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1, The CHAIRMAN (Union of Soviet Sccislist Republics) (translation from

Russian): I declarc open the 476th plen~ry meeting of the Confercnce of the

Committee on Disarmament.

2. Mr. VEJVODA (Czcchoslovakia): First of all let me join all the speakers
whn, at our last mecting, welcomcd to our midst Mr. Leonid Kutakov, the Under-
Secretery-General of the United Netions. Ve 211 know thet our Committee is not the
only intern~tionsl orgen which is involved in discrmament negotistions.  Disarmemcnt
is one of the main itcns on the agenda of the Gener:l lssembly ench yenr ond the
greatest part of the work of its First Committec is devoted to it. The Sccrctery-
General regularly gives groat ottention to discrmement issues in his annuel report
znd the introduction to it. The Depirtment which helps uim in drafting the annual
report and considering verious initiatives in the discrmament field is the Deportment
for Politiccl end Sccurity Council Affeirs, which is headed by bir. Xutakov. In his
prescnce here we sec tho unccosing interest of the Secrct ry-Gener:sl in discrmament
and in the work of our Coumittcc. '

G Like other delecgations, we heve maode full use of the recess for a comprehcnsive
and thorough cxzmin:tion of the rcvised text of the drift treaty on the prohibition
of the emplecement of anucleor weopons znd other weapons of mass destructicn on the
sea-bed (CCD/269/Rev.2), to which we should likc to devotc our intervention today.

L, In our study of thc draft truaty we proceeded not only from the text itsclf

but also from the explioncotions given to us by the co-Cheirmen during the presentation
of the draft on 23 ipril (CCD/FV.467). it the seme time due attention has been paid
by us to the comments on, -nd proposzls for olterations of, the vrevious texts
(CCD/269 2nd CCDK269/AOV.1) of thzt dr. ft trezty made by individual countrics not
only in thié Committce but olso ot the United Nations during the twenty-fourth
session of the Gencrol lLssembly, ond on other occcsions as well. ¢ h-ve also
considered the draft from the voint of view of the politicsl ~nd nilitory situation
in the world as wcll cs from that of the incre-sing drnger of the possibility thot
the dircct practical scizure of the sea~bed cnd the ocean floor for military purposcs

will be made cver easicr by the advencement of science cnd technology.
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(bir. Vejvods, Czcchoslovokic)

B That last aspect, whother we like it or not, makes it urgent for us to adopt
speedily effective mecsurcs to prevent the possible cxtension of an nrms rice to the
vast ercos of the sca-bed ond the ocesn floor, espucielly in the field of nuclear
weapons and other wezpons of mass destruction. By the ndoption of the proposcd
treaty mankind would tcke o big though orly « first step towards the comﬁietc
demiliterization of the sca-bced cnd the ocean_floor. This would mean & victory
for the idea of the prescrvation of peace in the wholce world and for the tendency
towards the graduzl rclexotion of internotional tension, «s well as a victory

for the efforts of monkind to promotc and strengthen peice and friendly rclotions
among all the countrics of the world. It is thercfore nccesscry to view the droft
treaty as an importent dinstrument in the cendenvours of notions to achieve a
relaxation of intcrnaticncl toensiona

6. Judging the droft as o wholc, we consider it to be o document which takes
account to the meximum cxtent of the positions of a wide range of States. It
might be remembered thet frgentine, in co-oper:tion with other delegations, made
2 significant contribution to the formulotion of articles I, IT cnd IV. Other
delegations contributcd to the finsl wording of article III. Authorship of
article VIII has alrcady been rightly attributed to Mexico by some delegations
here, and the co-oper..tion of almost oll the delcgotions in our Committee is
reflected in the provisions of the remeining ~rticles of the droft trecty. The
officisl sponsors of thc droft trunty, our co-Choirmen, succeeded in complying
with the wishus of individual dclegotions to such an extent thot - the document
submitted can be lookcd upon as the conmen work of the Committec.

7 It wos not possiblc, of coursc, to include im it every suggestion, however
well-intended. In this ruspect there oxist here certain concrete limits. After
211, it would not be realistic, especiclly as far as multilatersl international
treatics orce concerncd, to demand thot they should corrcspond in every respect to
the views of all participonts. ‘¢ know olso from our own cxpcrience that many
treuties adopted in the post, though not satisfactory to every single delegation
which participated in their drafting, hove successfully stood the test of timc.
Cne such trenty quite rucently celebratec the forty-fifth anniversary of its

birth.
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8. Therefore, in the view of the Czechoslovik delegation, when one examines the

draft treaty submitted, it is nccessary to rezlize whot is deecisive in it and what
is the main objective of the measurces cnvisaged by it. It is also most desirable
that the treaty should not try to solve problems which do not correspond fully
with its objectives and which we know all too well are too complicated and would
endanger its adoption.
9. In the light of thosc fundamentnl critiria we consider the draft treaty
submitted to be an importint stecp towords the objective we have been pursuing in
our deliberations on this subjcct from the very beginning. Most importont in this
respect are the provisions of articles I and II, determining the main obligations
of the parties to tho trecty as well as the zone within which these provisions should
be observed. We should likce to cxpress our satisfaction that the text of thwe two
articles is now cle.rly cnd unambiguously formulated.
10. Most of the comments ond proposals for clterztions put forward by individual
delegations have been dirccted to the question of control, that is, article IIX
of the draft treaty. is we hove olrecdy recolled, the provision of article ITI
of the new draft of the troenty is boscd on suggestions from muny delegations.
For instonce, there has buen incorporated in it the provision, supportcd also by
the Czechoslovak delegotion, under which the request for sccuring the necessory
co-operation concerning the asscrtion of the right of control by oll States porties
can be dircctad to thc Sccurity Council. In this connexion we wclcome tho
explanation of the sponsors of the draft 1ocaty to the effec. thet each party to the
trecty will have the risght to approach the Security Council dircetly, drrespective
of whether or not it hod ovadilcd itself of the possibility of consultation.
11, VYe should likc now to touch upon somc remarks made ot our most recent mectings.
How difficult it wos for the spomsors of the draft treaty to toke all suggestions
into account cen be scen from the following exomple. The representative of Brazil,
Mr. Saraive Guerreiro, saic on 25 Junc:
“Tf the intontion of the co-sponsors is to avoid any innovation in the
law of the seas, it scems that there is no mecd for including in paragraph
1 of article IIT o rcferunce to frcedom of the high seas, or perhops no

necd for peragroph 1 of article IIT 2t 2ll.7 (CCD/PV.L73, pars.78).
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But the co-Chairmen cmenced the origincl draft by the use of the words “including the
freedoms of the high scas’, on the basis of suggestions made by some delegations at
the twenty-fourth scssion of the General asscmbly. #ith that addition the text
of the paragraph under consideration is acceptible to most of the delégations in
the Committcc. The represcntative of Sweden, Mr. Edelstam, in his intervention
on 25 June said, when referring to this -- though in cnother context:

iSuch a provision could, in our opinion, not be judged as an infringement

of the principle of the frecdoms of the high scas, expressly referred to

in the first porogrooh of the same article.W (Ibid., para.B#)

From some other cxemples, too, we cen sce that some suggestions, though esscntially
well-intended, ore not unccesscrily cceeptable to other p. rticipants in the
deliberations.

12. TIn connexion with srticle III, conccrning control, as carly as the spring of
last year a number of delcgotions proposed that verification could be carried out
2lso through an appropricte internationazl cgencye. “.¢ have very high esteem‘for the
work of the present intcrnationel agencics and secrctoricts, but it scems to us that
<11 too often we heor suggestions that this or thot problem should be solved by the
setting up of some inturnctional body. Is therc any neced for thet in the present
case? Does such a situction really prevail in the world thot perties to a treaty
must have o permanent crbiter to kecp tn cyc on compliance with the treaty? Let us
look 2t the problems thet usually crise in connexion with the establishment of any
internzational body.

1%, First, there is the gquestion of its composition. Countrics partics to the treaty
would like to hove an absolute guarantee -- snd they are fully cantitled to one --
that they would be adequately represented in such & body. In addition, countrics
which arc not Mcmbers of the United Notions could also adhere to the treooty. Thosc
countrics too would likc to be represented in that body, and should of coursc be
represented.

14, There cre othor guestions which arise. Could it be cxpected that complain%s
regarding violations of the treoty would be coming in every day and that the agency
or seeretarizt would thercfore be busy 211 the time? In our opinion, there is no
one here who wauld expcct that the tronty under consideration would give risc to
frequent problems. e ﬁnow of cases wherc, very often, the so-called Parkinson's

Law operctes. If we do set up an orghn, it will find work to do and will feel it
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necessary to justify its importance, =nd it will continuc to grow. we erc, of course,

spcaking only theorctically, but lct us admit thet this happens on the netional as well
as the international scole,

15. 1In the specific casc of the treaty we arc now discussing, the intcrnotional
secretariat would have to be technically well cquipped in order to be able to carry out
the controls, It would nccd to have technical personnel end cquipment requiring
continuous modernization, which is very expensive. Furthermorc, all the nuclear Powers
which, we hope, would bucome portics to the Treaty cnd would be obliged to provide all
assistance for the purposcs of control, possess 2ll that is necded in that respect.
Some may say thit an inturnational scerctoirint or agency would not nced all this, and
that, should it prove nccesscry, it might ask some nuclear Power to lend its instruments
and technical personncl, But thot could be done by the Security Council if the
consultaotions between Stotis should prove ineffoctive.

16, Closely connceted with this is the problem of whether there should be mention in
the treaty of some rolc for the Scerctary-Gencral. If he is to scrve only as o
letter-boxi', as some delegotions suggest, thea reference to him in the text of the
treaty is quite unncccesscry; the role of the arbiter would then be performed by the
Security Council, as tho text of the treaty clecrly specifics. Finally, an
international body formally headed by the Scerctory-Generszl would, as we have alrcody
shown, be unnécessary. The dutics of the Seerctory-Genernl arc laid down in Article
97 of the Charter and hic has his position in the Security Council under Articles 98 and
99 of the Charter, It is unnccessary, thercfore, to meke any spegial reference to the
role of the Secerctory-Generil in the treaty under consideration. It is also
unnccessary to deal with the detriled detcrmination of the role of the Security Council
The Security Council itsclf would certcinly consider in good time all the dutices that
would be incumbent upon it as 2 result of the cntry into force of the treaty, as it did
in the case of the Treaty on the Non-Prolifcration of Nuclear Weapons (SNDC/226*).

17. There is another cucstion which we should likc to mention. The opinion has boen
expressed herc that some future international machinery for the exploration and
exploitation of the sca-bed could be linked to the verification of the treaty we are
novw considering. In our opinion, probliums conncctud with the demilitarization of tho
sca-bed cannot bc combined with problems concerning its peaceful exploitation. The
naturc of the former is quite diffcerent from that of the lotter, and countrices will
proceed to the solution of these problems from completely diffcerent positions. As is
known, disputcs in military 2ffairs, whon the sceurity of nations mey be involved, arc
of quite a differcnt sort from thosc in which essentially only cconomic matters are

involved, Let us lcave to c¢veryone what is his,
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18. As for articles IV cnd VIII, the Czechoslovek delegation expresses its full
support for both,

19. Many delegations hove dealt olso with the third paragraph of the preeamble.  The
Czechoslovak delegation hss fully expressed its position on that paragroph in previous
statements, and our position hos not chonged.

2C. TFinally, we should like to say a few words concerning suggestions and proposals
for alterations, amendments or chonges of the text of the draft treaty which have

been made, certeinly in good fzith, by some delcgations. We know full well how
difficult it is to make the slightest chonges  The co-Chairmen, as well as most

other members of the Committee, have to sct in motion, before any altcration is mede,
rather complicated machincry whose operation is usually lengthy and time-consuming.
Would it pay to waste another yezr only in order to corry out scvercl alterations

to the draft, after which, I am surc, demonds would emerge for further olterctions,
since no treaty can at the time of its formulation fully and perfectly mect all
suggestions nnd vicws?

2l. It is only right that the Committoc should cpprocch this task with the
responsibility ond thoroughness so charecteristic of its work. The. existing
situation is favourcble for the conclusion of the trecty, cnd if we lose much time

the situation may chenge to such an cxtent that the treaty on the prohibition of the
emplacement of nuclecr wecapons ~nd other wenpons of mass destruction on the sec-bed
moy come too late. In scying thot, we do not wish to imply thet 2ll suggestions

and remarks made hoere would be complctely wasted. The draft treaty states in its
article VI that a confcrence of participating countries shall be convened five yeors
from the date on which the treaty enters into force, in order to consider how the
provisions of the treaty ond the objectives loid down in the preomble are being
observed. It would be for better to adopt the trecaty with its present wording and to
gather experience while it is in operation. On the besis of all such experience it
would then be possiblc to roturn to oll the suggestions recorded in the procecedings of
our Committec cnd to consider them in the light of thot experience, and to consider
clso all other problems which practice might revezl ond which we might not forcsce in
our speculations and thinking. We c¢rc therefore of the opinion that it would be
better to have a treaty opercting for the next five yeors, even though some mxy not be
quite satisfied with cvery word of it, and to verify how it functions in practice,
then to delay the adoption of & trecoty for cnother yerr, or for some ycars, by putting

forward more and morc new sugsestions ond amendments,
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22, Judging the drnft treaty from the point of view of in“irn tional law, as well

as from the point »f vicw of our internal Jsgislation, the CUzechoslovak delegation
considers it to bec o document which deserves the full support of our Comaittee as a
whole, and joins thosc delegotions which consider the draft os it now stznds as
sufficiently comprehensive end fully accoptable.

23, 1In conclusion, mny I bc permitted to effur our zll-round co-oper.tion to the now
ropresentatives in the Committecs the lesder of the Bulgarion delegztion,

Ambassador Petrov, ~nd the leader of the Jopanese delegantion, Ambassador Tanaka, whom
we welcome to our cimecle., Ye ore 2lso glad to sce smong us Aagain after a short
absence Ambassador Brdembilep of thoe Hongolion People's Republic nnd

fabassador Costanads of llexico,

2k, Mr. CASTAMSDA (fiexico) (traonslation from Spanish): First of 2ll, as other

delegitions have donc, T shovid lile to expross our satisfrction at sceing new
representatives among us. I am referring espocially to fAmbessador Petrov of
Pulgaria —- although he is not here today -- to fmbussador Tancka of Japan and
Ambassador Saraive Guervodiro of Irnzal. it the some time 1 avail myself of this

opportunity to express thonlis to 2ll thosc icpresentatives who on previous occasions

A

have been kind cnouga e welecome me ~nd my collengucs.

25. Today I wish to rafer £ the uew deaft treaty oa the prohibition of the emplacement
of nuclear weapons on the scen-bed cnd the cecnn floor (CCD/269/Pev.2) submitted jointly
Ly the United States cndg the Sorict Union ~n 23 fLpril, On +his cecuslon I shall

consider certain gen of thy Ueootr, cdnednding the scoce of its prohibition;

w i

and in a subsequent statcesent I shall cralyse come of ite provicions in detodil.
{j26. When the negetiabion of the triaty hegan lust jear, o1l the asembers of the
Committece on Disarmamcnt ercept the Jnited States ond the United Kingdom showed their
clear preference for ¢ btricty wilch would promcte the totil demilitarization of the
sco-bed and the oceon floox rotiii thrn one which weuld only prohibit the employment
of nuclecar weapons, L multitude of recsous were advonced, scme of which eppearcd to

be almost axiomatic. te uiplodu why thet domzin, hitherto froe of armaments, should

[

remain completcely demilitarized. 0f coursc the necd was recoznized for States to be

able to emplace on the seo-bed cr the ocern fleor certain devices —-- such as sonar
devices to detcct submarines ~- which have only zn indircet 2nd pessive militaxy

4

character. Howevur, cport from those logical cxeeptions, o very large majority of tac

Ea

members of the Committee wore in fovour of Acemilitarization snd not of mere

denuclearization of thoe sca-bed o occan floor.




ﬁ

CCD/PV.LT76
12

(Mr. Castafieda, Mexico)

27. Shortly thereafter —- in October lasct ycar -- the United States end the Soviet
Union submitted jointly a first draft treaty (CCD/269). That craft was a profound
disappointment to us, since by prohibiting only the emplacement of nuclear weapons it
indirectly but indubitably permitted the general militarization of the sea-bed and
the ocean floor. I assume that 1t wes also a disappointment to many Stetes which
before this agrecment hod repeatedly snd cotegoricclly stated that a partial treaty
such as this appeared to their unsatisfactory.

28, We have thoroughly examinzd the erguments adduced in justification of a treaty
providing only for the denuclearization of the sea-bed. Witl: all cue rcspect but
quite cancidly, we confess that we find such arguwacents hardly persuasive and even
contradictory. It has ™cen sald that because of enorimous technical difficulties

and high costs the emplecement of conventional weapons on thc sea-bed is inconceiveble,
so that in practice it matters little whether they arc proiibited or not. But if
that is the case, what diificulty is there in prohioiting the empleceiment of all
weapons? Perhaps tocday it may not ¢ profitable to cmplace conventional weapons on
the sea-bed or the ccean floor, but at some time in the future it very probably will
be, as technology develops anc progresses. We fail to understand why, if the matter
is indeed of minor importeancc, thc wishes of the large majority of States arc not met.
2%. On the obher hené, it has ;uen arpued that conventional weapons could not be
prohibited because of the cnormous diffiriltics of verifyins end controlling compliance
with the prohibition. Furthermore, it has been asserted that violation of the treaty
by onc State would engeciicer serious risks for the others. If that is true, we should .
have to agree that prohibition of the enmvlacenent of such ueapons is indced duportant
and by no means nszlizible, Thus this sccond arguient, which also is often adduced,
contradicts the first.

30, in the third place, the nced is scduced, owing to the existence of submarine
floets, to instal on the occen floor devices such as sonar and other listening and
monitoring instruments. That justifi>d need can be rcadily recognized. During last
year!s debates we proposuc, together with othicrs, a perfoctly feasible solution: that
the general principlc of prohivition of the cuplacencnt of all kinds of weapons on the
sea~bed and the ocean floor should be enacted, and that in the following article we
shoula either define succinetly or cnumcrate the devices and zetivities which should

not be deemed to be includcd in the general prohibition becausc they were not weapons
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or heccuse they had o purely incéircet o pessive iilitery chorectewr. 1t éid not

scen improbvenle that the t.o Statss mairls- econcernud wight couvoec togcthcr on thot list
or ¢clfinition, end thei after five yoers the conference to ovicw the trcaty mipht
ro-exemin . the situciion. I venture to observe thet neither in lest year!s debales
in the Cowdtioc on Disarsc int, nor in the Gunercl iss.bly, nor in the debuates hore
this yoear, lLiave we heord = sin le » ply to thet sug_cstion -- suitbed in yood faith
Dy several Stroiovs for the -urpose of fincis. o solution sctisfactory to ell —— theat
woull: explein whyr it is unaceepteable.,

21. 'fhe fourth renson ¢/ duced is th~t in the l-st cnolysis o partial trocty of were

cenueloeiizetion is orly o fizst stouy enl 1t i- added bt oxpension of the treety

can ¢ proposed ot any til o,

prbiculaily an the 1oview conlerenco. Dut if thst is
truz, ond if in dact thore is no intontion to close the coor ior over to z ..ore

co. Jreicnsive urohxbition of the tnpl coient of all kincds of wcanous on the ses-bed

o the occan floor, fisndy we do not un.crzicid uhy the tuo rieat rou.rs refuse to

s8¢ at least the oblirction to contiaue to negotiats in fubture the expansion of the
scope of the treety. Those tro positions elszo apccar to us contrelictor, .
2. Cf course, tiere 1. olweys tho supr. e argu.ent tlhot the Dest is the easy ol

the ;.00d ond thet

2

limited end wartinl trecty is bHetter thea no tr.aty at all.

nowever, if that reason is to ¢ convinein. and porsuasive, then vs have to overlook

oltosether that the ereclusive owokhibition of the ¢ luccuent of nuclear weapons is

Xo
vanterount to ecmiitting -- 1 weull oven scy, to cneourcgian -- o non-nuclear

cr. arents race in o Joiain thet hos hathorto been fiee Do these It con be
foresecen —~- as hi toricel crverdenca clezsly shions —- thot thie per.dssion, zo loss
cleor because Inplied, poiats to the irinciple of coipetition, not oniy betueen the
rzob Fowers but also “etwcen »icdle-sized counirivs, to tse the sca->ud and the ocson

1

floor for nom~nucless. :litery puroozus. Tobel pwvohi dtion; »n the othe: hend, would

(0]

undorhtedly put en ad to that comp titic .
33. In fzct, prohibition of the curplacc zat of only nueclicr wecopons on the sca-vzd or

the oceen floor woul’ in yectice i.eo:

)

nobiniiy to the hurc uajority of non-nuclcar
States: first “ecouse ther emimot ¢ plece what they <o not nossess; cnd secondly
becausc many of tho. hav. uncertclen and others will undeitalis In th. future, unier
the Treaty on the son-iroliferation of ~uclear czpons (5;30/226*), nevaer to posscss

theiz.  Thus the present treaty woul: wrovent then fron doin: somethin; which in eny
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event they could not ¢o, eithicr ehysieally or lepally.  in truth, the prohibitions
contained in this dreft treaty erc not directed at the huge ejority of non-nuclear
Stetes. This instruient, by its very noturc, is not a true wultilatercl treaty but
a bilateral or at nost a trilateral treaty.

34« It is true thet in orinciple ther: uiou < be no objection to associating
ourselves with the pertisl rohibition that ths United States, the Soviet Union anc
the United Kingdon crce imposing on themselves; except thot in Coing so we should be
contributing to frank authorization of the non-nucleer iilitarization of the sea-bed
and the occan floor. The (nited iations General Asse.bly has alrcady declared
categoricelly that the resources of the sca-ved en¢ the ocean floor ey be exploited
beyond nationzl jurisdiction only fox "eaceful purposes.‘ ‘het hapoens, I ask, to
the principle of uxploitation of resourcecs for peacciu. nurposes in face of the
inplied authority ' iven by the neu trcaty for the rilitery use of the sea-bed anc the
ocean floor2 Have we alrcary renounced that orineiple? Arc ue preparec to cerogate
fro: it?

35, I Xnow full well that it is vein to aspirc to ideal and perlect solutions, oad
that ve must not disregord internationcl realiticzs or avoid their conseqguences. Ve
are fully ewarc also thet en agr:cient betucen the Unitcd Stzies and the Soviet Union
on a matter of paraount iiportance suc: as this is an inteinational reelity of the

first magnitude which its weight inposes on all the ebers of the world community.

We recognizc that reality, but co not thereby acce.t it as yood. That is not our
responsibility. All Statzcs, or ot least all croups of States in the Committee on
Disarnc:ent heve éiffevent functions to fulfil. It is the cuty of the two greatest
Pouvers to seck the point 2t which their intercsis coaverge, which means to show
reelisi. On us small and medium-~sized . owers, espeeially ia the group of tuwelve
non-aligned countries in the Comittee on viscrnmanent, devolves rather the task of
considering vhether the proposals ceinciCe with the intercsts of the majority of
Stetes -- in other words, of the internationcl coismunity as a whole. If we do not
cischarge thet fungtion for the seke of nolitical realism, we shall fail to carry out

the task which specifically ¢cvolves on us in the Cos.ittee on visarianent and pgives

weening to our participation in it. For that rcason we feel 1t our cduty to underline
the risks which the draft i.caty ontails for the international coamunity, apart frow
the fact that it is an agroe.ent Letween the two .overs capavlc of using the sea-ved

e

anc tihe ocean floor for wilitery :urposcs and as such meens sosetiineg positive.
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26+ Ve shall endeevour, then, to shipe our course betwecn those two extremes.  Without
¢isvegerding the importance of the agrecrent arrived ot Hetween the Soviet Union and the
United States, we shzll at'ewnt to suszest the suallest changes in the draft treaty which
seeir to us coipatible with the interests of the :.ony non-nuclear Statcs. The dest and
ost logical way of achievin: that purpose woull, of course, be to revert to the initial
i7ea of the larre majority of the wendars of the Coamittee — in other worcds, total
derilitarization. ue realize, however, that the agresment arrived at .:akes this
inpossible; and so we shall not vropose it. nowevor, although we cemmot yet agiee on
the total demiliterization of the sea-ded en’ the ocean floor, at least we ask for a
forvial cdeclaration thet the lcre cenuclearization wiileh bhas been agreed so far ig in
fact but a first step, is only teriporery, end that the two :reat rowers will continue to
negotiaie in good faith wit': a view to asreelns cventually on a sore cosnlete
“emilitarization of the sce-bed snd the ocean floor.

37. e are not proposing, of couwse, that they should essue the onliation to agrec;

no one can be coapelled to do thet. But we ask thew to asswwe the oslisction to attent
in e2ll seriousness o do so. It is not a very hcavy obli.ation; it is a linitcd one.
But at leost it must be cleerly and cave; ovically statcl in an article, 2s it wes in the
“eaty on the ion-Frolifervation of _‘uclear degpons of 1966. It is not esnough to hint
a% tiet onvligation in iiove or less avicuous terainolegy in the nreaislo. If therc is
the iatention to ca:ply, thex there is no reasos vhy cayone should opnrose its Insertion

e

in' e logal crovision of the trasty. If tiive is no iatention to wncertaks such

azgotiations, then it is oliiost wointless to refer in the preaninic to the goof vill which
insoires the zreat Iowers. Succen has uio-osed & concrete for ule civing effect to this

concont whieh appears to us fully satisfactory. TFom the weesent 11 would ne icle for e
to go into further detril.

28. Anothor indispensasle aendient wouls vroviie Lo the largcest cerree possible for
concert .4 internsavionsl, sspecially cudtileterel, action to strengthen the eontrol and.
inspection wechinery of the treaty. e co-Chririen incorporated in their second version
part of the Conedian proposals, but auitted the reference to the ~ooc. offices of the

N

Secrctary-General of the Unitel .ations. 1t appears t- ue cdesirsble to provice for

acticn by United “ations bHedics as necessary, throuzh soiec nerhaps rather moie general

da

for: of words, .y (clegstion was not entirely sotisfis® with the referencs to the "eocd
offices" of the Seceretary-General.  Tiw exuression " ool ofiices” has = technical
connotation in internationel lev: it is a eans for the teaceful settleient of disputes,

Sut what ve are seeking is not always action by the Scerctary-General for the settlenent
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of an actual dispute, hut rather thet this officer shall assist a State which lacks the
ieans to carry out by itscslf a costly enc difficult insvection vhe:: a suspicious event
has occurred on its cozst. It would therefore e preferable to refer in rore general
terms to the action of United Fations Dodies, which would incluce action botii =y the
Secretary-General -~ vhether gooc offices or not —-- and by the Security Council uncer
article IIL o the treaty.

3¢. As I have said earlier, I shall aneslyse in cetail ir o subsequent statement saze of

the provisions of the treaty.

L0, Vr, JTALIAY¥ (United Arab lepublic): I should like to ™ezin my statement by
expressing our pleasure ot welcomins ac:ong us Aidassador Tancka of Japan and Ambeassador
Petrov of Bulieria, and also at welicoming back Asbassacor ..rdemoilcg of liongolia and
Aubessador Castafieda of iexico, whose cistin uished contribution is freatly appreciated
Ly all of us. I wish also to express our vleasure at the puesence of Ir. Kutakov, the
United 'ations Under-Sceretary-General for Foliticel =nd Security Cowicil Affairs.

4le  Avong the various importent and urgent topics on our egende the sea-bed treaty is
obviously the ripest for iinediate action. It would be both advisebhle anc opportune for
us to geize the morentun: and wush forvard with ous work so as to He able to fulfil the
mancate given to us by the General Asscrbly and to subieit to it et its next session a
craft treaty capshle of enlisting the wicest vossible support. This wouléd also clecr the
way for the Conference to concentrate or other, and nerhaps nore cdnplex an¢. fundawmental,
weasures of aiws control and disariaaent.

42, Through the successive stagcs of tlhe Joint effort of the co-Cheirumen in presenting

a craft tieaty on ithe sea-dod we hove becone convineced that the ultimate success of this
endeavour will Cepent upon the extont to which the text coes not nrejudice the leszl
position of States on questions veleting to the law of th: sea, and upon what reasonable
opporvunity it will afford vo all States to zuply the system of verification uvhile at the
seie tine protecting thew o ainst the possicility of sbuse. The co-authors, in itheir
lest text (CGDf269/Rev.2), have ;one a lon:. vay to crds mcetin; those requirements — a
vorthy and not at all an easy task, uwlich we -reatly avprociate, Several proposals and

suggestions put forwerd woth here and in the First Comittee by o awiber of celesetions,

inelucing the celegation of the Unitad Ared Llepublic, have bwen fully or partially
incorporated in the text. e ric varticulerly ;- atified that the disclaimer clause is

now provided for in a seporeic article, =nd that the texrt now clearly defines the waritime
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zone exenpted fro: the nrohivition es a twelve-nile zone. Those usre amon,

the

i P I i i T
su-rrestions which we rade in our statenent ca 22 Ostober last }ew; (CGD/PV.A&S, vara. 120)

3. ''he present Craft, as revised, neverthcless leaves open certain questions to wiich I

now wish to addross myselfl. In emherkin~ on such on enCeavour I wish to be

fcod
guicec Jy

our coion objective, thet is, Lo prescat to the next session of the General Assenbly a

croft trsaty capeble of snlisting as wide internetionsl support as possible.

h sné 1 believes we have a collective responsioility.

L ]

.3
V]

ﬁ)

O

e
L4y I should lile to becin by joininz vith others in urging the co-authors

To achleve

to agree to

incovnorele in the urovisions of the trent o pladie to nursue further negotiations on a

:tors conrprehensive prohdbition of the use of the sez-Ded Zor military puidos

“elegations in this Cowmilttee on that moint, o’ was widely suppoited <urin;,

1

to tle treavy woull cxwress their corviction "that this ireaty constitutes a

-

LA t
shis endY.

o=
el
"' L

L5 ¢ those words of the nuocoamdle to the dyaft it becoes clear that the

L

from gplecing nuclear veapons on the sca-hed, bHut lies slso in the foct that

o ] i | (A%

i and e loiveticn of the sea-bed for weaccivl purvoses, ihe insertion of

€S The

Swedish wouking paper (£0D,/271) has ruven expression to the Hosition of & nuaber of

whe

Gisarmement debabte in the Fired Comnitise at the last scssion of the General Asgse bly.
he inclusion of such & »lodze avong the provisions of the trsasy would accoid with the

general principle enunciated in thie srecidls to the dreft treaty, here the States nperties

step tovards

the erclusion ol the sea-bod, the ocean floor aué the subsoil thereof fira:. the ar:s racef,

ant thelr determination "to contlaue nejotiations concernirn: further measures leading to

importance of

the wroaty foes not Llie solely in vhe cosid%ent by States partiss to the treaty to refrail

v it wvoulcd

initiste a process of e dlitarization wiiich would _row parallel with manls exnloration

a nledge to

pursue further negotiations for o iore coaprehensive prohihition would therefore be in

response Lo this generslly-uousht objective. in this connexion I should 1il

fron your stotenrent, Mr. Cheirran, on 22 April in widceh you said:

iy

noext step, viich will canpletely exclude the sce-bed sné the ocean floor

o

'his new internetional cgreevent con ond rmust becowe aan Lporitont stage

e to quote

towards the

froa. the

synere of the ais race. ot willi Lelp to crecate wiore favouravle conditions for

working, oul and rcachins agresiient on further esswres fesizned to brin

3 - -y -’ [ - =

and of the aimas rianent " (CLs/PVLAGT, pavas 5)

i, Yost, epealring on ehelf of the Tnitzd States in the First Cousitiee at
seassion oF the Cenencl Asszubly, saxd:

"I have stressed that the present Cinlt sea-beld treaty constitutes

anout the

the last

a linited

gtep but one that is worth while, I need scercely add tihnt prospechts for further
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measures of aris centrol relatir: to the sea=-ped uwould nov e foreclosed by the

precent draft treaty." (A/C.1/FPV.1691, provisional. p. 22)

What nany of us seek here is, in fact, no more then the transference of thal idea to the
provisions of the treaty, for its future realization.

L6, In addition to that, the Celesation of the United Arad Liepublic wishes to support the
suggestion made on behelf of the Polish delcration by kir. Zybylski et the meeting of the
Committee on 18 June -~ nanely, to keen on the egenda of the Conference the question of the
denllitarization of the sea-bed (GG?/:V.A?l, Daras $).

L7. The revision of the draft has been :i0st substantial in article I11I. The efforts of
the co~authors in this respect have been widely appwreciated in this Ccoumiittee. Two nein
points, however, still c2ll for coment.

4G, The first ceals with verification wrocedures.s At the outset, I think we can agree
oa the importance of maintaining a distinction betueen questions which are related to and,
infecd, are discussed within the fvancuwork of the Caraittee on the Peaceful Uses of the
Sea~Bed, and those which are related o verificetion of the sea-bed treaty. I have in
nind in particular the question of establishing iaternctional machinery in connexion with
internatioral co-operation in the peaceful uses of The sea-bed. The Unived Arab depublic
e lmown its views on this question in the sea~bed Cormiittee and in the First
Caxrritteo of the General Asssibly. In our view it would he acdvisable not to mix the
soncept of iateinational machinery for peaceful vuinoses with verification aspects of the
sco~icd treaty, at least at a staze when vork on the disaiviament aspect and work on the
&specth of necaceful internationsl co-operation concerning the sea-ved are siill proceeding
in parellel currents and heves not merged into one sinrle strean.

49+ Thus, confininz ourselves to the verification aspect of the present sea-bed treaty,

*L

L)

nemders of the Cormittee will recall that the Unitved Arab chuhlic, together with other
Celegations, has striven to inscrt In the present draft a provision which allous for
verificatlion throvsh an eppropriate internctional areney o arrangement, uhen that becomes
Teasinln, It hes been our hope that such a broad forwula, vhich leaves the door open for
e future evolution of any appropriate internationsl arran ement, would prove acceptable
to the co-aurhors.  However, we are all well awere that this has not been the case. If
such 2 position still preveils, we continue, nevertheless, to hope that the idea will be
TavoursHly considered by the review confeicuce.

50, Furthernore, there can be no doudt as to the right of Staites parties to the treaty
to crcil themselves of exdsting possibilities under the United liations Charter to seels

compliance with and stiict application of the traoty.
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51. I turn now to a particular point raised by my delegation in my statement on
23 October 1969, in which I commented on tl > first revised draft. In dealing with
the stage of consultation and co-operaticn provided for in article III, I concluded
by saying that:
"plthough this provision may be of some benefit, nevertheless we believe
that on practical grounds we should not overestimate the service it oould
render, especially in circumstances where relaticns between States do not
allow for its normel implementation.® (CCD/PV.445, para. 132)

52. When introducing the second revised text of the draft treaty on 23 lpril, the

Soviet representative —— you yourself, lr. Chairman -~ and the United States
representative referred to that particular point, and I wish to quote what they
stated on that occasion. Mr. Roshchin said:

#In referring to verification of compliance with the treaty, we realize
that cases mgy arise in practice in which one or other State party to the
treaty. for various political reasons connccted with its relations with
other countries and the international situation as a whole, will be unable
to enter into the consultations provided for in article III of the draft
treaty. le therefore think it should be made clear that the consultation
among States parties to the treaty, provided for in article III,
paragraph 2, with a view to reroving possible doubls regarding compliance
with the treaty, is not of course a prerequisite for the exercise by States
parties of their right under wmarsgraph 4 of the same article to refer the matter
to the Security Council, in accordance with the provisions of the Charter of
the United Nations, where there are serious grounds for doing so, Consequently,
any State party to the treaty may cpply directly to the Security Ccuncil

without resorting to comsultationsi. (COD/PV.467, para.ld)

On the same point Mr. Lecnard steted:
fiThe procedures provided for in article IIT do not, of course, prejudice or
limit the right of any State to apply directly to the Security Council in

accordance with the provisicis of the Charter of the United Nations.' (Ibid., para.

Mr. Ignatieff referred on 28 /ipril to those statements and said:
Je have also noted with interest and are in agreement with the statements made
by the co-Chairmen concerning the right of direct access to the Security Council

in the context of article III of the treaty.® (CCD/PV.468, para. 5)

Mnd Ambassador Vejvoda, the representative of Czechoslovekia, has just expressad the

same opinion in his lucid statement.
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53. Ule appreciate the statements of the representatives of Canada and Czechoslovakia
end are gratified to note the authoritative interpretation given by the co-authors of
the draft treaty, who are at the same time permenent members of the Security Council.
It is in fact an expressiocr of the established right of Member States under the

United Hations Charter to oring tc th2 attention of the Security Council any dispute
or any situation which might lead to internationsl friction, When rccourse is had to
the Security Council in such circumstences under the treaty, the Council would
raturally ach in such a manner s to help and facilitate the Tulfilment of the
successive stages of the verification process provided for in article III.

54. I wish, further, to point out that the sea bed treaty cannot operatec in isclation.
It would operate within the contexi of ths prevailing law. Consequently the operation
cf the treaty ~nd the invoking of some of its pirovisions would be influenced by the
whole system of intevnational law.

55, On the othex seb of questions related to verilication, namely those regarding

the rights of cosstal States beyond the maritimo zone, I wish oncc sgain to commend
the c¢o--ruthors for the fact that the text is marxedly impruved in this respect., We
beliceve, however, that a further attempt to insure the coastal State against any =puse
ol the verification procedures occurring in aieas where it has sovercign or secucity
rights, particularly on its continental shelf, would indeed induce. many States to

pai vicipete in the treaty.

56. I now wish %o offer s-re commonts on other provisions of the revised text, fou
the consideration of the co-authors. Article I, poragraph 2, was added in the first
vevissd text (CCD/269/Rev.l) to assert that the prohibition extends to the maritims
zone, with the excepliion of the coastel 3tate. We notice, however, in the second
revised text (CCD/269/Rev.2) the sddition of some other words, namely ‘either ... o
to the sea-bod beneath its territorial wators®., Those words wvere properly used in thc
woricing paper submitted by Argentine (4/C.1/997) to propose a different scope for the
exemnption from the prohibition. Taken in the context of the present draft, however,
they mey introduce an element of erbiguity as to the limits of the prolibition and the
exarption therefrom, and they cartainly do not contribute to the clarity of the text.
57. On another score, article VIII of the draft is new. Tt is a welcome addition,
end credit ror it eoes initially to Mexicc. It secks to assert that the obligaticns
assumed by the States parties to the treaty under other legal instruments establishing

morss free from nuclear weapons would not be affected by the sea-bed treaty. We feel

— -
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that this provision should also be expanaed so as to assert that the treaty would
equally not affect the cbligations of S3tatcs under other legal instruments on nuclear
disarmament or arms control. Wc¢ heve in mind particularly the non-proliferation
Treaty (ENDC/226%). It may not havc been nccessary tc make such an observation in
the abscnce of the present article VILI, but the inssrtion of that article raises the
question whether or not other treaties related to nuclear arms control could be
affected by the sca-bed treaty. Naturally those treaties would be unaffected; but
since the question has been raised it may be wise to leave no ambiguity about the
answer,
58. In conclusion, I wish to express thc hope of my delegaticn that the co-authors
mey find it both possible and indeed desirable to point in the preamble to tae
positive and dircct impact which the sea-bed treaty would have on the promotion of
the exploration and the exploitation of the sea-bed for peaceful purposes. Once again
I wvish to quote from the statemcnt of kr., Roshchin of 23 jpril:
Discussion of the draft trecaty in ocur Committec ¢nd in the General

Lssombly has convinecingly demonstrated that great importance is attached

throughcout the world to excluding the vast expapse of thic sea-bed and the

ocean floor, which constitute two-thirds of the earth's surfaca, from the

sphere of the nuclear arms roce. The sclution of this problem has now become

a vital and urgent matter because of the spectaculer scientific and

technological discoverics waich have made it possible to begin the practical

exploitation of the sca-bod snd the cee.n floor.! (CCD/PV.467, para. 3)

Other delegations have expressed similar vicws. It should be appropriate and, it is

o refleet this fact in the preamble te the draft treaty.

ct

to be hoped, will be possible

59. The CHLIRMAN (Union of Sovict Socialist Republics) (translation from Russian)

I should now likc to speak as representative of the Soviet Union.

60. In my statemnent teday I shall deal with the prohibition of the emplacement of
nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction on the sea-bed ond the occan
floor. The threc wecks that have clapsed sincc the resumption of the present session
have shown that membors of the Cormittee clearly desire to complcte the preparation

of the draft treaty at this session of the Committee sc that the draft can be submitted
to the United Naticns General issembly at its twenty-fifth anniversary scssicn. We

fully sharc that desire.
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6l. I should alsc like to say that, as the discussion in the Committee has indicated,
the changes that have been nade and the revised draft treaty of 23 April (CCD/269/ReV.2),
on the whole, have the approval of the members of the Committee. A number of
delegations have, however, put forward comments and emendments relating tc the draft.
Some of these were submitted earlier, at previous sessions of the Committeec and at the
twenty-fourth session of the General Assenbly, while others are being advanced for
the first time, Our general impression is that, althouzh scme of these proposals
concern fairly important matters of principle, they do not affect the essence of

the treaty.

¢62. Thus, some delegations are still pressing for the inclusion in the article on
verification of a provisien concerning international procedurcs and the good offices
of the Secretary-General of the United Haticna. The Soviet delegation would like

te explain why it cannot accept that proposal.

63. As to the provision on international procedures end the good offices of ‘the
Secretary-General which has been suggested for inclusion in the sea-bed treaty, we
should like to stress first of all that cur opposition to the proposal 1s, of course,
in no way connected with our attitude cc the individual who now heads the United
Nations Secretariet —- the Secretary~General of the United Naticns —- whom we hold

in high estcor. The sea-=bed treaty is to be concluded for a term of many years,

for decades, and our objections to the inclusion of a provisicn concerning the
Secretary-General cannot therefore relate to the present incumbent of that post.

Our approach to this proposal is hased on the fa.t that the question of international

procedures and the good offices of the Secretary-General forms part cf a wider

¢ droft treaty under discussion and cannot

problem that goes beyond the cope ~f th
be settled in the Cormittee on Disarmament, which is concerned with questions within
o clearly defined range.

b4, We have no desire to invelve the Committee in o discussicn of topics outside its
competence, but simply wish, in order to explain our position, te remind it of past’
becasions on which some Westorn Powers have tried to foist con the Secretary-Gencral
political functions designed to secure the adoption of a ?olicy cerresponding to their
wn narrow interests. Such a situation arvse, for instence, during the events in

he Congo and alsc in cennexion with other international develcpments, and served to

merease international tensicon and te undernine the position of those whe headed the
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United Nations Secretariat in the past. At the time, we made statcments to that
effect in the United Hations saying what we thought of such anctivities. We have
alsu repeatedly pointed out that the geozraphical distribution and deployment of
staff in the United Nations Secretarict is not, unfortunately, such as teo inspire
confidence that the interests of all the main groups of States are equally safeguarded
The present depleyment of staff gives some Western Powers a certain advantageous
position and in mony instances enables them to pursuc a policy which is not in the
interests either of other States or groups of States or of international peace and
security in general.

65. In reminding the Cormmitice of our position on this question, we should like to
stress once again that it can be solved cnly en a broad basis. In our opinion,
therefsre, it would be improper for the Camittec to divert its atiention to the
discussion of this question in connexion with a measure such as a treaty on the
prohibition of the emplacement of weapons of mass destruclion on the gsa-bed. That
is why the Soviet Union cannot agree tc the inclusion in the sea-bed treaty of a
provision which might serve as a cover for attempis of 2ll kinds by some Western
countries to utilize international institutions in 2 mommer detrimental to the
interests of other States or groups of States amd t. international peace and security
in general.

66. It must 2lsc be borne in mind that the establishment within the United Netions
of a group teo supervise observance of the sea-bed treaty would invelve substantial
and, in our opinicn, unnecessary expensc. Reference te this peint has alrcady been
made trday by e representative of Czechoslovakia and we are in complete agreement
with him. We share his vicws on this point as well 28 on the whole question of a

K

provision on international procedures and the pgood 5ffices of the Secretary-General.
67. A solution to ithe problem rcised by delegations »roposing the inclusion in
article III of a provisicn on international procedures and the goeod offices of the
Secretary-General is in fact »rovided by the right accorded to States in the sea-bed
treaty te refer questions concerning the ~bservance of the treaty to the Security
Council, vhich may take action in accordance with the United Nations Charter, and also
by the right of verification which may be undertaken by a Party using its own mecons

or with the full or partial assistaence of any obher State Party te the ireaty.
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V68, These wvho favour including a provision on internaticnal procedures in the
article on verification say that such 2 provisicn is necessary as a starting-point
for future international nachinery to ensure the peaceful exploitation of the sea-bed
and the ocean floor in the interests of all States. This idea was expressed, in
particular, by Mr. Edelstan, the representative of Sweden, at the neeting on 25 June
'(CCD/PV.A?B, para. 50). The provisicn he favoured would prejudge, in the treaty
prohibiting the cmplacement of weapons of mass destruction en the sea~bed and the ~
ocean floor, the solution of questions relating tc a different preblem being dealt
with by the United Nations Committec to study the Peaceful Uses of the Sea-bed and
the Ocean Floor. We believe that to attempt to use this treaty prohibiting the use
of the cea-hed for military purposes for the solution of internationa al problems not
really directly related to the substance of this treaty would be to adopt an incorrect
procedure conducive neither to the solution of such problems nor to the conclusion
of the treaty. The limitation or prshibition of the military use of the sea-bed
would, of course, have an extrenely favourable effost on its peaceful use. The
draft treaty was prepared procisely with the future possibilities of the peaceful use
of the sea~bod end the ocean floor in mind and in the interests of such usoc. The
first preambular paragraph of the drafs recognizes the comncn intercst of mankind
in the progress of the exploration and usc of the sea=bed and the ocean floor for
peaceful purvoses. de believe that this form of words properly reflcocts the link
between these aspects. My delogation notes with satisfaction that Mr. Khallaf, the
representative of the United Arah Republic, also referred in his statement tocay to
the inadvisability of “mixing” -~ to usc his term ~- questicng relating to verification
of the non-utilization of ths sea<bed £ rmilitary purposes with questions relating
to the peaceful use of the sea-bad. Here we fully agree with the position taken
i thils important matter.

39. e should also like to point out that, as a number of reprcsentatives have
stated, it is realized thai o1l the suggested amendments cannot be incorporated in
che document we are preparing nor can all viewpoints be reconciled, because some of
shem are nutually exclusive. We sharc the view of Mr. Ortiz de Rozas, the
represeniative of Argoentina, who said in this Cormittec on 3 Julys
"... we should at least strive to produce an instrument repres senting an
acceplable halance between the intercsts of the States participating in our
negotiations.”  (CCD/PV,475/44d. 1, para. 34.)
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V'70. It has also been proposed that we should again consider the possibility of
including in the treaty an article on the need for further nezotiations on a more
comprehensive demilitarization of the sea-bed. The representatives of Mexico,
Czechoslovakia and the United Arab Republic have spoken cn this question.  The
position of the Soviet Union on the matter is well knoun to the members of the
Committes. Having regard tc the need 1o take the views of its partners in the
negotiations into accountv, i1t agreed to such a provision being included in the treaty
as a preambular paragraph. Ue share the view of Mr. Zybylski, the representative of
Poland, whc, on 18 June, urged the Commitice to keep the question of the demilitarizatif
of the sea-bed and the ocean flcor cn its agenda (GGD/FV.4?1, para. 9). It is ocur
understanding that this propcsal by the representative of Poland also hes the support
of the Swedish delegaticn, one of the delegations which initiated the propssal that
an article on demilitarizati-n should be included in the text of the trecaty.
71. On 25 June, the delegatiocn of Sweden further »roposed the inclusion in the
verification article of an additional nrovision, concerning the exclusive right of
coastal States o verify the sea-bed zone between the limit of territorial waters,
where the width of such waters is leccs than twelve nautical miles, and the twelve-mile
limit (CGD/PV.473, para. 53). While fully recognizing the Swedish delegation's
efforts tc achleve the best possible assurance of strist compliance with the provisions
of the treaty, wve should like to point out that the existing wording of the draft trealy
quite plainly excludes the possibility cf any verification activity by Stetes cther
than coastal S.ate, within the twelve-mile coastal zone.  Avticle III, paragreph 1,
for instance, contains the following statement:
“In oxder to promote the osbjectives of and ensure compliance with

the provisions of this Treaty, each State Party Lo the Treaty shall have

the right to verify through observation the activities of other States

Parties to the Treaty on the sea-bed and the ocean floor and in the

subsoll thereof beyond the zone referred to in Article I ...”
"Beyond the zone referred to in Article I" means beyond the twelve-mile coastal zonec.
Similerly other verification measures, including inspectlion, can only be undertaken
beyond such a zone, since, according to orticle III, paragraph 2, such measures can

be carried ocut only:
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“If afber such observation roasonable doubts remein concerning the

fulfilment of the oblizations assumed under the Treaty ...% (ibid.)
It fellows that where fsuch cbscervation® has not been carried out, other verification
neasures cennct take place.
72. But would that mean that, wherc vhe width of territorial waters is less than
twelve nautical miles, the belt betwecn the outer limit of such waters and the twelve-
mile limit romains uncontrolled? In our view, article I, paregraph 2, which reserves
the right of coastal States Lo underteke activities brchibited by the treaty within
the zone referred to, prosupposes that it is those Statesz, i.e. the coastal States,
that are to exercise control functions theore. Thav is how we understand +the matter.
73. In conclusion, we should like tc ciress cnce azain that, on the whole, we assess
favourably the desire of the States represented in the Cormittee for the speedy
conclusion of the sea-bed treaty. e should like to peint out in this cennexdon
that this desire has been reflected in statements made not only by rcpresentatives

- . 1 1

in this Committece but elscuherc. We are gratifiec¢, for instance, that in the Soviet-
Pakistan cormmuniqué published on 25 June on the occasion of the visit to the Sovist
Union of General Agha Muhaimad Yahya Khan, the President of Pakistan, it was stated
that the draft treaty propared by the Cormittee on Disarmament correspends teo the
interests of all countrics of the world an’ should be prescnied te the United Naticns
General Assombly as its twenty-fifth gesecion and then onened for signature.

74. The sanc desire was recorded in the Sovidat -Swodish communiqué published on

20 June on the cccasion of the visit to the Soviet Unicn of M. Palne, the Prime
Minister of Sweden. That communiqué stressed the imporiance of the disarmament
negotictions in Geneva leading to the speedy conclusion of tho treaty on the prohibition
of the emplacement of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mess destructicon on the
sea-bed and the wcean floor and in th> subscil thereof.

75. I trust thet we shall soon be able to complete our work on the treaty and that

it will be duly submitted to the General Agsembly of the United Nations at its

twenty-fifth session,

6. Mr. IGNATIVFE (Canala): I Xnow that it is net usual for anyone in the

Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to take vhe floor withrut a prepared

. statement. lIlowever, I agrce enlirely with you, Mr. Chairman, that it is *n the

i interest of the Cummittee to try to cenclude its work on the sea~bed trealy as soon
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as possible; and as you were good enoush to state your understanding of the question
of the role of the 3ecretery-General under the Charter and wur ler the draft before us,
proposed to the Committec, I should like to teke advantage of the presence of the
Represcntative of the Secretary-Goneral and alsc of Me. Kutakov, who is of course an
autherity on the Charter and is the Under-Secretary in charze of Political and
Security Council Affairs, te sugzest that they mey wish to consult with tine Secretary-
General, and that other delezations ncy vish to reflect ovn the reason why the
Canadian delepation has roised, and insists cn raising, the question of the role of
the Secrctary-General in regard to the sca=bed treaty.
77. The questicn arises under Articles 34 and 35 of the Charter. Article 34 says:
"The Sccurity Council may investigoaie any dispute, or any situation which might lead
to International friction or give risc o a disput. -- and surely the questiom of
compliance or non-compliance wiih 2 treaty of such imprrtance as one dealing with the
non-enplacenent cf nuclear weapons n the sea=bed is sonmething vhich could give rise,
to say the least, to international frictiocn cr disoute —-- #in crder to cdeterminc whether
the continuan-c of the dispute or situabicn is likely to endanger the maintenance of
internaticnal peace and security™.  Article 35 is even mere relevant. 1t reads:
iAny Member of the United Naticons may bring any dispute, or any

situation of the nature roferred te in Articls 34, to the attention of

the Security Council ur of the Genercl Assenily.”
78. I ask you, Mr. Choirman, and I ask the Representative of the Secretary-General
and also the Under-Sccretoary-Genersl, 1f there is any device vhereby any signatory
of the btreaty or any Meuber of the United Naticns -ould bring a situaticn thot nig
arise under the questiocn of non-compliance with the treaty to ithe attention either of
the General Assembly when it is not in session or »f the Seeurity Council without
reference to the Secretary-General?  Surcly the ncrmal chonnel is through the
Secretary-General.
79. I ask that this questicn be sericusly considered and an enswer given o this
Cormittee, becnuse il seoms to ne that we are jush wosiding our time in trying to

i

avoid what I vicw as the clear oblizations and rights of Members of the Unitod Wations

under the Charter, and particularly under Articles 24 and 35,
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The Confcrence decided to issue the following cormuniqué:

“The Conference of the Committec on Disarmcment todey held its 476th
plenary meeting in the Palais des Naticns, Geneva, under the chairmanship
of H.Z. Ambassador A.A. Roshchin, representative of the Union of Scviet
Sceialist Republics. :

“Statenents were made by the representotives of Czechecslovakia, Mexico,
the United Arab Republic, the Unicn of Sovict Socialist Republics and
Canada,

“The next meeting of the Conference will be held on Thursday,

9 July 197C, at 10.30 zo.m.i

The mecting rose at 12,10 p.m.






