated 

in the operative paragraphs of the draft treaty if we are going to honour the desire of 

the ove~helding majority of the Committee members to achieve that final goal. 

12. I should like to IJake some other cooments on the draft treaty and on certain of 

the proposals put forward by those representatives who have spOken before ne. 
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13. First of all, my delegation \-lishes to state t hat in i ts vieu the draft treaty has 

been prepared so as to reflect as far as poe _:;ible im~Jorta.11t proposals made by different 

delegations during the debates in tl"~is Committ ee. Hi th the under·:to.nding that some 

appropriate proposals put fo rward after the pre sentation of the draft will be duly 

i ncorporated, my delegation ful1y endorse s the draft treaty as an important contr i buti on 
. ' 

by the Committee to nuclear arms con·~-rol, a considerable partial measure to be 

recommended f or approval by th'3 United Nati ons General Ls sembly. 

14. Turning to questions of verification, my delegation i s of the opinion that 

art icle III of the dro.ft treat y broadly provide s the basi s upon which eve!""IJ State par ty 

may exercise its right of verif i cat ion. Hovlever, vle thi nk that in or der to · strengthen 

the assurance of complia.11ce vith tl1e verification pr ovi sions i t might be useful to 

incorporate a r ecour se cl ause in the text . At the s rune t ime ue consi der that t he 

r ecour se provision must make it quite cl ear that the Security Council can be approached 

first and foremost a;:; t he or gan r esponsi ble f or maintaining int ernational pe ace and 

security, but not as a provider of the verification machinery. 

1 5. In the di scussion of the verifico.ti on problems t\JO mai;1 trends are obvious. The 

first trend is t he argumc:mts and proposo.l s put forward by a number of r epr esentat ives 

with a vie~;r t o protecting t he specific rights r.md interest s of coastal States 

established and r ecognized by r el evant i nternational i nstrument s -- that i s to say, 

l egal consider ations . The other t r end is bnsed mainly on techni cal feasibilitie s in 

r ejecting some of the legally-founded proposals . Al though we admire t he outstnnding 

achi evements of the t eclmologi cal. revol ution, 1ro should not be , so to speak, too 

techni cally minded . Hy del egation t hinks that due consider ation should be given t o 

those proposals Hhich s ten from t he soverei gn r i ghts rmd security int er ests of Stat es , 

even if their implementati on at the pr esent s tage would invo1ve cor tain difficult i e s 

from the technicc.1 point of vimi. 

16. There have been some sugge stions concerning the incor por ati on of a provi si on on 

the r evie\i confer ence . Ny del egat i on , having in view t l1e pa s t pr acti ce in sever al 

r ecent treaties including t he Treaty on t he Non-Prolifer ation of Nucl ear Heapons 

(El'JDC/226* ) , consider s that these suggestions deserve careful con siderati on . Hhile 
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taking this stand; I should like to make one point clear. If it comes to the 

inclusion of a revie1.tl provision, it should be explicitly provided that, apart from 

reviewing the situation with regard to the iiJ.plomentation. of the treaty, such 

conference or conferences must deal with questions on the measures designed to bring 

about the complete dernili tarization of the sea-"bed and the .ocean floor and the subsoil 

thereof. 

17. In this connexion I should like to recall one remark made by 1-'Ir. Leonard at the 

Committee 1 s meeting on 22 July when he explairied the review provision of the United 

States draft of the treaty (ENDC/249). It was stated that the review provision would 

ensure that all possible aspects of sea.:..bed arras control ·-- nuclear and conventional 

were subject to periodic scrutiny and negotiation when approprb.te. 

stated .that --

It wasf11rther 

'1The fact that the revie\f conference would -be set .for five years after 

entry into force L.-of the treaty_] does not, however, mean that there could 

be no consideration of further prohibitions until that tirne. n 

.. (EN_pc/PV .421, para&) 

This supports . the vie1rr .of my delegation, and . we hope that, should the review provif>ion 

be incorporated in the .final draft, our suggestion will . find proper rE)flection 

therein. 

18. May I be penni tted further to make one or two snmll suggastions? J'.1y delegation 

would like to submit for the consideration of Committee mem~rs a s1.1ggestion 

concerning the pos sible addition of a new preambular pq.ragraph which vmuld make a· 

general reference to the relevant United Nations General Assembly r osolutionsJ.J Hher ein 

the members of that..vTbrl d body have . expressed their will to preserve exclusively for 

peaceful purposes the sea-bed and the ocean f loor and t ha subsoil thereof underlying: 

the ·high · ·~seas be.yond the limits of present national jurisdiction. · This new paragraph 

could be ·inserted after the present first preambular pa r agraph . . 

19. I venture to believe that this ·suggestion hardly need s ru1 el aborate explanation, 

Suffice it to mention that in fact the United Nations first dealt \fi th the problem of 

the prohibition of the u se for military purposes of the sea-bed and the ocean floor 

from the other side of the same coin, so to speru(, and the pertinent General Assembly 

1/ 2340/XXII, 2467/XXIII 
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resolutions have always served as one of tho guidelines of our deliberations here in 

this Committee. In supporting our proposal, ue should 1ike to point out further that 

it has become a well-founded tradition to refer to the relevant General Assembly 

resolutions in the case of those treaties vlhose subject matter has been specifically 

dealt with by the Unitod Ne.tions. 11oreover, this treaty, ml \Je understand it, wouJ_d 

be \Wrked out and concluded under the aegis of the United Nations. 

20. My delegation thinks that the parngre.ph suggested could be worded as follm,rs: 
11 In conform.i ty ui th the resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly 

calling for the reservation exclusively for peaceful pur-poses of the sea-bed 

and the ocean floor o.nd the subsoil thereof underlying the high seas beyond 

the limits of present national jurisdj_ction; 11 • 

We have worded this paragraph almost exactly along the lines of the third preru~bular 

paragraph of the Treaty on the Non-Proliforation of Nuclear Heapons. Hy delegation 

would be happy to co-.. operate with those representatives vho might shoVJ interest in 

our suggestion and would like to have it improved and incorporated in the draft treaty. 

21. FinaJ.ly, by way of a passing remark, my delegation \..Joulcl suggest that the uording 

of the present second preambular paragraph might be improved if we o.dded in the last 

part of it the word :'promotes;' and substituted the vmrd ;1confidenceii for the \·lOrds 

''friendly relations;'· Hith these amendments the paragraph 1.Jould read: 

iiConsiclel'ing that the prevention of c, nuclear .:.rms race on the sea·-becl 

and the oceru1 floor serves the intGrests of maintaining 1.1orld puace, promotes 

the reduction of international tensions and the strengthening of confidence 

among States; 11 

This by no means implies that He belittle the importance of the treaty for the cause 

of world peace and secui~ity. Hhat we want is to try to make tho language ru1d moaning 

of the passage more exact. In fact, uo t~1ink that thero nro m<.my other factors Hhich 

have a more inunediate and decisive bearing on the easing of international tensions 011d 

the strengthening of confidence aillOng States. I hope the authors will bear this 

suggestion in mind when finaJ.izing the draft treaty. 
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22. My delegation has addressed itself to some of the impOrtru1t i ssues in & rather 

sketchy and .pz:eliLli.no.ry manner. '\lle wish to say that after t he draft treaty has been: 

given final shapo i~ the light of the observations of various delegations in this 

Connn.i ttee WE:) shall be in a position to return ·co it o~ce. again. · 

23. In concluding my sp~ech I uould like to associate myself ¥lith those who have 

. ·extended a , welcome to Lord Chalfont, the leader of the United Kingdom delegation, and 

to 1-'lr. Kazimierz Zybylski, the lender of the Polish delegation, on their return to 

this Committee. l'fy delegation, bcing a newcomer, sincerely looks 'forvlard to 

benefiting from their lmo,.,rledge and experience. 

24. ~h· . .AHMED (Pakistan) : My delegation takes this opportm:_1i ty to congratul~,te 
. . . ·~- . 

the Soviet delegation on the latest achievements of Sovie t science andtechnology in 

space as demonstrated by the flights of Soyuz 6, 7 and 8. He are happy that the 

brave cosiilonauts · have returned to earth safely afiJer the compJ,etion of their tasks . 

25. Vle are w€311 aware of ,the long and intensivEl consultatipns that have taken place 

between the two co-Chairmen and the hard work needed to produ ce _a joint drafttreaty 

on the prohib'i tion of the emp~acement of nuclear weapon s and other \veapons of mass 

destruction on the sea-bed and the ocean floor and in the subsoil thm·eof (CCD/269). 

Considering the rather \.fide margin of difference between t he origi nal drafts presented 

by the USSR (ENDC/240) and the United States (ENDC/249) , the j oint draft now before 

us is the result of the mutual unders tanding shown by our co-Chairmen. Hy delegation 

welcomes this and sincerely hopes that the s ame spirit vill be r efl ected in their · 

negotiations in the field of nuclear disarraamont. 

26 . Nr• 'Roschin; in his statement of 7 Oct ober (CCD/PV.440, para. l B) , expressed 

··: the · hope that the draft tre_aty would r~cei_ve the wide support and approval of tho 

members of the Committee on Disarmament~ Mr. Leonard in his statement on t he sam8 

day spoke of 11 the importance . of ~imely submi ssion of a br oac1ly-agreed text to t he 

current General Assembly. 01 (~bid., ,par a . 22) He also mentioned the possibi-lity o.f 

changes in the text with a view to improving it ~ _ . vJe feel encour aged by this 

constriicti ve approa ch on the part of the co-Chairmen and wo~d like to t ake this • -· 

opportunity to present the preliminary vieHs of the Pakistan del~gation on t he druft 

treaty bef or e us . -
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27. My delegation supports, in principle, the total fu~d affective prevention of the 

arms race on the sea-bed, on the ocean floor and in the subsoil thereof. This objective 

has already been established in General Assembly resolution 2467 (XXIII), which declares 

that the sea-bed beyond the limits of present national jurisdiction shall be reserved 

exclusively f :::Jr peaceful purposes. My delegation would therefore have preferred a 

total prohibition of the Bilitary uses of the sea-Qed except for installations of a 

purely defensive nature. It appears, however, that i t does not seem possible t o achieve 

this objective at this time . 

28. That being so, we consider article I of the draft treaty, which prohibits the 

emplanting of obj ects with nuclear weapons or any other types of weapons of mass 

destruction, as only a first but a significant step in the process of complete 

demilitarization of the sea-bed, the ocean floor and the subsoil thareof. It is 

obvious that the prohibition would be of a very limited nature, but t he fact that it 

would prevent the nuclearization of 'the sea-bod deserves our support. At the same time 

we firmly believe that further measures are necessary f or the exclusion of the sea-bed 

from the arms r ace , We ar e glad to note that this is pledged in the third preambular 

paragraph, and we strongly support the view expressed by a number of delegations that 

a clear commitment t o this eff ect should be embodied i n a separ ate article in t he 

operative part of the draft treaty. He sincerely hope that this proposal will be 

acceptable to the co-Chairmen. 

29. In r egard t o the questi on of the geogr aphic area in which prohibition should apply, 

my delegation shares the view, which h~s beon expressed by many del egati ons , that it 

should consist of the ar ea beyond a horizontal distance of twelve miles from the coast. 

We f eel that the purpose of this treaty would be better served if efforts wer e made to 

r emove the ambiguity in articl e I and t o define the geogr aphic ar ea in clearer l anguage . 

30. I now turn to articl e III, which deal s with verification. I n our view this article 

in its present form is i nadequate and i nsufficient. The right to verify i s i n effect 

very limited in nature . It i s obvious that verificati on on a national basis can be 

carried out by only a f ew t echnically-advanced countries . The verif ication procedure 

in article III pr ovides f or a secure system as f ar as the t wo super-Powers ar e 

concer ned, but has ver.r l imit ed value for most of the other count ries , as only some of 

them are equipped t o carry out verification with their own r esources . We appreciate 

the provision in paragr aph 2 of article III, but it is evident that it t oo has i ts own 

l imitations . 
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.. 32; ·Article IV in i is existing form gives the right of veto t o the nuclear-weapon 

States • . ..._vfe · agr~e "With · other delegations that this p:dviieged status is nqt appropriate 

and that the reference to it in this article .should be deleted • 

. .33'. It will be ·.recalled·: that the original United States draft contained a provision 
' 

for a review 'conference.., In the course of the discussion on the joint draft bef t?re 
. '··· · ' . . . . 

us a number of delegations have suggested ' that an article pro:viding for a review 
. . 

conference should be included in it. We support the i dea, as periodic review of the 
. ·-. ·.,;_ ; ; . 

operation· of the treaty would enable us t o ensure that the preamble and provisions of 
. ; 

the treaty were being fully observed. 

34. It is 'bur earnest hope that these obserlratfons of ITrJ delegat~~n will r eceive due 

consideration in ·the preparation o;f · a r evised draft treaty~ 

35~ May. I take this opportunity of joirrlng other delegations i n welcoming back 

Lord Chalf'ont and Mr. Zybylski? Their r e turn t o this Committee w~ll greatly help . ail 

of us in the 'Work with which we ar e -concerned. 
0 ' ~ I 

36. , ·' Mr,. ORTIZ de ROZAS · {Argentina) (translation from· sn8n;ish): 1 should ·like 

first to welcome the l e ader ;_of the :Polish delegation, Hr. Zybylski, who has returned·: 

t o the Colllmi ttee and will again give us . the benefit of his v ast k;nowledge in thi~ 

field. I should like also to welcome tha l oader of .the United Kingdom del egation, 

Lord Chalfont_ We in Argentina are , of course , very f amiliar with Lord Chalfont' s 
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brilliant qualities as a diplomat and as a skilful negotiator, and ~c arc convinced 

that those qualities, together ~ith his profound knowledge of t he problems of 

disarmament, ~ill constitute a very valuable contribution t o the ~ork in this forum. 

37. MY statement today ~ill be devoted t o consideration of the draft treaty on the 

prohibition of the emplacement of nuclear ~capons and other ~eapons of mass destruction 

on the sea-bed and the ocean floor and in the subsoil thereof (CCD/269) submitted -by 

the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America. 

38. First of all I should like t o associate myself ~ith previous speakers on t his 

subject in thanking the co-Chairmen f or the efforts they have made t o achieve a joint 

t ext reflecting the understanding reached by the t~o Powers on this difficult question. 

1rJe have said -- and we have repeated many times -- that appr opriate , practical, timely 

measures must be adopted t o prevent the extension of the arms race t o the sea-bed and 

the ocean floor and t o ensure that those environments are used exclusively f or peaceful 

pm;poses. The draft treaty constitutes a first step in that direction. Despit e i ·t s 

non-arm.ament nature , it also constitutes a further s t op t owards general and complete 

disarmament under strict international control. 

39. The Argentine Government has studied the draft t r eaty in t he gr eatest spirit of 

co-operation, aware of its responsibili ties as a member of the Committee and of the 

need t o put forward its views on the el abor ation of an instrument which r epresents a 

significant contribution t owards disarmament. We ar e absolutely convinced that that 

obj ective will be attained only in so f ar as the fut ure treaty envisages an acceptabl e 

balance of responsibilities and obligations among all Stat es parties thereto, without 

any exception. In other words , to ensure the viability and universal scope of the 

treaty, the provisions that it will finally contain must not reflect any discriminatory 

criterion. To tha~ _ end_i t is necessary to consider car efully cer tain r el evant 

principles which are closely linked t o l egal probl ems of paramount i mportance t o the 

countries, and t o take account of t he speci al features of tho subjGct matter. 



CCD/PV.445 
15 

(Mr. Ortiz de Rozas, Argentina) 

40. In fact the scope of tho draft treaty is very different for two groups of 

p.ossible signatories. For a few States its provisions have r eal and strict practical 

application. I am referring to the great Powers which possess not only the weap'ons 

prohibited und?r the treaty but also t he effective and immediate capacity to emplace 

t hem ci'n the sea-bed, and -- a most essential factor -- the possibility of mutual­

verification. 

41. On the contrary", f~~ the other e;roup, which comprises the vast majority of 

countries, the main clauses of the treaty are rather of theoretical value. Those are 

the countries which do not possess nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction, 

do not have the means of emplacing them on the sea-bed and are not even in a position ... 
to verify unaided any violation, suspected or real, but which none the less yearn for 

the conclusion of an agreement such as the one we are considering, because of its 

significance for security and world peace. 

42. In the particular case of Argentina -- and of many other countrias also there 

are to be added the interests deriving from an extensive seaboard and a . wide 

continental shelf, the protection of which is, needless to say, of vital importance 

to us. 

43. In view of the marked disparity to which I have drawn att~ntion, if countries .­

which are in that position ar e to accede to the treaty with enthusi a sm ·and confidence, 

tho least ·they can demand is that their rights should be reasonably safeguarded, both 

as regards the existing legal order and that which might be cre'ated in app.lication of 

the treaty. We haiTG no doubt whatover the. t the co-Chairmen will tako due account of 

this f actor and lvill give thei r most favourable consid.:;;ration to any pr oposal for the 
., 

improvement of the document, as they have indeed already announced . I n this connexion 

we ar e pleased to note t he statement made by Mr . Leonard on 7 Oct ober: 
11 The draft treaty we are presenting today has been worked out by the 

Governments of the United States and the Sovi 0t Union as a recommendation 

for discussion and negotiation in this Committ e:::8 . 11 (-CCD/PV.440 , para .22) 

44. On the other hand we r egret that, after the prolonged negotiations between the 

co-Chairmen in order to reach a bilater ai agreement , we have not had 'an exhaustive 
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debate her e which, in the words of the Unit8d States r epresentative , uould hav0 made 

po t;sibl;; 11 tim;;;ly submission of a broadly-agreod text to the current General Assembly • 11 

(ibid.). If this does not appear f oasi bl 0 in the Comrni ttea owing to the urgency with 

which we have to fini sh our work, it i s possible -- and it would be desirable -- tha t 

an agreement on thi s important question should be r eached in t he Genor al As sembly once 

the other countrios ... Member s of the United Nations have had an opp0rt uni ty of making 

their valuable contributions by analysing, commenting on and possibly amending the 

t ext that will be submitted to them. Theref or e I shall make a f ew pr eliminary comments 

her e , r eserving the right t o r evert t o t hem and 8Xpand t hem before l ong in t he General 

Assembl y . 

45. I said at tho beginning of my statement that the preparation of a treaty such as 

the onr:; we ar0 discussing i s only one more collat0ral, though i mportant, measure 

towards the objective of general and complete disar mam8nt under strict internati onal 

control. vJe a r e convinced that thi s i s al so thE:; opinion of all t he meT!lber s of t he 

Committee,. The co- author s th0mselves havo r ecognized this explicitly in r eaffirming 

thi s conviction in ths f ourth preambular paragraph of th8 draft tr-:;c.ty ~ i n vJhich i s 

added the detarminati on of thG parties t o continue negotiati ons t o thi s end. 

46 . In the opinion of the Argont ino del egation this i s the most i ml)ortant aspe ct of 

our ::..r.deavours . I would almost go so f ar as t o say t hat i t const itut o.s an imperative 

mandat u for the whole international community, and parti cul arly f or th0 Committee on 

Di sar~ament. We t hink, ther ef or e, t ha t thi s preambulo.r provi s i on should be included in 

the operative part of the dr af t i n or dar t o give i t t he char acter of 2-. binding 

under taking . 

1~?. l:Ji th r egard t o t he fifth preambul ar paragr aph, we shar e tho vi ow that a t r eaty on 

t he "non-armament" ·of the sea-bed and the ocean floor should be consi s t ent with the 

pur poses and principles of the United Nations Char t or. Thi s presupposes , l ogi cally, 

r 0spect for the sovereign rights of coa s t a l St a t es over thd maritime zonGs adj acent 

t o thGir coas t s . 

48 . I shall tur n now to ·a:n nnalysis of ar ticl e I of tha draft, which fix0s the scop0 

of t he prohi bition and delimits t he maritime zone within which i t s pr ovi si ons ar e not 



CCD/PV.445 
17 

(l{r, Ortiz de Rozas, Argentina) 

applicable, We fully agree with the views expressed by the United States 

representative on 7 October when he said: "! believe we can all agree 

that a sea-bed arms-control agreement should not and ·cannot be an 

instrwn.el}t to solve complex questions of the Law of the Sea • , • 11 

(ibid., para. 28). We,- too 1 think that c..n agreement of this nature cannot 
Ill 

nnd should not be intended to solve such complex problems. But -- and this is 
< 

of the utmost importance -- neither should it contribute to th0 creation of now 

problems. 

49 , 'l'his danger arises precisely in referring to the 1958 Geneva Convention on the 
. . . ?} ' 1 Territorial Sea and tho Contiguous Zone in order to establish, 1n a comp ex and 

ambj_gilous manner, the geographical limit beyond which the activities prohibited by 

tho truaty may not be carried out and within which, although the dre.ft does not say 

so, i :l:. i s presumed that they may be carried out, The aims and t he natur0 of the 

treaty require the greatest possible clarity in its terms . Thi s i s in no way 

achieved by oblique reference to the so-called contiguous zone mentioned in that 

instrument. Apart from leading to confusion, the reference to the Geneva Convention 

gives rise to fundamental lagal objections. In fact, the syst0m provided for by 

that Convention contains conqepts and rules that are still subject to controversy 

inL:rna tionally and therefore a large number of countries members of this Committee, 

and even the majority of the Members of the United Nations, are not parties to that 

Convention. 

50. The transposition of the concept of the contiguous zone, which has been very 

much debated in international law, as a basis for the determination of the sphere 

of application of the treaty gives rise to much misgiving and creates many more 

problems than those it -will supposedly help to solve . If the intention of the co­

Chairmen is to obtain the widest possible acceptance of the draft, and if it i s 

really true tha t nothing in it would. prejudice rights or clai ms in respect of the 

legal status in the mariti me environment, t hen instead of referring t o t he G8neva 

Convention in this article there i s nothing to prevent the use of a cloar and 

g/ Uni t ed Nations Treaty Series , vol, 516, pp. 2P5 et sGg. 
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precise definition fixing t h0 limit of the maritime zone u.t t-welve milos for th8 

pur }1osos of th0 applica tion or non- applicaticm of t he treaty, o.s w:ts propo sod in the 

ori[;iEal Sovie t dr a ft (.:::NDC/24C). By rGintroducing tha t formula ·[,l:K.: cL:o.ft -would ga in 

in n:cvcision of languag8 and many fc;a r c' and doubts voul d bG di spollod . 

51. Further proof of the im~Jorta.nce of thi s a rticlG, both because of its subj8ct and 

bo cm.1s0 of the formula used, i s tho speci <:: l intGr 8st ~<ri t h which otlhT d8L .: gz:,.tions .have 

tc-.cklljd thi s difficult qm.sti on , pointing out thu problems tha t a rise f1·om its 

interp:;:otation. I am roferring to th0 portinent corruncnts made in t.h-:i r E:tc~ tements by 

the rGpresentativ<.:s of Jap&n (CCD/PV.442, }Xcra..7), the Notherlc.nds (lbi d ., para.20), 

S-wod<:n (CCD/FV .443, paras . 13, 14), Brazil ( CCD/PV.44l, para. 50) and Ethi opia 

(CCD/?V.444, pa r rc .l27) in r egard to this articl ~.;; . It should therefor e be a.mendGd so 

as to eliminate all th8 difficulti es that hav.a been indicc.: t ed. 

52. The defects pointed out in t he pr0ceding a rticle nlso appear in arti cle II, 

p«:>cragraph l, -where the techni cal procedure f or measurement i s <J.gain determined by 

u s ing concepts not ganerelly accepted by the internc:.tional community. For our part, 

here also -we should have preferr ed a clear text specifically conceived f or the 

pnrposes of this treaty in ordGl~ to fix the outur limit of the mari timo zone b eyond 

vThich the treaty provisions com0 into forc e . 

53. Ho-wever, r ealizing the difficulties thn t the co-Chc_drmen have bed to face in 

·order t o solve this thorny problem and other probl ems which, in 8i3 CcJnc0 , s till remain 

unsolved, in our desir e to co- op0r a. t e to the utmost -we might possibly be \.Jilling to 

accc)t the proposed system of mua sur omont, provid ...;d that :::.rticle I, pccragraph l, 

Hore r.1odified in t he w:y I have ,j u s t indicc.1 t0d. Wha t is difficult to undor s tnnd 

bocauso it i s tcltogt.;thc r irrolove.nt f or tho purposc2 of moam.J.r em;.:mt is t hat, hcr0 

aga in , a lega l concop t is trc.nspo~':sd Hhich could r Ei sc }_)roblcms of jul· j_ ;:diction 

\.JhGl'C<:.s th£ -wholt:; ob j oct i s ta ·avoid a problom tha t i s so compL_;x tl.1clt for obvious 

rea sons it cannot . bo solve:;d by the present dr<J.ft. Recotir se to this conccut i s t.ll the 

more singula r in vi -::::vr of the uxistenc0 of other denominations f ,J r ::_.l ·~dfying the rcrea 

ex em?t from t he prohibition -without prejudging, eithur diructly or i nC.:irectly , tho 

extens ion that th...: territorial s ea should hav0 . 
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54. vJi th regard to article II, paragrap}1 2, we consider tha~ its provisions are and 

should always b.::;' obligatory in treaties of this kigd. Nevertheless, it seems to us 

to be invalidated by the exist>Jnce in the draft itself of provisions, such as those 

I havo already analysed, which ·Q.o in fact prt;;judice certain rights inherent in 
' national maritime jurisdict:i,on • . · In order to I!12..ke this parag~(lph .truly r elevant, we 

repeat, it is necessary to redraft the first two articles in the way I have suggested. 

55. I should like now to consider in some detail article III, .r elating to the 
~ ·' . i 

control procedure. To set this problem in its proper perspective, it has to be 

considered on the basis of the premise that the sphere of application of the treaty 

coincides with vast areas of the sea-bed and the subsoil t~ere.of which are subject 

to the soyereignty of the coastal States. I am referring to the . . continental shelf, 

with rega~d to which the International Court of Justice, in.· the judgment delivered 

in the case of tho delimitation of the continental shelf bet,w~en Denmark, the 

F0deral Republic of Germany and the Netherlands·, stated: 
11Hhat confers the ipso jure title which international law attributus to the 

coastal State in respect of its continental shelf, is the f act that the 
( :, 

submarine are:::.s ·concerned Ill2.Y be deemed to bo actually part of t he 

terri tory over which the. _c_oastal State alroady ha s dominion in the 

sense tha,t, although cover .ed with water, they are a prolongation or a 

continuation of that terri tory, an extonsi~n of it under the soe.Y. '1/ 
Intol'nctional law recognizes that coastal States have sole and Gxclusivo 8Xploration 

: •. •. ,:' " .: .. .... - . .J. . 

and exploitation rights over ths .continental sh0lf. This sov;:;reign right is 

inalienable, natural and exclusive to thd coastal Stato, and as a consequence of 

it all investigatioiJ, activities carried out in this zonu must have the: prior 

consc.mt of th.a t , State. 

·: ·.:·.:.:. 

l/ International Court of Justice: Reports of judgments; etc. North Sea 
Continental Shelf Case, 20 F~bruary 1969, Judgment, p.J~. 
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56. It is obvious that this draft cannot modify the legal status of the continental 

shelf. At the same time we recognize the need for an effective verification system to 

allow the determination, with the utmost precision, of the fulfilment of the obligations 

laid down in the instrument. It is a question, therefore, of establishing a careful 

balance between an existing legal system and the requirements of an adequate verification 

procedure, without implying thereby that the rights of the coastal States _over the 

continental shelf are in any way affected while the control procedure is being carried 

out. 

57. Thus, whatever verification system is adopted, the interests and the security of 

coastal States must be considered especially carefully. This implies that such States 

must at least be aware of the procedures tha~ other States are carrying out within the 

zones ·subject to their jurisdiction, and must have the opportunity of associating 

themselves with those procedures if they so wish. 

58o \>le believe that the machiner-y envisaged in article III raises various questions · 

which should be resolved within the context .of the treaty. For example,the article 

provides that -
11 ••• the States Parties to the Treaty shall have the right to verify the 

activities of other States Parties to the Treaty ... if these activities 

raise doubts concerning the ·fulfilment of the obligations assumed ••• 

without interfering with such activities or o.therwise infringing rights 

recognized under international l aw ••• 11 (CCD/269 .. p. 2) 

To clarify this conceptJ the representative of the United States and co-sponsor of the 

draft said: 

".,.. the provision does not imply the right of access to sea-bed installations 

or any obligation to disclos e activities on the sea-bed that are not contrary 

to the purposes of the treaty." (CCD/PV.440, para, 2~) 

59. Subject to the reservation already made ~uth regard to the continental shelf, we 

agree with that interpretation. We understa~d, § contrario sensu, that in face of a 

violation of the treaty tl1ere exist a right of access to the installations emplaced on 

the sea-bed, and an oblig.ation .to disclose activities contrary to the aimG of the treaty. 

60p .A difficulty arises in this case for the great majority of countries that do not 

possess the means of verifying unaided any suspected or real violation. I wish to be 

absolutely clear on this point: I am referring to the verification procedure that has 
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""-<J be carried out in the depths of· the sea, and not to suspicious activities that take ' 

place on the surface with a great display of ships and equipment in regard to which we 

can accept the hypothesis that they are easy to detect. 

61. How ca:n the ·technologically less-developed countries investigate what other States 

are doing on the sea-bed and -- what is even more serious -~ on their own continental 

shelves, if they lack the necessary equipment and resources? It has been said, and it 

will perhaps be reiterated, that in such a situation the provisions of paragraphs 2 and J 

of article III would apply -- that is, the · aid of third States and the system of 

consultation and co-operation. But aid and co-operation of this kind are undeniably 

optional apd, in short, the less~developed countries will always be. dependent for their 

security on ·such·uncertain factors as the good w:i.1.1 of those which possess the means of 

investigating the sea;..bed, the availablity of equipment which is admittedly--scarce, or 

even· ·the changing circumstances of the international situation. 

62. Therefore it can be said that although the letter of the treaty ensure~, as the 

representative of the Soviet Union has said, "equal rights for each State part.y to 

the treaty to participate in the exercise of control ••• 11 (ibid., para,i&~?-' strictly 
. . . . , ·-. 

speaking this right is illusory, for the possibilities of exercising it a7e far from 

identical, so that in practice it -vrould be restricted to a small group of possible 

signatories. 

6J. This line of reasoning brings me to the question of an international authority, 

which has been raised a number of times in this Committee, In this connexion Iixy 
delegation ·feels that the comments made by the representative of Italy are very pertinent, 

and shares the views he expressed at the meeting on 9 October when he said: 

"· •• we wish to stress once again that it is essential that the principle 

of international responsibility in the matter of control should be 

recognized in the provisions of the treaty. In other . wards' an adequate 

procedure introducing -- through machinery to be determined -- recourse 

to international organizations niust be established; and this both on · 

account of the principles I h~ve mentioned and because of the legitimate 

· concern of States with very long coastlines at seeing certain of their 

inalienable sovereign rights ••• threatened by unjustified verification 

operations which might be carried out by other States", (CCD/Py,MJ., para,36) 
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"••• if the S~ates which adhere to the agreement now under discussion 

consider themselves to be thrE3atenE;3d by the rea1 or susp~cted activities 

of other States, they must be able to avail themselves of the guarantees 

provided by the treaty without the need to have recourse to the optional 

assistance of the te:::hnologically more advanced States. 11 (ibid., para.,l§) 

64. !.foreoyer} in view of the doubts to which the control procedure gives rise and 

the o'bvious imbalance wb.ich it reveals, the relevant article should in our opinion 

contain an additional clause under which it would. be clearly established that tho 

verification activities must be strictly limited to ensu~ing compliance l.-ri th the 

obligations laid down in the treaty and cannot constitute a basis for creating 

sovereign rights over the sea-bed and the ocean floor or for asserting, supporting 
.. 

or rejecting a claim to sovereignty over the said sea-bed and ocean floor; and will 

not affect the sovereign rights or the exploration and exploitation rights of the 
• J .. . ,. . . 

coastal State over . tho continental shelf adjacent to its shores·' The delegation of · 1·: ·, · • . •' 

Argentina intends to embody this idea in due course in a text which will be submitted 

to other delegations ·~·- · 

65, We have studied with VylY great interest the wor·king paper (CCD/270) presented 

by the celegation of Cunada, and we note with satisfaction that it broadly reflects 
' the concern we have already expressed. \~e are pleased to inform the Canadian 

delegation and the Committee that v!e are prepared to co-operate with other delegations 

in drafting a final text \olhich wou.ld obviate the difficulties ..,·e observe in the 

present wo~ng .of article III ,. 

66. :tvzy- Government considers that aJJ. the comments we have made are essential in order 

to achieve a suitebly-baJ.e.nced instrument appropriate to the nature of the agre~ment 

I·Te are endeavouring to reach" To this end we must also draw special attention to 

a-nother aspect that has already been rightly referred to by other speakers. I am 

referring t.o article IV of the draft and to its complement in article VI, paragraph 3, 
which introduce a spread--out system of vetoes for the various stages of the legal 

procedure through which an international instrument has to pass: entry into force, 
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acceptance of am,end.ments, and their entry into force, Th.E:Jse provisions are all the 

IDOre surprisipg since neither of the original drafts -- ENDC/240 .subnutted by the. 

Soviet Union nor ENDC/249 submitted by the United States -- contains clauses of 

this nature, 

67. In this regard the delegation of Argentina supports the proposal made by the 

representatives of Japan and Brazil to include in article IV the same provision on 
.. . -. 

this subject as is contained in the Treaty on the peaceful uses of outer space 

(General Ass~bly resolution 2222 (XXI) Annex), and moreover envisaged in the 

United States draft. ' 

68, We note .that in the draft submitted by the co-Chairmen no provision is made for 

the convening of a review conference as contemplated in article V of the original 

United States draft. The provision of such machinery should be fuclilded in the 

treaty, as was done in· the draft to which I have referred, in order ·to -all~w for 

future technological advances and for consideration, if necessary, of ai&' ~endinents 

which may be proposed in the future. The present article IV, in addition to 

having the disadvantage of establishing the system of vetoes which I have already 

mentioned, does not stipulate whi'ch is to bEl the competent body to carry out the· 

review procedure when it becomes necessary to modify the instrument. The treaty 

should contain clear and specific provisions on this subject. 

69. The existence of a revie-w conference does hot of course exclude the 

incorporation in the draft of provisions which will ensure general acceptance of the 

instrument, and, in partici..Uar, which -will protect the rights of coastal States over 

the continental shelf. · These rights cannot be disregarded or left for future 

consideration by a conference strictly limited to the operation of a "non-armament" 

treaty. : 

70. Lastly, we believe that .article VI, paragraph 3, in addition to institutionalizing 

the yeto, has the drawback of the small munoer of ratifications required for . the 

entry into . force of the treaty. \ve consider . t:p.is t~.umber insufficient in . view of the 

nature of the treaty and the scope of its application. 
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71. u· CHIT MYAING (Burma): I should like, first of all, to congratulate the 

co-Chairmen on their success in elaborating the draft treaty ( CCD/269) which . 'they 
.• . 

presented to the Committee ori 7 October, and also to express my .. sincere acnniration of 
. ~ ' : 

their patient efforts and spirit of mutual accommodation in achieving the agreement it 
· ' · · 

embodies • . ·· I believe that this joint'; draft constitutes a necessary and significant 

step towards 'Uitimately achieving a treaty text which will c.ttrac·t the widest possible 

adherence; and I trust that such a ~reaty will inde,ed. emerge from the broader 

negotiations which have now begun. With this object in mind I shall now venture to 

offer some comments, which must necessarily be of a preliminary nature as my Government 

is still studying the joint draft~ 

72. Wheh one examines the draft certain desirable improvements suggest themselves. 

However, i~ 'my intervention today · I sh~ confine myself t~ a .selected few whose . 

incorpora~i~ri in the final treaty t~xt w~~ld, I believe, greatly enhance its appeal 

as well ~s its viability in the long run. 

73. In the first place, there is the fundamental question of the scope of the treaty's 

prohibiti~n. As defined in article 1 of the co-Chairmen's draft, this would cover only 

nuclear weapons and other vreapons of mass destruction. I am not unmindful of the many . 

and forceful arguments adduced during the earlier phases of our deliberations in support 

of a limited ban of t ,his nature. Nor have I any inclination to deey arbitrarily what 

a sizable number of countries consider they require, by way of certain defensive sea""' 

bed uses, to safeguard ~heir own security. All things c9ns~dered, however, my delegation 

continues to share the majority view that a comprehensive. pr.ohibition would best serve 

the larger. in.t_erests of security in the world as well as the common purpose of humanity 

to reserve the sea-bed and the ocean floor for peaceful exploration and exploitation. · 

7 ~· Thus, 'While w:e agree wholeheartedly with the interit and spirit of the third pre-' · 

ambular paragraph of the draft, we find that the scope of the prohibition as defined 

in article ~falls considerably short of what :w:e think it should be. We therefore feel 

strongly the need for a finn assurance to .be written into the treaty regarding further 

negotiations towards a more comprehensive prohibition; and we believe that this should 

be done qy inserting in the treaty an additional article on the lines suggested by the 

Swedish delegation in its working paper CCD/271. 

75. I also share the concern of my Swedish colleague that we should be very clear 

from the beginning as to the meaning of the term "arms race 11 used in the third 
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preambulnr paragraph. If, ns we are often told, military logic and con~~~erations of 

cost-effectiveness would indeed rule out the possibility of a. sen-bed nrmsrnce in 

non-nuclear weapons; at least in the foreseeable future, that particular term, whe~ 

used in the context of the third preambular pnrngrnph, would hnve a some-v1hnt imp~ecise 

and limited meaning. I run sure that this is not what is intended. 1 I feel therefore 

th~Lt we could with advantage set that right by, say substituting for the words 

"exclusion of the sen-bed, the ocean floor and the subsoil thereof from the arms. r ace" 

in the third preambulm.~ paragraph the words "prohibition of the use for military 

purposes of the sea-bed, the ocean floor nnd the subsoil thereof". . .' .. 

76. Representing a country which ha.s a long, indented coastline and several fringes 

of offshore islands, and which only fairly recently extended the breadth of its 
. ' ; 

territorial sea fron three to twelve miles, I am highly gratified that u~der _the 

relevant provisions of art~cles I ~nd II, the meaning of which was clarified ~nd 

confi1~ed by the co-Chairmen at our meeting on 7 October (CCD/PV.440, paras.9-13,24-31), 
·' 

the breadth of the contiguous zone to be established for the purpose of the treaty 

is to be twelve miles and its outer limit is to be measured from the sw1e baselines as 

those used in measuring the outer limit of the territoriD.l sea. The l nngu.:tge of the 

pertinent stipulations is clear on those two points. 

77. However, I find r.zyself in ngreement with several previous speakers that the 

present l a.ngu:1ge of o.rticle I is not absolutely clear as to what the status under the 

treaty would bo of the area. of the contiguous zone lying beyond the outer limits of the 

terri toria..l sea in cases where the breadth of the two was not identical. I also agree 

1Ii th them that this ambiguity , 1-Thich I am sure is inadvertent, should be removed 

entirely; otherwise the present doubts and apprehensions will not only remain but may 

very well. be intensified. That could only be needlessly detriment~ to the success of 

the project in hand. 

78. After hearing the comments of the repre_sentatives who haye spoken· about . the .gaps 

or loopholes to which the present languo.geof article I could give rise, it seems to 

me that there are two basic questtons to which clear-cut answers are indicated. Matters 
. • l • . 

such as the right to give consent seem subsidiary to those questions. The first question 

is whether article I would prohibit a State party to the treaty from installing the 

prohibited weapons -- which in this case are nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass 

destruction -- in that band of the contiguous zone of another State party falling 



CCD/PV.445 
26 

(U Chit Hyaing, Bunna) 

outside its territorial sea. That, I think, is the essence of the points made bY t he 

delegations of Japan and the Netherlands at our meeting on 14 October (CCD/PV .442, 

paras. 7, 20) and by the United Kingdom de+egation at our meeting on 21 October 

(CCD/PV.444, paras. 67-69). 

79. The second question is whether the prohibition on third parties in that outer 

band 'vJOuld be total, covering not only t he prohibited 'vJeapons but all military 

activities. That, as I understand it, is the essence of the suggestion -- or rather 

the obverse of it -- which was first put forward qy the Swedish delegat ion at our 

meeting on 24 July (2NDC/PV.422, paras. 40-44) and repented at our mneting on 16 Oct ober 

(CCD/PV.443, paras . get~.). The r epresentative of Italy also touched on this 

question in his statement at our meeting on 9 October (CCD/PV.441, para.44). 

SO. It will be recalled that at our meeting on 21 October the representative of t he 

United Kingdom suggested an imaginative forn1ula to close t he first of t he two loopholes 

qy s :ir,lply putting the subject of article I, p2.ragr aph 1, i nto the· singular rather t han 

the plural (CCD/PV.444, para.69 )~ Apnrt from t he likelihood that the undertaking t o 

be as sumed under an ar t icle I s o amended could conceivably raise s ome problems for 

part ies which have no coastlines, I believe that the suggested alterations would 

adequately achieve t heir i ntended purpose of pr ecluding a rry and every possibility of 

the emplacement qy one party to the treat y of nucl ear \JeO.pons within t he limits of 

another party ts contiguous zone . That would be fully in keeping with the correct 

spirit of the treaty and 'vJith the true purpose for which t he contiguous zone i s t o be 

established. 

Sl. As r egards t he second question, I fully support t he solution proposed qy t he 

Swedish del egation: namely t hat the treaty t ext should explicitly state t hat t he 

constal State should have t he exclusive right t o military uses of the sea- bed wit hin 

the tHelve-mile contiguous zone , as Hell as exclusive rights and obligat ions ns f ar 

as verif ication of t he treaty provisi ons i s concerned (ENDC/PV. 422, para.49). Such 

a stipulation would not only al l ay the l egitiinate apprehensions of States which claim 

only a t hree-mile territorial sea, but al so r eassure States which have establi shed G 

t welve-mile t erritorial sea that t heir co-adher ence to a sea-bed non-nuclearization 

t reaty along with St ates that only r ecognize a t hree-mi l e l i mit \.JOuld i n no way lead 

to situations affecting their sovereignty over the entire br eadth of t heir territorial 

sea . 
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82. May I now turn~o the question of verification? I have listened with the greatest 

att~ntion to the many interesting and deeply-thought-out suggestions made by various 

delegations for linproving article III of the joint draft. In a very real sense those 

suggestions reflect the deeply-felt concerns and apprehe nsions of the srqaller countries; 

and I feel that those concerns and o.pprehensions must be sufficiently allayed if the 

treaty is to receive the measure of world-wide adherence of coastal States nE?cessary to 

make it meaningful. I therefore commend them to the co.-Chairmen, and very much hope 

that they will take them fully i nto cJ.ccount in revising the provisions of article III. 

83. In view of the nurabe1:.. nnd range of those suggestions I find myself in ·the happy 

position of .bei:ng required to m;:tkG only some brief observations on the subject~ 

84. The primary function of verification is, of' course, to ensure that treaty provisions 

are being observed by nll parties: in thi.s case, tho.t no party to ·the treaty emplaces 

nuclear ai:1d othe'1~ mo.ss-destruction vTeapons on the sen-bed, on ths ocean floor and in 

the subsoil thereof. As no cotmtr"J seems o.s- yet to havo developed its undersea 

technology to tho level nec3ssnry to put nuclear weapons on the bottom of the sea it 

seems probable th.:.ct o.t the time of the entry into f orce of the treaty' .?end perhaps for 

some , time thereafter, we shall not be witnessing a great deal of activity on and under .­

tho high seas carried out for t he cxplici t purpos e of verify:i,ng compliance ,.n_ th treaty 

obligations. But as undersea technology develops, which could have both military and 

peaceful applications, tho r equirements as well ~:.s tha possibilitie s of verification 

are bound to in~roase, a.nd some form of internc.tional co-operntion will then become 

aecessnry. \ve would accordingly like to see included in the treaty a clause looking 

to s uch an arrangement. 

85. On the other hand, a·nd not\-Tithstanding what I have just said, something mY.st be­

done from the outset to ensure that the rights of co::-.stal States relo.bing to their 

continental shelf will in no way be directly infringed or indirectly and progressively 

eroded through the operation of the treaty's verification provisions. Therefore 

article III should contain an affirmation, in explicit and unrunbiguous language, that 

verification procedm·es shall not be carried out on the continental shelf in a manner 

that could impair the rights of coo.stal States under the 1958 Geneva Convention_ on the 

Continental Shelf£J 2-nd under ezisti l"'..g intern'ltionO:l l .::tw. Additionc:.lly, the inclusion 

4/ United Nations Treaty Series, val. 499, pp. 311 et seg. 
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of a provision leaving the possibility open for coastal States to be associated -vrith 

later-stage verification procedures on their continental shelf is clearly desirable. 

86. I shall now conclude my stateru.ent by giving my full support to the suggestions 

made earlier bJ other delegations for the inclusion in the revised draft of a review 

provision. I would expect that this would take tho fonn of the reinstatement of 

article III, paragraph 2, and article V of the United States draft (ENDC/249) in their 

appropriate places in the revised draft treaty. 

87. Mr. BOZINOVIC (Yugoslavia): First of all, on behalf of my delegation I 

should like to congratulate the Soviet Union on its latest space experioent. Apart 

from our admiration for the bravery of the cosmonauts, \.J'e are convinced that this new 

success \dll be of great irilportance in conquering space for the benefit of mankind. 

88. I should no-vr like to join other members of the CoTillni ttee in extending a wa rm 

welcome to tho representative of Poland, Hr. Zybylski, -vrho has returned to this 

Committee and to '.-Tish him 0Vei."J succe ss in his worlc. I should also like to extend a 

warm -vrelcome to Lord Chalfont, the leader of the United Kingdom delegation, -vrho is 

not no-vr t o this Connni ttee and whose experience and dedication to disarmc:unent are well 

known and \ri.dely appreciated. 

89. The Yugoslav delegation is grateful that the two co-Chairmen have bean able to 

r each agreement on a joint proposal for the d:caft treaty on the prohibition of the 

emplacement of nuclear weapons and other veapons of mass destruction on the seabed 

and the ocean floor and in the subsoil thereof (CCD/269), and have submitted it jointly 

to this Committee 11as a recommendation for discussion a nd negotiation i n this Committee" 

(CCD/PV.440, para. 22) as the United States r epr esentative, Mr. Leonard, said i n his 

statement on 7 October . It is in that sensG and 1dth t hat purpose that I wish to 

speak today on the joi nt draft treaty . 

90 . The draft t r eaty prohibits the emplacement of nuclear weapons .::md other weapons 

of mass de struction on the sea-bed. Our general aim, however, is to r each a more 

comprehensive prohibition of the use of the sea-bed for military pur poses and to 

exclude that envirom1ent completely from the arms race in order to secure unhampered 

exploration a nd exploitation of its resources for the benefit of all countrie s . If 

the t\w co-Chairmen have come t o the conclusion that it i s not poss i ble to r each 

agr e ement on a more comprehensive prohibition nm.J -- and of that we r emain unco nvinced --, 

then it is indee d necessary to have some kind of f irm orientation and commitment in 

this treaty that further efforts 1vill soon be made in that direction. 
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91. There is such orientation in th3 third preambula r paragraph a nd we welcome the 

inclusion of it, • We \-muld likci to sec in it a sign of the good will and readiness of 

the two co-Chairrn~n to begin ri~gotiatibns i n t he near future · on an extension of the 

prohibition to cover ccinv:::mtionil \.J'eapohs and structures also. We do not f <3cl, howevo::c, 

that this int ention has been expressed clear'ly enough, and therefore we would like it 

to be made more explicit. In ord01' to str engt hoi1 t hat orientation and make it firm 

and more convincing it should also be insa r ted i n the operative part of the t r eaty . 

The .Svredi;h delegation has prop~sed a new paragraph in document CCD/271 which p'rovides 

a good bn~is fo~ -~ positive solution, and illY del egntion supports that prop~sai. 
92. I shall. now turn to a r t icle III, de&iing vr1th the p1·oblem of verificat ion a nd 

inspection; but befor e commenting on the verification provisions I should like to 

stress that my country has never supported an;y- t endency tovmrcis either over-emphasizing 

or under-estimating the ~~portance of ~ontrol r el ating t o disarmament measures. In my 

stater,lCnt of 4 September ( CCD/PV .43L~,_ paras. 94-99) I presented om~ general view on 
' · - .. . 

the kind of verification '\.J'e woul d like to see instituted, an~ suggested other means 
. . ' . 

by which i.mplementat ion of thi9 treaty could be strengthened._ T_wo \-leeks ago the draft 

treaty was suhnitted by t he t wo co~Chai:rmen, Emd today we a!e in a position to. deal 

w-lth t he verification issue in a so1;1ewhat more spec;i~ic manner. 

93. As has already been point ed em~: by mo.ny deleg~tions , ver ification i n general is 

of particular . interest to mar.y cou_l1-~::.~L;s .and i s not the concern of the n1,1clear Powers 

only. It i s the c.spoct of verification i n the fi:rs t. pl ace \.J'hich points to the 

multilater:al characte1· of this t reaty . . A number of del egations have stressed the,t the _ 

pr oblem of verif i cation has not been sol ved i n 2. satisfactory manner i n the . dr.~.t 

treaty o.nd that article III i s not sufficiently cl ear. The vie\v' has been expr essed 

that verificat.ion' coulcl meCl,n e i ther f ul l _control or only t he right of observation vrhich 

already exists unde1· inte,rnationaJ, i..~P.vr,o S9ffi~ d<?legations have accordingly suggested 

that free access to the objects and·_i nstalln.tions which cause suspicion should be 

included in the dTaft t r eaty, uith a provisiqn that thi s shoul,d be preceded by 

consultations v.rith the country coricerned • . Hy delegation shares tho.t vi ew . 
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94. Opposing views and argunents have been expressed by a nunber of delego.tions, 

incluqing that of one of our co-Chairnen. In short, these views and argunents suggest 

that the present article III is sufficient for our present-day needs and that therefore 

no changes need be introduced. The argw.J.ents suggest, we hope rightly, that in fact 

there will be very few inspections requiring access. . But there is also a tendency to 

conclude on that basis 'that therefore there is no need for a right of free access and 

international inspection. 

95. We believe, on the contrary, that that very fact offers a convenient opportunity 

to begin introducing an adequate and effective systen of control in which all or nost 

of the countries would have conplete confidence. That would certainly increase our 

experience of the system of international control, which we also need in relation to 

other, nore conplicated disarwauent neasures; also it would gradually strengthen 

international confidence. 

96. I shall now pass to another aspect of this problen.. It appears that at present 

only the big Powers are capable of carrying out verif:i,cc.tion and inspection procedures 

on the sea-bed. In an earlier debate in this Corrr.uttee views were expressed in 

favour of providing assistance t o those parties t c the treaty lacking .these 

capabilities. Provision f or that has f ound its place in paragr aph 2 of article III 

of the joint draft treaty, and we welcone it. However, we believe that that paragraph 

should be supplenented so that it stipulates the possibility of obtaining assistance 

directly or through the good offices of the SecretQTY-General of the United Nations. 

We sugges t this snall addition because we believe that in our efforts in connexion 

with disarnanent we should address ourselves nore often t o the United Nations. That 

would strengthen the role of the United Nations -- which we should all like to see -- as 

well as the internation~ character of t his treaty. 

97. Furthernore, the draft treaty does not f oresee any possibility of the creation of 

an internati onal control or ganization t o verifY conpliance with the treaty. Earlier 

we expressed the view that the creation of such a separate international control organ 

now would obviously be irrational and unnecessary. However, we should not view t his 

treaty as s tatic, and without proper perspective. That i s why we believe that i t would 

be useful if the idea of control through an international or gan were i ntr oduced into 

t he t r eaty as an ain f or t he future . It should be relatively easy to incorpiirat e it 

in this article. 
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98. The question of verification on the continental shelf in our view r.1eri ts 

particular attention, A nunber of snaller countries, including ny own, would like to 

have a sooewhat stronger feeling of certainty that rights gr£1Ilted t .o then through the 

noms of international law would in fact be observed. In the case of the draft treaty 

on the sea-bed there should be no serious obst.acle to that. It could be done by 

securing the right of participation or association for the country on vmose continental 

shelf the wrification was to. be exercised, if it so desired. A suggestion. for e. 

possible solution has been made by the Canadian delegation in sub-paragraphs 6(a) and 

(b) of its working paper (CCD/270). vie hope this suggestion will be considered with 

the careful attention it deserves. Here again I considered it appropriate to point 

out that . such · participation should by no neans represent any l;ir.li tation . of the existing 

rights under international law of the country desirous of exercising the right of 

verification. · 

99. In oy statenent on 4 Septenber I suggested the introduction of £lil obligation on 

the parties to the treaty to nuke public all events and activities noticed on the high 

seas which night be contrary to the aiDs of the treaty, as well as an obligation in 

the treaty to cbr~cate all results of any verific~tion carried out to the United 

Nations Secretary-General f or the infornation of all signatories t o the treaty 

( CCD/PV. 434, paras. 98:, 99) • The language of a new paragraph corre spending to these 

two suggestions night be on the f ollo\dng l.ines: 

"Each State party to this trea'ty undertakes to inforn the Secretary ... 

General of the Upited Nations of any such event or activity as night be 

contrary to the strict observance of this treaty, as well as of the 

results of the ,.verification if and w en undertaken." 

100. There is no indication in the joint draft of the way t o resolve disputes in the 

case of their occurrence in connexion with the verification procedure. 'ftle do not 

believe it to be necessary t o proceed now to the elabor ation of a systen f or that 

purpose; <at this si;.age that is perhaps unnecessary • . However, what should be 

introduced. ~n"to the treaty is that, in the ca::;e of failure of interested parties t o 

agree on verification or, of failure t o renove suspicion, the country . or countries 

ini tinting the action should address thense.lves t o the other: part ies t o the treaty 

through the United Nati ons Secretary-G~neral, or t o the appropriate internat i onai or gans. 

I think a situlqr solution can . be found in the outer-apace Treaty (General Assembly 

resolution 2222 (XXI), J.nnex). 
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10~ .. fm obligation to hold a revievl conference is also nissing fro:o. the joint draft. 

LiJw nany othe:r.· dologc.tions, we nold the vie\.J that such an o bligatiort --- in the sense 

of art:i.cle V of the Unj.t0o St.-L:-.sJ draft treaty of 22 May (ENDC/249) ·-- should be 

rei:ntroduC;ed. 

102. The p:rocedure fcl" anending the treaty as stipulated in the joint draft gi\<es 

sp3ci.al rights to 1nclear Po\Je:cs" l!e also fail to see the :":'en3on for such a p:·actice 

in intorr.utLo::a1 ng~:ecr.:ents and in terna ti.onoJ. relations in genornl. In :;_•elation to 

the questior, of a veto> ue we1cone the statement of the leader of the United Kingdon 

dclega.tion,, Lord Chalfont, on 21 October concerning the position of the United Kingdon 

(CCD/PV.444, pa:r·a.79), Th8 delegation of Japo....n h2.s proposed (CCD/PV"442! parn .. ll) "· 

solution on the lines of art::.c1A XV of the outer-space Treaty. vle regard it as n 

c::.seful propo soJ. which shou:id be considered vli th the greatest attention. 

10_3,, In the course of the debate nent:ion has been nade of po3sibl8 uncertainties and 

a kind of 11 gap11 betwoPn the territorial waters and the twelve-nile zone. In that 

c:o:rme~d.on views have been eJ<:pressed orL tho right tc enplace nuclear weapon::! vrl thin 

that arec. On several occasions the Topresentatives of Yugos1avio. in the United 

:Tati)l".P ho.ve expressed its vim..r on vihat Yugoslo.via considers to be a proliferation of 

I should ].ike to reiterate that ony enp1o.cenent of nuclear weapons 

'.:5.thin that oxeo.7 o:~ withi.n any areo. in which they have not been placed before, 

rop:,:·sse:::1ts a prol::.fe•:-o.t.ion of nu.cloar \.reapons. There is no doubt that in the 

jnte:cest of every country such ~Ic·o~dforatL)n s~wuld not takE', plo.c:e" 

lC4. As can t-; see:r.~ our rena:rks, o.s we:il o.s those of nany other delego.tions, tend 

to b:dng o.bout certc.in inprovenents or clarifico.tions to the subr:d. tted .ioint c:n~b.ft 

1.d thout chac1f3ing anyt}ling in its essence or its conception. I be~1 .ieve that sw.:.h an 

o.pproac:h v:LJ.l faciJitatc the fu:r:-ther 1mrlc on the treaty, enll ;,re hope tho CC·--Chairnen 

1-.rill not ho.'.''J nany difficulties L1 accepting the substance of our propose.1s and 

suggestion-:,, 

105. VJe have proposed to channel certain activities through tho United No.tions, which 

has pa:t'a'.;lount responeibili ty for naintain:i.ng international peace and socuri ty. Oux 

suggestions are intended not to diminish or lini t any existing rights of countl~iec: but 

to strengthen the feeling of snaller co1.mtries that their ~~ighto vf thin tl.1e existing 

nol'DS of international lmr vlill rennin unaffected. 

106. Before I end ny sto.tenent, let ne point out again that, 1.-Jithout belittling the 

p'Jsitive effects of the proposed treaty, v:e consider 5. t to' be a J.ini ted step, a non-
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nrt!lODent neasure, uhich is not one of the priority issues either on the agenda o~ this 

Carmi ttee or facing the \torld.. My delegation, fully aware of the plaGe and _relative 

i~portance of the issue, is interested in seeing t he efforts concerning tho se0~b~d 

conpleted successfully and soon. We hope that this Corm t toe will then turn to sono 

long-awaited substant ive disarmanent neasures. That is uhat is expected of this 

CoiJr.rl. ttee; and in order to nove ahead in the dtrection of general and complete 

disa.rn3I.lent we shall have to take up, without any delay, substantive disarnru:1ent 

neasures. That will be harder than what we have been doing so far, but it is the. 

only wo:y if we as a Cor:u:.li ttee wu.nt to contribut~ to giving an adequate ans-v1er to the 

challenge of our tines. 

107. Mr. KHALLll.F (United Arab Republic): At the outset of my statement I should like 

to extend our most cordial congratulat i ons to t he delegation of the Soviet Union on the 

latest and outstanding venture of the Soviet cosnono.uts in outer space. He folloHed 

the deeds of tho valiant non of the three S::>yuz spacecraft with great adr:liration and 

interest and sho.re the j oy at the successful ::tcconplishnent of their nission a s -v1ell as 

a t their safe return to earth. 

108. I should like, furthcrnor e , t o welcone back t o our r.lidst the nEnT leader of the 

United Kingdo:J delegation, Lord ChcJ.fon t , uho brings with hin valuable experience, rich 

in natters relating t o disartlD.Tient. 1-:l;y warn welcone goes as . well t o . our old 

colleague, 1-'Ir. Zybylski of Poland, 1-rhose activities here 'we rcncnbcr well. 

109. It is \dth apyr eci ati on that the del egation of t ho United Ar ab Republic welcones 

the tabling by the USSR and the United Sto.tes of ;merica on 7 October of t heir j oint 

draft treaty on t he prohibition of the enpl acenent of nuclear weapons and other weapons 

of tiass destruction on the sea-bed ro1d ocean floor and in the subsoil thereof (CCD/269). 

There can be no doubt that this joint endenvour represents an i nportant ; though 

only partial, step t owards achieving an end on which there is general agreencnt : 

nonely t o confine the u se of the sen- bed and ocean floor t o peaceful purposes only. 

As we see it, the treaty under discussion is of inportance to all 0f us e.like, the 

nuclear-weapon States <::.S vmll as the non-nucl ear-weapon States; f or we all have a 

stake in elioinating fron thc . sea-bed activities that could run counter to the peaceful 

exploitation of that environnent. vlc furthernore unders tand that this j oint draft 

clearly r efl ects the deteroinat ion of the t wo super-Powers to work steadily towards 
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elnboro.ting further and nore perceptible restrictions on their nuclear striking 

capabilities. Indeed, it is perhaps this aspect of the draft under consideration 

which gives it particulc.r i rJ.portance; and it is \nth this in Dind that I propose to 

set f orth ny Goverru:1ent ' s connents and suggestions thereon. 

110. Let ne begin by giving our o..ssent to the prer.nbulnr pnrt of the draft t reaty. We 

have taken due note of its lnst paro..graph, which refers to tho conviction of the States 

parties to the treaty th3.t i t will -
11 .,. further the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations, 

in a nanner consi::.Jtent with the principles of international l nw and vri thout 

infringing the freedorJ.s of the high seas. a 

We welcone such a reference and understand it to neM that it is not intended t o give 

the States parties t o the treaty the right t o enplace ·nuclear or other '-Teapons ·· of mass 

destruction on the sea-bed beyond the twelvc-t'ile contiguous zone by invoking the right 

of self-defence. 1Je would like the t wo co-sponsors of the drnft to confirn this our 

understanding. 

111. lf.ly next connent concerns the scope of prohibition. The proceedings in t ho 

· Conference s o far clearly sho\f tha t o. large nunber of deleg12tions have expressed their 

preference for the tro[l.ty t o enconpo.s s pr ohibit i on o f both Heapons of t1ass destruction 

o.nd conventional weapons . Hany of t hese delegati ons , including that of the United 

Arab Republic, ndopted nt the sane tine a r ather realistic and fle:x:i..ble attitude · 

allovring for sane exceptions t o this basic stand. However, it no1,; see:~1s that bo t h 

the USSR and the United States of .l\ .. nerica have f ound it inpossible, at least f or the 

present , to r each a.n agreenent on conplete dorJ.ili to.rizati on , nucloc.r 3.Ild convention<il . 

The draft tabled thus confines i tself t o the pr ohibit i on of nuclenr and other weapons 

of r.1ass destruction, a. neasure on which there h o.s never been cliso.greenent \·ri thin the 

Conference. 

112. Hhile not in the l ea.st belittling tho nerits of that article, we crumot help 

thinking that in order to sc.tisfy expediency substance has t o o. certain exten t been 

so.crificed. However , r:ry delegation no·C.es \.fi t h so.t i sfaction that , in cloa.r 

recognition of the i;:por to.nce of the bruming of the convention['..l ['..TI.1s race from the 

sec-bed also , the t wo co- sponsor s have included in t he t hird pr ec.nbular puragraph an 

expression of the deternination of the States par ties to · t he t r eaty to con t inue 

negotiati ons concerning further neo.sures l anding to t hat end. Ho fully acknowledge 

the utility of tho.t paragraph . Ye t we share the f eeling that, confined as i t is to 

the preonbular part of the t reaty , its content is t hus weakened in i ts effico.cy as 

well as in the obli gatory wei ght i t should carry . 
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113 • .In our vie1-1 the treaty must include a clear and unequivocal undertaking to 

continue negotiations in this field. That has been done previously, and I would 

point to article VI of the non-proliferation Treaty (ENDC/226*). The delegation of 

the United Arab Rep~blic therefore supports the initiative taken by Sweden at our 

443rd m~eting in submitting a working paper (CSD/271) comprising suggestions for an 
. . , ' . 

articlE:) . on those linE3.s; and we strongly urge the co-sponsors of the draft to .respond 

positively_,to that view. . • .. · 

114. Turning now to the scope of prohibition, we o?serve that it applies to _"any 

objects with nuclear weapons or any other types of weapons . of mass destruction". This 

raises a delicate issue which has been brought up time and ,again iri . this Conference, 

especially during the negotiations on the non-proliferation Treaty: nam~~, that of 
. ~ . .. . . 

nuclear explosive devices other than nuclear weapons. Is it the intention that tqose 

devices 9houlctbe exempted from the ban? And, if so~ how is it proposed that w~ 

differentiate _ between a nuclear: weapon and other nuclear explosive devices that might 
> . : • ' ' I ; ' ' • • ' , : • • ~ • ' 

fi11,d their. ~y t() the sea-bed? For logical reasons~ and i~ or~er to keep the sea-bed . 

completely denucleariz~d in the ful1 sense of the word, I ~ould suggest that we follow 

here the same .course as we .did in connexion with the non-proliferation Treaty and .. : . . . . . ~ · . . . . 

include a reference to the oonning of other nuclea r explosive devices in article I too, 

115. Connected with that is the issue of peaceful nuclear explosions on the sea-bed 

and in the subsoil thereof. The representative of the United States, Mr. Leonard, 

informed the Conference on 7 October that "The llro4ibitions of the treaty are not 

intended .in any way to affect the conduct of peaceful nucl ear explosions ••• 11 

.. 
( CCD/PV ,440, para. 26) ~ Once more we come up .against the formidable barrier of how 

to distinguish a nuclear explosion for purely peaceful I\urposes from one that aims at 

~es1.1ring military advantages. As a matt er of fact there could well be explosions that 

could Serve the ~WO pUIJ>OSeS at one and the _same .time, It s tands to reason, .therefore , 

that the conduct of peaceful nuclear. explosions in this environment should be def erred 

until such time as we have . been able to find an ac?eptable solutioll to that problem · . . 

and 9~e which would provide a criter~o!l whereby one type of nuclear explosion could be 

clea~~ diff~rentiated from the other. 
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116. Related to that is the fact that article I, paragraph 1, of the joint draft bans 

from the sea-bed 11 structures ••• or any other facilities specifically designed for ••• 

testing ••• such weapons". In our view that article adds a new environment to those 

already covered by the partial test-ban Treaty (ENDC/100/Rev.l); since, if no 

structures or facilities for testing nuclear weapons on the sea-bed are permitted, 

then testing proper is ruled out. In our view we would be well advised, therefore, not 

purposely to leave a loophole of that magnitude in the treaty now under consideration 

whereby military t ests coUld be carried out under the guise of peaceful explosions. 

We urge the two co-sponsors to give this important matter the most serious 

reconsideration. 

117. I should like now to comment on the proposed zone of prohibition. That zone is 
' ~ 

not directly delimited in the draft, as one would naturally and logically expect. 

Instead, reference is made to the 1958 Geneva Convention on ,the Territorial Sea and 

the Contiguous Zone2/. The same pattern is followed in art1cle II, paragraph 1, where 

the question of how to measure the limit of that zone is dealt with and where, moreover, 

it is specified that it should be done in accordance with international law. We wish 

to point out in this connexion that neither the previous Soviet draft (ENDC/240) nor 

the previous United States draft (ENDC/249) included a r ef er ence to the 1958 Geneva 

Convention. 

118. Whatever the reasons that led to the presentation of such an unusual approach, 

it must be r ecognized that t o refer in a treaty to another treaty might raise many 

problems of a 'legal and a practical nature . Such probl ems were pointed out this 

morning by the representative of Argentina and earlier by several other repre'sehtatives. 

Thus while seeking to avoid certain difficulties we would in fact be creating new ones. 

Indeed, each and every treaty has its purpose, its essence , its nat ur e and, as a matter 

of fact , its very own l i fe, which develops a s time goes by independently of t hat of 

other treaties . One might ask , f or example , what would happen to our t r eaty were t he 

provisions of the Convention regarding the maximum contiguous zone or the way it is to 

be measured amended, or if we came up against a va riety of applications and interpre­

tations of those pr ovis i ons; or if and when t he 1958 Convention expired for one reas on 

or another. 

2/ United Nations Treaty Series, vol. 516 , pp. 205 et seq. 
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ll9o Moreover, one has to take into account that some of the Sta:t.es wh~_ch would become 

parties to the sea-bed treaty might not be ;>arties to the 195:3 Geneva ~onvention. In 

that case it is to be feared that in the circumstances their adhe r ence to the sea-bed 

treaty could. imply t~eir tacit submission to the relevant provisions of the 1958 

Convention, which might, j_ndeed, be counte:r to their very \·rishes , It could be argued 

here, of course, that the relevant provisions of the Convention a1·e applicable solely 

for the purpose of this treaty and do not go beyond i ts present ll!J.clear scope. However, 

I observe that this tmderstanding has been only partially and i r.s ;;_f ficiently reflected 

in the draft, na:..rnely at the beginning of paragraph l of article E , ¥rhile it is missing 

altogether from article I ,, 

120. For those reasons my delegation would prefe1· to have spelt out directly and 

clearly the width of the zone beyond which the prohibition applies as well as the way 

that width is to be measured. Should t his prove to be unaccepta bl e , my delegation 

would insist on the insertion in the treaty of a provision stipulating that the 

reference to the 1958 Convention is solely for the purpose of the prohibition of 

nuclear weapons from the sea-bed and ocean floor. 

121. Before ending my comments on this point I should like to r efer briefly to a 

suggestion :made by the r epre·sentative of Japan, Mr. Nakayama, at our meeting on 

14 October that, where the coasts of two States are opposite or adjacent to each 

other and the distance between the coastlines of each of the two States is less t han 

t wenty-four miles, t he whole area should come unde r t he prohibition of the treaty 

( CCD/PV .442i pa ra. 8). Hhile we a pp reciate the motives behind that suggestion, 

nevertheless ¥Je can hardly agree to it. Indeed, i t might engender many problems, such 

as problems related to sovereignty, security and verification. 

122. I now come to t he provision contained in article II, paragraph 2, 1-1hich is 

intended to safegu.ard the rights of and claims by States parties to the treaty relating 

to water s off their coasts or to the sea- bed and the ocean f l oor . Let me say 

immediately that my delegation welcm.es this provision. Yet, incorporated as it is 

in the aforementioned paragraph, one might be l ed to t hink that it i s directly and 

solely linked to paragraph 1 of the same articl e and -Ghat its effect is thus intended 
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to be limited to the question of how to measure the outer limit of the contiguous zone. 

As we understand it, however, that provision is general in character and is expected 

to apply to the treaty as a whole. \tfe should the:-efme like to suggest that para­

graph 2 sh_ould become a separate article, thus lending more impact and range to its 

provision. 

123. I now c.ome to article II I , which ha s the merit of flexibility, at least in s orne 

respects. The gist of this article is the issue of verification. On the face of it, 

the provision in the joint draft is t o be pref er-reO. to mere mention of the right to 

observe, or even the right of access, on the basis of reciprocity only, -a.s was 

stipulated in previous drafts . But a t horough study of the joint draft quickly brings 

us to the conclusion that it merely_ment ions the right of verification without 

delimiting its cont ent, Thus the _right of acces s has been excluded and the right of 

verification deprived of j ts real con~,ent. Ivlr. Leonard confirmed this on 16 October 

\·!hen he said that -
11 
••• when the United States delegation refers to the right of a c ce s s we mean 

the right to go ),nto a f acili·:::.y or the right to open up a piece of equipment. 

1--Jhen we say thc-.t such access i ll impracti~al and lL'1necessary, He are not 

referring to access in the sense of a bility to go close t o the obj ect or 

fa cility in question. In other words, in one s ense acces s 1-10uld be permitted: 

that is, under_the freedom of the high seas part ies c ould have access--

close acces s -- t o the area of a f a cilit y or an obj ect , so long a s t he r e 

was D0 interference \-lit h the activities of the States concernod."11 

(CCD/PV.443, p~ra. 6J) 

124. Thus we are now seemingly faced w:'..th two types of access: one, close access, t hat 

is, within a certt;tin dis tance from the installation; and the other, a ccess into the 
. \ 

installation proper. The firs t type is a ccept a bl e to Hr. Leonard, t he second t ype is 

not, as in his vim-r t he latte r n ot only would be impractical and unnecessary but could 

be difficult, hazardous and costly as \-Tell as destruct ive of both p~operty and· human 

life . To that \.Je would s ay t ha t the r e i s no differ ence between clos e access and 

observation which , in this Confe-r ence , \..ras not de3med by many del egations t o be 

sufficient or satisfactory for the prope r implementation of the right of verification . 

125 . Let me s tate cl early t hat :n:w del egation does not ·insist on a ccess for its own sake 

but only a s an adequat e means of v erification. It i s the r efore not suf ficient to be 
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told that access is impractical and unnecessary. Even assuming that were so, the need 
. . 

would still re~in for means \vhereby countTies could put the:i r minds at rest. Obser-

vation Qy itself is just not sufficient. In spite of the eXplanations given, obser-
. ;·.' 

vo.tion remains something which woUld . produce modest results. Furthermore, let us 
,. r . .. . , 

remember . that even observation could be hampered in more than' one respect;· 

l26. _ Mo~~~~e,r,' it iS quite certain that States parties to the treatywouJ.d ·:not avail 

·· themselves of the right of access · in a manner detrimental to the safety of the 

installatf~n and human lif~ ~ · I am s~1re agreement could be reached whereby both prope'rty 

and human life could b e satisfactorily :Protected during access. ' There· can be· no dolibt ' 

that the unconditional and a priori rejection ·or access proper, without its" replad~me:rit 
by s ome other adequate measure, forms a serious li:initation to the exercise of t·he right 

of verification. 

127. Therefore we conBider th~s particular aspect of the ve:l:-ifi cation issue of such 

importance that we would not want to see it postponed to an eventual reviel,l coni'~rence. 

In our view, the content . of verification must be defined here and now. 

128. I should riow like to turn my attention from the content of verification to the way 

in whi~h it is proposed it should be implemented. Article r'n, paragraph 1, stipulates 

that verification should be carried out without . interferlng with activities or otherwise 

infringing rights r ecognized under international law, including the freedom of the high 

seas . Understandable as this provision is, does it not tencl to favour from t he very 

outset ' thetechn~logically-advanced States? One becomes even more alarmed on hearing 

Hr. Le~nard say that "the provision does r..;t imply ariy o::::ligation to disclose 

act:i. vities on the· sea-bed that are not contrary to the purpose of' the treaty. n­

(CCD/PV.440, pa~. 32) 

129. It is clear that "in this provision a proper balance simply d 'oes not · eXist · between 

the righ-t;.:: .f:J:nd obligations of all parties '-- that is, the prospective ·cOm.plaihant States 

. on the one side and those that might ·~ome tinde r suspiciotr on the . other. I~deed,' it is 
quit e oSvi'ous that the Complaining State is l~ft in' a po;±tion of i..re~kness• vi's-a--vi'fl 

the suspe~t~d Stat~ ·; which could 'procrastinate at le-isure· in the removal of doubt by 

invoking the contents of this paragraph~ This is a s i tuation that must be remedied, 

and we d.o not douo:t that the two co-sponsors can r estore •a more equitable balance of 
' :<I 

overall rights and obliga'tions • 
• r ' ( . 
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130. Of course we wolconc paragraph 2, wher eby the right t o verification nay be exercised 

by any State party to the treaty alone or with the assistance of any other State party 

thereto. We had hoped that the possibility of carrying out verification by an appropriate 

international agency or arrangement, whenever that becane f easible, might sonehow be 

refle:cted in the draft. It seems that agreement on this point has proved difficult so 

- far; but we have not given up hope that such an arrangenent may eventually be r ealized. 

131. Moreover, we observe that the joint draft r emains silent as to what is to be done. 

when suspicions have grown strong or when a violation seems beyond doubt. To fill that 

lacuna we suggest that a suitable provision be included in the treaty t o cover the 

possibility of recourse to the Security Council. 

132. Before ending my co1m1ents on article III, I should like to point out that it 

also provides for consultation and co-operation with a yiew to r emoving .dou.bts . Although 

this provision may be of soue benefit, nevertheless we believe. that on practical gr ounds 

we should not overestimate the service it could render., · e~peGially in circumstances 

where r elations between States do not allow f or; its normal i mplm:J.entation. 

133. My next comnent concerns artiGle IV, according t o which amendments shall enter 

into force upon their acceptance by a majority ~f States , and so on. We ar e not clear 

about the exact meaning of the term 11 acceptancea in this context. He notice that this 

provision was modelled on paragraph 2 of article II of t he partial t est-ban Treaty 

wher e , however, the deposit of instruments of ratificati on and not no r e acceptance i s 

necessary for the amendments t o enter into forc e . To our nind the tern :'acceptance 11 

i s vague , and we would pr ef er to see it changed t o a nor e pr eci se one . 

134. In the same article we observe ther e is r efer ence to "States which possess nuclear 

weapons 11 • We should like t o ask what exactly is Eleant by the word 11pos se ss 11 her e . 

In order t o avoi d all arabigui ties we woul d pref er the use of the words "nucl ear-weapon 

St ates". This would be mor e in keeping wi th disarmament phraseol ogy . 

135. Finally, we share the view that a provision should be inserted in the t r eaty 

stipulating the convening of a r eview confer ence . This is indeed necessary because of 

the probable pr ogr ess of t echnol ogy in this new environment. 

136. Those are the comments and suggest i ons my delegati on puts f orward to the Committee 

on the j oint draft treaty . We have done so with a view ~o str engthening the treaty 

and clarifYing its i s sues. My del egation r eserves the right to intervene in the 

discussions whenever necessary. 
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like first t o join those members of tho ComBittee who have spoken before me in expressing 

admiration for the lai0st Sqviet space exploit. It was a remarkable technological 

feat, and I should like t o request f{ffibassador Roshchin t o transmit to the . Government 

and people of the Soviet Union our h8tt.r-Gy congratulations .. 

138. I should also like to welcome the return of Lord Chalfont to this Co~ttee as 

the leader of the UnitedKingdoo delegation. His valuable contribution to : t4~ debate 

at the meeting on 21 October ( CCD/PV. 444) was indeed in keeping with the tradition 

he set in the past, and vTe are sure that he will enrich the work of this Cornmi ttee vTi tll. 

his experience and capability. 

139. I also wish to welcome the leader of the Polish delegation, Mr. Zybylski, who: 

again is not a new member of this Committee. We 1ook forward to the contributions 

which we are sure he will make to the work of this Comrni ttee. 

140. May I nqw turn to the substantive question of a sea-bed treaty? My dele gation 

appreciates the efforts the co-Chairmen have .put into negotiating the bilaterally­

agr eed draft treaty we have before us on the prohibition of the emplacement of nuclear 

we&pons and other weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed and the ocean floor and 

in the subsoil thereof (CCD/269). In view of the known differences in tho' initial 

positions of the co-Chairmen, the negotiations have been long and obviously arduous. 

The decisionof the co-Chairmen t o postpone the adjournment of this Committee in the 

hope that an agreem~;mt w,1uld emerge was therefore not only courageous but a~so 

indiGat ive; I think, of their earnest desire t o see some progress in disarmament, 

however Elarginal. · Th•J political will to r each agreenent on the demilitarization of the 

sea-bed shown by the co..:..Chairmen augurs well f or th8 future . I only hopa that they 

will bring the same earnestness and conciliatory spirit into play when in due course 

we resume our debate and negotiations on the more substantial and urgent aspects 

of nuclear disarmar:1ent. 
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141. Hr. Kol o , on 15 May (ENDC/PV.411, paras . 16 et seg.) and on 21 Augus t 

(ENDC/PV. 430, paras. 41 et seq.), prosanted tho vi ews •jf the Ni gerian del egation on t he 

various aspect s of a t r eaty t o prevent an ar ms r ace on t he s0a- bcd. 1.fuile he indicated , 

among other things, our pref er ence f or tho ·banning of all nilita~J installations 

outside a pre scribed zone , he al so conceded to coas tal Stat es the right t o install 

weapons of a purely passive def ensive char ac t er beyond that zone . The views of the 

Nigerian del egation have not changed from thos0 enunciated by Mr. Kol a . 

142. I observe, however, that tho draf t treaty pr esented by the co-Chairrlen limits 

prohibition t o nucl ear weapons and weapons of mass destruction. How, I ask~ can we be 

expected to accept such a treaty enthus i ast ically? First , i t no r ely cur bs the nuc l ear 

arms r ace 0n the sea- bed but does n ·, t pr event i t in the sonse of stopping it -.,.., 

while i t l eaves tho r ace in non-1:1as s-destructi on weapons freo for all. Secondly, such 

an agr eement can only be of s i gnificance to t hG nucl ear Powers, si nce we , the non­

nuclear Powers, and particularly thosa of us who have signed and r atified the non-
. {~ 

prolifer ation Treat y (ENDC/226 ) , have already undertaken through t hat t reaty no t to 

acquire or manufact ure nucl ear weapons . Ther e f or e , while; t ho dr af t treaty may i npose 

some new but liu.ited obligati ons on t he nucluar Powor s in r 0sp.Jct of a nuclear arms 

raco on t he sea-bed , it no r oly r ei ter at es , as i t wor e , the Llor c pr ofound obligations 

of the non-nuclear Power s . In spite -J f t hi s bei ng our posi t i ::m, the Ni gerian del egat i on, 

in a spirit of co- oper ati on and the bolief that a liDit ed pr ohibition t r eaty i s better 

than no t r eaty, is prepared t o accept the limit ed pr ohibition of the draf t treaty if i t 

i s t he consensus of opi ni ::m of t he nenber s of t hi s CoEJIJ.i tteo t hat we shoul d do so . 

143. However, befor e I proceed t .:) di scus s t hG substantive provi si ons of t he dr af t treat y 

I would like t o t ouch upon another concept which wo t hink should havo f ound a place in 

the dr af t . Since tho scope cf pr ohibi t i on i n t h2 dr af t has bo en r estricted t o nuclear 

weapons and weapons of nass destruct i on , the nc;ed f or a 11 securit y zone", as proposed by 

the r epresentative of Canada , Hr. I gnat i eff, in hi s spoech ')n 31 July and subsequently 

supported by the delegations of Ethi .)pia and Nigeria among other s , cones into sharper 

f ocus. According to t hi s proposal a zone should be created -

"··· extending from t h0 outer lirlit s of the twelve-mile coastal band in which 

t he coastal State would enj oy prsferc~tial def ence rights, i t being cl early 

·under st ood that all th.:::: pr ohibitions agr eed to under t he sea-bed treaty ... 

would apply within this zone ." (ENDC/PV. 424, para . 23) 
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-~ . 

Such a provision, it was ably argued, would take care of the legitimate security 

interests of coastal States. 

144. Speaking further on t his subjoct, Mr. Ignatieff aptly remarked: 

"These considerations L,relating to the creation of security zonei/ would 

appear particular::i..y importan~ if the prohibition eventually agreed to were 

restr:l ~ted to nuclear weapons ard weapons of mass destruction. In that event, 

i f provision were not uade fo1· a coastal State security zone along the line s 

of the Canadian pr oposal, f or ei gn Stat es \,roul d be pcrnitt ed to install even 

off ensive conventional \oreapons on a r elatively permanent basis immediately 

beyond the l:lmits of the d,efinod narro•;J coastal band. 11 (ibid., para. 24) 

To us this reasoning i s in itself unassailable~ but more than that, as I will show 

later in this statenent ,' the Canadia."l concept of a secu:::-i ty zone may go a l ong way 

towards satisfying, if not obviating, some of tl1e problems raised .by the co-Chairmen's 

draft with regard to the rights of coastal States] particularly on their continental 

Sh8lVOG. 

145 . Having connn.ented on the unfortunate limitations and omissions of the draft t reaty, 

I wish now to express our reactions to some provisions of the t ext itself. As I have 

already stated, the Nigerian del egation would prefer a treaty providing for a 

comprehensive prohibition of ~litary weapons. However, since tho draft treaty before 

.this Comr.rl. ttee does not g·'.) so far, we ~<Jelcomo the third preanbular pa;ragrap~, which no t 

only r ecognizes the proposed treaty as constituting a step t owards the exclusion of tho 

sea--bed fron the arms race but also proclains the detamination to continue negotiations 

towards that end. To us the proclamation regar ding further negotiations is inde..:d an 

important one and a redeeming f eature , if I may say so , of a treaty which is otherwise 

unduly linited in its scope of prohibition. While wo trust the good faith of all 

prospective signatories of the treaty~ we would support the proposal of the Swedish 

delegation (CGD/PV. 443 , paras . Jet seg.) that this soler.m obligation be afforded a 
more l egal and binding force by being onbodied in the substantive paragraphs of the 

treaty. 

146. I believe that tho explicitness of the pr ovisions of a 'treaty enhances the 

under standing of th.:; full iraplications. of tbo t r eaty and pr cmot es thG prospects of its 

wide acceptanc0 . Tho r ef erences t o the 1958 Geneva Convention on the Territorial Sea 
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and the Contiguous Zone§/ in articles I(i) and II(i) c:.r -:;, we believe, r ather devious 

ways of stating the lir:li t of the are<::. beyond which tho prohibition contained in the 

draft treaty shoulc~ apply and tho nGthod of L1easurer.1ent. With r egard t o the zone limit, 

the co-Chairnen have said in their r espe ctiv.:::: statencnts (CCD/PV.440, paras. ll-12, 30) 

that it is twelve miles. One vTonlers why the draft treaty has not explicitly mentioned 

that distance instead of neroly referring t ·:J tho provisions of the 1958 Geneva Convention . 

I cannot think 'Jf a cJgcnt r0ason. 

147. In any case, we consider that the twu articles of the clraft treaty as they now stand 

nay raise sorae problens, legal and otherwise. \oJhat >vill be the legal position of 

signatories t o the prospective s ea-bed treaty which are not signatories to the 

Geneva Convention? It may be arguod, and right ly too, that in thG context of the draft 

treaty the Geneva Convention is no noro than a reference document and doos not imply its 

acceptance by those who have not accepted it. However, the interpretation of the 

Geneva Convention lies prir.larily, I think, with its signatories; and it is not inconceivable 

that its provisions may even be amended by then. In the latter situation, what happens, 

I may ask, to our sea-bed treaty? 

148. In short, ny delegation believes that the zone linit and the nethod of its 

measurement should be spel t out in a sea-bed treaty which, apparently, r.1ay attract more 

signatories than has the Gon.::va Convcm,ion. It also seens to mo that the view of the 

delegations of the Netherlands, Japan, Swedcm and ·:Jthor States that article I does n,:Jt 

nake it clear, particularly f or th,) se coastal States which d·) not clain t erritorial waters 

as wide as twe:lve miles, that only the coastal State can enplant or emplace .veapons of 

mass destruction in its contiguous zone is a corollary of the reservations I have nade 

about tying certain aspects of the draft treaty too closoly to tha Geneva Convention. 

149. I now come to the question of verificat ion, which to us and to nost of the 

delegations here is th_, most important. It is true that cc:Jnsidering techn0logical 

capabilities the draft treaty is, by its nature, the priruar<J cuncorn of the nuclear 

P0wors. Be that as it may , the fact r Emains that any troaty that nay be agreed is 

supposed to be of genor al application. HG in this ConrJi ttoo have learnt frora oxperionce, 

I believe , that however high or ovon hypothetical tho technological requisite s for a 

weapon system r:1ay be, the question of verification procedLlr es will always be a knotty one . 

§/ Unite d Nations Treaty Series, val. 516, pp. 205 et seq.) 
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The.t is so primarily bGcausa every si ~:,'lla t ory to a proposed disarman.ent treaty woul d 

wish to be assured: that what evdr HaS agr80d would be conplied with: ~. Starting, th'eret<n~e' 
fron thtJ principles of gGncral applicability 'and cr edible compliance, and r ecognizing 

th0 different le,;.8ls af t echhol ogicai knowledgo :, it should be obvi<)US that t o ensure 

general acceptance any control procecbre ruust adapt it"self, C:s a Hong States, . -to the 

highest comino~ f~ctor of technological .knowledge and ·. capability. 

150. I am afraid that vcrifi'cation a s provided for in ·articla :III of the draft treaty. 

docs not seeT:l to give r ecognition t o th'at l ogic. To us, art'icle III of the dr aft 

tre aty seems not only t o bo nebulous and open t o different interpretations but to be 

tailored to fit a high l avEd of technologi cal capnhUii..y· which only the two super­

Powers, perhaps, possess. Otherwise , what do we mako of a provision which speaks of 

the right t O verify without defining it ; which r Gl ates that right to another set of 

rights r e cogni zed under international law, i ncluding the freedo!il of the high seas? 

1.Jhat pre cisely are those rights "recognized under international law", and how do the 

"freedoms of the high seas 11 r elate to vc:dfication ·on the sea- bed? The appr.•~h~n i'd.:>n!'; 

raised by those uncertainties r egarding article III are confirmed when_ one r eads 

the article in conjunction with t he stateraent of t he Unit.:Jd .States r epr e s ci_ntat ive that -

". . . the provision does not i mply the right of access t o sea-bed installatia.p.s 

or any obligat i on t o disclos e activities on tha sea-bed that are notcontrary 

to the puryoses of the trea t y." (CCD/PIJ.440, pa:l'a.32) 

What right of verification are we l oft with i f thoro is neither the right of ac cess as 

such nor tha obligation on the suspected party t o disclose his act ivit i es ? 

1 51. In spite of thu other deficienci~S::Of. the draft treat y we bel ieve t hat oven outsid0 

this Corrnittee it 1.o1ill s t and or fall- on whether the pr ovisions . for control ar e effective 

and r eliabl e. · 1tJe of t he Nigerian del egation believe that rier o ob:;>ervatio~, a s tho 

co-Chair:den seeH t o 'propose in t heir draft · treaty; ·is not aC).aquate and 1vill not . vrin . . \ 

the confidence or support of EJany States . Pe rhaps it i s ad,oquate fo r th8 super-Powers, 

with thoir t 8chnolo:gical capability; but it is, T · an slli'o , ina_\iequate fo r and 

unacceptabl e · t o those· of us who ar e not f ortunate eno.ugh · t o sl}are . their technologic"al 

ability; ;As I h::i:ire : said, the ·verificati on provision of a sea-bed treaty, like any 

othe r provis i'ons r elating to disarmrunent, not only must .be credibl e but also must 

appear t o be so . It must t h8r e f or e ensure investi ~?,ation beyond uer e observation. 
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It must protect and guarantee the rights of all, irrespective of the individual 

capability to do so, and provide for international machinery for resolving disputes, 

particularly in a world in which there is such a big gap in relative power. 

152. That is why my delogation is grateful to the Canadian delegation for its working 

paper (CCD/270), which defines the right of verification, clarifies tho procedure for 

exercising it, protects the rights of coastal States and prescribes rJachinery for the 

settleillent of disputes. We fully support the paper, and we corJDor.d it to the 

Committee for the most serious consideration. 

153. Before I end this part of r~y statement I should say explicitly that we see no 

objection to the provision in paragraph 5(a) of the Canadian paper for the option of 

recourse to the Secretary-General of the United Nations in seeking assistance from a 

third party for verification. In that connexion it should bo ndted that the sane 

paragraph provides for the bilateral arra.>J.gement of assistance. Apparently, therefc.>re, 

the option of recourse to the Secretary-General of the United Nations is intended to 

serve those who, fo1~ political or other reasons, are unable or unwilling to arrange for 

verification assistance bilaterally. It is pertinent to not e here that, since the 

Secretary-General is not in a position to undertake verification directly, it goes 

without saying that he would have no alternative but to approach one or other of 

those Powers with which direct bilateral agr,~enent could have been entered into by 

the party concerned. In all sincerity we find ourselves unable to appreciate the 

objection of the United States representative to any "explicit provisions for United 

Nations participation in •.. verification ... " ( CCD/PV. 443, para. 76). 

154. In regard to article IV Iny delegation agrees with the delegations of Italy, 

Canada and Japan, and others, that the power of veto on a~eniliuents conferred on the 

nuclear States is, to say the least, inappropriate and unnecessary. We also support 

those who have suggested the inclusion of a provision for a reviow conference, as 

appeared in the initial United States draft (ENDC/249, article V). While such a 

provision should not be regarded as a substituto for innediate substantive amendments, 

it would surely introduce a desirable flexibility into th8 treaty which would ensure 

the possibility of periodical aruendnents in the light of future technological 

development. 
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155. Before concluding ny stater1ont I should like t,)) Join those who hpye .sp~ken befor.e 

ne in expressin~ the regret of ny delegation that Dr. fr.otitch has had to ~eave 

Geneva for health reesons. We shall :nss his good counsel and his friendly - · 

coupenionship. We wish hitJ. a speedy recovery and look forward to seeing him back 

at' our next session. 

156. Miss AGUIRRE (Mexico) (translation fro~ Spanish): First of all, I should 

like to nssociate myself with those representatives who have weicomed to the Committee 

Lord Chalfont, tho reprose!ltativo of the United Kingdom, and Mr. Zybylski, the 

representative of Poland. In view of the late hour I shall not repeat the well-merited 

~I.)~QS'':of prt.ise addressed to th8la, but I should like to join in that praise. 

157. Secondly, I should like to say a few words on behalf of the delegation of Mexico 

cancerning the draft treD.ty before us (CCD/269). 

158. I am aware· of, and appreciate, the effort involved in arriving at a joint text 

such as· that subl!li tted by the co-Chairnen for the draft treaty on_ ~he pro~?-bition Df 

the einplacement of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed 

and the ocean floor and in tho subsoil thereof. This step is of grqat inportance not 

only for tho States which have submitted the-draft but also for all the States of the 
. . 

world as can be gathered from tho statements rw.de by thoso who have spoken before ne. 

Hence it has been necessary for r1y Governraent to undertake a careful study of all and 

every one of the provisions in tho draft subni tted for our considero.ti:Jn. 

159. The shortness of the tiBe o.vailabl8 and the need for consultations on the natter 

between'the·competont authorities of my country have so far prevented us fran expressing 

:mr views on the draft. The delegation of Mexico is therefore obliged to make a general 

reservation of its position and ~dll be prepared to nake known its views on the draft 

treaty in the forw:n ·of the United Nations, as well as its views on the important 

obs-eri.rntions, suggestions and draft amendm.ents made he~e by nerubers of the Committee and, 

of. cburs<J, · on any which nay be made by States . which are not ~eJ?resented hore but -which 

also have responsibility for the conclusion of a treaty whlch is so closely connected 

w::i.th'·inte:riw.tional pdace and security. .--

160. Tho C.etivo participation of my delegation .in the Committe~ 1 s work deraonstrates 

Hoxico 1s interest in t.he matters discussed in this form:1. Thus the reservation I have 

nade is due solelY to lack of ·time to undertak~ ·the careful ~tuJy that an instrmwnt 

ns important as the proposed treaty requires. For the snr.1e reason this reservation 

o.lso applies to the fevisJd draft of which the ca-Chai:rnen have inforr10d us. 
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161. Mr. KHATTlffii (Morocco) (translation from French): At this stage of our 

deliberations my delegation would like to make a few comnents on the draft treaty 

on the prohibition of the emplacement of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass 

destruction on the sea-bed and the ocean floor and in th8 subsoil thereof (CCD/269). 

First of all, however, I should like to say how happy we wer e t o hear that this treaty 

text was drafted in an atQ.osphere of constructive discussion and that t he work 

accomplished by the delegations of the Sovi~t Union and the United .States to reach 

agreement on this subject was crowned with success. That is no doubt a sign of the 

good will which inspires the two major Powers on the long and difficult road to nuclear 

disarmaQent. We are gratified by this success through which .we have received a text 

repres enting a solid basis for negotiation. 

162. The principles of the United Nations Charter and the r es olutions on disaroament 

adopted by the General Ass~bly impose ori us the moral obligation to remain always 

attached to the principle of the use of the sea-bed and ocean floor beyond the limits 

of national jurisdiction exclusively for peaceful purpos es . Ther efore our obj ective 

must remain the non-utilization for rJilitary purposes of this environment and its 

complet e demilitarization. 

163. Even though this draft treaty only covers nuclear weapons and other weapons of 

mass destruction, we note with satisfac tion the statement, at l eas t in the prem1ble , 

that it constitutes n step towards the achievement of other najor objectives. However, 

we believe it would be wise to insert in tho oper ative part of the treaty a provision 

stating that efforts will be pursued with a view t o a nore general demilitarization of 

the s ea-bed and the ocean floor. In this connexion tho proposal submitted by tho 

Swedish delegation (CCD/271) to add an article to the draft treaty seens t o us to 

merit consideration. Moreover, we believe it would be useful to add at the end of the 

first preanbular paragraph the following sentence: "In accordanc8 with tho principles 

and obj ectives set forth in General Assembly resolutions 2340 (XXII) and 2467 (XXIII) ••• ". 

164. According to the provisions of article I, paragraph 1, of the draft treaty the 

prohibition would apply to nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction. It is 

obvious that the expression "weapons of nass destructionn includes for the tirae being 

nuclear, chemical and biological weapons; but we do not kno\-1 what other types of 

weapons of nass destruction nay be developed in the future . That i s why, in the opinion 

of my del egation, it would be vdso to clarify this point further by specifying in the 

t ext that the prohibition concerns nuclear weapons or ot her types of weapons of mass 

destruction which now exist or which may be developed in the future . 
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165. Ar:other point in article I relating to the scope of the prohibition which has 
r ""-

attracted the attention of ny delegation is that, according to Mr. Leonard's statement, 
11 submarines would therefore not be violating the treaty if they were either anchored 

to, or resting on, the sea-bed'' (CCD/PV.44Q, para. 25), and that the prohibitions of 

the treaty "nrt: not intended in any way to affect the conduct of peaceful nuclear 

explosicms n (ib:?,.d., para. 26). 

166. Con:::el"'l;l~Lng subrJ.ar:.nes, the Uni tee States reprcsentati ve tried to dispel the doubt 

expressed by some delegations by saying on 21 October that vehicles carrying weapons 

of nass destruction would be co-.re:::-ed by the treaty (CCD/PV.444; para. 137), As for the 

non1al conduct or' peaceful nuclear explosions; we should like to ask to what extent one 

ean di~tinguish a mi~itary nuclear explosion fran any other,and how one can verify 

whether nn installaHon serves military or peaceful purposes. Furthermore -- and this 

was the subject of a connent by Mr. Eschauzier at our Beeting on 14 October -- how is 

one to interpret article I of the Mosc~w Treaty of 1963 (ENDC/100/Rev.l), which.bans all 

t'XperimE-;:ntru. nuclear-weapon explosions and all other nuclear· explosions under water? 

In the view of my delegation there is every justification for the observation Iilade by 

tho Netherlands representative that rtthe present draft treaty would have no effect on 

the partial test ban embodied in the Moscow Treaty of 1963, which reBains fully 

intact. 11 (CC]LPV.442, para. 21) 

167, Mr. Nakayama r::wde two pertinent comments. In th8 first hG pointed out that -
il paragraph l of article I of the draft treaty is ambiguous enough to 

load to tho possible nisi;,1.terpretation that a State may etlplant or emplace 

nuclear weapons on the Gea-bed between three and twelve miles off the coast 

of any ether State 1-ll':d.ch adheres to the three-nilG terri toricl sea lir.U t. 11 

(ib:1;:_d~ .! _!E_:~·J..) 

That comment by the ,Japanese delegation, which hns been taken up by other delegations, 

led. to a suggestion by Lord Chi:llfont at our last ueeting that the subject of the first 

article should bo put into ~he singular so that it would read as follows: 

"Each State Party to this Treaty undertakes not to emplant or cnplaco 

on the sea-bed and the ocean floor and in the subsoil thereof beyond its 

naxinun contiguous zone··~" (CCD/PV.444, para. 69) 

We endorse this suggestion, because in cur opinion it would dispel any possible 

nisinterpretation of article I of the draft treaty. 
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168, The second comraent made by the representative of Japan relates to the case -

"••• which arises where the coasts of two Stctes are opposite or adjacent to 

each other and the distance between the ·coastal linos of each of the two 

States is l ess than twenty-four niles." (CCD/PV.442, para. 8) 
That cotrr1ent, in our opinion, should be taken into consideration in a manner compatible 

with the rights, sovereignty and security of coastal St ates. 

169. I shall now turn to article II of the draft troaty , ~~e t ake a favourable view of 

paragr aph 2 of this article, the main aiD cf which is t o protect the rights of coastal 

States over · their coastal waters and the s en-bed and ocean floor. However, we believe 

that it might be better if this paragraph took the for.o of a new article, to be inserted 

after the present article III in order to give great Gr force to this paragraph, which 

relates both to verification and to th8 geographical extent of the prohibition. 

170. I now come to the question of verification, covered in article III of the draft 

treaty. We listened with great care to the statements and clarifications made on the 

subject by Mr. Roshchin and Mr. Leonard during the 440th and 44Jrd meetings, and to 

the comments of various other speakers who have spoken before me . It seems quite clear 

that this question of verification, which gives rise to much discussion and controver sy 

and not a few misgivings, is closely connected in the first place with the willingness 

of the major nuclear Powers to respect the corrunitments they have accepted under 

international instruments such as the draft. treaty now before us, and in the second 

place with the prevailing international climat e . 

171. We have no r eas on to question the willingnes s of the ncllor nuclear Powers to r espect 

the comnitnents they have accepted or will accept, and their intention to contribute to 

improvement of the cliwat e of international relations. That i s the very basis , if not 

the whol e point, of all negotiations r el ating t o disaroanent, whether partial . or complet e . 

Otherwis e no St c.t e , gr eat or small, would be· able to do anythi ng t o verify whether any 

-particular weapons of nass destruction ho.d been placed .on the sea-bed and the ocean 

floor, even if the right of free access to inspect the accused ins tallations -were 

acc epted and r ecognized. 

172. After that r emark which I have ventured t o make in connexi on with ver i fication, I 

should l i ke to say that, apart f r om t he obvious ambiguity of par agr aph 1 of art icl e III 

concerning the "right to verify", which would be marked by the absence of an appropriate 

verification procedure, and if allowanc e i s nade f or the rights exis ting under 

international l aw, including the freedom of the high seas , then t his par agr aph as drafted 
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seems to contain as nuch as can be achieved e.t the present - ~ -tage ()f the technology of 

explorntiori of tho sea~bed !l.nd the ocean floo~. Mr. Leonard, in his statement on 

l60ctober (CCD/PV.443, paras. 62 et seg.), ~rgu.ed in f nvour of. ~xercise , qf the right 
. ·. . . . . . . '··· . . _,_. _ . 

of verification by observation of installations without interference, o.n~ by ...... . 

consultation and co-r)peration betw~en St~tes parties in the event of doubt. In the 

opinion of ny delegation one nust r ecognize that these arguments are very convincing 

and o.re based on realistic and practicnl considerations. Some of th~se argutn.ents were 

developed by Lord Chalfont (CCD/PV.444, paras. 70-75) in a wa:Y ... th~t left .. no roan for 

doubt concerning the validity of a sys ten of verification based on observation and 

consultation. ,! : 

173. With regard to paragraph 2 of nrticle III of - the draft treaty I should like to 

stress that the -exercise of the right of verificntion with the assistnnce of any other 

State party, for which it prov:i.des , is a concept which is good and acceptable in 

principle, for. it enables all States parties to exercise this rightj including those 

vrhich have not .the . necessary technological D.earts for such verification:.- Nevertheless, 

.in the present context of international r elntions the exercise of the ·right of. 

verification with the assistance of another State party and ~.thout the intervention 

of the United Nations might in certain cases be ·inconpatible -\nth th~· llti.e of political 

conduct chosen by -s everal States vis-a-vis the blocs. I au thinking, of course , of 

rilost of the non~o.ligned countries. 

174. Iv!y country attaches ptirticular irlportimce to the conclusion of a treaty that 

would make possible the exclusion of the sea-bed and the ocean floor from the aTIJS 

r ace and tho explorati.on and exploitation of .that environment, which co.ntains 
. . ... ' .. ·' . .. . . .. .. . __ .. . . -· . . . ~ ·~ · _ .... 

inexhausti_ble biologic at· and mineral .r esourc.es. Morocco, like other developing 

countries, cannot dissociate the problens of its econot4c and social developoent frou 

the problem of disamanent. That is why \lTG attach gr ent importance t o the preparation 

at this sess.ion of a broadly-agr eed t ext on the denucleari zati cn of the sen-bed, and. we 

hope that once that stage is reached the 1970s can bo proclaimed as the second United 

Nations developnent decade and, at the sane time, as the international disa~1ru:1ent 

decade . 

175. Bef or e ending, nay I, on behalf of ny delegation, salute warmly th~ wonderful spac6 

·exploit recent l y achieved by the Soviet astronauts on board Soyuz 6, 7 and 8? I 

congr atulate our co-Chnirnan, .Ambassador Roshchin, and through him all those who 

participated in the execution and succ ess ~f that peaceful s cientific .- e:x:Ploi t • . 
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176. lvlr. ROSHCHIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation fron 

Russi&n): Permit EJ.e, as the repres entative of the Soviet Union, to thank t.he 

representatives of Nongolia, Pakistan, Yugoslavia, the United Ar ab Republic, Ni geria 

and Morocco for the kind congr atulations which thoy have addressed t o the Soviet Union 

on the successful accomplishrJ.ent of the simultaneous flight of the three spaco-ships 

Soyuz 6, 7 and 3. 

177. Hr. C1rn.ACCIOLO (Italy): Before closing our debate today, I should like to 

ask a question which has already boen r ai sed on another occasion but which t o 1~ 

knowledge has not yet r eceived a precis e answer. The question is, on what day is the 

revised draft text of the final r eport to be circulated? I think the question i s 

r elevant, because fron what has been said I understand that we ,have exactly one week to 

go; and as f ar as my del egation is concerned we shnll need a f m.r days after the draft 

text has been tabled before we are able to express an opinion. I think this concern is 

shared by a certain nunber of other del egations; therefore I should like t o ask the 

co-Chairmen if they would be kind enough to give us a precise answer to that question. 

178. Mr. LEONARD (United Stat es of Aoeri ca): The United States and Soviet 

del egations ar e well awar e of the probl~J r ni sed by the r epresentative of Italy and 

they have been consulting intensively. I can say that we hope t o provide the r eport 

to the Connittee in the very near or even in the b nmediat o future. I ~ sor ry that I 

ruJ not able t o specify .a tine nor e closel y them that. 

179. 11r. ROSHCHIN (Union of Soviet Socialis t Republics) (t r ansl ation froB 

Russian): I should like t o as sure the repres entat ive of Italy th2..t t ho co-Chairmen 

ar e doing all they can t o submit t he r eport t o the Comrtittee 2..s soon as poss ible. 

But we have to take into account the fact that the debate on tho j oint draft submitted 

on 7 October has, I t ake it, only just ended . Consequently we can only say t hat the 

r eport will be subaitted as soon as possible . 

Tho Confer ence decided t o i ssue the f ollowing communique: 

liThe Confer ence of t he ConrJ.i ttoo on Di sar r.lC.iuent tod2..y held its 445th plenary 

noeting in tho Palais dos Nations, Genova, undor the chairnanship of 

Mr. c.o. Hollist, r epr esentative of Niger ia. 
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flStateiJents were nade by the representatives of Mongolia, Pakistan, 

Argentina, Burma, Yugoslavia, the United Arab Republic, Nigeria, Mexico, 

Morocco, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Italy and the United 

States of America . 

nThe next meeting of the Conference. will be held on Tuesday, 

28 October 1969, at 10.30 n.n. 11 

180o Mr· ORTIZ de ROZAS (Argentina) (translation fron Spanish): Shapng the 

concern just expressed by the representative of Italy and noting that the connunique 

plans our next meeting for next Tuesday, I take the liberty of suggesting to the 

co-Chairmen that, if the draft r eport is r eady ~efore then, they should take the 

necessary steps to convene the Conni ttee pel"haps tomorrow Friday or on Monday. In 

that way we shall nake progress in our work, since the report must be very carefully 

considered by the Conmittee and at the same tliJo we cannot delay its subnission to the 

General Assembly of the United Nations. 

181. Mr. ROSHCHIN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (translation fron 

Russian): The proposal nade by the representative of Argentina will oe examined 

by the co-Chairnen and, if they find it possible to convene tho Cormm.ttee before 

noxt Tuesday, they will have recourse to the help of tha Secretariat in order to 

ensure the most productive, r apid and successful work possible. 

182. Mr. LEONARD (United States of .America ): I should like to join in welcoming 

the suggestion IJade by tho representative of Argentina, which the co-Chairmen will 

certainly bear very nuch in mind and nako every effort to nect. 

Tho neeting ros e at 1.45 p.n. 




