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AN ARMS RACE--ON THE SEA BED? 
I
'/
w 

Missiles stored in silos drilled into the ocean floor ... Permanent 
manned stations under the sea ... Free-swimming aquanauts at depths of 
1,500 feet-Current research indicates that all these ore quite possible. 

By Seymour M. Hersh 

WAR/rtACI-:Hf:Jt0R1' Al lGUST/SEPTF.MBER.1968 

In Jumi, l!K► t the llniltitl ~hllclll, 11i111-1wm111.Tim Navy l11•li1ivt!!Itlml, CVl!II• 
pl~· I,~· rnlif ~ iiiµ; n ln•aly agrccmt•nl, 
:rain,i,I more lnml for cxploilalion than 
l'wr hdnni in ii,. hi,.tory. All o( the 
m·w hirrilor~·- nn arc•n lnrger lhnn lhe 
ori,rinnl J :~ 1'.o)oni,~ mul the l..ouiFinna 
Purdial'e. is mull'r wnlt~r. 

In lh:tt ,·car rim Senntr. confinned 
th,: l~J.,H (;rnu?,·a Convr.ntion, which 
;!,\,·r n roa!ltnl !llntc the nnq,wstiom•cl 
,-n, .-rdµ;n ri;?ht "over the conlinr.ntal 
,-lwl( ... for the pnrpo11e of exploiting 
it :uul «'Xploiting its nnturnl re­
,-11ur.-1•:<.''Thr lrtmty rfefinecl lhe con• 
li111)11tal11helf nfl "lhc- sr.11 IH:11 flu),.111111 
,-uil of 1hr. i,uhmarinr nrcn :11lj1wcnt to 
1)11~1•11a:<I... to n tlt•pth of 2CMlml!tt•rs 
Ial11111l(1!iO fl'c-11 or, licyoncl thnt limit. 
lu whcrn thr. ,l,•ptl, ... nilmil,- 11( tlm 
m,plnilati1111or the t1al11ral rn!l11m·cci-~" 
111 otlll'r wor,lfl, r.x11l11itntio1111{ the 

work could he carriP.tl out. al dt"plh!I 
of more than 200 mclers. 

In 1958, the prospret of working cf. 
fer.lively bdow 6.'10 feet of water was 
,lim; now we know man is capahle of 
exploiting the ocean at ,leplhs far 
grcaler. Later this year two aquanauts 
will lh·e 600 fr.ct IH'low lhe water oil 
!--1111Clt"menh• llllaml. Californin, in thn 
rl,inl of 1111!Navy's Srulnh le11ls; cvrn­
innll~· a11111111nutsnrl' expr.dr.11 lo he 
111,lc to dive: to :u11I work al :1 ,lcpth 
uf I.;;()() foci. 

Why challenge the ocean? "While 
much ecientific researchellort is heing 
,lirected toward outer space," says one 
Navy position paper, "the scienti11ts 
aD1l enginoors of the Naval Civil En~i­
nccring Laboratory are 11ystematically 
rei-enrching one of man's ol«fost, aml 
most awesome environments, the deep 

Seymour M. Hersh is a free-lance 
journali.,i workinl( 01d of W,uhington,
/). r.. lie formerly covered tl,e Penta­
,r,o" /or the Auocialed Preu. 

lnally, umlcr!ll:a (adli1i1!11 11111ylie con-
14lr111:1t..-d suchfor n vnri1!ly o( p11r11osc11, 
ai; ful'l cat•hCfl, 11111,ply ,tcpols, rdudini.; 
flluliong, sul,marine rnpnir facilities, 
uuclcar ·weapon 11hchcrs, utility sys­
lt·m!I, aml power l!encrnlion. Wl11·11 
that lime comes, the Bureau of Ynnls 
an,I D,ll'ks fnow the Navnl Facilili,·s 
Engineering Commandl, the Nnv>·'s 
con11trnclio11 n~r.nt, will design, l111ilil 
aml mainlnin the fnrililic!I nCf'1le1l II\· 
tlm Navy." • 

••:11!4«'11liallo DefcnMf'' 

HolH!l'I 11. B. Bnhlwin, uncfor 11c't:re­
lm-y o( lht! Navy, 11111ii :molhrr way 
in a i,pt't't'h lo n Nnvy 11ymposi11111011 
111ililar~' cw1~anoµ;rapl1y in 19<,i: "Tl11· 
plain lrnlh is ... r C:0111'!«), that 1111111.!rnfarr 1·11pal,ility. For • i11stancc, al Ihe, 
11r1•a1111µraph~· rn•,wntial lo 11p1m1linJ.(tl«iplhs of today'11suhmn-1is nl11111l11tcly

11t•rn11wn!l in the final nnalv11i11mo1le 1ml ion al 1ld1•nsc." rinr,., each 100 foet deeper a 11ul11na­
1:11111in~••nt. on how r.ffct'li~t•ly 11111:h ri11e 1·,111 ,live mlrls nearly 2½ millionA ycnr curlier al another s~·nlposi11111

1·111,i,·miles 111 1111' volume of water inBal1lwi11 oullinecl the Navy's ini!lsi1111 
with respect to the ocean !lt'im1ces111111 

lerhnology. "Bric-fly put,'' he !lai,I, "ii 
is first lo n,lvance our knowlc,lgc of 
oct•un. c11a,.1al, and sen hed arens so we 
can inrrnaim lhe cffcclivent'SS of naval 
01wrnli1111!Irr.1111irc1lto fnllill the ns­
siµnccl 111is!li1111s ofof the Department 
l>eft'nsc: 11ml 11Ct'1111tl. lo provitle tlirr.t'l 
!lupport to naval syslti11111nncl 11hip il1•­
v..Jop111e11turul ,lc.-.i~n, hy sol,·ing i111-
m1-diulc and long-range sc·ientific, en­
;.dnl'l'rin,t problems n11sociale1lwith the 
mariim environment. In short, our 
Of•canography and ocean cn~ineering 
pro1trams are specifically and rlireclly 
a rC!lpon!lC to military requiremenls. 
We arc 11ponsoring basic re11enrch 
wliich has relevance to navnl problems. 
We are involved in deep ocean en;d­
neering because it conlribules to our 
a!lsignPd mission; we are not in the 
husines11 of exploiting the ocean's abun­
dant mineral or living resources." 

In fiscal I969, the United States will 

s1H·11,Ia lolul 11( $:ilb n~illion for 0t·ca·11-
11~rnpl1ic pro~rnms. More thnn half o{ 
I Ital 1111111cy---S287million....:wm l.w. 
~pc:nl l,y tlie Navy. Although the mili­
lar~ • 1lc11pite ·ualtlwin'11 amazing!~· 
f ra11k !llatcmcnl : above-docs much 
talking nl,out the potential food nml 
111inNal w1mhhs the oceans offer. ils 
inlt!rn!lt in Ilic science of lh1: ~~ is 
larµ;c•Iy seU-scrvi11~. 

"~ince lhe frc.-c ocenns of the worl,I 
rumpri!'r. our operating mr.di11111.'":\,J. 
mirnl Dnvicl I.. McDonald, then c-hief 
.. r na\'al IIJ)l'r:1ti1111!l, thetoltl Navy 
I.i·a~•w ~,~ap11wcr Symposium n ~·r.nr 
a~o. "1•,•1•ry 111lvn11<'e' in 11111lerstn1l!lin~ 
a111I prrcliding 1111thphysic·nl a11tl J.i11-
l11~il':1l111'1m110J_(raphywill l,c rcflt't·lt•cl 
i1111111•1liah-l~in an i111provc1l11nv11lwar­

whidi ii ,·an opr.rate.'" 

The point i!I not tl:al lhe Na,·y !ll.'1·ks 
to 11,, it!I jnh a!\ for Iii< rn:eanof?rnph~· is 
r11ncen11!d, i.e., ·improvti the nation\• 
mililar~· poi,turf\, hnt that .it lias lw­
c·11111t•the 11111!11infhw11lial s1111l.1•,-11i.111 
f11r i<nd, rc-:<1•.irrh in lhi• l 11i1c-1I!°'-lal•·"· 
'1'1111!1H11lwrl ,\. Fruiwh. 1lin·l'l11r 11f 
rt',-l'llf1°J1 :11111 1li•n•!11flllll'III for tilt' 
Navy. wns al,lt! to 11•11( :on~n•s,- lm,I 
) car that prt•po~Hlfl rnllinl-( fur inh\1"• 
nalional sovcrt•i;.ml)· .o,·cr o,·ean J10ll;1111 
nrrll!l "frequently look to the improve-
111r,1t of the muk·r«lc:rnloped nations. 
P11k11lial lienefits of s111·h vroJIO!<al!I 
must be weighed again!lt the implic·a­
tions to thr. llnitetl States !lecurit\' o( 
vesting even informal control o( the 
,cu bed in nn inl1m111tional organirn­
lion. From lhe 11lamlpoi11t of the Unitt•tl 
Stale!\ military cnpabilities, it woultl 
arpear to be ge,mrally advantageous 
i claims of the sea bed • were limite,I 
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to e~Jlloration and exploitation." 
' Rut civilians in fhe Pentagon have 
a way of 1111yingthinW1 eoftly. In his 
!<pr.rr.h r.it.c<l ahovr.. A,lmiral McUnnnl1I 
lii;tr.d hi11 vicw11 on Mean 1mvercignty 
111nre fnrthri~htly: " ... we mu11t Jo 
Iwn thin,:11 tn prot.f!Cl the national in• 
lf•r~I of thl'! UnitNl State11: we must 
11111int11in nn invulnrrahle 11trate~ic 
forrr, to en11ure that onr de.terrcnce i.s 
rfTcrtivc; and wc muflt make rcrtnin 
that tht? lfnited Stair.., i11 the nation 
that cnjny11 the hcnr6t11 of 'prior pre11-
r1wc :mcl rontinnccl 11~• in thl'! ocrnn 
arras of ,;renl~t importance lo 1111" 
Ic111pl11u,i11hi11). 

(;rowinl( 8udfrt11 

To aMure America'11 ,lominance in 
11ndcr11endcvr.lopment, the Jlrfcnse J>e. 
partmcnt IIR!l greatly emphosi,.t,d it11 
uc:cnno,:raphy re!'Carch pro,r;rams. Bu1l­
f?"l11 ,trew from a few miJlion dollal'll 
in 1hr carlv 1960fl lo Sl65 million in 
fillcnl 1()(16; a11 noted abovr., they-have 
rlfo,llf'cl 50 per cent since then. Six 
~-rars n,:o the Navy's undersea devel­
opment emphui111 wns on 11eience aml 
11tt.ondary operatiolMI with a tiny engi• 
n~rintt hudp;et. But now lhf' emphal'li11 
has shifted from the pure exploratory 
phlll'le to practical applications; the 
fisc:al 1968 Navy oceanop;raphic bud,r;et 
included more than S108 million for 
r~a~ and engineering programs. 
Ten years ago the Navy was sending 
only one or two offirers a year for 
JlClSt•graduate oceanography study; 
now about 50 officers a year are doing 
11uch work. The Navy program now 
h:111 the l'IUpport of more than 1,000 
civil~an scientists and engineers at 
more than 100 academic and inatitu­
tional facilities throu,r;hout the world, 
and at a dozen Navy laboratories. 

In 1966 the program received an­
other hoost when then Secretary of the 
Navy Paul Nitze estahlished the post 
of Office of the Oceanographer of the 
Na,·y and ,;ave it expanded authority 
to direct all of the Navy's oceanogra­
phic operation11. Before that, the ocean­
ographic office lacked authority to 
make clecisions in m:any areas of re­
i,;mirch and engineering. Currently, the 
Navy's undert1eatechnology effort is 
r.upportecl by a larp;c nrray 0£ test fa­
cilities, inrhl(lin~ larp;c model basins, 
pra'lure trslin~ facilities, underwater 
test :and evaluation rnn,tf'II; nml many 
i-pcrinli,.e,1 lahoratoric!I. Several ocean 
tci.t ranges nre in operation for under­
water l~ing of matt•rials and weapons 
systems; a new Allnntic Undersea Test 
ancl Evaluation Center (AUTF.C) went 
into full operation last year. Two re­
search ships and over a dozen survey 

11hifl!' are in thr. Nnvy'" oceanographic formation on thfl program was made 
n,-ct, alnn~ with more thnn 20 1111ivcr­ pul,lic. 
,-ity•111N'rntr1l ,-l1i11i<. Sprl"inl malr.rinlR Yrt in n .fun•\ 19<,7, lnlk tn the 
1w1•clril In wilhi<laiul the i-:n·nl pr1•i.!l1m·s Marirn• T,·1·l11111lo~y Society in Snn 
of 1hr. cll'l'JI nm rapidly hdnl-! clc,n,l­ l)ir.µ:o. California. Hr.nr . .\tlmirnl 0. D. 
opt•1I (f(lll!-!4 i!I 11111: of lhc hesl, 11111111-!Walrrl'. Jr.. urc-111111µ:rnphrr o{ the 
with a11li-fouli111-! mul anli-corro"ion 
m"eard1. 

Tim lwo kc,y Nnvy progrnms r1111-
cernifl!( 1h1•ww of the: sc•n hc,I arc il!I 
,IN•p 11uh111cr~c·11cc:syi;:r.11111 project 
( l>.S.S.I'.) 01111 !hr clccp ocr.nn trc-l1-
11ol11Jt)' ( U.O.T.1 pr11j1:c-t. The• Srnl:111 
projc'!«·I il'l 111Kirnh•cl uncl1•r ll.S.S.P .. 11111 
is vital lo lmlh. 

H.S.S.P. is r1111cernc1l with 11111,le,. 
velopmcnt 0£ ledmolo~y ancl ma­
chinery for working 11111lcrh1mvy M'a 
preMurc; offid.1lly tlm Navy l'R)'!I 

D.S.S.P.'s highN4t priority projt'!«:I ill 
the develnpmr.nl of a vrhide :mcl "Y"· 
lem for re114•ui11~crewmen from n suh­
marine cfillahll'rl 1111 lhc sen l,ed. To 1111 
this, a number of ,1eep snhmr.rgcnrc 

U.S.Nn1 

Artill's rnnrrpt n/ Navy's Sl"nlnb Ill 

rescue vehicles and prototypes have 
been constructed; the goal eventually 
is to be capable of locating and recov­
ering small objects on the Ooor of the 
ocean at depths up to 20,000 fret. Al­
·though the Navy "'ill not 11ay110, the 
umf erstia vehicles also would he ca­
pable of inspeclin~. repairing ancl re­
fueling undersea supply depots ancl 
power stations. 

Even more significant i11 tl1e 0.0.T. 
program, which the Navy describe1I 
to Cont{ress last year as atlv:ancin~ 
"the 1levelopment of technology lend­
ing toward the occupstion and exploi­
tation of the deep ocean.'' Members of 
the House De{en11e Appropriations 
Suhconunillee were told that some of 
0.0.T.'s arf'as of study included the 
development of reliable underwater 
motors nnd fuel-cell powerplants for 
.-Jeep-diving submarines. No further in-

Na\"~'· p:t'-!'f!rl nl1111i: this Iii' at111ut the 
I).0.T. pro~rnm: .. I .•llftf'e!lt that in• 
1l11!<ll'iali;olHwith ar1 intrrn;;t in future 
ilc•,·1•l11111111•11ll' kr.cp 1111in 111·1:n1111graµhy 
•·~c-1111ii. A11a linr. itrm in next yt::ir'11 
n•11111•!<11'1Il,11111-!rl.it nc·t·111ml11for only 
$1- million 111111lii11 i~ lnrg1•ly for hasir. 
!4l11cli1\!I!lint will 

0 

1<111111 l,ip;~c·rl1•nrl lo 
tl,inw•-" Tim A1l111iral a11tl1•1I: 

••11111111•1liah•lyit itwluclrs exprri­
llll'nlnl work 1111 i>urh 1hi11~K 811 111•,~v 

0

1111111ri111-!irrs. pl!llllic1l1•v i-1111t•r-slrl'11µ:th 
male-rial, pnwl'r pnrkap;ci1 a111I tl1r 
wlu,lc, romplc•x of prohll'm~ involw~if 
in f,H·ilitie" implnnlccl on the dcc1> 
orr.nn floor. For tlm hureaucratic lo­
cnl ion 'fncilitir.11 implantment,' lct'H just 
snhi;titulc the more interesting i.t:ate­
mc-nt thnt tier. Julr.i1 Verne idea of (·itif'~ 
nncll'r the Fe.a ii; no lonp;er just a 11ci­
cnc·c firli1111 iflr.n. This calls now for 
rr111•arrh an,1 .-lcvclopmcnt for life su,p• 
port in n nrw :anti most hol'ltile r.nviron­
lllf'nl, nr.w problem11 in mulcrwalcr 
rcmununicationl'I. in deeJI underwalrr 
navigation and n ho11t of other ,proh­
lmn11 that arise in ronnretion with the 
whole new f'ntcrprise of sea Ooor en• 
p;inrering.'' 

Bul the Navy isn"t ti1inkinp; of ocran 
Ooor mining. One hint as to its plan 
is founcl in the Senlab program de­
si~ned to include man as well as ve­
hicle~ in the new rare to the sea heel. 
Navy l'ICicntists arc now • at work on 
sy111cm!' lhnt adapt the physiology of 
mnn and permit him to exi11t a11 a free 
11wimmer at ~rf'nt depths in the ocean. 
A major breakthrough nlrea.-ly lmi1 
taken place: ,cientisls now know that 
n11imal11 and men are able lo exist for 
long perimls at high pre11SUre11. hy 
hrcalhin~ appropriate mixtur~ o( he­
lium. nitro~t'II and oxy,-tcn. Thus. hy 
n,laplin~ to the f'nviru11ml•111. it wnl'l 
lcarnf'd that mnn roulcl li\'c ;m,I work 
1lcep below the ocr.an. In S.,:ilnh 11, 
con<lucted nt the mouth· n( th1i Srripp!I 
Cnnyon off J.n Jolla, California. in 
1965, aquan:mls liveil from 1:i lo ~II 
continuous tiny,; 111111er205 fc•c•I of 
waler. E\'l'nlually it ii; hrJip,•c•cl man 
can function al clepth11 of 1.500 lc>t•I 
ancl perhapsmurh morr hy utilizin!!; a 
hydrogen-laden air mixturr. 

Writing in the April. 19(k'J. ll.S. 
Naval lnstit1de Proceedi11,:.c.Or. Jolin 
P. Craven, liead of D.S.S.P .. dr,~ril,ccl 
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,·1111lai11"a,111 ·i,. n·-.11p11li1•,I"itl, ,.11Ui­ 1•1111s11l,·r111~for future !1IU1ly lhe ,le- 1lc:-cripli1111 11{ thr fulnrr. ..r 11n1l1•r~·:1 
•·i••11I,111:1111i1i,•,. , .. 1110~1111:111 11~ii..~il1•~ un- 1l1wr.lop11w11t 1111~ reali111i,·..r ,Ii""""·•·•' .. ,~w·n . of 11lore1I in wil h morn 
,-11,-tai11liC,·. Tlw .il,ilih· 1111111111·111lnllr.1I III the ~w.ean fl~or npprnis.il 11lfor1•1Ihy Ur. Crnvrn in his..r 11111111111:11,; "1111" 
lo ,•xi,-1 \\ ith """'' flui,I~ in 1l11iir 11111µ,; 11r a lrm·k,•11 lnunrh vehu:le wlur.h artid 1, r11r the Nmml /n.dilut,: l'mr.rr,l. 

rnul•I rl111nJ?l!lncntion on the 8Ca bed. i11~.1:"In the Pnr.ifir. 1hr. ell.ll·n"ivr.""" aln•:ul~ '""'" pr11,·,·11.11111thr lulal 
,. •• , or ph~·"i11l11µi,·al proltl,•111" . . . In linl' with lhal. Wci;lin~house re- rhai1111of ~n mnnnli- 1lh·i1lc the l'm:ific· 
,.h1111l•Ikt't•p im·,.,.tiµal•11·,. 1111",· Cur ill i<t!arrl, fac~liliC!I in Baltimore, Mary- O,·,·nn inlo n sii:nifir:mt nnmlwr -or 
l••a-.1 a 1l1't'11tl1·ltt•Cun• :111~· 11l,-P111pl111 la111I. rrrr.tvt•1I 1111 !112,000 contract l1n11ins whirl, :mi now i1lrnlifinl,l1• hy 
"" r11111li1iunlllilll ,·an ltt• :1lh•111111t•,I.:nnml in l'K»1 for !iludies of a "bot. tlu• ~•a 111111111111 Wake·..whirh 1·1111slil111t• 
Shuul,I thi" l'""'"il,ilih· 111:th•riali1.1•.tlw 111111-1111,ltilt•w1inpo11 !<y11trm." ( ;11:1111. 1111• Nrw llrl,rid,.,.. ti,,• Fiji,-. 
,1.•plh pt1lt•11lial fur 111,i11"" ii r ...... ""'im. 11111 t:illtt•rts. 1111· Mar,-hall,., tlw 
llll'r will ••11••·ml lu """"•:mli:,I t1ttrli1111,; lh11k,-11,.. 1h1•. h:uril~. ,•h'. 1-:,·•·n 1111~,. 

a111,tl11•rl'""'"il,ili1,. "l,id, Ill' "ai•I ··l,r. 
11111;.:",., a l,111 f11rc'!<4'f'altl1• ili-.1a111. C11-
111n·:111.I I'll\ j .. j.,,.. th,· ........ r illl a1•pn,­
l'l"ia1t· fluid ,d,i, h hll,. 1111·11111;.:,..11111 

.,f ,, ... 111·••:111:· 

Em·i,;i11111••I """"' 11,inlu-r"It,· l'i1n·,· 
i,. a ~·ri••,. or .. 1111111 ...,.;,1,.1, i,;"1:,lla1io11 
lh:tl wuul,I IH• pruh-.·lc-11 fr11111llm pr1'!'o• 
""n'"of tlui !'4':t. !°"t'f•n·lan· of 1h1iNan· 
l':1111It lµnnliu!I 1111•1 1111::mnnal n11'f'i­
in),! of llw Nu,·~ l.1·.i~m• in April of lhi,. 
war lhal "uli-l,111111111··ii in"lullalion 
~:0111,1t·1111,-i"tof ii i<t•rif'S of rooms. cix­
rarn1t•1l from the l11•1lr•-,._kl~nP.all~ the 
,., ... (l,111r.,, it h a n111·l1•arp11wt'r s~tpply 
a111I 1•111111,lrlt-lh·in).! fn1·ililiC1'." The 
,-ult•M'II llnor l,a,.1•,. 1·oul1l opt>ralP. sur­
n·illm11·1•µt•ar. man i-tation!I, or 111is!li1P. 
prn,·i,l,i loµii-lir ""l'l'11rl fnr thr under­
"''a 111ili1ar~ furn•i- of lht' future>. 

0Bt'f•:11•~1•..r 1h1• ri!,!H !ot'l'fN'\ icur­
roun1lin),!lllitll~ :1i-pt't'I" of lhP. n:s.s.r. 

"fl11• U1•f1•11,.r. SP.nice intelli• a not too di11tant day at that, we ~ill,tarkr.t 
;.?•·111·,·r••porl. 1111m,.-l1111i\'rnewidetter ~ mrn a111l thdr familir.!i livinJ? n111I 
f11r l',•11l;1~11n1·1111lrn1·l11r~. tlm 1H:rans. Tl~ tool~hai; !liniilnrly workin1,1 hr,wnth 
1111h•,II 1,al I Ill' l\a,-~ ·,. A1h•1111re•I~f"H•:11111 lrdmuloJ?v rxist torlny:• • 
lla,..·:I U'.•h•rr1·nl prol,\r:Un reporltidly is C11111pnn· Ani-lin·!I al11111st huroli,· 

II ii-11•1 k1111"·11 how mlvam:tid Nnvy 111·,.,.,.• islan,ls an• i111p1•rl:111I1·l,·1111•111s 
n•~1•11n·h i11l11 11111l1•r~i11 has in tlll' "lral,•;.:i,· 11111t-r or 11...111h111ilry p...-iplll'n 
IH't0 111111•.1111111111,i111lication apiiearetl Asi:111 lan,I mas". Tlw 111·1·11palion au,I 
in 1111' N11\'l!1UIHir-lkce111ber issue of 11lilizati1111of th,· 11111lc•rs1•apnrli1111 of 
.'i1•nf'r,mliers, lht! ma~azine of the In- 1111'!'1•l'llralP.µi,· ltnrri1•r" will 111ak,, t'.',·,•n 
1t•r,u1li1111alOceanographic Foundation-. 11111rt•rfT1•t:1h·c•1l11i 11tili1.:1lio11 of lhc 
An artic-le hy Carl F. nulrr i,-lancl!I a!I :i 1·0111111rrc·i:1I. wrillen Dr. politi,·nl. 
Austin of lhP. U.S. Naval Weapons :11111milil.ir~· hnla111•11 lo lhc• m.iinlan,1.'' 
Cl'nlcr in China Lake, California, site 
11( a lar~e undersea weapons labors- T 
lury, ~raphically described the machin- lms. it lhal 1hr. Nnn hn,­sc•t•11111 
rr~· and melhndology neecled for drill- hi~h 1111111•11 a ucw ·11111hi­11( i-pawnini: 
i11µ ,lrep holes far below the sea, along hillinn 1lnllnr w1•np1111!'sy11h•111.11111• 
with lellin~ how the techniques are lhal 1•1wisimt!I ,·a!II ,lh•isions nf th,• 
ap11licnble to the offshore producliitn "''a lird on n fir!ll-rnml'. fir!ll-:-en-rcl 
or JIP.lroleum and minerals .. Ahhou~h liasii-. In II llfll'f.'<'h in Ol'lolwr. 19<,7. 
Aufllin was nol iilt"nlified in the arli('le In a lnw 1·011f1•rcnrt•.,\,.,.i!ll:1111~,'t·rt•· 
n,- a mcmher of the Navy's uncleri;ra lary Frosrh wnrn1•tl 111111 1h·f' Nan· a111I 
rc>llf'nrch leam. hill tle~riplion of un- Coni-1 (;unrcl mu"I lir rc•nch· In ,lrf,•11,I 
clcir~r.11m inin~ was 11prinklecl with oni- 1111~-pnrl inn of 1hr ~·a In pi·oh'<'I tho~,· 

;11111I).( ).T. ii i!I i111p11~'li11l1! 1·i11Il t.S. Navy photo~raphs of mine rnµaµr1l in ils 1ixplnitalin11. ''llnih•,1 1'1"11),!rlllll,.. 
111:ti-,,•rl lhal "'"'" lta"''" m·t• !IIJt'Cifiralh· l'll111r1~111111work nrrn!I fur under 1hr Slnlcs rapilnl ii- 1111likrh· In 111• riskrcl 
l1t•in;: pla11111'1I. B111 1h1•n• nrr !111111~!lea. One photu~ra,,h 11howetl an under- ii ii-1 niftoil Stnlr~ pnli,·r lo prn­1111l1•s!I 
hi11111.0"1~n11,,;;,.;eu,·,•\"mn, an aulhori. 
l:llin· nr,,·11lrllt•r of 1111!m·1•a11market. 
"fll'\.'Ula1t•1Iin Ja111111r\"that "it's onh; 
a mailer 11( linw llt"(orr the Polaris·' 
Po~d,11111Ot'P.I halli!llic misi;ilf' svslf'm 
In"''" :-11111<'of the sl'(·urilv it no;v en• 
ju~·" in lhe lilac:k a111l l;riny depths. 
•\1111.wht>n lhe Polaris suits can he 
fou111I :md lra,·ked rradily hy the .-n­
l'm~-. !ilruC'lur.-~ rising from the sea 
floor will 11111enjoy a ~real 1leal of 
l't'c·urit~· l'illlt'r. Hui. an ri~hl-foot di­
mn,~ln i-hafl inlo the 1lttp orP.anfloor 
woulcl be• almosl impossible lo find­
t!Xct>pl. of ('our,r. hy lrailin~ the sub­
marines lhal suppliml ii. En•n in this 
instam·e, l111wrvrr. the ha!lf'S will be 
tlesi~m•d for 11111~-lerm1.<eU-sufficiency 
-thrf'c months. mnyhe more. They 
~eltl11111will llf' vi!liled. Even if located, 
tl,ry 111i1d11he· dinic:uh lo cleslroy, sinr.e 
the main fa,:ililic!- would probably be 
111an\ huntlrcds of fN"t down into the 
sf'a llf'd.'' 

!'t':t 11111chi111•11h11p!>00 feel i11v1•!illllt'IIISIon),! a111I lt'f.•I 1111' nµainsl ron•iµu or 
:iofeel hi~h, which wa11 said lo he lo- 11irati1·:il i11vn!ii1111"," h1• "ai1l. 
ralt•,I 1,!'i(J() fCt'I helow sea level an,l Wot.k 11111lrr 1hr.11Ct1hn" 11111 n!'s11111r1l 
henealii 400 feet of walP.r-which tlw propnrlinns of llw spal'I' pro;trmu. 
means the area was roughly 1,100 fret hul ii st•rmi; dear rhnl thr Nan ha,. 
ltenealh the sP.a hed. No further. iclei11i- tllt' h•rhnoloµ-y 111111 the clffl-:irn 1·0 ex• 
ficalion of the area wns provided. p:mtl lhc mist'rie!I of lhP. prt'~rnl nrm,. 

Au11!i11 obi-f'rved that hare rock· rnl'e lo ll11i i0 prr rrnt of 1hr wnrl,l"s 
make3 the itlcal clrillin~ mnlerial for ;.urf,u·t> mulrr lhe !'ra. 
inslallalions under the !lea and add.-d II '""~ lie Inn lat,- lo stop lhc Nan·,. 
that "present evidence shows thal at a111hi1i1111. • 
lea11I 20 per ('t'lll of lhe deep ot'ean 
llnor is bare r0<·k aml a,i much ns 40 
pc~r cent appP.ar11 to have hare ro,·k 
within drillul,le «li!-lanc-e of llu~ 11cm 
floor. ~neath the drep oc-t>an then• 
am hundred!! of 11ea mounls [ arras 
where the ocean floor ri,e5] an,I nu-
merous ridgt'S, all having extrnsive 
bare rock exposures." The Na,•y !lt.·im1-
ti11t goes on to 11ay lhal ••1he liuil,lin~ 
of communities for oceano~rnpliic-
study and deep Eo<'a industry . . . is 
now within our ~rasp. Someday. and 
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MEMORANDUM FOil MIL aasTOW 

SUBJEC : U. S. OltJecU•• oa tile halted 

Geaeral Wlleeler la lecludcallJ correct -- la• cClllllplalaN ~ tlae 
State Dep&l'taeM .,_. paper 414 aot accuaWJ atat• tlae ., ..... peattie&. 
P9pper, wllo drafted Ila. State••-- paper. teleec•pe• tile laapa1• for 
tlae aake ol NeYity. e ...... .,, State f-1• that tile u. S. la oa recor4 la 
die ...,._... r.,.rt of tile A• Hoc Committee aa4 "1die 1wnl tllrut of 
die atatem.ata of o•r repr-•t•tl•• ia lUa ... ye•ter .. y '-f the S.Cntary 
at Ille UN •• Nial rcmunlu.4 to tile reeenatloa of tile •••Nd N,... tlM 
llmlt ol aati-•l Jariatllctlea wl,aal..&y for peacet.l pupeM•. Tile 
SecrMalT• •peecla yealeruy faltlaf1ally follo...d tile qNH U. . pe.ttlea. 
He .,.. • ._ OU' readlae•• to eapl•r• "die IM•lWllty of a ri&We ud 
effectiq aariae••••to p,••eat tlle emplacemeet ol weapoaa of ma•• 
••t111etlaa - die oceaa fleor". 

State llaa J..t dlRrl ... ted lt• draft pe•IUaa paper - die aea-4• for ••• 
at 6e ZJrd 0-.ral Aae...Wy. It la e-, acted tlaat tu aeaNU ltem wlll 
be talr.ea -. toward tile ead ef tlal• .... a. TM arm• cOldrol •ectlea 
tl'ttac•N llenwltla) pr•po••• tut •• .i.o.i• ..,..rt tile prtacl .. 1 el tlae 
r•••......_ el 6e --. oc ... fleor ..:le•l•elr for peacef'al ,-r,oe••; 
auject, .._._.. • .,, to tile -etl•tloa el a detailed arm• c-trol a1 .... msat 
apeclfylaa Umitatiolu - .._, ...... mUUa,-y actl'fttl••• Jl will melatala 
tllat ENDC i• tile ... , Ritable fol'Ulll for 6e •tacuatoa of till• l•••· ----
Note la pans ..... 5 of tile atta:::Jtmemt tlaat OU' ftrat o~tl,,. la ENDC 
will N • esamt•• tile...,. .... •• to wll_..r a ri&We lateraatl-■ 1 arm• 
c..trel a1nem1•t c_.eriaa ._ ••• ..... aay INt aclale .... 'I1l1- l• die 
exact fennalatl.ola dlat waeqNN to lairdie Secntarle• of State ead Delea•• 
aad tlae Jobat Cldefe. 

It appear• tut we are atlll ,-.lda1 tile proltle• alaead of aa. Teclaalcally 
•• •• a ,..,.ewat MYe ealy •1ree4 di.at we woald "eamlae die qae•tiaD" 
or "•Wy tile fa.eta. etc. "· We la.aft IIOt •1reed ....... oar•elYea oa tM 

DECLA IFI 
EO. 1~~58 S c. 3.5 

LJ-S C'.:001 
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mbabmam cODdltloee tllat we wo.ld accept lD a •'Terlfla'W• a.ad .Uectl•• 
~ a1rNmeat". It will probably DOt l>e nec••••l'Y to cleclde 
tlli• l••• for ourMlvea tbla montla la ce1111eetlon with U.. UNOA debate, 
altboup lt W011ld certainly llelp OU' clele1aUon lf we ltaew wllat we are 
talllda1 abcNt. If &IUlwuathe ENDC take• up till• item wbleh la already 
on lta a1eada, we will ban to face •P to the proltlem aad make •P our 
mlada. 

EDcloaure 

cc: Mr. X..y 
Mr. Davia 
a.a. G!Dallorp 
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INDUST~IAL ESPIONAGE AND VERIFICATION ---- r· 

OF EABED ARMS CONTROL MEASURES 

/ "I 
Nature of Offshore Activities 

During the next ten years there will be a large number of oil 
and gas drilling and exploitation facilities beyond 12 miles from the 
US coast which could be subject to arms control inspection. It is not 
anticipated that the general technological approach to exploitation will 
change significantly in the next five years. During the late 1970's, 
there may be technological breakthroughs and economic incentives to 
adopt different types of techniques for exploitation in water deeper than 
1500 feet. 

It is unlikely that there will be commercial mining activities of 
major significance beyond 12 miles from the US coast during the next 
ten years with the exception of heavy metals exploitation near the coast 
of Alaska. Such exploitative activities will probably utilize the same 
general approach as is currently under development. 

Compromise of a Company's Proprietary Information 

The American oil and gas industry is primarily concerned with 
the following types of induz:Jtrial secrets related to offshore activities: 

a. location, composition, and extent of deposits; 

b. development and testing of new engineering devices 
in preparation for their use in offshore operations; 
and • 

c. contents of the chips and other samples recovered 
during exploratory drilling. 

Thus, the industry closely g·uards information about future activi­
ties and the success of current exploration. Once exploitation begins, 
primary reliance is placed on the protection afforded by leases and 
patents with much of the technology being employed routinely reported 
in the literature. 



2 

Inspection of rigs and related facilities would presumably 
involve some advance nbtice and would not include detailed interroga­
tion of the crews concerning industrial secrets. Under such arrange­
ment it is unlikely that a company's competitive position with other 
firms, domestic or foreign, would be compromised. 

Outflow of Technology 

As long as the US maintains its lead in offshore industrial tech­
nology, inspection of US·facilities by Soviet specialists might result in 
Soviet insights of interest to them. These insights might be related to 
acquiring specifications of technological innovations that are used by 
the US, or to technological approaches which the US has rejected, thus 
saving the USSR the expense of trying such approaches. 

In view of the availability of technical information through the 
literature and from other countries, it is unlikely that the outflow of 
technology which would accompany the type of limited inspections 
envisioned of US facilities could result in a serious loss. The Soviets 
have recently purchased a jack-up rig from Holland and are working 
with the French in the development of oil drilling technology. _ Addi­
tionally, to be of benefit inspection of facilities must be translated 
into practical.use in an economy with a somewhat different industrial 
and technical base. 

• ,; 



The United States supports· the adop.tion. of a .-.. 
General Assembly resolution decl~ring ·that· the seabed-.and_ • • 
deep ocean floor should be used· exclusively for peaceful

•: .... 
• • '"4. ·.-.:. . • - • . . purposes. The United State_s has-. previously·, suppo-r:t-ed~-r;in· 

the Spac~ T~eaty of 1967, the-use exclusively for.peaceful 
purposes of.the moon and other celestial bodies. As we 

• -·· •· . said then we understand that the test of whether an 
activity is 'peaceful' is whether it is consistent with 
the United Nations Charter and other obligations of 
international law. . •....• ~{-• ....,.:..-' • · •• • 

We believe it is important ·to prevent the.spread of. 
the arms race to new environments. It i_s appropriate 

.. · that the General Assembly should g·o on ·record·.in support 
of a resolution declaring that the deep· ocean··. -~_loor should. 
be used exclusively for peaceful ·purposes. However, • ·: 
considering that the. _term 'peaceful ·purposes I does not 
preclude military activities generally, :specific , 
limitations on certain military activitie~ will .require 
the negotiation of a detailed arms.control agreement. 
Military activities not precluded by such agreements· 
would continue to be conducted in accordance with the 
.principle of freedom of the seas and.exclusively f~r

I . . . . , .
peace~l purposes. ·> ·.--> ::·:::-·. ,..,:._.· . _·.· . . 

To that end, the United States proposes that the. 
ENDC examine the question as to whether a viable inter­
national agreement may be achieved in which each party 
-would agree not to emplace or fix weapons.of mass 
destruction on the seabed or deep -oceari £loo~. • These •. 
discussions must also consider the need for reliable 
and effective mean.s for verifying compliance with such 
an agreement. • . i /,. -.. ~·: 

We propose t~at this Committee recommend that the 
•.General Assembly request the ENDC to tak~ up this question.· 

..•. • · :· ff·* lat,11 -~ :/t,<;_• . · · 
.- ... ~- --•••~ - •• •• •-• ._--:•• :.-~ •• -:-""•.:-;~~- ••:•• -:•:.-,_-••••. :••. •-,--••--:-~•••~•~•~--:-••••- -••-- ••:~••-:-• •- ----: • -•• •-•••A: 

•: -... ... 
' 
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Distr. 

GENERAL 
A-SSE MB LY 

AD HOC CO~il'l'TEE TO STL'JJY THE PEACEFUL 
- USES OF THE SEA-BED AND THE OCEAN 

FLOOR BEYOND T""f.Er~IMITs m-NATIONAL 
JURISDICTION 

UNI~~ED STATES OF I.MERICA: DRA..'G'J: rmlRESOLUT ON 
rl\EVENTING TiiE EMPLACEMENTCF W£APONS OF M.'\SS 

DES'l'RUCTIOii ON T!iE E'.!'.A-EEDAN.i) OCEAN FLOOR 

The General A~r.emb:::..l,, 

,Des5=!_::'.:!1'l woi:kable ar:ns limitation measures be a~hi~ved th~.t will enhcncethat 

the peace end securit~ of all nations and bring the world nea~cr to general and 

co:npletc disarmamen~, 

!leque~· the Eighteen.-?fo.tion Disarmament Committee to take up the question 

of arms limita.tj_on on the sea-bed and ocean floor with a view to defining those 

f'e.ctr:,r·s vital to a workable, verifiable and effective internatfonal agreement 

which wpuld prevent the use of this new env iror.ament fo:- tha erur:ilac~ment of weE:Lpons. 

of oass destruction. 

68-14878 
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These arrcngements shall renect the 
\ 

other principles contained in this Statement 

of Principles concerning the Deep Ocean Floor and shall include p~ovision for: 

(a) the orderly development of resources of the deep ocaan floor in a manner 

reflecting the interest of the international commur.ity in th~ development of theae 
reaoo.r_ces; I 

(b) conditior-s conducive to the making of investments necessary for the 

exploration e.nd explo:!..tation of resources of the deep ocee.n floor; 

{c) dedication as feasible and practicable of a portioj of the value of the 

resource·s 
I 

recovered from the deep 
' 

ocean floor to international coitmun! ty purposes; 

and 

(d) eccom.~odation among the commardal and other uses of the deep ocean floor 

'and marine__environment_; 

~. Taking into account the Geneva Convention of 1958 on the Continental Shelf,· 

there shan be es ta.bl ts hed, &!3 coon as practicable, en interna tionall:, e.greed • 

precise boumo.ry for the deep ocean floor - the saa--~ed and subsoil beyond that 

cr~er which coastal States may ~xercise sovereign rights for the purpose of 

exploration and exploitation of its natural resources; 

Exploitation of the natural resources of the ocean floor that occurs prior to 

establishment of the boWldery shall be understood not to prejudice its location, 

regardless of whether the coestal State considers the exploitation to have occurred 

on its r.continentel shelf"; 

4. States and their nationals shall conduct their activitiss ·on the deep 

ocean floor in accordance with international law, including the Charter of the 

United Nations, and. in the interest or maintaining intern~tional peace and security 

and promoting international co-operation, scientific knowlcdga, and. economic 

development; 
. . 

5. In order to further 1jternatione.l co-operation in the scientific 

1n,,estige.tion of the· deep ocean floor, States shall: 

(a) disseminate, in a t~mely fabhion, plans for ~nd r~su1~a of national 
ac:font1fic prograt:IiOOs concerning tha dF.:epocean floor; 

(b) encoo-rage their nationals to follow similar practic.es concerning 

dissemination of eucb informatio~; 

(c) encourage co-operative scientific activities regarding the deep ocean 

floor by personnel of differe~t States; 

/ ... 

I 
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6. In the e:cploration and use of the deep ocean floor States and their 

nationals: 

(a) shall have reasonable regard for the interests of other Ste.tes and their 

nationals; 
(b) shall avoid unjustifiable interference with the exercise of the fpeedom of 

the high seas by other States and their nationals~ or with the conservation of the 

living resources of .the seas, and any interference with fnndr.mental scientific 

research carried out with the intention of open publi~ation;
I 

(~) shall adopt appropriate snfeguards so as to minimize pollution of the seas 
I ' 

and disturbance of the existiI!g ~iological, chemical end physica~ processes end 
·balances;

• I 

Each State shall provide timely announcement and c.ny necessary amplifying
- ... 

information of any mt.rine activity or ex.:;ieriment planned by it or its nationals 

that coul~ harmfully interfere with the activities of any otbar State or its • 

nationals in the exploration ~nd use of the deep ocean floor. A State which has 

ree.son to believe tllat a ma.~ine activity or experiment plo.nned by e.11ot!ler State 

or its nationals could harmfully interfere with its activities or those of its 

nationals in the exploration and use of the deep ocean floor may request 

consultation concerning the activity or experiment; 

7. States and their nationals shall render all possible assistance to or.e 

another in the event of accident, distress or emergency arising out of activities 

on the dnep ocean floor. 
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20 June 1968ASSEMBLY 
ORIGINAL: ENGLISH 

AD HOC COMMI'ITEE TO STUDY THE PEACE:FUL 
USES OF THE SEA-BED A}ID THE OCEAN FLOOR 
BEYONDTHE LIMITS OF NATIONAL JURISDICTION 

/ India: draft declaration'of legal principles governing the 
1 reservation exclusively for peaceful purposes of the sea-bed 

and the ocean floor, and the subsoil thereof, underlying the 
high seas beyond the limits of present national jurisdiction, 
and the uses of their resources in the interests of mankind 

The General Assembly, 

Noting that developing technology is making the sea-bed and the ocean floor 

and subsoil thereof, accessible and exploitable for scientific, economic, military 

and other purposes, 

Recognizing the common interests of mankind in the sea-bed and the ocean floor, 

which constitute the major portion of the area of this planet, 

Believing that the exploitation and use of the sea~bed and ocean floor and 

the subsoil thereof should be carried out for the betterment of mankind and for 

·the benefit of States irrespective of their degree.of econc~ic or scientific 

development, 

Desiring to contribute to broad international co-operation in the scientific 

as well as in the legal aspects of the exploration a~d uses of the resources of 

the sea-bed and ocean floor, 

Believing that such co-operation will contribute to the development of mutual 

understanding and to the strengthening of friendly relations between nations 

and peoples, 

Mindful of the importance of preserving the sea-bed and ocean floor, and the 

subsoil thereof from actions and uses which might be detrimental to the corr.men 

interests of mankind, 

I .. .. 
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Recognizing that the exploration and use of the sea-bed and the ocean floor 

and the subsoil thereof should be conducted in a.ccordance with the principles and 

purposes of the United Nations Charter, in the interests of maintaining international 
I 

peace and security_and for the benefit of all man~ind, 

Mindful of the provisions and practice of the law of the sea relating to 

this question, -

Recalling its resolution 2340 {XXII) of 18 December 1967, 
I 

Convinced that, pending the conclusion of a Treaty regulating the 

administration and utilization of· the sea-bed and ocean floor and the subsoil 

thereof, in the common interests of mankind, it is necessary to set forth the 

principles applicable in this regard, 

Declares as follows: 

1. The exploration and use of the sea-bed and ocean floor and the subsoil 

thereof, beyond the limits of present national jurisdiction, shall be carried 

on for the benefit and in the ~nterests of mankind; 

2. The sea-be4 and ocean floor and the subsoil thereof, beyond the limits 

of present national jurisdiction, are the common heritage of mankind. As such, 

they ar·e not subject to na'tional appropriation a~d shall. be used exclusively foi­
peaceful purposes, for the benefit of all countries, particularly the developing 

countries; 

• 3. The activities of States in the exploration and use of the sea-bed and 

ocean floor shall be carried out in accordance with international law, including 

the Charter of the United Nations, in the interests of maintaining international 

peace and security and for promoting international co-operation and understanding; 

4. Taking into account the work currently being performed by other bodies, 

the United Nations shall endeavour to provid~ direction and purpose to international 

and inter-governmental activities with regard to the sea-bed and ocean floor and 

the subsoil thereof, beyond the limits of present national jurisdiction. 
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A/AC.135/27 
2 July 1968 

ORIGINAL: ENGLISH 

AD HOC COMMITTEE TO STUDY THEPEACEFUL 
USES OF THESEA-BED AND THEOCEANFLOOR 
BEYONDTHELIMITS OF NATIONAL JURISDICTION 

United Re ublic of Tanzania: amendments to the draft resolution 
submitted by the United States of America (A AC.135 24) 

Replace preambular paragraph 1 by the following par·agraph: 

- --Recalling the preamble of its resolution 234o (XXII) on the question 

of the reservation exclus_ively for peaceful pu~ses of the sea-bed and 

ocean floor, beyond present national jurisdiction, in which it was especially 

stated that "mindful also of the importance of preserving the sea-bed and 

ocean floor, and the subsoil thereof, as contemplated in the title of the item, 

from actions and uses which might be detrimental to the common interests of 

mankind". 

Add an operative paragraph as follows as operative paragraph 1: 

1. Declares that the sea-bed and the ocean floor and the subsoil 

.thereof, underlying the high seas beyond present national jursidiction, should 

not be used by any State or States for any military purposes whatsoever. 

Substitute operative paragraph 1 with the following paragraph which will 

become operative paragraph 2: 

2. Requests the UNDC t9 consider, as a matter of urgency, the question 

of (a) banning the use of sea-bed and ocean floor beyond the limits of 

.n9:tional juri;dict_ion by nuclear submarines; (b) banning of military 

fortifications and missile bases on the sea-bed and ocean-floor. 
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AD HOC CO.MMI'I'TEETO STUDY THE PEACEFUL 
USES OF THE SEA-BED AND THE OCEAN 
FLOOR BEYOND THE LIMITS OF NATIONAL 
JURI_SDICTION 

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics: draft resolution on the 
prohibition of the use of the sea-bed and the ocean floor 
beyond the limits of territorial waters for military pu_rposes 

The General Assembly, 

Recallin~ its resolution 2340 (XXII) in which it referred to the import.#mce 

• of preserving the sea-bed and the ocean floor, and the subsoil thereof, from 

actions and uses which might be detrimental to the common interests of mankind, 

and recognized that the exploration and use of those areas should be conducted 

in accordance with the pur.poses and principles of the Charter of the United 

Nations, in the interest of maintaining international peace and security and for 

the benefit of all mankind, 

Reco~izin~ the need to take steps to prevent the arms race from spreading 

to the_ sea-bed and the ocean floor, 

1. Solemnly calls upon all States to use the sea-bed and the ocean floor 

beyond the limits of the territorial waters of coastal States exclusively for 

peacefµl purposes; 

2 •. Requests the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament to consider, as 

an urgent matter,_ the question of prohibiting the use for military purposes of 

the sea-bed and the ocean floor beyond the limits of the territorial waters of 

coastal States. 

68-14381 
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• AD HOC COMMITTEE TO S'IUDY THE PEACEFUL 
USES OF THE SEA-BED AND THE OCEAN 
FLOOR BEYOND THE LIMITS OF.NATIONAL 
JURISDICTION 

. I United Republic of Tanzania: amendments to the draft 
resolution submitted by the Union of Soviet Socialist 

·Republics (A/AC.135/20) 

Substitute operative paragraph~ by the following paragraph: 

1. Declares that the sea-bed and the ocean floor and the subsoil 

th~reof, underlying the high seas bey~nd present national jurisdiction, 

should not be used by any Sta_te or States for any military purposes 

whatsoever. 

Substitute operative paragraph 2 by the following paragraph: 

2. Requests the ENDC to conside~, as a matter of urgency, the 

question of (a) banning the use of sea-bed and ~cean-floor beyond the 

. limits of national jurisdiction by nuclear submarines; (b) banning of 

military-fortifications and missile bases on the sea-bed and ocean-floor. 

68-15113 
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PARTICIPANTS: See Attached List 

REFERENCE: Draft Terms of Reference for Study on 
Seabed Verification (C) 

SUMMARYOF ACTION 

The Deputies decided to request a Special National 
Intelligence Estimate (SNIE) to study the technical capa­
bilities and incentives for the Soviet Union to deploy 
weapons and associated delivery systems on the seabed, 
and the corresponding capabilities of the U.S. to detect 
and identify such deployment. 

DISCUSSION 

Mr. Fisher pointed out that on June 25 the President 
had approved language indicating the willingness of the 
U.S. to discuss the vital factors of a workable, verifi­
able, and effective international agreement which would 
prohibit the emplacement of weapons of mass destruction 
on the seabed. It was now the job of the Deputies to 
look at those vital factors which would contribute to a 
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workable, effective, and verifiable agreement. The 
greatest problem of the moment was that of U.S. verifica­
tion capabilities; our satisfaction with verification 
probably would depend on both the capabilities and the 
military significance of the deployment. The best way to 
estimate the capabilities was through a SNIE. The mili­
tary significance would be considered by the Deputies 
and Principals. 

Mr. Jackson questioned whether or not a degree of 
assurance for detection was essential to the seabed 
proposals. 

Mr. Fisher replied that this was not necessary for 
the Principals' meeting. 

Mr. Jackson said he did not think the SNIE would 
reflect conclusions which differed from those already 
known. 

Col. Van Hoozer asked Mr. Fisher if he had seen a 
recent DIA table on our capabilities. 

Mr. Fisher replied that he had not. 

Coomissioner Tape said he thought some of the Principals 
may have wondered if the verification estimates were simply 
off the top of someone's head. 

Col. Van Hoozer noted that the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
would very much like a SNIE. 

Mr. Fisher said ACDA wanted one too. He added that 
the risks associated with verification could be included 
after the SNIE had been completed. 

Sr.liOPaiUDhTOFORN 
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Mr. Schweitzer said he believed the proposed future 
Navy budgets available for deep submergence capabilities 
might have some bearing on the conclusions of the SNIE, 
and asked who was going to be working on this part. He 
felt that people outside the Navy should have a chance to 
look at Navy Department assumptions of funds which the 
Navy would consider as probably available to it in the 
future and judge the assumptions from an overall Govern­
ment point-of-view. He said the Vice President and the 
Marine Council were particularly interested in this aspect. 

Dr. Halperin said that the SNIE could be based on 
alternative assumptions of Navy support for certain 
programs. 

Mr. Jackson asked why the time frame of 5 to 20 years 
was selected in the Terms of Reference. 

Mr. Shaw replied that General Wheeler in describing 
the technical capability to deploy and verify usually talked 
in terms of military options available over a 20-year period. 

Mr. Jackson pointed out that a detailed discussion of 
verification capabilities might make· dissemination of the 
SNIE subject to such tight restrictions that it would not 
be useful. 

Mr. Keeny and Dr. Scoville both said that this should 
not be a consideration, but that the report should be 
drafted using all available sources. Its conclusions could 
be ·"sanitized" at a later date. 

Dr. Halperin said he would like time to look over the 
Terms of Reference and make suggestions at a later date. 

Dr. Scoville noted that the Terms of Reference for the 
SNIE would be drafted by the USIB and submitted later to 
the appropriate agencies for their contributions. 

SFGPTIWNOFORN 
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Mr. Shaw emphasized that the report should not concen­
trate entirely on teclmical aspects, but should also include 
political motivations and inhibitions. 

Dr. Halperin noted that the report should estimate the 
probabilities of cheating by the Soviets if such a treaty 
came into force. 

Dr. Scoville reminded the Deputies that the ENDC would 
reconvene on July 16, and that seabed arms control proposals 
would probably be discussed. He noted the need for the U.S. 
to move forward quickly on establishing a firm position. 

Mr. Fisher conmented that we could not safely assume 
that seabeds will not come up during the course of the 
current session of the ENDC. 

Mr. Keenv mentioned the possibility that the Soviets 
might decide to discuss a seabed agreement at the General 
Assembly. 

Mr. Fisher replied this was a possibility, but we 
should still keep the ENDC in mind. 

Mr. Jackson noted that the SNIE would take as long to 
prepare as 
respective 

it would take 
contributions. 

for other agencies to write their 

as a 
Mr. Fisher asked 
target date. 

if the first of August was realistic 

Mr. Allen noted that the U.S. position should be ready 
in the fall for the General Assembly if not for the summer 
session of the ENDC. 

Mr. Jackson said he would try to have the SNIE as soon 
as possible. 

91l0Mlf 1'IWFORN 
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Mr. Shaw asked if it were possible to discuss in the 
ENDC vltal factors other than verification, since the 
entire proposal did not hinge solely on verification. 

Dr. Halperin said the JCS would prefer to discuss any 
proposed agreement at the ENDC after its consideration by 
the General Assembly. 

Mr. Fisher repeated the importance of holding open the 
option to talk about this topic during the summer ENDC 
session. 

ColDDissioner Tape asked what was the best time frame 
for completion of the SNIE. 

Mr. Fisher replied that we would not want to wait 
until September, although he realized the SNIE could not 
be completed by the 15th of July. It would be best to get 
the study completed as soon as possible, but with an out­
side target date of August 1. 

Dr. Scoville asked the Deputies if the draft Terms of 
Reference were generally acceptable to all. 

Mr. Keeny suggested that the Arctic, Baltic, and 
Black Seas be added to the areas under consideration in 
the study. 

Mr. Schweitzer asked whether or not JCS had any hidden 
meanings in the words ''workable, verifiable, effective." 

Mr. Van Hoozer replied that there wete no hidden 
meanings in the words as far as the JCS were concerned. 

Attachment: 

List of Participants 

.-.rar/NOFORN 
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• DRAFT TERMS OF REFERENCE 
for 

A STUDY ON VERIFICATION OF A BAN ON THE PIACEMENT 
OF WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION ON THE SEABED 

Estimates should be made on the probability within 

the next 5-20 years that the U.S. could (1) detect and 

(2) identify that the U.S.S.R. had placed weapons of mass 

destruction on the seabed. Weapons systems considered 

should range in sophistication from individually placed 

nuclear weapons without external command and control to 

advanced delivery systems requiring construction on the 

seabed and positive command and control from the U.S.S.R. 

The technological capabilities, motivations, and inhibitions 
. 

of the U.S.S.R. in developing and deploying the various 

system possibilities should be considered. Estimates should 

be made as to how these probabilities would vary with the 

numbers and types of systems deployed. It should also 

study the risk to the deploying country of failure to have 

positive command and control over the deployed weapons. 

The studies should concentrate on the Atlantic and 

Pacific ocean a£eas which directly thre~ten the U.S., but 

consideration should be given to how the capa~ilities would 

vary with distance- from the coastline and depth of _the water. 
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The study should also investiga~e these probabilities 

for reasonably feasible systems by less developed states 

such as China or a potential nuclear-weapon state such 

, .as India. 

These studies should evaluate the military risks which 

would accrue to U.S. security from any undetected emplacement. 

ACDA/ST:HAcoville:jbk:aaj 6/28/68 
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~al'!eJl;r -~ ill keeping nth our obllgatiamr uncfer 
-::1-:e treat7 -- ~ shall., as a ma.jor :cue.I.ear power~ 
?ror.t9tj_y' a::.d ytgcrcus~ pursue negatiattons on 
ei"!~ct:!.ve ~easu.~s to ha1't the nuclear ar.ns race 
and to reduce e_ustiDg nu.cl.ear arsenals. • 

~~ 1.s right that we shculd be so obll.gated. 4?ha 
• ; .i.-!."_-i,.~ncn-nucl.ear States -- who ,mdertake wi.tll this ...t-:rea-...ty- ~~ ..~ -~ito torgo Iru.c.lear :.eapcns - are ent:f..tl.ed to the . 

assurance ~~~ pcwe!"S ;cssessing them~ part1.cul.ar~ • 
'the ~ted States and the Soviet ·U'n:1.on, ~ l.ose na· 
~i=te !n f'i."Jcllng the W&:'J"ta scale down the nuclear .. 
L"'":nS race. : . ,, . 

:r:: ap:praach:!J:,..g the q;,..:est:1oner a new. env!.rcnment to which the 
nuclear a..,s rac!! has net· yet sp~ad 2 the worl.d CCi'rni'illm1.-ey"'has an 
C'!tPoJ.~unit:, to ccnsi,ier -;,"het..~r inteI11gent selr-rest..-aint cm ' 
~re ..,e::1: a sp~ad ar..d escala.ti.CI: cf that race. ~e believe th:f.s 1.s 
an is~e of .!mpcrtance and c:cnmle.uty- ca11,ng rar urgent and.· 
. the rough stuq. . 

~ Ur.1.tad States 13, there-rore-> :grcpo~'"g tcda;t t?u1t the 
S:!g:hteen-rration D1sa.ntiament Comm.ttee be asked ~0 take up the 
quest!.cn of ar.ns llmi.ta.t1.on on the sea-bed and ct:ean .near id.th 
a new· ~o detini:,g 't.h.ose factors v1.~al. to a worka.b1e, ve~1ab1e 
ar.d attac"t17e 11':.te~a:ti.cna.l ag:reement ,rhich. woul.d prevent the use ~ 
";his new envtr...nment fer the empl.acene.nt o:r·,.weapcns o~ ass-
~st r.:.c-t;:ton. ~e belleva tr.at cur curreit <U.scussions, in this group· 
and L~ .the Ad Ecc Cc:;n;r~tt:ee > s~au.Lf l.ead 1.0 a -orompt re~renca 
at th.!s 1>rcblem to the EIIDC • .' . - · • • • 

:rt 1s -cur hcpe tl'.at the ~armament t:amnittee :b1 Ga:eva ean undeJ:"­
take tn!i'tta.l -;o."Or.t en this subject. ~e hope ,~r:, that our 

- rer~rrtl cf ~e .st:.oj ect ta the Eighteen-Nati.on Ccmmi.~e will. 
ass!.st tha.t cody in proeeeding nth its v:tta1 ")f'OZX on the probl.em 
of i3la.Ss-~estZ"U.ct1cn ",liea"Oons - whi~"'l. wou.J.d be the real. th-"'"l!a.t 1n 
the .r:ew er.r ....~ent ct the sea-aed and ocean ncor.-. 
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Pe• Col. H\lmphrie• 2:15 pm. 6/25/6S. prehmably CU.flol'd took thl• 
ver•ion ill to the TWt•d&y luncheon today, a• thi• l• a• lai- &• 

the Cbtef• are pnp&l'ecl to 10 at tbi ■ tlm.e. 

" The Uldted s.te• ta dedicated to workable arma control mea•v•• 

tba& wW talvtnce the peace and •M\&l'hy o/. all nation• and brine th• world 

nearer to 1-.nl and com.pl• diearmamen&. W• propoea tba& tba ENDC 

be a ■ad to take up t.be queetlon of arma camrol on the •eabed wt.th a view 

to &aantn1 tho•• factor• vial to a workabl-. verif;..able and eftedlve 

lntenaelonal a,reem.em which would pnwn.t the ue of tb.la new eavirOll• 

ment for tbe emplacema& of weapan.a ol ma•• denructloa." 
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lime 19, 1968 

MEMORANDUM FOR ML ROSTO 

Subject: Seabed ll9m t.r Today'• LUDCbeon Meetm& 

TMr• ta now agnemeat amoacSec. CUflord. Gea. Wbeeler, Nick 
Katseabecll, aad BW Foater on a etatem..t to tbe UN Ad Hoc Committee 
aanomtei■g our wllltApe•• to coaaidez aa baternatlcmal acreemeM not 
to v...u1,M,411,•Cetis rmdear weapona on tba Mabecl 'Dae epedllc laaaual•or 
ol tba statemen.t la: 

Tbe United StatM la pnpared to eater lnto •eriou cli•• 
cwsaiona at aa iDtematicmal forum aada aa di.a ENDC ta 
order to canslder tbe poaibillty ol an a~ later• 
natioaal agrNm•t parauant to wbich cada party ould 
a1ree DOt to v.u.Al,MACe or fix mu:lear weapon• or other 
weapon• ol maaa deatructlcm aa. witbln. beneath or to 
tbe ••abed beyoad a narrow band al ll• coa.at aad up 
to die coaa& ol aa.y otber state. 1".bewidth of tht.• narrow 
band woald be cletermlDed by neg.uation. The pNlldbltioa 
on m c nt or fl1dq ehauld be aimed nat aaly at the 
weapom t:bemaelve• bat wo at laUDdalag platform.a or 
deli ry ReDU few such •eapoaa, a.ad P~lld be ._. 
Ject to a1reemeat 011 tlle approprla&e meana cl verification. 

T111• -- .....- ....e cUlfer• from that reviou ly reeommeaded bJ Sec. Ruak 
bi that it rornmittt u "to couider tJt.e poaelbillty cl' ratiMtr thaa 'to 
achieve" an aarHD>Mlt ..S. more importaady, NIIUb'•• that it "alaoulci 
be ubJect to agr•..,,eat ?a the appropriate meana of TeriflcaU• " 

Y terday, tbe Soviet• gave u• tlle attached reaalatiOII, wbic:h U-, intend 
to introduce tomorrow (June 20), req-atiag "tile ENDC to caaaider die 

atioa of t.ba prabf.bitlaa ol. tu un of the Peabed aad tile ocean 4oor 
beyaad tu Umita ol. territorial water• lo~ mDttary pQrp09•• •• aa 11r1•• 
Illatter. 11 

I think that tba propoaed US natemea:at l8 pnbably tbe beat C0111pramiM 

po9Wan ona could hope for at tld.• time. It will allow ua to bepa 
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• ENDC. Jt •--d he rNacal~ lloweua:, tide 
u to Wlllllt.er we 1'e ............ tG' m■• 

.......eaea-n.t~ n.. cw wW 
1M- aetl la llnsttrnl} 

t.m~<10Q\lllle to p4W ...... 
Oil dale ""'Pl~•- t 1 b.u.,. GU° 

.W haft te be faotd balN• tai. DfDC 

•• .W l,,l.14&,IAD•'~ a•on:a~ovma tlll• r~'"'~ die r•ldd•D& 
wW la _be om:>0ztuz:1ilY make a~ ann. ~•11trol 
tatttett.e dlaa -~_.._.. llll&ma1 follew..._ tlae HPT. Ill a6Utiaa. we 
may dw IIIIUMln ta di&• ana ID U.. 5"1... 'l1lllets.. to• 
&tie •l ttseftll•t. la Wl\eDILer a llll&ei-aal apra oa111111 
a ,-ltliea tM& wW tbl Wll■ ti• I Mptladau Ull-,... a 
a •• the CWef• ( c. CH8o1'4,) la mn• imp II tau& &laaa QG4c;J.Q.Ul.R: 

tllle l•- .... ■o the&we .,,,.,. a majw anna c8111lnl bdde&fw DOW 

malntet11 tbl mam1rtwa ltPT. 

cc: CE1oknr•/ 
NDl&Yl• 
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Unofficial translation 

DRAFT RESOLUTION ON THE PROHIBITION 

OF THE USE OF THE SEA-BED AND THE OCEAN FLOOR 

BEYOND THE LIMITS OF TERRITORIAL VTATERS FOR 

MILITARYPURPOSES 

The C-eneral Assembly, 

Referring to its resolution 2340 (XXII) which pointed out to the importance of 

preserving the sea-bed and the ocean floor and the subsoil thereof from 

actions and uses which mig:1t be det~:minal to the common interests of .,. 
mankind and to the need for the!, ~xplorat!o!'1 and use_ in accord.3nce with the 

principles and purposes of the Charter of the United Nations, in the interest 

of maintaining international peace and security and for the benefit of all man-

• kind, 

Recognizing the need to take steps to prevent the arms race from spreading 

to the sea-bed and the ocean floor, 

1. Solemnly c~ns upon all states to use the sea-bed and the ocean=· 

floor beyond the limits of the territorial waters of sea sta~es exclusively for 

peaceful purposes; 

2. Requests the 18-Nation Disarmament Committee to consider the 

question of the prohibition of the use of the sea-bed and the ocean floor 

beyond the limits of territorial waters for militc:.ry purposes as an urgent 

matter. 

https://militc:.ry
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE \'I.J, 
Washlneton, D.C. 20520 

June 21, 1968 

Mr. Charles Johnson 
National Security Council 
Executive Office Building 

think you will find interest­
ing the analysis in Part VI 
regarding positions taken by 
various countries in the GA on 
anns control. 

Gerald B. Helman 
IO/UNP 
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VI. Questions relatinp; to the reservation of tle area· for exclusivel~ 
peaceful purposes 

A considerable number ot Members s~ecified their support _ot·~e principle 

that the sea~bed and the ocean :floor ·oeyomd the ·limi·h of present national 

Jurisdiction should be used exclusiv~ly for·p~ace:rui: purpos~s -~d endorsed the 

view that the use ot the ocean.bed for mili~.e~d~-should be ~~~vented ... 

Some Members considered that. that principle should be· stated by the G~neral 
. . Y c· •

A0aembly _in a declaration ot princi~les ~r ln a resolution. : Chile, First 

Committee, 1526th.meeting; Cyprus, First comm:ittee, 15-30t~meeting;·Ghana~ First 
. . 

Committee, 1526th meeting; India, ~irst Committee, 1530th meeting; Ad'Hoc Committee, 

7th meeting; Malta, First Committee~ 1516th meeting; .Paki~tail,_ A~ Hoc C°6mmittee, • 

8th meeting; Scmalia,_ First Committee, 1525th meeting, ·sweden, ·First Committee, 

1527th and 1542nd meetings, ~1.nidad and Tobago, First Committee,· 1526th meeting; 

United Arab Republic, First Committee, 1528th meeting; United-Republic ot 

Tanzani~, First Committee, 1527th meeting). • It was ~uggested _that if ·agreement 
• I • • 

. could not be ,re~ched on a sertes··or regulating principles~ i.t would be helpful to 
• . • . • . • J . 

state 1n a resolution that one ot the aims to'WB.rds which the future work ot the 

Assembly should be directed:was·the reSeJ:'Vation of the area exclusively tor . . . . . . 
peaceful purposes (Mexico, First Committee, 1529th meeti~). 

Another formulation was suggested.in the.Ad Hee Committee: 
.. 

_that the General 
.. ·. . . . 

Assembly should express its ~upport in pri_nc-iple: fQr the prohi~ltion of the use tor 

military purposes of the sea_-bed beyond the·11m1tl\J of national Jurisdiction (U~, 

Ad lioc Committee, 3rd meeti~). Support.was :expres~ed tor this· suggestion 

(Poland, Ad Hoc Ccmmittee, 6th meeting·; United Arab Repub{ic, Ad. Hoc Committee, 

8th meeting) .. One ~ber ·supported the .idea of e{~borating a-bind~ng declaration 

which would bar the o~ean -~~r. to· military purpo~_es ( C_ze~hoslovak1a, Ad Hoc 

Committee, 7th meeting) . ~ 

!/ See also references below to the body or'bodie~ which should study such action.-

/ ... . .. 
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It was also suggested that the report of the Ad Hoc· Committee to the' • 
Assembly's twenty-third session might include a recommendation for the· conclusion 

. . 
of an international convention embodying the.principle of exclusive_ reservation 

for.peacef'ul purposes of.the sea~bed and ocean floor (Iceland, views of Governments, 

A/AC.1}5/1/Add.8). 
The establishment of this principle in the formulation of an international 

. . 

r~gime for the area (see section IV) or in a treaty to govern its use was also 

emphasized (Denmark, views of Governments, A/AC.1}5/1/Add.2; Finland, views of 

. Governments, A/AC/135/1/Add.6; Liberia, First Committee~ 1528th meeting; Malta, 
• . First. Committee, 1516th m~eting; United Arab Republic, First Ccmmittee·, 1528th 

me~ting). 

. Many Members referred to the experience gained in connexion Vi th the 

Deciaration and the Treaty on Outer Space as well as the Antarctica Treaty of 1959 

as offering valuab~e precedents (Argentina, First Committee, ~54}rd meeting; 

Belgium, !irst Committee, 1529th meeting; views of .Governments A/AC.135/1; Chile, 
First Committee, 1526th meeting;: Denmark, views of Governments, A/A_C.135/1/Add,2; 

F;inland, views of Governments, A/AC/135/1/Add.6; Ghana, First·Committee, 1526th 

. meeting; Iceland, Ad Hoc Committee, }rd meeting; India, First Committee, 1530th 

meeting, Ad Hoc Committee, 7th meeting; Japan, Ad Hoc Committee, 5th meeting; 

Norway, views ot Governments, A/AC.135/1; Romania, Ad Hoc -Committee, 6th meeting; 

Somalia, First Committee, 1525th meeting; United Arab Republic, •First Committee, 

1528th meeting). 
Some of these Members cited specific clauses of these treaties ·as offering 

usef'ul gui4ance: article 4 of the Treaty on Outer Space (Denmark, views of 

Governments, A/AC.135/1/Add.2; Norway, views of Governments, A/Ac.1,5/1); 

·articles I (affirmation of principle), V (nuclear explosions), VII (supervisicn) 
and X (contrary activities) of the Antarc.tica Treaty (Belgium, views ot Governments, 

A/AC.135/1). 
Some Members, however, expressed doubts concerning the similarity of the 

problems of those areas to those involved (Italy, First Committee, l-528th meeting; 

Liberia, First Committee, 1528th meeting). 

It was emphasized that the azms control and security aspects·of the problem 

required thorough consideration (Australia, Ad Hoc Committee, 7th meeting; Belgium, 

I ... 
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First Committee, 1529th meeting;·France, First Committee, 1526th meeting; 

r~etherlands, First Committee, 1525th meeting; Yugoslavia, First Committee, 1529th 

meeting)~ 

It was said that it was ~~essary to seek effective arms control measures as 

part of ·the evolvi·ng law of the· deep ocean noor; their development, it was 

suggested, shoU:d come under the mandate of a proposed Committee on the Oceans 
. . 

(United ~:tates, First -Committee, 1524th meeting). It·was stated that a code ot 

law would have to be drawn up to govern the peaceful use· ot the ocean deeps (USSR,. 

Ad Hoc Committee, 3rd meeting), and that the establi"shment of a legal r!gime for 

the area should ' in the end result in having the area and its ·resources reserved 

exclusively tor peaceful purp~ses (Yugo.slavia, First (;ommittee, i.529th meeting). 

·It was suggested that it woul1 be necessary to clarify and consider the 

implications of the terms "peaceful use" as used in General Assembly resolution·· • 

2340 (XXII) (Canada, views of Governments, A/AC.135/1; Italy, views of Governments, 

A/AC.135/1/Add.2). In studying the implications for interpational peace and security 

of the peaceful use of the deep_ ocean floor, the Ad Hoc Committee, it was ·suggested, 

should ~onsider: (1) the relationship of the deep ocean floor to t~e marine 

enviro~ent as a whole and to the present political and security situation; and 

(2) the ~rinciples whic~ might best assure that exploration and use of the deep 

-ocean floor wi+l be conducted· in accordance with the principles and purposes of 

the Charter and will help maintain international pea~e and sec~ity _(United States, 

yiews of Governments, A/Ac.135/1). 

It was_sugg~sted that the questions involv~ might be c~nsidered in: 

( 1) A standing committee, which some Members were in favour of establishing 

at the twenty-second session·or the·Assembly (Chile, First Committee, 1526th 
' 

meeting; Malta, First Committee,·1516th meeting; Netherlands, First Committee, 

152~th meeting; United Kingdom, First Committee, ·1524th·meeting; United States, 

First Committee, 1524th meeting); 
. . ,' 

(2) The Ad Hoc Committee, after this was established {Japan, views of 1 
f

Governments, A/AC.135/1/Add/3; Madagascar, views of Governments, A.AC.135/1; Malta, 

Ad Hoc C~ittee, 4th meeting; Norway, Ad Ho~ Committee, 6th meeting; Sudan, vie~s 

of Governments, A/AC.135/1; USSR, Ad Hoc Committee, 6th meeting·; United Republic 

of Tanzania, Ad Hoc Committee; 7th meeting; United States, First Committee,· 

1542nd meeting, views of Governments, A/AC.135/1); / ••• 
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(3) The Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament (Australia, Ad Hoc 

Committee, 7th meeting; Italy, First C~ttee, 1528th meeting, Ad Hoc Committees, 

7th meeting; Hungary, First Canmittee, 1544th meeting; Netherlands,_ First 

Committee, 1525th meeting,. views ot Governments, A/AC.1}5/1; Poland, Ad Hoc 

Canmittee, 6th meeting; United Kingdom, First Committee, 1524th·meeting; USSR, 

Ad Hoc Committee, 3rd meeting). 

Some Members suggested that both the ENDC and the proposed standing committee 

or the Ad Hoc Committee should be concerned. It was suggested that the Committee 

on the ·0ceans should co-operate with the ENDC (United States, First Comm_ittee, 

1524th meet'ing); that following preliminary discussion of arms control problems in 
~ • 

the proposed canmittee, there would be a useful.role for the Eighteen-Nation 

Committee on Disarmament to play in studying the disarmament implications (United 

Kingdom, First Committee, 15~4th meeting); that the Ad Hoc Committee might draw 

upon the valuable.experience and work of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 

Disarmament (Norway, views of Goverrunents, A/AC.135/1) . 

. '11he view was also expressed that the question of the peaceful use of the area 

•had to be considered in the context of the whoie problem ot disarmament (France, 

First Committee, 1526th meeting; Australia, Ad Hoc Committee, 7th meeting; Italy, 

nr·st Committee, 1528th meeting, Ad Hoc Committee, 7th mE;!eting; United Kingdom, First 

Committee, 1524th meeting). It was stated that disarmament, primarily nuclear 

disarmament~ would once and.for all remove the d~er of the ocean floor and the 

sea-bed being used.for military purposes (USSR, First Committee, 1525th meeting, 

Ad Hoc Committee, 3rd meeting). It was suggested, however, that partial measures 
.might be considered where those seemed to offer a possibility of progress (Austria, 

Ad Hoc ~ommittee, 6th meetirig; Austr'alia~ Ad Hoc Committee, 7th ~eeting). 
Some Members_emphasized that the military aspects of the question needed_to 

. be deait with urgently (Austria, Ad Hoc Committee, 6th meeting; Chile, First 

Committee, 1526th meeting; Malta, First Committee, 1515th meeting; Sweden, First 

Committee, 1527th meeting). 
Further studies to assist the M_lloc Committee in considering the question 

were suggested: a document on the present and clearly forsee~bl,e technology for the 

military exploitation of the area (Malta, Ad Hoc Co~ittee, 4th meeting); ·a study 
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of the most suitable and effective means of ensuring that the sea-bed and subsoil 

underlying the ~igh seas ~e used exclusively for peaceful purposes, and that the 

installation of nuclear weapons in them is expressly prohibited (Mexico, First 

Committee, 15_29th meeting; views of Goverriments., A/AC.135/1); a study of the work 

of the ENI:c-~th regard to the area (Norway, ~oc Committee, 6th mee~ing). 

It was also suggested that the Ad Hoc Committee should take up the question 

of the movem_entof submarines_ at increasingly great depths and measures tor 

supervising their temporary stationing (Madagascar, views of Governments~ 

A/AC.+35/1) and that it should study the possibility of recommending.ways and means 

by which the United Nations can forestall the development of international tension 

resulting fran the·appropriation of the area tor military purposes {Sudan, views or 
. . 

Governments., A/AC .135/1).. It was stated that the installation of nuclear weapons 

and other weapons of mass destruction and the establishment of military bases • 
- . . . -- -- ------ -

should be prohibited; the question as to whether military manoeuvres and test 

explosions should be allowed should be thoroughly studied (Norway, views ot_ 

Governments, A/AC.135/1). The_ possible installation of nuclear weapons on the bed-· - ~ 
' . 

of the sea .and other uses. of the ocean fioor for warlike purposes, it was held, 

warranted study and solution by the General Assembly; th~re was a-need tor an 

express _prohibition on the use of the sea-bed and ocean fioor for warlike purposes 

or for the stationing of weapons of mass destruction (Ecuador, First Committee·, 

1528th meeting). It was also stated that researches into thEf:-nature' of the work , 

of other United Nations bodies should enable the_Committee to determine whether 

Stateo or groups of States had been exercising military or quasi-military 

activities in that region_, o.nd to recommend to the General Assembly that any 

activity of a military character should be banished from the area and to States 
' 

that they retreat from any propensity for such military exercises (United Republic 

of Tanzania, Ad Hoc Committee 7th meeting). 

• I 
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SEA•SEOS••P~ACEFUL USES 

• ·: 't • LEGAL WORKING ~ROUP"ADOPTED WORK P.ROGRAM ESSENTIALLY ~S 
.• PROPOSED BY CHAlRMAN BENITES PLACING RESERVATION OF SEABEO 

·,EXCLUSIVELY FOR PEACEFUL· PURPOSES HIGH ON; WORKING GROUP'S 
•. AGENDAA USSR·OJD NOT"_RtPE~T NOT 08JECT"tO THlS PROCEOUREAL 

. . .• ACTION DESPITE PREVJO~S- PREFERENCE FOR, RESTRICTING SUBJECT TO 
.,· -.: .• • • FULL'C0MMITT£E, ANO.MAY BE PLANNlNG TO POUND AWAYON PEACEFUL· 
• • : ·.' USES· 1N 80Tt{ FULL COMMIT TE£ ANO LtGAL WORKJNG GROUP• . 
. • '. •. ( ' : 

,· :.·· 2• AT' CAUCUS OF" F"RJE·NDLJE::S FOLLOWING MEETING, AUSTRALIA, 
• ••• • .. ITALY1 NORWAY,. IC~LAND, °FRANCt, CANAOA ANO AUST~IA, JN 

·P.ARTlCULA~, PRf.SSEO US ON ABSENCE· OF ANY STATEMENT'REGAROlNG· 
.. "! PEAC£rUL USES JN DRArT· DECL~RATION" or PRlNClP.LES• CONSENSUS. 
,. SEMMEOTO 8£ THAT IT" WAS: JMPERATtVE f"OR WE"ST" TO HAVE JTS OWN 

FORMULAON QUESTlON OF: PE~CEFUL U$£S, OTHERWISE, IT WAS JN .. 
. EVITABLE THAT" AD MOC•COMMJTT££ ANO LATtR· THE UNGA WOULD 

I . ADOPT SOVIET"FORM~LATJONe 
0 

MOREOVER, ANY CONSTRUCTJVE PROPOSALi 
WEST" MIGHT HAVE ON! 0THER ASPECTS, INCLUDING txPLOITATiON Or 
RESOURCES1 WOULO BE O~ERSHADOWEO: MOSTB!-S..J:l:E:ifcE,ON_WHAT 
COUNTRIES REGARDED AS DOMINANT ISSUE• NOT~ST'EFF£CT· 

• WOULD er. TREMENDOUS PRO~AG.A!'JOA OEF'E~ T_..J:,~WE6T ANo CORR· 
£SPONOJNG VlCtO~Y.FOR SOVJET ~Loe. NtiRWEGtANOEL"~ARNCD THAT"ANY 
fORMAL SU8HISSJON SY US OF. PROPOSED DECLARATION ·or LEGAL·PRINclPLr. 
~HJCH.FAJLEO TO D~AL WlTHARMSCONTROLCOULD.MEETWITH VIOLENT 
REACTION·r-ROM M.\JORJTY: OF'; COUNTRl£Se OAttAGE. TO W£ST£RN 

• - POS-ITJON GtNERALLYi AND• NOT" JUST' US POSJTIOHi WOULO.SE. GREAT• . . . 
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3, SEVERAL WESTERN OELS IN P"lVATE REMARKSTO OELOFFS,lMPLlEO 

• T~AT US SILENCE· ON SEABED ARKS CONTROL QU£S7IONS AT TH16 TJME 
JS STRANGE CONTRAST WJTH PRESlOEN-T·•s NPT STATEMENT LAST" . 

. ~EEK THAT -US ~OULO PROMPTL~AND VlGOROU$LY PURSUE N£GOTJAT10NS 
ON EFFtCTlVE .ME~SURE~tO· HALT NUCLEARARM$RACE~ . 
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.. •. • from: . • • . ·IO·• ·»avid n. Pop!)er· · · : • \ 
·- .. . L • Leonard C. Meckar · •• • 

. ... •' .·. 
.. Subject: • Arma Control ori the ·seabed .... DWO:U-tATION 

. ··: ... ...... . 
.. . MEHORi~~UM. .. . ·-··· •• . -

·1 . . ~- .•. 
• • .. . ,.. ·.· ·"':'"- . . ., - . . ••• •. ·- •. . . -·. -· ,..__ . · .. ·_. . . . : ,·._ •... ··., ..... 

.. •, ·::··_,OnJune ··20 ;. tbe USSRi~troduc'ed in tho United 
• ·.-: .. • • • ·. t~ations. Ad -lloc Se~bcds Committeo its draft resolution 
•• • . . :- under ,,1btch' the Gen~al. J\sscr..bly would Cllll U!)On all 
• • ..... :-... _.:·• • States to tu;c th_o • seabed beyond the territorial ,.,at:ers 
•~...: · • • : , . · -· ,e,;.cJ:E!l1.vely _for,_.2.,c~~ijtu:Ro3c~,. and- rcqueot the EUDC 
·, . • • . - to cons~der urgently prohibition of_ use of the seabed 

.· ::·.: -~-·.be>7ond• terr~tc;,riol ~a~ers for ta11tt,!lry e'-1!-??oses. 
. . .. 

. .. .~i~~d ·states· reprcocntct!ves, lacking a position 
.•..on crms control in relation to this .ne~1 environment, have 

. . . • 'made no l:lentiori of this subject 11: Ambassador Mendelcvi~h 
• • -• • • on 'l'hurudny c~llcd _attention to tbis omissi~n on our part 

--·: :: in the Lf?gal Gr_ou:pin _New~orlt. • :· 
. • . • • • . • : . • . : • . .. : . . ..• :"""'; ·. . ·:. .. . 

. · -. . . '. 1t·.1s plain. from tho. proceed1<-tr;s in New York thue . 

. •. _far durine the. c~rcnt meetings that there i. .. 111 ba strOl'.\S 
- .. • ~•L-pport.fo~ the·Soviet pro~osal.- Yeaterday !n_ a proc~dural 

_ . diacussiori during ,1hich ,10 joined ,-11th the U.K., Australia . 
: _·... • •. and the USSRto try to -deemphasiza ~he armo _control question-' 

• ~--in th~ Lc3al • Grol.,p ,. we • rlln into d.etormined opposition frOt'.l 
non-aligned -countries.. 'J:ne Soviets pior.optly ceved, and-' the 
tmd ras~t ,-1as .that •arms control ,-wil°s placed e.."Cl)rcssly o_n 

the· Legal ·croup's· agend4... - _;. . • . ·. , .. 

. . ::• s~~~~ue~tl;,: ~~~ ~a~- ~---~etl~.a ·,11th ?~.\TO.a{11~~-·-
.. and other western countries,. in the coursg of -11hiea'l their 

. ' . 
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rep~esentatt:~es strcss"cd tha·t t'hcre w~s·· a. most. s~rious • 
-- deficiency in tha U.S •. position.- So_ long· as tie h:ld 
•• nothing parsun~!vo· to -aay on_-a~6s control, they told ua. 
~ ,ie u~ld_-~e in great difficulfy, nnd indicatod that they 

could not go. a1Qn3 ,i!th ·tt totally negativ~ attitucle on · 
· .the arras·con"trol.question. _Norway. Icelnnd, Canada and • 

France w~re ~mong those ~ho p~ess~d. ~~ on the issue. • 
•.•• 1 

·._· • •.. :.-• • :-. : . •• : •. ·· • We· fores~e tha follo-.-1ins as'"lil~ely to t'1ke- p1nce 
.. _. . •• •.•. if_ ·we contJ.nu~ on. ~ur pr~sent cow:sc without change: 

• • • "'· • • • • • • :_. • • . ~ • .. : . . • • : •. -~- -: •. :· • • • • . : • .. • ·: . . . • . .. : . . . • • . • ·_ •. . J• • . . • .. 
. . . 

·· .. · , .·.:-: •. • at. The Soviets t-fill ma~;e ell ·tho political bay 
:· • • ·· . ·, .• • • .• .. : ·.: • • · ·:... .. . tl1~y can out of t1:11a i~ sue ..and ernphas!ze • 

• • •• • .·_.._... · ..- -.· ·. ••.. ·: ... ·.U.S. ioolation on _·1t.· .· ·. .. . -. . : -~-.. : 
I •. 

• • • • • ? • • i .. • .. . . • •.• 

- .. • .:· ·--:_· · . ···_.: ·• . -b~ • . The Soviets will. pres-a tho~r resolution, and 
. . . ... • ~ :_·:.·.:·:. ·:·._ ..·.:.-: ._-·-1~-will_ ~c •&Ul)ported. by· n large li13jority: 
··; ... •...- ... •. .: ..-'·. .. _..•. :.·: -~:·.•• - ~::.. '"; • ~--: 

· · • •• ... · · :~;· ,. if· the _United ~tates: ~imply opposes the Soviet 
• -.~- . .. . . .., .·.>·· •. : resolution end seeks. to have it rcjacted on 
.-: •. : _: . . . . ·. •• • ·._.... • · .. ::: .. ·: the ·grolmd that it io not acceptable to 811 . . ... . ,. . . ..,__,
• :·· _: .. ,. • .· • ••• ·: · • .. ,:- ; ·members of· the Ad I?o~ Comraittee, the consensus 
= • • .- •. ••. •__:_·. • · ·:· •. •••__.•• procedure on _\lhich the :committee bas been pro-

.. :· ·:··,.•. ·: :··.. •. ceeding • is 1:f.kely to ·.some mambersbrea1t dO\t."11; 
• • -: ...,.. _·.~111 press. for ·a· vote,· and, in the vot1ng our 

: ·.position l-:ould _be· decisiv~y defeated; loss of 
.'_. :• • •• .: .·/.: :_ .. the consensus procedure OVC2!' the _arClS control 

_. ...• · .. • ·.-··· • tssuo could be very harm~ul to uo on a nUl!\ber-
: : • •• -~ . ••. : ._.•·. ..• ~f other queotions having subotantinl hlportance 
. ·. •. •. :_,:.• . :. • ' .. •.•. ··_tothe United ·States (e.s.:_, eler.i¢.nts of an ~!-
• ··-:·..:. _··._:··__ • : ... • :_ .. inttn:"na~ional regime t;o govern econo:nic .. 

· ~ : . •~ • .. ··: • ._·_..-. of the seabed). .· • ..._ explo1tati(?n 

. . :::d~•._.In the.nbsence of the Uni.ted States devclop_ing 
-.-.···... a :perstui_sive_ subseantivc position on arms . 

• ·_·•...•. • :--contro~, the pnssnze .of tir!e will not Mlp us; • 
. • ~-t~e-1ssua t1111 not _recede in importance, and· 

• • • -,:e ·uul •f~ce ri!Ot..'ntins political lozses -- at 
• enothcr·caetlnri 0£ the Ad lloc Cor:~~it!:ee this • 
•.. inr...uar, •at tba G~meral Asse::tbly this· fall~ 

and· in th3 JaIDC. .. . •. 
f. • • 

· .•· 
. 

_.·: . .• . . .. • '- .S P. 9 
. 
R. B I' . . ... . : : . .. 
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•· - lie .bel icve it is indispensable for: the U:iited 
States to be t\ble to e.~reas s,m-e views on seabed arr.is 
control thnt aro connistent ,-,1th our p~st st:at:em-2nts nnd 
general poature on disarme.m~nt. If t-1aere able to <lo so 
ot an early date; ,~e may still be _·ablo to work out a 
procedural reference of the whole tubject to the ENDC. 
However, thia· vill not be poosiblo without some lnngu:iga 
by tvhich U.H. w.:mbers would express e.n affirmative interest 

1in seabed ll.rms cot;itrol. If it is not" feasible to secure . 
•approval withi~ th<! Governmont of a position along the 
• lines of· that ~hich was recently recom:::iendcdto.the.Preoi•· 

dent, we think the follcr.-:ing ou3ht to.be co1'3idered as a 
formula: The United St:l\tcs is de(.11catecf to ~orkable arms 

·control measures that Yill enh5nce the ponce ~nd security 
of all nations and bring the world nearer to general and 
complete d!s:i~ment. We propose that tho Elmc b_o nskod 
to take up the question of arr.10 control on the senbad with 
a vieu to tho elaboration of an effcctive··tntcrnational · 
agreement. I~ is our aim to preve11t the .spread of. the • 
art'~ race to this new envtron."!!ent. . .... 

: • • • --· • • .. \le· couid. then support a re~olution in the United - -· 
Rations calling for negotiation in an appropriate forlltl . 
(probably tho FJlDC) of an effective e;rcement desi3ned -to 

. prevent tho spread of t11e ~s race t:o the seabed and cc.can 
· • noo.... '· ... :· ..;, . ·.• ~. . ... - - ·- - _.... -· - -:: . . 

If ,10 ha.,,c a proposal . of our Oi·m.to i;ork for _in 
the United Hntions, it should be poasible to s~curo somo I 

. 
• 

I 

auch reference of the subject matter (and of tho Soviet 
• and U.S. proposals) to the mmc.. •wtthout having something 

of our at·m to work with, we face a series 0£ growing • .... 
• difficulties tho.t can only end by our being in a sub• 
-·atantially disadvl!,ntagcd position. . . _ 

. . 

8 P. G R i 'l 
..10:DHPopper/L:LCMceker:njb 

••. ' 
• ' 
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FOR·RELEASEON DELIVERY Press Release USUN-101(68)
CHECK.TEXTAGAINSTDELIVERY June 20, 1968 

Statement by David H. Popper, United States Representative to the 

Ad Hoc·Committee to study the Peaceful Uses of the Sea-Bed and 

ocean Floor Beyond the Limits of National Jurisdic.tion, June 20,1968, 
. . 

++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++ 

When this Committee adjourned its first session on March 27, 
,··its work might be said to have been at the end of the beginning.

• --The Committee had organized itself, reviewed the requirements laid 
upon it in General Assembly Resolution 2340(XXII), heard and 
discussed the views of many Members regarding the problems of the 
deep ocean floor; and heard our Chairman's statement regarding its 

··-work program for the period prior to the next regular General 
-. Assembly meeting. 

Now we are pressing on with that work program. Our representa­
tives on the two Working Groups of the Coomittee are engaged in 
their tasks. Already certain problems and issues are beginning to 
emerge as those which ~111 require our attention in the period ahead. 

What is needed now is hard analysis, the selection of areas 
for priority consideration, and the preparation of Working Group 
reports which will trace out paths along which the General Assembly
may wish to proceed. The informality and concentration of effort 
poss·ible in the Working Groups should facilitate this process. 

At the end of the series of meetings we are now holding, one 
would hope to have in hand reports from each Working Group-which
the Ad Hoc Committee might agree to have included 1n or attached·to 
its own report to the General Assembly. This could be determined 
either at the end of our present session or at our next meeting 1n 
late.August" 

more 
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II 
. As the Committee and its Working Groups proceed., their members 

will no doubt bear in mind certain-relevant aspects of the current 
situation. • 

First., that while our knowledge of the oceans 1s still limited., 
.interest in the potentialities of the sea-bed and the ocean floor is 
rapidly increasing all over the world; and that international 
cooperation in exploring and realizing these potentialities is 
highly desirable. 

Second., that this Committee can play a key role 1n stimulating
such cooperation. It can be a vehicle for identifying problems and 
for· seekin~ ~reed solutions. 

Third., that as to the legal elements of the subject., the 
Conmittee through the Legal Working Group should determine those 

matters which may call for international consideration at the first 
stage., and those which should be taken up at a later date. My
Delegation believes that we are ready now to begin consideration 

.of guidelines or principles so that the·exploration and use of the 
deep ocean floor may proceed in as orderly a manner as pomlble. The 
U.S. Representative in the Legal Workmg Group discussed this 
subject 1n some detail this morning. • · 

., 
• •• • Fourth., that if legal arrangements are to be created for this 

environment., they must rest on an accurate appreciation of both 
the physical features of the sea-bed and the technical and 
scientific capabilities for exploration and exploitation -- as these 
capabilities exist now., and as they may be expected to improve in 
the future. These are questions of fact and informed judgment.,
requiring expert advice and analysis which we ma.y expect to obtain 
through the Technical and Economic Working Group. 

Fifth., that all members of the United Nations have a stake in 
our deliberations. At the same time., Members differ widely in their 
command of technical resources in this field and in their capacity 
to provide msistance. 

Sixth., that the only practical means of attaining lasting
cooperation in all these matters is through a search for general 
agreement on every important point. 

III 

Members of the Committee will recall that at our March meetings
•.I brought to its attention President Johnson I s proposal for an 

International Decade of Ocean Exploration~ The General Assembly
resolution which established this Connnittee asked it to consider 
practical steps for international cooperation in the exploration
of the ocean floor. The progress of the Decade proposal should 
therefore be of direct interest to theCommittee. . 

Over the past three months the United States has discussed 
this far-reaching proposal for international cooperation with 
representatives of many governments. A .report has been prepared by
the U.S. National Council on.Marine Resources and Engineering 

more 
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Development~ ·which elaborates on the concept of the Decade as we 
.have conceived it. Copies of the report have been made available to 
the Members of this Conunittee. • 

In proposing ~he Decade, President.Johnson _suggested that ~t 
could: • 

-- "expand cooperative efforts by scientists f'rom many 
· nations to probe the mysteries of' the sea; 

•.__·.; mcrease our knowledge of food resources, to assist 1n 
meeting world-wid~ threats of malnutrition and disease; 

-bring closer the day when the people of' the world can 
exploit new source_s of minerals and fossil fuels." 

• Topically, we consider that the projects undertaken under such 
a program might fall into four separate areas: 

. -. 

• · •• (1) The ~loration ·or Living Resources. I need ·not elaborate 
. ...here on t~nee to develop future sources for food for the world's 

growing popul.ation. By learning to harvest the edibl.e resources of' 
the sea, we may hel.p to save mill.ions of peopl.e from needl.ess. 
hunger or mal.nutrition. • 

(2) ~l.oration of' the Ocean Floor. The acquisition of greater
knowl.edgec> the geology, mineral content and geography of the deep 
ocean floor is o~ direct importance to this Committee and in 

_j)articular to its Technical and Economic Working Group. Such 
scientific activity can provide information on the nature, 
availability and distribution of mineral resources. It can 
stimulate the development of' technology for the exploitation. of' 
those resources. 

(3) mloration of Ocean Processes. Studies in this area 
will. add sgniticantly to our scientific knowledge of the motion 
of the sea and its dynamics; the inter-action of the air and the 
sea; and the evolutionary processes of ocean basins. This should 
provide us with better ocean and weather forecasting services, 
which are essential for optimum expl.oration and exploitation. 

- (4) Assistance to Developing Nations. Although the proposal. 
tor oc·ean explorailoncovers more··tfian simply the sea-bed, this 
particular aspect is of direct concern to this Committee. 
_Assistance to the developing nations could involve mapping of 
selected areas of the continental shelf' and surveys of resources. 
Perhaps even moreimportant in the longer term would be the 

• possibility afforded for participation by developing countries. 
We would hope that through a sharing of effort, developing countries 
would soon be able to construct national programs of their own 
1n the marine sciences. and train the experts necessary to operate
such programs. 

more 
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Some representatives have quite legitimately.asked what 
purposes can be served by an International Decade of Ocean 
-Exploration which are not·a1ready accomplished by existing ocean 
science programs. As we s~e it, the action we have in mind 
pursuant to the Decade concept would include more than simply 
an expansion of existing international cooperative efforts, 
although it would.of course build on the many successful programs
already 1n_1tiated. Among other things, the Decade would: 

First·, provide tor long-term, continuous exploration ac 
activities on a world-wide basis, pursuant· to a sustained planning 
process in which a prominent role would be ·played by some inter­
national planning body concerned with pr1orittes_and goals. 

Sec·ond, accelerate activities directed toward the discovery
and exploration ot ocean resources to comp1ement the existing
emphasis on scientific activities. . • . . 

Third, encourage greater participation ~y-the less developed
.countries as well ··as developed coun~~ies •• . . . : 

• Fourth, place greater.emphasis on training and education 
programs, particularly as regard~ the training of specialists
·from developing countries. • • . . 

• : Fifth, produce major improvements· :1h data exchange, including
tha~ undertaken on a regional basis, and in standardization ot 
instruments tor mea~uring ocean phenomena. 

Sixth, look toward more etfect.ive • coordination of the 

participated last week 1n the London meetings of the Bureau and 

ac~iv1ties ot·part1cipat1ng
Member States. . . · . :·. 

international 
• 

organizations, 
. 

and ·of 
· . 

. . 
The representatives of certain Members of this Committee 

Consultative Council of the Intergovernmental Oceanographic
Commission. They engaged in a discussion.concerning the 
International Decade of Ocean Explor~~ion and related.matters. 

•A recommendation adopted by the Bureau recognized the 
importance ot long-term research programs concerning the oceans. 
~e recommendation declares that the ~ureau "considered the 
proposal ot the USA for an International Decade of Ocean Explora­
tion as a useful initiative for broadening and accelerating such 
investigations and for strengthening international cooperation."
Continuing, the Bureau "endoresed the ·concept of an expanded,
accelerated, long-te~, and sustained program of exploration of 
the oceans and their resources, including international programs,
planned and coordinated on a worldwide basis, expanded interna­
tional exchange ot data from national programs,· and international 
efforts to strengthen the research capabilities of all interested 
nations". 

more 
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This recommendation seems to us to march in the same 
direction as the points made by the Secretary General in his 
report to.the General Assembly pursuant to R solution 2172 
(Document E/4487 at page 76). The Secretary General envisions 
an expanded program of international cooperation to assist in a 
better understanding of the marine environment ·through science. 
The recommendations he makes to the General Assembly are fu~ly
consistent with the concept of an International Decade. We note 
that he suggests an important role tor the intergovernmental
Oceanographic Committee. 

Based on the discussions we have had and are continuing to 
have with others, we hope that a common approach may be developed
which will enable this Committee, together with other interested 
international bodies, to make specific proposals with respect to 
this long-range scientific enterprise, for consideration by the . 
23rd UN General Assembly this fall. Such proposals might appropri­
ately consider the period between now and 1970 as a time for 
initial planning activities, with the implementation phase beginning
thereafter. . . . • 

·we would be interested in the reactions of other delegations 
to our thoughts on this subject. 

V 

However we may proceed with respect to the International 
Decade of Ocean Exploration, there seems no doubt that in the 
period ahead there will be increased activity of various kinds in 
the deep oceans. This will result in a continuing increase in 
the scale of exploration of the deep ocean floor. 

In these circumstances it seems to us important that the 
international community take action soon looking toward the pre­
servation of certain virgin marine areas for general scientific 
purposes and for the preservation of existing international marine 
life. 

In such marine areas no activities would be permitted which 
would impair their value for scientific exploration, research or 
study. Preservation in an unmodified state of characteristic 
marine features such as a deep ocean trench, a group of sea mounts, 
and uninhabited coral atolls wo~ld provide ecological baselines 
to serve as a basis for comparison in future investigations of the· 
oceans. International arrangements to this end would be a graphic
demonstration of the international character of the oceans and the 
seabed, and of the potential for cooperation in the marine sciences. 
For this reason, my delegation believes that it would be appropri­
ate for this Committee to consider this subject in formulating its 
recommendations to the General Assembly. • 

MORE 



\ 

POPPER -6- · ... 

' ·we believe that ultimately it might be desirable to establish 
formal treaty arrangements guaranteeing the preservation ot 

• selected marine wilderness areas. However, it might be sufficient 
to start with a General Assembly resolution requesting all State.a 
and their nationals to respect the virgin quality or certain . 
designated areas, to refrain from commercial exploitation or other 
activities in those areas that might impair their value tor .. 
scientific purposes, to avoid unnecessary collection of specimens

• and to cooperate in international scientific investigations
•within the preserves. The exercise or freedoms ot the seas that 

did not impair the acientific value or the preserve area, including
th~ freedom of air and sea navigation, would not be affected. 

' For its part, the United States wo.u1d be prepared to make 
'. 

Rose Island, an uninhabited coral atoll 1n the South Pacific Ocean 
owned by the United States, available for use in connection with 
marine preserves. We would propose that certain areas of 

.._ particular interest, such as the floor ot the Kermadec-Tonga
•• •• ·Trench and one or more undersea tablemounts in that area, together

with the immediately· superjacent waters, be similarly regarded as 
international marine preserves •. 

. It members ot the Committee find this proposal ot interest,
the United States would be pleased to present it in a more formal 
and_.specific form. .~ . 

******** 
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ADDRESSBY THE HONORP.BLE ROB~~~~':'A. ~'ROSCH, ASS!S'l'l.~~T 
SECRETARY' OF THE NAVYFOR REB:.:."<i.l~CH DEVELC~~-S":;.l\?,1'.l-.TD A~• 
THE SECOND MERSHON-CARNSGIE Ei~Dow:~!E~;."TCON~E?.E~rc~ O:..i u.~-T, 
ORGJ1.NIZATIONAND SECURITY IN T~.E USE OF Tr:E CCE.\NJ 
7 OCTOBER 1967 

INTRODUCTION 

"Military Uses of the Ocean" is an exceedingly broad 

and complex subject. In presenting some of the present clay 

manifestations of military use of the sea, together with 

some of the legal problems; oceanographic implications, and 

future thinking I want to take a quite strictly military 

view, that is, to present the subject from the point of view 

of National Security viewed fairly narrowly in tezms of the 

protection of the United States in its present circumstances. 

This can provide a firm background for discussion both by 

. introducing these views and possibly by throwing down some 

gauntlets. There are, of course, other non-military interests 

of the United States which must be taken into account in the 

formulation of natio~al policy. I will put some emphasis on the 

technical background requirements of the military uses. 

In order to develop the rationale behind military use 

of the sea, it would be well. to first discuss it in a ge.~eral 

sense based on taxonomy of military.uses. 

https://1'.l-.TD


Many military uses of the ocean stem from general 

uses of the ocean: Where man goes his problems go, where 

man's problems go his conflicts go, and where man's conflicts 

go his military forces follow. A second class of military 

uses of the ocean stem rrom special properties of the ocean, 

including the fact that there is no sovereignty there,·tne 

fact that the sea provides special kinds of concealree~t, and 

the fact that it is an arena generally empty of human 

population concentrations. A third class of military usas 

stems from uses generated in response to the military uses 

called out by the first two classes, and by those in the 

third class. (I fold the third class into itself to avo~d 

a useless sequence.) 

In the first class (military uses generated ir. response 

~~ non-military uses) we find policing problems, including 

the protection of our own shipping, fishing, shores, and 

property at sea. 

_ In the second ciass (military uses generated f=om 

special ~roperties of the sea) we may put deterrence forces, 
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I' 
l 

sea based.forces for attacks on foreign shores, and forces I 
I 

based at sea for surveillance of foreign activities. The . I I 

ocean is also used as a convenient place for testing of I 
~ 

! 
I 

some military sy~tems. I 
I

In tbe third class (military uses generated by other • 
'I 
Imilitary uses) we may put anti-$1.lbmarine warfare (A.SW), .I 

air defense of and attacks on fleets, submarine attacks on 

fleets, surveillance of military forces, etc. We also 

include-here the problem of P+Oviding tbe scientific and 

technological basis for military use of the sea. 

Tbe remainder of this papar will describe some of 

t~P. particular uses and cons~quences 

try to provide some basic information 

in th~ oceans. 

Some Soecif j c Mili.tarv Uses of the 

In general, the United States 

to be made up of Strategic Deterrent 

in a general way, to 
r 
I 

on military interests l 
t 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Sea i 
' 

Navy may be considared i 

Forces (class two), 

Anti-Subma··ine Warfare For~es (class three), and Tactical 

Porces (all three classes). 
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The first basic force stru·cture is the Strategic 
;
: 
1-,

Deterrent Forces, in particular, our Fleet Ballistic Missile I 
I 
I 

submarines. The success of the POLARIS program as a major ! 
I 
I 

component of our national strategic deterrence system, has I 
l 

thrust the POLARISsubmarine to the fore. POLARIS, with a I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

high degree of invulnerability, has become a coi.--narstone. of I 
I 
! 

the Nation's strategic forces. This submarine systa~ 

relies on the ability to hide in the ocean for its . l 
i 
i 

invulnerability. It is a flexible system and highly mobile. \ 
I 

In many ways it would appear to be an ideal deterrent to 

nuclear warfare for a long time. The mobility aspect can 

only be limited by further limitation on use of the sea. 

Future design of sea based deterrents following 

POLARIS/POSEIDON may take many forms. Underwater silos, for 

example, are a possibility. Should that be so it rn~y be t~at 

the maritime nuclear powers would like to keep the continental 

sh~lves and deep.ocean available for some use by such military 

sy.stems. This, however, would not nccessari!y baa bar tc 

use of these areas ox the ocean bottom also for exploration• 

ana .exploitation of na~ural resources. 

-4-
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The next major subdivision of-Naval forcaE is the 

Anti-Submarine warfare Forces. The submarine threat to 

the United States has been and is expected to rem~in a 

very serious consideration in defense planning. Soviet~~1e 

Union now has a large submarine force consisting both of 

nuclear and non-nuclear ships. This force is being 

modernized and increased in size on an intense scale. Red 

China has built a sizeable sub~arine force (third largest in 

terms of operational ships in world), and even smallar powers 

such as North Korea and Egypt have conventionally-poware:d 

submarine forces. 

The submarine threat jeopardizes both our nav~l 

forces and our merchant shipping. In addition, the missiles 

carried by foreign submarines can also strike. a significant 

portion of continental United States with nuclear weapons. 

To counter this, the country now spends ·several billion 

dollars annually in developing and operating anti-subrnarina 

~orces. tafhen one looks at ·the anti-submarine warfare problem 

~rorr. a military standpoint, serious dilemmas are pos~1. T~~ 

problem of protection ·against a ballistic missile thr~at is 

especially serious since a large portion of the oc~an is 

-s-

-----.---



I' 

available· for deployment. Continuous surveillanc~ is 

required to minimize the danger of ~urprise attack. 

Area surveillance is cxtre~ely difficult. Even if 

it were possible to erect barrier lines. which coula count 

and identify every submersible which paases, thes~ wo\:.!.d 
. 

soon b~ lost in the vast ocean expanse on the o~her siae 

oi: the barrier. One possible solution that might be posed 

is continuous tracking. Ir a transit through a barrier line 

were to occur, friendly forces might conceivably follc·w t!le 

potential aggressor. This tactic, howev~r, may prove to bs 

both technically and operationally difficult. Indeed, it is 

doubt=ul if the tactic would be of value arter disce:nment ot 

ocr in~entions by other submersibles. 

There 1s a temptation to look tor a legal principl~ 

which permits the use ot a barrier. The idea comes to 

mind that a power could prevent penetration of an announced 

barrier by military submersibles. This rule would be akin 

to the blockade rule, which requires both announcement anc 

-6-
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the necessary power to enforce it. This rule, hcw.?ver, 

would be a two-edged S\f1ord. It would be highly dest~bili~ing 

to other free uses of the sea. 

The alternatives then would appaar to b.: to cc~duct 

intensified attempts to track or to conduct effective 

area surveillance. If the latter effort is unqertaken another 

problem arises. This would be the perfection ~nc ~cp:oyraent 

of the sensing elements. The rules for military us~ 

sea should not forbid installations on the ocaan bottor,i for 

the detection of submarines. 

Between the closing of ci portion of tha seas to 

military submarines and maintaining the freedom of the seas 

for both deployment and surveillonca, the latter appea~s 

the rno~e attractive course from the point of view of our 

ce=ense. This choice is heavily conditioned by the fact. 

that United States has free access to the seas and a larga 

stake in maintaining free movement on and in them. 

The case of the sub~arine armed with nuclear missiles 
I 

iR a serious consideration from the standpoint of protection 

-7-
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of· national interests. C~rtain policies which might f.avo:: 

our·military ~nd our defense sy~tems in this respect, are: 

The rules should not deny freedom of the seas for deploy:-~ent 

of strategic forces by all nations. The rules shoulc not 

deny freedom of the seas for deployr.tent of strategic detection 

and warning devices. Future developments of internacional 

agreements should allow use of the ocean surf~ca, the air 

and space above it, and the ocean bottom for w"rning devices. 

Tactical.Naval Forces are made up of many eleili~nts 

including Strike aircraft and their carriers, amphibious 

craft, m'ine warfar.e forces, shore bo:nbardment ships, forc~s 

for fleet defense and logistic support ships. 

The use of the oceans as a base for mobile airfields 

for air attack against land and sea targets, as well as for 

_ASW search planes is an important military use of freedom of 

surface movement on the seas. In a se~se thase carriers can 

be viewed as either strategic or tactical depending on hew 

they are deployed and used. They must be accompanieG by 

forces intended for their protection and logistic replenish.-nent. 

-8-
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The-United States h~s developed and practiced 

amphibious warfare a great deal. Thi.s fol.in of \.f;;_rfa:c\'.::r.~s 

been required by conflicts on foreign shores particularly 

those involving alli~s. This projection of force som<;itirni.!s,. 

however, can have the concommitant advantage to the U~ited 

States of keeping conflicts remote from our national 

boundaries. This,too, is a use of the oceans as a b~~e 

for the projection of infantry and armored powar ashore. 

Tnese forces too must be protected, and generally requira 

a1r cover. 

Where the military presence of these forces have 

been invited no legal problems are raised by their deployment. 

But if the territorial seas of nejghboring neutr~ls or 

potential hostile powers were to be unilaterally extended 

so that ambiguity existed or serious deployn,ent interference 

resulted then political factors would have an impact on the 

conduct of the military campaign. For this reason extension 

of sovereignty to the extent that it denies freedom of 

military forces is inimical to the continuation c~ p~st 

tactical doctrines. 
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Mine Warfare is another area of concern. The 

moored mine, though d~signad to be fixed in a sp~cific 

location, becomes highly hazardous when set adrift by the 

se_a, or as a result of minesweeping or minelaying atte:npts. 

This problem has already resulted ;n legal restrictions 

covering .the use of moorea mines, the sanitaticn thereof, 

and the prohibition of: fre~ drifting mines. Bottom mines 

may be actuated by magnetic, acoustic,· pressure influance, 
I .. 

or communication from shora. The United States military 

position regarding the legal status of.min~s on sucb areas 

as the continental shelf beyontl the territorial sea has 

been that they are property belonging to tha c~er. 

The further extension of military capability to the 

seabed is a clear possibility. Saturation or extended 

diving operations, together with vehicles, sensors, and 

tools, will permit broader utilization of sea floor and 

may provide mnny military advantages. The rig'ht to deploy 

units on the sea floor in international waters tor the 

purpose of inspecting for mines or other impadi~ents to 

the legitimate exercise of· tr.e free. seas in particular 



; 

seems.useful. Extension of territorial limits and/o~ 

est~blishrnent of seabed scvareignty would threutan or limit 

this possibility. 

One other milit~ry possibility to be not~d ·specifically 

is protection of those ~ngaged in exploitation of tha sea. 

United States capital is unlikely to be ris·ked unless it 

i3 United States policy to p:.:otect the investme •.ts agc..ir.st 

foreign or piratical invasions. This will baa N~vy and/o~ 

Coast Guard mission. l 

I,. 
' I 

In order to under~tand the military use of the I 

oceans we must continually observe, measure and atte:-.-.:._:.-c 

to understand them. 

Some Technological and Scientific Background to h.:..!.it2iry 

Use of the Sea 

A knowledge of the various oceanographic cc~ditions 

for the particular area involved is important if a nav~l 

operations are to be successful~ Forecasting techniques, 

• developed during World Wz.r II and refined in the years since, 

-11-
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have proven to be highly successful. In the planning stages 

of an amphibious landing for exaraple, forecasts of tides, 

tidal currents, and surf conditions must be ~~de. Since 

the~e conditions are affected by weather, meteorologists in 

conjunction.with .oceanograpnars are employed. 

If wind velocities and directions can be accu~ately 

=.:>recast, these can be translated into wav·e heigbts and 

ultimately into h~ights of surf. Wave and surf fo~ec~sting 

can be made if measurements have bean made over a wide 

area days and weeks in advance and in remote loca~ions. 

This combined with a careful study of the hydrograpny of 

the area will enable the forecaster to predict whether the 

landing craft will be hampered by the presence of rip 

currents and inshore cu~rents. Finally a reconnaiss~nc~ 

of the area by frogmen will aid in establishing the pr..::~ence 

or absence of underwater obstacles, mines, sensors, pinr.acles, 

rocks, shoals or·coral heads. 

Developments in oceanography and ocean enginaering 

are ·important to the overall objective i~ mine warfare. • 

Since the influence which sats off the mine and tha d~stxuctiv2 

-12-
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fore.a of the mine e~t"plosion are transmitted tnroug'h tha 

wstcr., ·a knowledge of v~rious water prop~rties is. . . 

necessary for intelligent am?loyment of both r.iinez and 

~~n~ counterraeasures. Until recently only arean with 

water d~pths shallower than 100 fathoms were conzider~d to 

ba mineable. Looking to the futura the ~bility to wo=k 

on t.~e bottom raises the possibility th~t mine3 ~ay be 

found in deeper water. 

Many of the oceanographic problems related to 

su~marine operations concern th6 use·of sona~. Fo= 

e>:ample, we have learned that chenges in so~,d velocity 

cau cause marked variations in detection zones ajd ranges. 

T:~ese cbanges cause the true position of a target an~ 

that shown by sonar to differ. Our l_imited knowledge about 

tnese changes m~~es the fire control problem rno~a difficult 

than it should be. We require more·understanding of t.~e 

velocity and direction of sour.d through an entire water colur~,. 

'l"he North Atlantic is ~n ocean spaca that requires 

priority attention. The Gulf Stream region alol'lg' the ecls"t 

-13-



co~~t cf tha United Stat0s possesses many ir.-,p~r.:ec-cly 

invc~:tigat\:! the!:.e phenomGna and exploit th~m intollig~ntly 

in craer to gain advantage3 for our O¼n forces. 

The Mediterranean ~epr~~~nts a unique ~r~~y of v~~ious 

basi~1s of sea water. The dyna~nics of the Medi tc::-r~:-ican 

waters may well prove to baa miniaturG mod~l of th~ 

circt:.lation and mixing that occ·.lrs within nnd 'botw~~n tr.z 

great seas. As in the Westarn }.tlantic, :it i::1 :.iilii::.::t~il:_, 

p11ar.c::1ana, its geogra!)hic locations, and aeasonal, v~::ittt~on~ 

tbat affect ASW operationc in t'he vital Mediterrano"r: araa. 

Cur 'kr,owledge of t'he c;ro~t currents ar.d ccu:1-::.....::-

~~rr~~~s at the surface, bottom and at variou~ inte::.--.~~di~t~ 

d0?t:-.s in the ocean is li.m!tec. We know that many gr~at 

~ubm~rged currents do e~ist, but ve~y little is knowr. about 

tnei~ daily, seasonal, and ~~nual variations. Tha~~ ~ariation~ 

~=f~~t the reliability of ~o~~= datection and tha ef~~ctiv~nass 

w.::at'he:::-forecasting t:lay ra~ult. 

------- ________...,..____-------------------------



This required regular collections of oceanographic 

data in order that synoptic anc:i lyses and fo!:'eca::ts of· 

oc~anograp~ic factors may be available for fle~t op~r~tions, 

particularly anti-:-submarine warfare, in th<: sahl~ way that 

weather phenomena is n0v1 analyzed and forecast £or air 

oparations. For example, to support ASW fo;:ces, e;-:parime:ital 

synoptic sea-surface terap~rature and rnixed-layar depth charts 

are currently prepared by the Naval Oceanograp~ic Office gnd 

Fleet Weath~r Central and transmitted to th(:: Fleat via daily 

radio facsimile broadca~ts. 

The world weather maps that are now d=a\-m at least 

four times daily are based primarily upon reprcsentativ~ 

d,ta from about twenty-tiva p~rceht of the ea:.:.··c·n• s scriace. 

(limited to land areas) and a small number of ocear. s~~tions. 

It is therefore adv~ntageous to develop more shi~s, buoyd, 

~anned small subrnersiblas and various instruments to 

·oc(:;an pax:arneters, and it is desirable that wa provida 

the simultaneous collection of met~orological data as 

The ability to monitor and survey the antir~ ocean 

is vital to ASW. ASW is, as practiced in World War II, a 

war cf attrition, and in additicn a strategic conf::-cnta'd.cn. 

measure 

'fo-.c 
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It rr.ay be characterized as the clozas:t parall~l th"t ,.;~ 

h~ve in the ocean to gu~rrilla warfare. In order to be ~ale 

to corabat guerrillas,· ':)na mu£:t be able to know their 

envi ron,n~nt--where the treas and ravines are--and now thc:,t 

c«n be identified in an unknown hamleL We hav,:: ·.-:ne s~me 

problem in the oceans. In order to find the "gus?:-rilla!" 

OY- in this case the submarine, we: must, in addition to a 

good understanding of the oceans, know exllctly how we car. 

best take advantage of the ocean parmeability to our o~neZit, 

and how a submarine will employ the medium to avoid us. Anc 

it is our task to concentrete on the area which he ·is 

employi.ng to successfully detect, clasaify, localize, and 

' ra~ove him as~ threat. In order to cope with the st=~tagic 

·.:.hreat it is important to learn the scope and charactc:cistics 

of his deployment. 

The effectiveness of the submari.ne-basad missil~ 

force is highly contingent on concec>lment. d:i spe?rsi.on, high 

mobility, and very long patrol time. It is precisely for 

thjs reason that key interests of oceanography and the N~vy_, 

• -16-
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raf l:::c~.Jd in the development of the submarinc-ba~erl 

strc~egic-missile fore~, h~ve so much in corr~on. With ~~is 

relationship in mind the Navy instituted a spacial progza~ 

of .lor.g-range research support for oceanography and 

intensified field studies by its own laboratories arid ships. 

~~nar~ on Arms Control 

Since much of the sea is remote from populaticn· 

c.?nt:ers there are specic'll desires ,=md suggestions fer a:::-:,s 

control and arms limit,\tions there. '.rhese desire::; c:.nd 

suggestions frequently have as their genesis the b.::sis t.11at 

this is an area for potential agreement and the ass;.:..~:ption 

that such agreements cannot pose a ~aterial threat tc 

national security. It has been suggested that there is 

some similarity between this concart and the limitation~ 

t~at have been imposed in Antarctica and outer spac~. C~ 

the other hand, in relatio;i to general conflict rnanc.ge?r..a~t, 

it may prove most desirable to separate we~pons f~om eh~ 
-~--------~~--_:___ ·- --

popu1..a:tions and t'he sea co,~~d play a special role in ·:nia 

affort. The csca lat ion pol:ential of war nt sen sho,:. ~-d 1:.~ 

much less than war near civilian populations. Of cou:.:-s::; 

se_veral nations· alrec,dy have the capBcity to use the ·aee:;,. 

secis for military purpoo~s, BO thnt any effort t:o li:-r,it 

.ni.titnry uses will require the same sort of effectiv~ 

:.nternat.ional control that :.s r.eeded • for other types ,:>f 

d is;;::.-ma:-nent. 

-17-
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So:·.~~ Particular Legal Interests 

Yn t}1e field of International Law, there 1-.av.:: bee!, 

a~d will continue to be special military interests in the 

following areas: 

l. Seaward extension of territorial waters anc.. th~ 

contiguous zone. The United States has for yea~s follcw0d 

the principle of the tnree-mile limit. Some other nations, 

for econo:,1ic or other reasons, have claimed tnat l:e::-d.torial 

waters exist out to four, su<;, twelve and even two hunc.red 

rni2..as. These c.Lairns have b.een resisted, albeit so:i1ewhat 

unsucc~ssfully, by the United States. Tne futura deve~opm~nt 

of this doctrine is of considerable importance to our military 

postu::e . 

• 2. Seaward extension of jurisdiction and soverei(J!1 

rights on the continental shelf. With respect to this 

propo~~l, some .of you may note -- what about the fact that 

the U~ited States Continental Outer Shelf Lands Act of 1953 

unila~~ra~ly proclaimed jurisdiction on the seabed of the 

co~ti~a~tal sheif subject to tr.c full force and effect of the 

Constit~tion and the laws pursuant thereto? Didn•t this 

conflict with the Treaty on the Continental Shelf which 

li~ited sovereignty to exploration and exploitation? 

-18-
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Presumptively, the Treaty which was ratified after 

enactment of the sta~ute is superior to.the internal 

legislation. In any event the act and Treaty both serva to 

protect privntc enterprise against unfair.competition, theft, 

usurpation of claims, and outright piracy in the exploitation 

of the ocean. 

t­
i
f • 

I 

3. Edtablishment_of jurisdiction and rights 0n ~he 

seabed of the-deep oceun. We must remain alert to advances 

in technology in this area. ?'or the time being, however, in 

~he absence of clear developmental directions, perhaps our 

wisest course of action would be to adopt a "wait ands~:;" 

attitude. 

4. Vertical extension from the continental shelvas 

and seabed. It is only natural that nations in the future 

will attempt to claim rights on the waters above these areas 

by extension from the righti. of the areas themselves. This 

will inevitably affect freedom to operate on the high seas­

of the world. 

th~ 

S. 

seas. 

Modifications 

Control of air 

in the law 

and space 

of air and space 

over the seas is 

over 

pr~s~ntly 
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limited to control of the air (not space) ovar the territori~l 

waters and land·areas belonging to a state. Any ext~nsion 

ot th~se co~t~ols would appear to violat~ current basic 

f::-eedora of mover,,ent. Control of the high seas in a military 

sense depends to a great.extent upon control of the air 

above the high seas. The United States should there~ore 

ca=ofully regard any proposal to rest~ict the fr~a use· of 

the: air over an area that is not territorial w~t~:.:s, and '' 

' • I 

inda~d should be cautious with respect to space ~greemants 

that might impede future use of satellites in ocean 

surveillance. 

6. Introduction of intarnational ju=isdictions in 

the ocean. International sovereignty over ocean bottc~ 

areas has been suggested with the view of charging fees 

for some uses of them. Proposals of this sort frequeutly 

look to the improvement of the underdavelo~ed nations. 

Potential benefits of such proposals rnust be weighed against 

the implica~ions 
.. 
to United States security of vesting aven 

informal control of the seabad in an international org~nization. 

Frei~ the standpoint of the United States military 

capabilities, it would appea= to be generally advantag~c~c 
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;..f .::lair,1s of the seabed were limited ·to exploration ar.d 

Th.e right of military su_rveillance could 

~e 3ndangared by permitting ~stablishment of sovereignty 

or co:-itrol jurisdiction, either by nations or internationc:.l 

bodias, over tne sea botton. 

It is militarily desirable to: 

(l) minimize any extension of territorial se~s 

(2) ciosely limit sovereignty over the continental.. 
shelves, and 

(3) maintain freedom of the air space a~ove the 

Conclusion 

In sum.'tlary, from the: viewpoint of tne United States 

Navy, only the most gradual changes from curr;:!r.t law of t':la 

sea appear desirable. The security of the ~at~on rests in 

part on the uninhibited use of the sea lanes. 

These remarks can only suggest the breadth of military 

interes;s il') ·b, oceans, a~ C.•W\le of the c """'-Pheated ir ...ter­

actions bet\-,aen legal possi :.il:. .:.ies and tr.~se :1ational 

se~u:ity interests. 
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In ~he attached rnemor:indmn, Sec. RuD!: recomn'lends we c?.nnounce out" 
willingness to negotiate an international azree1nent not to emplace or fix 
nuclear ~eapono on the tiet",bed, at tb.e UN Ad Hoc Committee on the Seabed 
which opens bn June 17. Tho 1:ipecific language o! the t.taten1e11t would be: 

"The United States is prepared to enter into serious discus­
sions at an international forum such as the Eighteen Nation Dis­
armament Conference in order to achieve an appropriate inter-
national agreen'lent pursuant to which. each party would agree 
not to emplace or fix nuclear weapons or other weapons o! mass 
destruction on, within, beneath or to the seabed beyond a narrow 
band along its coast and u:,, to the coast of nny other State. The 
width of this narrow band would be determined by nezotiation. 
T~e prohibition on emplacement or fixing should be aimed not 
only at the weapons themselves but also at lau..'"l.r.hing platiorn1s 
or delivery systems for such weapons. 11 

Thia recommendation has been developed by the Committee of Principals. 
The JCS, however, do not concur. Sec. Clifford is still considei·ing his 
pooltion. 

The issue as to whether tll.is proposal is ln the over-all interests of the 
United States can be broken clown into the following questions: 

1. What·is tile net military si3ni!icance of the proposal? It would 
prohibit the introduction of nuclear weapons in a new environment. It is 
ag:-eed that the !.ltatement would not affect any current or planned US ntllita.7 

Isystoms .. The JCS, however. <.lo not ,vant to give up the option for possible 
use of the seabed in the future for nucle:r weapons ~ystems. 

2 •. How in1portant is the statement politically? This proposal 
strongly complemontG our cur1·ent policies involvinu intcrn.itional coor,era­
tion involving the oceans and seabed. It wo .. ucl also farid o!l less acceptable 
sea.bed arms control pro~-osals. However, the JCS c:..nd 05D have questioned 
how serious the political consequences o! r..ot advancing a concret~ pro­
posal would really be. 

DECLASSIFIED 
E0.12958Sec.3.5 
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3. Co\ud the propoaal be ::idequately verified? The intolligcnce 
cor.n.xnunlty agrooe that, while we would have little nssurance of detoctini 
clandcatine emplacement of em.ill nu.--n.be1·s of woa.pona on the ~eabed, we 
would probably detect lar~"'r c.ler,loymeuts that could endanger our occU1·ity. 
On balance~- Sec, Ruak bclicvco U3 security interest3 would bo t'.dequatoly 
protected, • •The Chiefs do not agree that our unilateral lntelligence capa­
bility can adcquatoly monitoi· the a~rcemont. The JC3 and OSD havo nlso 
rc!liaed the que3tion as to whether we could convince tho Sent&.tc, of the 
adequacy of our uuilatoral vel'ification .ca1,abilitios. 

4. How docs the otatomcnt afiect our legal position on territorial 
limits? In order to avoid internal debate ai:a to whether the proposal should 
be in terms of a 12-inilc limit and how it \vould be defined, the statement 
now refera to n "nar1·ow band'' which would bo negotiated. Nevertheless, 
we will preourno.bly have to aurface our position on this early in any 
negotiations. 

W. W. Rootow 

Att. 
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DECLASSIFIED 
EO. 12958 Sec. 3.5 Memaran um of Conversation 

NLJ-S-98001 
DATE: June 7, 1968ey1!v NARA, Date $:'lro"v-

SUBJECT: Legal Aspects of ACDA Proposal re 
Denuclearization of the Seabed. 

_. 

PARTICIPANTS: Rear Admiral Wilfred A. Hearn, Navy 
Leonard C. Meeker, Legal Adviser, Department of State 
Stanley N. Futterman, Ass't. Legal Adviser, State 

COPIES TO: ACDA/GC- Mr. Bunn JNSC - Mr. Johnson 
G/PM - Mr. Farley DOD - Mr. Halperin 
G/PM - Mr. Shaw DOD - Admiral Hearn 
IO - Mr. Popper L - Mr. Belman 
S/P - Mr. .Owen 
SCI - Mr. Pollack 

1 1-.!13 

Admiral Hearn called on Mr. Meeker to continue their 
discussion of legal aspects of the ACDA proposal concerning 
denuclearization of the seabed. Admiral Hearn restated his con­
cern that any mention of a 12-mile zone in a United States arms 
control proposal for the seabed might possibly have a negative 
effect on our negotiating position as regards the fixing through 
world-wide agreement of a limit to the territorial sea and a 
satisfactory regime for international straits. 

Mr. Meeker said that he thought that our action two years 
ago in claiming a 12-mile fisheries zone had a much more direct 
effect on that position, limited as that effect was, than the 
effect of incorporating a 12-mile- zone in an arms control proposal 
that was concerned exclusively with the seabed and had no effect 
on the superjacent waters. However, he was prepared to consider 
any suggestions that the Defense Department might have for dealing 
with this- problem. One possibility was to think in terms of a limit 
that was slightly greater or less than 12, such as 15 or 9. How-

·ever, there would still be.the pro~lems attached to such a proposal 
that attach to any proposal containing an essentially arbitrary 
element. 

It was suggested that perhaps the matter at this stage was 
more one of timing than anything else. ·We had just received word 
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this morning that the Soviets were prepared to consult 
with us about a new Law of the Sea Conference concerning 
the territorial sea and passage through straits on July 
15. Following such talks we would b~ in a better position 
to assess this aspect of the problem. It might, therefore, 
be advisable at the meeting of the United Nations Ad Hoc 
Committee on the Seabeds in June to make a general 
proposal regarding denuclearization of the seabeds without 
specific mention of a 12-mile zone. We could propose that 
negotiations begin at the ENDC on the conclusion of a 
treaty to keep the seabed free of nuclear weapons. With 
respect to the scope of such a prohibition, we could emphasize 
our interest in keeping any excepted areas to very narrow 
limits, as well as our interest in ensuring opportunity for 
adequate verification of the prohibition. With respect to 
the Soviet proposal for prohibitions that would apply only 
beyond the limits of national jurisdiction, we could point 
out how very broad such limits might be with reference to 
the seabed, and thus the unsatisfactory nature of such a 
formulation. 

Admiral Hearn responded that he thought that keeping 
our proposals at the United Nations at this time to the 
described level of generality would satisfy his concerns. 
Following our talks with the Soviets next month we could 
then decide within the Government on a more specific 
formulation of the geographical area to which the prohibition· 
on nuclear weapons would apply. 

Mr. Meeker and Admiral Hearn agreed that they would 
each consult within their Departments on the acceptability 
of such an approach . 

'•>,.A..,__)

L:L/SPA:SNFutterman:edk 
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Changes in Territorial Sea Claims between April 1965 and April 1968 

State Claim 

Increase: (19 states) April 1965 April 1968 

nautical miles 

1. Brazil . • . • . . . • • • . . . . 3 6 
2. Cameroon . . . . . . . . • . . . • . . 6 18 
J. Dahomey . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . J 12 .. .,_4. Dominican Republic . . . . . . . . . • J 6 
5. Gabon . . . . . • • • . • • . . . . . J 12 
6. India . . . . . . . . . . . • . • . • 6 12 
7. Jamaica . . . • • • • . . . . . • • . 3 .12 
8. Kuwait . . . • . . • . . . . . . . • . 6 12 
9. Lebanon . . . . . . . • . . . • • . . 6 12 

10. Liberia . . . . . . . . . . . . . • ·• 3 12 
11. Malaysia . . • . • . . . . . . . . • • J 12 
12. Mauritania . ... 3 12. • • • • • • • • • • 
13. Nigeria • . • . . • . . '• . . . • . • 3 12 
14. Pakistan . . . . • . • . • •

., . . . . . 3 12 
15. Panama . . . . • . • • • • . . . . . • 12 200 
16. Portugal . . . . . • • • • • • • . • • J 6 
17. Somalia . • • . • . • • • . . . • • • 3 6 
18. Thailand • • .• . . • • • • .', .. • . . . 6 12 . 
19. Yugoslavia . . . . . . . . . . . . • . 6 10 

Decrease: (4 states) 

1. Columbia • • • . . • . • ·• . •· • • • . 12 6 
2. Ivory Coast . . • . • ..• • • • . .. . • 12 6 
J. Jordan . . . . . . • 

...
• . • • • . . . . 12 3 

4. Morocco • • • .• • •. • .. . . • . .. •~· • • 12 3 

ACDA/ST:DASousa:aaj 
4/29/68 



~~ -.. ··- . TERRITORIALSEA CLAIMS AS OF 1 APRIL 1968 

•
3 MILES (31 States) 6 MILES (16 States) 

1. Angola 1. Brazil 15. Iraq
2. Australia 2. Ceylon 16. Jamaica * 
3. Barbados 3. Colombia 17. Korea (North)
4. Belgium 4. Dominican 18. Kuwait 
5. Canada Republic 19. Lebanon . 
6. China (Taiwan) 5. Greece ·20. Lib~ria
7. Costa Rica 6. Haiti 21. Libya
8; Cuba 1. Israel 22. Malagasy
9. Denmark 8.· Italy 23. Malaysia

10. France 9. Ivory Coast 24. Mauritania
11. Gambia 10. Portugal 25 .. Nigeria
12. Germany (West) 11. Senegal 26. Pakistan 
l3. Guyana. 12. -Spain 27. Rumania . J:
14. Ireland 13. Tunisia~ .28. Saudi Arabia
15. Japan 14. Turkey 29. Sierre Leone 
16. Jordan 15. South Africa 30. Somali
17. Kenya 16. Uruguay 31. Sudan
18. Malta 32. Syria
19. Morocco ' 9 MILES (1 State) 33. Tanzania
20. Muscat & Oman . 34. Thailand 
21. Netherlands 1. Mexico 35. Togo
22. New Zealand 36. -UAR 
23. Nicaragua 10 MILES (2 States) 37. USSR
24. Philippines# 38. Viet Nam (North) 
25. Poland 1. Albania 39. Venezuela
26. Singapore 2. Yugoslavia 40. Yemen
27. Tonga .
28. Trinidad & Tobago 12 MILES (40 States) 18 MILES (1 State)
29. United Kingdom 
30. United States 1. Algeria 1. Cameroon
31. -. Viet Nam 2. Bulgaria 

3. Burma 50 KILOMETERS(l·State)
4 MILES (4 States} 4. Coomuniirt China 

5. Cyprus 1. Chile.
1. Finland 6. Dahomey
2. Iceland 7. ···Ethiopia 130 MILES (1 State)
3. Norway 8. ·eahon
4. Sweden 9. Ghana 1. Guinea 

10. Guatemala
5 MILES (1 State) 11. Hondu;as . 200 MILES (4 States) 

12·. India 
1. ~odia - 13. Indonesia fl l.~ 

14. Iran -2. El Salvador 
3. Peru .. 
·4. Panama 

# Claims archipelago theory
* Pending 
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UNSPECIFIED OR UNKN™N 

1. Co~go (both) 
2. Germany (East) 
3. Korea (South) 
4. Maldive Islands 
5. Monaco 

Argentina: By law of 29 Dec 66, 
sovereignty was claimed over a 
200-mile zone but freedom of navi­
gation of vessels and aircraft 
was not curtailed. It is not clear 
whether or not this is a territorial 
sea claim in extension of the previ­
ously claimed three-mile limit . 

.. 

ACDA/ST:DASousa:aj 
4/29/68 
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UNITED STATES A"RMS. CONTROL AI\D DISARMAMENT AG NCY 

WASHINGTON ~ 
~ 

June 4, 1968 
OFFICE OF 

THE DIRECTOR 

MEMORANDUM OF PRINCIPALS FOR THE DEPUTIES TO THE COMMITTEE 

Subject: Arms Control on the Seabed (U) 

In accordance with the decision of the Committee of 
Principals' meeting on June 3, we are forwarding herewith 
for your review and comment a draft memorandwn from the 
Secretary of State to the President reco111I1ending a U.S. 
position on arms control on the seabed. In order to meet 
our tight time schedule, we would appreciate receiving 
your couments on this draft along with your concurrence 
or dissent by noon, Friday, June 7, 1968. It is requested 
that any dissenting views be presented in a brief format 
which can be included in subject memorandum or attached 
thereto. 

William C. Foster 

Attac;hment: 

Draft Memorandum from 
the Secretary of State 
to the President. 

GROJ lDECLASSIFIED Exr.: I l,?rl ~·ro. • u~.,.;c• l. : •Authority~'-J" 03l) -d -1--3-, 
tlov,11·,:i! ,· .·1 

Byf,lv NARA, Dacc.r,J •o"'l- dL~l: ... : . • -.. , : r n 

Rft-NOFORN 



~!'f - NOFORN 

DRAFT 

MEMORANDUMFOR THE PRESIDENT 

Subject: Arms Control on the Seabed (U) 

Recommendation 

That the U.S. Government adopt the position that nuclear 

weapons and other weapons of mass destruction shall not be 

emplaced on or within the ocean seabed, and that it is prepared 

to enter into serious discussions in order to achieve an 

appropriate international agreement in this area. 

Discussion 

The U.S. Government is strongly supporting international 

cooperative efforts involving the ocean, including your most 

recent proposal on "An International Decade of Ocean Exploration". 

A positive arms control approach to the seabed complements our 

current stated policies involving the ocean and its resources. 

It is important in its own right by prohibiting weapons of mass 

destruction in a new environment, will provide a means for fending 

off less acceptable seabed arms control measures which have been 

suggested by other nations, and could lead to further steps in 

controlling the strategic arms race. 

This position, if implemented, would prohibit the emplace­

ment or fixing of nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass 

DECLASSIFIED 
Authority_NLJ'""Jq ·#/f-1,-)·6 

seOR:E'i' - NOFORNByJ"llv,, NARA,Date,,1-0-v 

GRuUP ] 



eE€R:S'r - NOFORN 

-2-

destruction on or in the seabed. It would not prohibit any U.S. 

military systems in current DOD plans; the deployment of sub­

marines and necessary surveillance and detection systems would 

not be limited in any way. 

Verification problems of this position are similar to, but 

somewhat more difficult than, those associated with the banning 

of weapons of mass destruction in outer space. I believe that 

our verification capabilities are adequa~e to protect U.S. 

security interests when considered in conjunction with the 

current and projected overall strategic balance, the limited 

relative advantage to the Soviet Union of limited clandestine 

deployments of such weapons on the seabed, and the political 

penalties attached to the detection of such deployments. 

Your approval of the reconunended position will permit the 

U.S. Government to take a positive approach to arms control on 

the seabed at the meeting of the U.N. Ad Hoc Committee on the 

Seabed opening June 17. It would serve as a basis for subsequent 

discussions at the resumed session of the Eighteen-Nation 

Disarmament Conference in Geneva and the U.N. General Assembly. 

I believe that the foregoing represents a consensus of the 

views of most members of the Corrnnittee of Principals. 

SECH.E'f' - NOFORN 



MEMORANDUM FOR MR. . ROSTO 

SUBJECT: Committee of Principal Meeting, Jun 3, 1968 

I concur w·th K eny's br·efin note on the above subject. ·eh v bee 
working to eth r on this m tt r nd hi · memorandum reflects our joint 
vie s. 

Although th ACDA p opo al is being con idered in wh t i l rg ly 
arms control context, I beli ve it important th t c r in bro der foreign 
policy implications of th propos l be con ider d. 

The propo • al under con id r tion i the re ult in ome larg meas re of 
pres ure from the U.S. nd int rn tio al oceano r hie community. 
It is an inte r 1 part of th President' bro d program of oc an iniative 
alon • th the Dec de of 0c n Exploration, th a ti-pollution c m ign, 
the eo,. bli hm nt of rine Pre rv , the r - thinking of the L of th 
Sea and the development of legal re ime for the de p ocean floor. 

Th arms control propo l ·th th t blishm nt of a 12-inil.@ __i-mit tion 
will strengthe ou effort at r aching a successful solution to the 
territori 1 wat r problem and ~11 h lp in further e olution of inter-
nation 1 und rst ndin ith r pect to the u e of the Continental Shelf. 

I nderstand that although the v·ce President will ot be t th Committ e 
of Princip 1 meeting this after on, h is communicating his tron 
vie o! th im ort nee of thi rm control proposal both for its o 

a e nd in relation to th ntir Administration's oceanogr phic ffort 
to the Secretary of State b fore th meeting. 

Charle E. John on 

DE(' 
E.O. 12_,5 f'·,c. 3.5 

NLJ-s-0 soo,cc: Mr. Keeny 
By~tv A-/-\ OateS:1.-c1..
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UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY JI~ 
1/

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20451 

SANITIZED 
E.O. 12958, Sec.3.6 

MEETING OF DEPUTIES TO THE COMMITTEE OF PRINCIPALS 

Monday, May 27, 1968 - 4:00 p.m. 
AID Conference Room - State Dept. Building 

PARTICIPANTS: See Attached List 

REFERENCES: (a) Agenda for Discussion by. Deputies of 
Measure for Arms Control on the Seabed, 
May 27, 1968 

(b) Memorandum for Deputies to the Committee 
of Principals, dated May 18, 1968; Subject: 
Arms Control.on the Seabed 

SUMMARYOF ACTION 

The Deputies to the Committee of Principals discussed 
certain issues to serve as a basis for reconnnendation by the 
Principals to the President. Except for the representative 
of the chairman of the JCS whos_e opposition to the entire 
ACDA proposal was noted, the Deputies reached consensus on 
the following issues: (1) Weapons systems prohibited or 
permitted under the ACDA seabed proposal; (2) That the ACDA 
proposal will not adversely affect future U.S. legal positions 
concerning the law of the sea; (3) That while there exists 
no military advantage for the U.S. in the ACDA proposal, the 
proposal is in the net U.S. interests; (4) That verification 
of potential violations of any resulting treaty would present 
vaEYing degrees of assurance but that overall the~e were 
adequate to meet U.S. net security interests. 

NBFBRNl8P SECRET 

The infonnation contained in GROUP 1 
this document may not be Excluded from automatic 
disseminated outside the downgrading and 
receiving department or agency declassification 
without the consent of the U.S. 
Arms Control and Disannament Agency. 
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DISCUSSION 

Mr. Fisher said that the agenda document (reference (a)) 
distributed.to each participant at the beginning of the meeting

• could serve as an appropriate vehicle on which to express 
agreement or dissent for the Coamittee of Principals. 

Maj. Gen .. Evans ltated that the JCS believe the 
proposal is premature, and that neither the Soviets nor the 
U.N. Ad Hoc Caamittee have to know now the U.S. posit~on on 
ariis control on the seabed. 

Dr. Halperin stated that the DOD had not yet reached any 
definite conclusi.~ o~ the -proposal. 

Mr. Fisher responded that not just the Soviets were 
involved but a great many nations including sane of our allies 
(Norway). He said it was the general sense of the Principals 
that while there existed no agreement among them on particular 
issues, it was important to get our thoughts in order soon 
and to have a U.S. policy to be able to respond by June 17 to 
pressures from other states and not just £ran the Russians. 

Maj. Gen. Evans said that the JCS does not want to 
relinquish the option \for_-future •• use of the seabed, and that 
the JCS believes that their views should be presented and con­
sidered by the Caamittee. Gen. Evans asked if anyone agreed 
with the proposal. 

Mr. Bohlen responded that if the U.S. did not take a 
position on the issue, we would be accused of planning to do 
the opposite. Does the JCS want to use that option? 

Mai. Gen. Evans stated that we may have to go to the 
ocean Coor and that it is important to retain our options. 

Mr. Bohlen said that the JCS should indicate the reasons 
for·and conditions unde~ which the JCS wish~to retain options . 

.Jll41Gal'J'.: ■ ltQiOltll 
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Dr. Halperin coomented that the JCS written objections 
to the proposal should be attached to the report of the 
Deputies to the Principals. This will assure that the JCS 
opinion is heard. This was accepted by Mr. Fisher. 

Dr. Frosch asked if the U.S. normally met a diplomatic 
proposal with a counter-proposal? If that were involved in 
this case, that attitude worried DOD more than the ACDA pro­
posal, because it would open up the possibility of a whole 
class of proposals. 

Mr. Fisher replied that it would depend on whether you 
thought the original proposal bad. If you think your own 
position is pretty good, you take the initiative and present 
it. If you think a proposal is bad and have no substitute 
to offer, you oppose it and take the consequences. 

We would like to announce an amendment to the proposed 
draft treaty language set out in Tab 1 of the attachment to 
the May 18 memo to the Deputies (reference (b)). In line 2 
of the first paragraph, replace the word "station" with 
"emplace". In para. III of the same tab, add the words 
"or for readiness to launch missiles" in line 7 after the 
word "detection". This was accepted. 

Dr. Frosch asked if the criteria would permit anything 
that floated off the bottom and could move horizontally 
through the water. It was thought that this example could 
cover torpedoes. 

Mr. Graybeal stated that the proposal was intended to 
exclude equipment designed for operation on the bottom of 
the ocean. 

Dr. Frosch suggested that subpara. B. of para. II be 
amended to read: 

B. Unmanned encapsulated nuclear missiles 
or other nuclear weapons 

and that the following example be added: Torpedoes 

:,• aeenn lt@fOBM 
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Mr. Fisher accepted the suggested amendment and said 
that these interpretations would be for internal Government 
use and not be made public. They would however be disclosed 
to the Congress. 

Dr. Frosch asked if other 
treaty language as we do? 

states would understand the 

Mr. 
negotiator 

Fisher replied that 
a very difficult 

this 
task. 

would not be 
The cut-off 

giving 
point, 

the 
of 

course, would be our interpretation of what is prohibited 
and what is permitted. 

Mr. Schweitzer asked if this clearly meant that submarines 
can sit indefinitely on the bottom. 

Mr. Graybeal replied that this would be a question of 
intent of the basic vehicle, i.e. designed to operate pri­
marily in the ocean or on the seabed. 

Mr. Fisher asked if Tab 1 as amended were acceptable to 
all. No objections were made. He then asked Mr. Meeker to 
discuss Tab 2, the relationship of the proposal to the law of 
the sea. 

Mr. Meeker said that the problems associated with the 
ACDA proposal are different from those involved in any pro­
spective law of the sea conference on the breadth of the 
territorial sea. In the latter case, the U.S. would be con­
cerned with passage through straits, and with fisheries. In 
the case of the ACDA proposal, he had suggested the low water 
line as the baseline from which to measure the proposed 12 
mile exclusion zone in order to avoid big problems with claims 
to historic bays and waters. We would be prepared to make 
concessions, such as for historic bays allowable under the 
1958 Convention on the Territorial Sea, but the proposed 
definition is a good starting point for negotiation with the 
Soviets. 

Dr. Frosch asked how you would handle rivers. 

Mr. Meeker replied that you would draw a straight line 
between two points. 

,'!fW"Jl'!Cl!!T-NOPOlffl 
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Mr. Fisher suggested this problem would be irrelevant. 

Dr. Frosch recoomended that a map be drawn using the 
low water line as the baseline to see if there would be 
residual problems. 

Dr. Halperin 
RAdm. Wm. Hearn (a retired 

stated that DOD had received cooments 
Navy Judge Advocate General) 

from 
and 

that perhaps they could be inserted in the record. 

Dr. Frosch coomented that Adm. Hearn was worried about 
the same things as Mr. Meeker. The current Navy expert on 
law of the sea may, however, disagree with Mr. Meeker's pro­
posal. In response to Mr. Meeker's query, Dr. Frosch replied 
that he was \nBW8t'e of any alternative proposal to the low 
water baseline. 

Mr. Fisher concluded the discussion on the relationship 
of the proposal to the law of the sea by saying that, subject 
to OOD's decision to submit a paper on this point, the 
general view was that the proposal did not interfere with 
the U.S. position on the breadth of the territorial sea. 

Mr. Fisher, proceeding to Agenda item 3, asked what was 
the DOD view on the JCS paper concerning the relative military 
value of U.S. seabased strategic options. 

Dr, Halperin said that they did not see any military 
value in the ACDA proposal,nor did they see any need to 
use the seabed for nuclear weapon dep~oyment. DOD felt that 
the U.S. must be assured that giving up the option is worth­
while. He stated that he believed that Mr. Nitze had not yet 
made up his mind. 

Cogmissioner Tape comnented that the value of some of the 
military options being discussed was not clear to him. Neither 
Polaris nor Poseidon missiles could be launched from our con­
tinental shelf. As for the purported "asynmetries", just what 
were they? Exactly what options were we proposing to give up? 

:J@(J;lliGIU!i'f tl9P0fttf 
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Dr. Frosch replied that the U.S. is beginning the 
development of 4000-mile range missiles which could be 
launched from the continental shelf and elsewhere. The U.S. 
capabilities at the moment were between the Polaris missile• and the fixed Minuteman. As for the asynunetries, the Soviets 
could disperse nuclear missiles away from populated areas 
over their very large land mass, whereas the U.S., being 
deprived of an equal advantage on land, could find its 
equivalent on the seabed. 

Dr. Halperin connnented that was an argument favoring 
use of the sea but not necessarily fixed seabased systems. 

Connnissioner Tape asked what was the value of tunnel 
complexes. 

Dr. Frosch replied that they could be constructed on 
the contiriental shelf. In addition, encapsulated missiles 
could be sown--along with extensive decoys--on the seabed 
in the most covert fonn of deployment and taking advantage 
of the most sea room. The disadvantages of such missile 
deployment would lie in providing protection, and the command 
and control problems associated with such systems. 

Connnissioner Tape asked if any consideration had yet 
been given to tactics in the U.N. 

Mr. Fisher answered that we had reached no conclusion 
on tactics yet since we were awaiting a mandate on the U.S. 
position. It was clear that Secretary Rusk wanted a decision 
on this proposal so the U.S. would know what to do. In the 
meantime, we had to do as much internal work as possible--
for the Principals' meeting on June 3rd, and for the President's 
consideration shortly thereafter. 

Connnissioner Tape asked if any consideration had been 
given to fixed ABM systems on the seabed. 

Dr. Frosch answered that only surface shipborne systems 
had been considered. There were no plans for fixed seabased ABM 

j,Pf SECRET-N6F6ftN ◄ 
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systems yet. He asked what the economic and political 
benefits referred to in para. J, of the Agenda meant. Did 
they mean the benefits from doing nothing--not spending any 
money? 

Mr. Fisher agreed that the expected benefits related to 
economic savings. From the political point it provides the 
opportunity to establish a stable seabed regime. He then 
asked for a discussion on the verification aspects of the 
ACDA proposal to see if we could get an indication of the 
range of views. 

Dr. Frosch cOIDDented that the U.s. was not worried 
enough about possible theft' to stop firing hardware into 
the ocean. He added that DOD read technical detail into the 
verification language--that is, that the U.S. would be 
verifying fixed seabed installations requiring extensive 
construction, cabling and so forth. 

with reference to para. 4 of the 
asked what constituted a "significant 

though the hostile acts would not 
balance. What was the meaning 

of the words "protecting security interests". 

Mr. Graybeal replied that .we had encountered similar 
problems involving verification of the Outer Space Treaty 
with respect to orbiting weapons. 

Mr. Fisher said he thought the three phrases (under­
scored above) meant about the same thing. 

Dr. Halperin suggested that perhaps we should use the 
same words each time--such as "significant threat to the U.S." 

Mr. Graybeal suggested that the following words should· 
be added to such a phrase: "in light of the present and pro­
jected strategic balance". 

~~ S!Cl!!T !f8P8RN 

re erence a , 
threat" to the U.S. even 
upset the existing strategic 
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Connissioner Tape suggested that the report to the 
Principals should recite the verification difficulties posed 
by different classes of equipment--such as bottom crawlers. 

Dr. Frosch added that the probability of detecting was 
higher before deployment than after deployment--although the 
U.S. search and detection capabilities were improving all the 
time. If it would take several hundred missiles fixed on the 
seabed before the U.S. became ~orried, the likelihood of 
finding one missile among so many would be high. 

C011D1issioner Tape referred to the publicity on the 
"bombs in orbit" and comnented that such FOBS situations 
could be reproached to the Executive branch by the Congress 
during the ratification process of this proposal. 

Mr. Graybeal said that we would be using all our 
intelligence sources and that the cunmulative effect would 
enable the U.S. to see some observable features of a pro­
duction, testing or deployment effort made by a hostile state. 

Dr. Halperin asked how one cOQIDUilicated with missiles 
"seeded" on the seabed. 

Dr. Frosch replied by VLF or submarine sonar. 

suggested that the verification para­
graph in the report to Principals be rewritten in terms of 
differing weapon categories and followed by value judgments 
on our verification abilities. 

of a 
where 
after 

Dr. Frosch comnented that 
new system was good; that 

the system would be deplo
deployment--very poor. 

the 
the 

yed--

probability 
system 

poor; 
was 
and 

of learning 
seabased--fair; 
finding it 

Mr. Fisher ask~d Dr. Halperin, Mr. Shaw 
and Mr. Graybeal to redraft the verification paragraph. 
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Dr. Halperin suggested that it be rewritten as two 
paragraphs: the first reflecting intelligence estimates 
of deployed weapons and the second reflecting our judgment 

, of the consequences. 
i

Mr. Fisher asked Gen. Evant how he wanted to note the 
JCS position on the seabed arms control proposal. 

Maj. Gen. Evans replied that they did not concur with 
the entire proposal except that they did not disagree with 
the interpretation of what would be prohibited and what 
would be permitted if such a proposal were made. 

COD1Dissioner Tape asked what kind of tactics would be 
used to negotiate the ACDA proposal. 

Mr. Fisher replied that this proposal wa.ild be more 
difficult to negotiate than the· Outer Space Treaty. It 

·would be about as difficult to negotiate as the Limited 
Test Ban Treaty. The most serious element would be to assure 
that it did not affect our present and future mobile sub­
marine systems; it is not an anti-Polaris measure. 

Coomissioner Tape asked if the interpretations of the 
proposed treaty language were examples rather than a com­
plete list. 

Mr. Fisher replied in the affirmative. 

;J@,c'seeRirl'NQi:OPN -



;21 ¢' SEC!<\T•NOP61tH -

-10-

THOSE PR!S .'?NT: 

DEPARTMENTOF STATE 

Ambassador Charles E. Bohlen, Deputy Under 
Secretary of State for Political Affairs 

Mr. Phillip J. Farley, Deputy Assistant Secretary 
for Politico-Military Affairs 

Mr. John Shaw, Special Assistant for Communist 
Politico-Military Affairs 

Mr. Leonard C. Meeker, Legal Adviser 
Mr. Herman Pollack, Director, International Science 

and technological Affairs 

U.S. ARMS CONTROL AGENCYAND DISARMAMENT 

Mr. Adrian S. Fisher, Deputy Director 
Mr. Sidney Graybeal, Deputy Assistant Director, 

·science and Technology Bureau 
Mr. George Bunn, General Counsel 
Lt. Gen. John J. Davis, Assistant Director, 

Weapons Evaluation and Control Bureau 
Mr. C. Normand Poirier, Assistant General Counsel 

(Reporting Officer) 
Mr. David A. Sousa, Foreign Affairs Officer, 

Science and Technology Bureau (Reporting Officer) 

U.S. ATOMICENERGYCOMMISSION 

The Honorable Gerald F. Tape, Commissioner 
Col. Jack Rosen, Special Assistant to the Coumissioner 
Col. Roy Crossland, Assistant to Mr. Labowitz 

WHITE HOUSE 

Mr. Spurgeon Keeny, Staff, National Security 
Council 

Mr. Charles E. Johnson, Senior Staff Member, National 
Security Council 
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MARINE COUNCIL 

Mr. Glenn Schwietzer, Senior 
Marine Sciences Council 

Staff 
• 

Member, 

DEPARTMENTOF DEFENSE 

Dr. Robert A. Frosch, Assistant Secretary of the 
Navy for Research and Development 

Comnander Carlton MacDonald, Special Assistant to 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Research 
and Development 

Dr. Morton H. Halperin, Deputy Assistant Secretary 
Policy Planning and Arms Control 

Col. Donald Humphries, Director, Arms Control and 
UN Affairs, ISA 

Captain James E. Heg, Deputy Directory for Arms 
Control and UN Affairs, ISA 

the 

for 

JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 

Maj. Gen. Benjamin F. Evans, Special Assistant 
for Arms Control 

Captain J.E. Henderson, Special Assistant, Office 
of the Special Assistant for Arms Control 

CENTRALINTELLIGENCEAGENCY 

I I 
NATIONALAERONAUncs AND SPACE ADMINISTRAnON 

Mr. Arnold W. Frutkin, Assistant 
for International Affairs 

Administrator 

UNITED STATES INFORMAnON AGENCY 

Mr. Joseph
Adviser 

Hanson, National Security Affairs 
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UNITED STATES ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY 

WASHINGTON 

SECRET- NOFORN 
OFFICE or 

THE DEPUTY DIRECTOR 

May 27, 1968 

Agenda for Discussion at Deputies of 
Measure for Arms Control on the Seabed {U) 

The U.S. position concerning anns control 
on the seabed was discussed at a meeting of the 
Committee of Principals of May 14, 1968. At that 
meeting the Secretary of State indicated that a 
U. s. position concerning arms control on the 
seabed is required for resumption of the U. N. 
Ad Hoc Committee on June 17, 1968 in order to 
respond to views expressed by other governments. 
The U.S. needs a position in order to deal 
effectively with the proposals of other nations 
which could adversely affect U.S. security 
interests. A "demilitarization" proposal is 
clearly unacceptable. The "peaceful purposes only" 
approach would require carefully considered quali­
fications to be compatible with certain defensive 
military purposes. Adoption of a basic position on 
denuclearization would enable the U.S. to take a 
positive approach in fending off other less accept­
able proposals. 

At that meeting the Principals instructed the 
Deputies tc analyze certain particu~ar issues to 
serve as a basis for a recommendation by the Principals 

DECIASSIFIED 
Authority_,VL'9t1Jo-"/'f-l.'r,'I 

By,TDlv , NARA, Dater ..., '41,.. 

GROUP1 
Excluded from automatic 
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declassification. 
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to the President. This memorandum sets forth a 
proposed approach for the Deputies to consider 
the four major issues. 

1. There is general agreement on the 
interpretation of what would be prohibited or 
permitted under the ACDA seabed proposal. These 
interpretations are contained in Tab 1 attached 
to my memo of May 18, 1968. 

2. The Legal Adviser of the Department of 
State advises that the ACDA_proposal, when coupled 
with explanatory comments as to our position, will 
not adversely prejudice future U.S. legal positions 
concerning the law of the sea. 

3. Although we see no military advantage to 
the ACDA proposal, it is our belief that this measure 
is in the overall net U.S. interest. There are no 
planned U. s. systems which are prohibited. The 
option to employ mobile sea-based systems is preserved, 
and such systems can redress present .and future 
asymmetries; permanently fixed sea-based systems are 
not necessary for this purpose. We recognize that 
there are some uncertainties involving possible 
future technological breakthroughs which might 
jeopardtze some of our existing weapons. systems; 
however, we believe that the economic and political 
benefits from proscribing the emplacement of nuclear 
weapons in this new environment outweigh these rather 
remote and unforeseen contingencies. 

4. There is general agreement that our current 
unilateral verification capabilities are adequate to 
protect U.S. security interests. The deployment of 
fixed installations on the seabed would be detected· 
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before a sufficient number became operational 
to constitute a significant threat to the U.S. 
The "bottom crawlers" could pose a more complex 
verification problem, but should be detected before 
a sufficient number were deployed to upset the 
strategic balance. The dropping or sowing of 
individual nuclear missiles on the seabed would 
create serious verification problems. We believe 
it highly unlikely that the Soviet Union would 
deploy large numbers of such unprotected systems 
on the seabed due to the risk of one or more being 
discovered and acquired by the U.S. The political 
loss of such an event combined with the technical 
intelligence losses should deter this course of 
action. 
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May 22, 1968 

Mr. Keeny --

Spurg - - I'll go over these notes with 

you at your convenience. 

• 

• Charle• E. Johnson 
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NOTE FOR MR, JOHNSON 

Chuck--'._ \ 
For your information and 
comment. Please return. 

..... 
- Spurgeon..' .• A. tt · .. 

ACDA memo 
, dtd May 18 to 
Deputy Principals 
re Se.abed• 
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Mr. Charles Johnson ✓ 

MEMORANDUM for Mil. ROSTOW and DR. HORNIG 

Subject: Commttae al. Prbw:ipau Meetiag. May 14, 1968 

The Committee of Prmd.pal• will conaider the attached ACDA pro­
poaal (Tab A) on Ann• Conh'ol on the Seabed at 4: 00 pm today (May 14) 
iD Sec.ntuy Rtaak'• cGllferace room. In the conriaa 11M1noramdum. 
Bill J"onu re4:ommend• that tbe PrlDatpal ■ approve the followm.g 
actloe: 

"That the U.S. at&em.pt to 11e1odate in the ENDC & tr--,, 
or tbe rela~t pro.iaicm• for & more general seal>ed treaty. 
ill which each atate party to the treaty undertake ■ not to 
station or fix rm.clear weapoaa or other wekpona of maae 
deatrw:tioD on. witbin. bf-neath, or to the ••abed beyoad 12 
ll&Utical mile• from it• coast uad up to tbe coast ol. aay 
other ■tate. " 

Verificatic:m ol tbia propoaal would. be baaed on unfJ•teraJ. capabilitl••· 

Tbe ACDA cue for thi• propoul 1• baaed on the fo1lowiDcgeneral 
conalderatioaa: (1) it la in our net aecurity illtereat since we have no 
plan■ in thi• area wbile other• mip&I (2) it will pre-ampt ot.t.r more 
e:aen•ive ••abed &mu caatrol propoul• wbich wowd. DOt be to ou.r Det 
aecurity batereat ■ ; &Jld (3) U will be reepcmalve to atrcaa amidpa&ecl 
preaalll'ee that the DUC1ear power• move to ugott ate fmother anns con­
trol meaauru •• called for in Article IV ol. the NPT. 

With reaud to verificati.OR, ACDA argue• that. aJtboup there are 
obvlou.a limitation• on our capabilities, thi• would DOt trndallaer ov 
HCUrhy with reaped to the So-rieu since we would be able to detect 
aay J.arae•acale cleploymeat of stratepc •ipjficance and there wow.clbe 
no real incentive for the Soviet. to mdertake a •mall-•cale clandeatine 
deploymenL In the caae oi other countri•• where the daploymeat of a 
few weapon.e mlpt be •~pjftc•atw the treaty wow.d proricle a clear baaie 
for us to aardee any capaltJlWe• we rnlpt have and to take action 
apiu~ any violations we mlpt ducover. 

'l'eP 8!18ftZTC ECL .S I::IED 
,.1 hc,i:y CJ' "3o-01 -1.-)-1.. 

t·,l?V , i'.'.:,A, u ceS-·l·ov 
, 

https://verificati.OR
https://at&em.pt
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The JCS oppoae the ACDA pnpou1. la the auacW DMDIOf'&IMium 
(Tab B) dated April 21. 1968. .. ., CODGlude tbaa 1, ''wGt.114not be ill t:he 

1national bltenat and. in fact. bu a poteDUal bn graft hum. Th-t• 

Chief•' mata obJeetMm1• tbac they do not wlah to gift llP the opUon. of 
~• ••abed 4-~ if O\U" p~-- sy..._ ■ abould 1:Mlc:om.e 
vulnenble. n.,- a1ao do not believe we have an Mlequate ~ 
vel'Ulcil#on cap&bWly to mom.tor the a1r4ICIUlllt effM&l"'r· .FiMlly, 

are eoncenaed ~. the propond 12•mlla l.lznU would r.-duce the 
c;redibWiy ot our cvrent pond• oa the l•rnil4 limit on territorial 
•••· In an .... 11.,. mcnora.nduro (also attached with Tab B) dalM 
April 15. 1968, wlueh th-, recommen4u be forwarded to~ Preaf.--. 
the O:uel• oppoMd arme contitol musur•• oa. the ••IHd• In 1eenl 
at tbi• thtMa. 

'nMI OSD po•Ui• on th.la popoul 1• not clear at th1• tlm•. I llllder• 
Aantl U.. Nit• wU1 que.Uon wbether it l• really nM•••&l'J' to make a 
dedaion Jl0"1Vand will uk wbet:hfir tbl ■ 1• not a r...at &om our ,..,. 
tiC11 that ar:tn• control a.,r-Mtn.-a should be effectw.ly vuUt-1 in 
'dew ol. srme of the obvlout Hmltatiau on ou.r capabilldea. Thel'e le 
alao a poealblllt:y that he will n.iH &11 altematt" na1..UO. bf dailtNa.,.­
tba&. in-..d ol the 12-mile Umlt. the tn&ty only apply to U. .... 
ocean et.the~ beyoad deptlw af 1500 or 1700 meier• ~ beyoa&l •orne 
aubetand.Uy g....._r diatan.ce &om ~ eoa.t sacb u 100 to 500 mlh•. 

The •td:t 1n State (10 ar,.d Q/PM) suppot"t the ACDA propo1al. 1 do DOC 
know. ~r. WMI'• l'lll#k wW come, out on tlwl. He WW.not nc.lw 
bl• !laal Ni.a.a unt.11Jut before the mMtta,. Witllo\,t hi.• •uppol't •• 
pa.rdadady ao tbe .,....,_,.,, qUNtiaa. wJuch will p2'U\JlneN,- •• l'aiattd. 
by Nit•• --• the propoaal la 6-.loaaly not golag to get very far today. 

The Vice Pl'••w.t. who repo...U.y atftDlly endol-••• the propo•.i. 
wU1not be at tbe mM&taa and will he rep••-eidH by Ed Wea& Dick Helm• 
will be r ....... by Adm. Taylor. 

7- r-oWem la ~ bJ the ses-ra• ian. ot the lZ•mU• limit 
that ill ccmhal to ov cvrent couidoratloG ol the deflnidon ol MJJri._,ial 
aea.. Chuck JohA.Mnha.• Pffpued a npa.rah IMitOO. wldcb followa, 
on thlt subj..._ 

J'or my own put. I believe the A CDA propoMl 1• bl o._. net lnter•.t 
.. agree witb the ACDA --1ym ol the pnblem. I ~ that we 

:COP SEGMI' • 

https://diatan.ce
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May 14, 1968 

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. ROSTOW 

SUBJECT: Supplementary Briefin1 Memorandum - Committee of 
Principal ■ Conaideration of a Draft U. S. Propoaal for 
Arma Control on the Seabed, May 1968 

1. Thia briefin1 note auppl•m•nt• Spur1 Keeny'• briefing memorandum-• 
with which I concur. 

z. It now appear• that the Vice Preaident will not be able to attend the 
meetin1. Ed Wenk will repreaent him at the meetin1. 

3. The 12.-mile propoaal ia becoming more and more intereatin1 for a 
number of reaaona. The Soviet. have now canvaaaed approzirnately 
fifty atatea on a propoaal on th• limit ■ of the territorial aea. They 
propoae the adoption of a 12.-mile territorial aea. Now they are pre••· 
in& for quiet bilateral di■cu■ aion• with the United State• in the near 
future and prior to the General A•••mbly meetma if fea ■ ible. We have 
been affirmin1 our ■upport for the preaent 3-mile territorial aea, but 
there •••m• to be an in.formal con ■ enau• in the Government that we 
would aupport a_ 12.-mile limit if the problem of certain international 
atraita could be aolved. The Sovieta are apparently becoming more 
flexible on thia point. 

-'• There i ■ 1reat attractiven••• to the idea of having the aame arbitrary 
limit {12-mile) for both th• territorial aea and the limit of poaaible 
national fortification of the ••abed. 

5. Some element. in the Government are worried about poaaible oppo ■ i­
tion to the lZ-mile limit from certain economic intereata that are now 
or may aoon be exploitin1 the aeabed beyond the 12-mile limit. Their 
inatallation ■ would be ■ ubject to verification inapection• if the Treaty 
come• into force. Thia i ■ not a valid arsument againat arm• control. 
It really doean't matter what limit ia placed for arm• control purpoaea. 
There would alway ■ be the poaaibility of private economic activity beyond 
the arm• control line. There are a number of area• in the world where 
the Continental Shelf and ahallow water• extend for hundred• of mile• 

DECLASSIFIED ..BeRBT 
Authoricy,41£.,.)'cJo~t)/ -1..-f-
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from abore -- th• Berms Sea. the Soviet Arctic water•• the Owl of 
Mexico. the Medlterraneaa, the North Sea. and the fiahia1 bank• off 
the mo'1th of the St. Lawr-.ce: all th••• are eumpl•• of area• eubject 
to ecoaomic ezploitatioa in year• to come. 

6. Th• problem of dellmltla1 the Coatineatal Shell b now coacenw11 the 
policy-maker• ill a mamber of maritime countri••· The preaeat Con• 
tlnental Shelf conYention i• obriov.aly open-ended and would permit a 
coaatal atate to extend ita 11atloaal jllriadktlon (or at leaat aoYerelp 
rlpt• to the ocean floor) to the median llD• of the ocean. Thia la aaaum­
la1 that the tec:lmoloff dewop• aa ha• been predicted. 

7. TIie adoption of the 13-mile limit for arm• ccmtrol ud territorial 
water• may lead ultimately to the uae of the aame limitation a• an 
arWtrary cut off to wdlateral national rl1ht• to the ezploitation of the 
ocean floor. There la bacr•••bl& aupport for a concept that a coaatal 
atate could ezploit for it• own 1abl the Continental Shelf out to 12-milea. 
and beycnul the 12-mile line it would admini•ter the Shell with a •hare 
of the profit• reaerved for the United Natlona. There are aeYeral 
Y&rl&tiona of thi• acheme belD& con ■ ldered IM&tthe ba•ic idea i• to adopt 
an arMtrary line that WCNld haYe more eq11ity and be more eaaily under­
•tood than a Umitatloa baaed on depth of water •• i• preaeatly the case. 

I. Ill Yiew of the Iara• number of endor•ement• 1'y UN del•1•t•• at the 
laat ••••ion of the prillcipl•• of arm• control in the ocean•• it would 
•eem that the U. S. muat either propo•e a meanla1ful arm• control 
initiative that clearly elimlaate• certain military option• or the U. s. 
•hoald remain ailent. Th• wor•t poaaibl• policy would be to ■urface a 
propoeal that obYioualy reaerve• the U. S. Navy'• freedom to operate 
oa the ocean Door without any real con•tralDt. 

Charle• E. Johnaon 

CC: Mr. KHDY 
cc: Mr. Schweitzer 

HCRE'P 
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May 9, 1968 

NOTE FOil MR. KEENY 

Spir1 --

Here ia tbe fir ■ t draft of the briefia1 paper for 
the Vice Preeident. Schweitur i• aclctlq an 
additional poiDt to handle the poa ■ lble "red 
laerriag" lndu ■ trial eaploaaae. 

Charle ■ E. Johnaoa 

Draft of Briefing paper for Vice President concern~ 
seabed arm• control. 
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Pa~l~y~o~.l~Ban\ 
Nuclear Weapons : ~\ 
Fram Ocean Floor ' -~.. 

,:· ----- ! 
. lplclal to Tbe ICIW Yon Tlmu t 

HARRIMAN, N. Y .. 
' 

May 5- 0 
~ 

An international agreement to ,, 
prohibit the deployment of !1..1!·. [ 
clear, W~P.>ns._o~.. ~e ~an . ~ 

oor was recommended here to- 1 

day- by a group of 75 leading ~ 
scientists, lawyers, businessmen: ~ 
and public officials. , - "' 

The group, ·which ended a• ~ 
four-day meeting of Columbia • • i 
Universitay's American Assem-• • : : . !t 
bly, also proposed that exploi- • ~ 
tatipn of resources in the ocean ! 
beyond national waters be reg- - : f 
ulated by an international • ~ 
agency. • - ·. , . ~ 

Other points in the aroup's :--_- t 
final report included support - . : : ~ f 
for an international decade of ~ - ~ - : 
ocean exploration, increased • •. 
Federal spending for. ocean re- : • . • ). 
search and the creation of a : · ~ · t 
new independent agency in ·the f 
United States Government to ~ 
direct research in pcean engi- • t 

n~g. -~-e~~ ••~~bl~ ~ 
meeting,. entitled "Uses of the 
Seas," ·was ·the_ 334in a series • • 
of public ; affairs • discussions • . 
that began • in 1951. It was • 
supported by a grant from the 
Ford Foundaijon and ,was J\eld 
at Arden House. the old Harri­
man estate that • -Columbia 
maintains for special seminars. 

From a military standpoint,
the partftjpants were told that 
it wu possible to mine stra­
tegic parts. of the ocean with 
nuclear . explosives or install 
missile silos clustered around 
control centers· on the ·ocean 
floor. ,. . . 

The recommendation-on nu­
clear weapons was craetully
phrased, the participants said, 
so as not to rule out use of 
Polaris missile submariens. The 
submarines are not designed
for use on the ocean floor .. 

The assembly also· proposed 
that territorial waters be as 
narrow as possible but might i 
extend as far as 12 miles. ' , 
/If //h?•..s 
Jna,s;1?tl 
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

April 2, 1968 

NSC - Mr. Charles Johnson 

For your information - per 
our telephone conversation. 

David H. Popper 
Deputy Assistant Secretary 
for International 
Organization Affairs 
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Distr. 
GENERALGENERAL 
A/AC.135/5 
27 March 1968ASSEMBLY 
ORIGmAL: ENGLISH 

AD HOC COMMITI'EE TO STUDY THE PEACEFUL 
USES OF THE SEA-:i3ED AND THE OCEAN FLOOR 
BEYONDTHE LIMITS OF NATIONAL 
JURISDICTION 

THECHAIRMANOF THE AD HOC COMMITTEE 
NINTH MEETING ON 27 MARCH1968 

The Committee e programme of work heard a series 

of statements. 

The most important matter for consideration now is the material which we need 

from the Secretariat in order to proceed with the substance of our work. This 

would have to be prepared in time for the next session of the Committee allowing 

a sufficient interval between the presentation of such material to members and 

commencement of the next session for the study of the material by members and their 

Governments. We would have to bear in mind the need for giving the Secretary­

General an opportunity as suggested by some members and also implied in General 

Assembly resolution 234o (XXII) on referring to Member Governments for information 

which they may be in a position to furnish and falling within the scope of our 

terms of reference. 

A number of concrete and valuable suggestions have been made by members. 

These have all been incorporated in the list of material which I suggest we should 

seek from the Secretariat and which I now set out in detail: 

At its second meeting the Committee decided to establish two Working Groups: 

(i) a Technical· and Economic Working Group to deal with the technical and economic 

aspects of this item as well as related aspects; (ii) a Legal Working Group to 

deal with the legal aspects. There are other aspects of the question which the 

Committee as a whole would consider although, in so far as they have a bearing on 

either of the two Working Groups, those groups would find it necessary to take 

them into consideration. 

68-072o8 I ... 
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To come to the material itself: in addition to the studies specified in 

operative paragraph 3 of General Assembly resolution 2340 (XXII), namely those 

being undertaken in pursuance of General Assembly resolution 2172 (XXI) and 

ECOSOCresolution 1112 (XL), operative paragraph 2 of General Assembly resolution 

2340 (XXII) sets out in sub-paragraphs (a) and (b) in broad outline the nature of 

information we need from the Secretariat. 

The suggestions and proposals made by members of the Committee during the 
.,, 

debate amplify for the most part the provisions of sub-paragraphs (a) and (b) of 

paragraph 2 of General Assembly resolution 234o (XXII) and make them more specific. 

I will first deal with information required for the Technical and Economic Working 

Group. I suggest we request the Secretary-General to furnish us with papers on 

(a) present state of knowledge of the characteristics and resources of the sea-bed 

and ocean floor and its subsoil including full estimates of extent of such resources 

and the economic implications of their exploitation with particular reference to 

world trade and prices; (b) the present state of knowledge of methods of exploration 

and exploitation of these resources and foreseeable developments in this field; 

(c) the effect of such exploitation on the superjacent waters and on other uses 

of the marine environment; (d) account of present state of exploratory and 

exploitative activities in the sea-bed and ocean floor and its subsoil. 

For the Legal Working Group we would require from the Secretariat the following 

material: (a) a statement of existing international agreements concerning the 

sea-bed and ocean floor and its subsoil underlying the high seas beyond the limits 

of present naticnal jurisdiction and the extent and nature of State claims in 

this field; (b) an account of the legal status of the sea-bed and ocean floor 

and its subsoil beyond the limits of national jurisdiction in so far as it is 

relevant to the exploration and exploitation of the resources thereof including 

provisions and practice of the law of the sea relating to this question; (c) a survey 

of bilateral and multilateral treaties concluded among coastal States as to their 

continental shelves; (d) paper on national legislation programmes of various 

States concerning exploitation procedures, research in natural resources of the 

sea-bed and ocean floor and subsoil including available legislation on safety 

practices in connexion with oil drilling and mining in marine areas; (e) a statement 

of various legal regimes which might be applied· to the exploitation of the resources 

I . .. 
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covered by the Committee's terms of reference. The Committee will also like to 

have from the Intergovernmental Oceanographic Commission a paper on the scientific 

aspects of this item. · 

For the purpose_of paragraph 2 (c) the.Committee would wish to have a working 

paper containing a summary of the views expressed by Member ·states in the General 

Assembly, in the Ad Hoc Committee and their replies to the Secretary-General's 

note verbale. In regard to the military aspects of this item the Committee would 

wish to have documentation concerning the work of the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament 

Committee in regard to the ocean floor. 

In the concluding paragraph of his note of 31 October 1967 (A/c.1/952), the 

Secretary-General ~as referred to the administrative mach~ery which would be 

necessary for effective management and control of the resources of the sea-bed, 

the question of adopting a system of licensing and possible arrangemen~s for 

redistributing or utilizing the funds derived from exploitation of these.resources. 

The Committee might request the Secretary-General to include in his reports any 

proposals which he deems worth considering. 

The Ad Hoc Committee itself will consider the political aspects and 

implications of this question. The Committee will also deal with the question of 

practical means of promoting international co-operation in the exploitation, 

conservation and use of the sea-bed and ocean floor and the subsoil thereof and 

of their resources pursuant to General Assembly resolution 2340 (XXII) and include 

in its report to the General Assembly an indication of such means. The working 

groups would be free in their reports on their respective spheres of work to 

include any indications regarding practical means of promoting international 

co-operation which may emerge during their consideration of their work. As an 

example the legal working group may be able to identify specific problems which 

are likely to arise with the development of technology e.nd the group may wish to 

suggest various possible means of dealing with these problems. The co-ordination 

of the work of the two working groups will be the responsibility of the 

Ad Hoc Committee itself. While it is contemplated that to ensure expeditious 

disposal of our work, the working groups may have to meet simultaneously, we would 

have to take into consideration the burden imposed upon the Secretariat itself. 

I . .. 
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The Committee attaches the highest importance to the assistance that can be 

rendered to it by the Secretary-General, the specialized agencies, the 

inter-governmental organizations listed in General Assembly resolution 2340 (XXII) 

and other inter-governmental bodies interested in this item and looks forward to 

receiving such assistance. 

The members of the Committee will be aware that there is a good deal of 

overlapping. There are also a number of divergencies between the titles or 

subjects of various of the working papers pror,osed, and in some cases the 

suggestions reflect lines of approach to the subject matter of our discussion which 

may not be those of all members, or which may appear to lead further than some 

might wish to go, at least at this stage. I think that there would be little 

point in trying now to subject all these ideas to an over-all scheme. For one 

thing, such an attempt might take more time than we can afford. But the essential 

fact, I think, is that we are al.l agreed that the need is for papers which would 

provide the CoI!llllittee with the basic information which it requires for this work 

to be carried out at the next session. The nature of this information is fairly 

clear. It is also clear that a very considerable burden is being laid upon the 

Secretariat, which after all, has limited resources and many heavy commitments. 

I therefore propose that we should ask the Secretariat to do as much as is possible 

and that we should rely on it to use its discretion in regard to the formal 

division and arrangement of subject matter or material. 

I suggest that the Committee agree that the material described by me be 

requested from and through the Secretary-General. Certain other suggestions have 

been made which would not require preparation of special material but which the 

Committee would no doubt consider at its future sessions. There is the proposal 

that the 1970's be declared an international decade of ocean exploration. The 

Committee would no doubt wish to have further details from the distinguished 

representative of the United States to enable it to consider these proposals at 

a later stage. It has also been suggested that the Committee recommend to the 

General Assembly the adoption of a declaration on the analogy of the Declaration 

regarding Outer Space, referring in particular to the need for preserving the 

peaceful character of all activities in this field. This, too, the Committee would 

wish to consider at some time in the future. The distinguished representative of 

/ ... 
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the USSR in his statement suggested a recommendation to the General Assembly to 

favour in principle the prohibition of the military use of the sea-bed and ocean 

floor beyond the limits of national jurisdiction. The Committee may at a later 

stage wish to consider this proposal. 

Finally, mention has been made of the public relations aspect of our work. 

~onsidering the vital significance of this item we are considering and its 

·amplitude, I have no doubt that the Secretariat will give due attention to this 

aspect of the matter. 

I now come to the time-schedule for our work. It is expected that sufficient 

material will be ready in time to permit the two Working Groups to start their 

work by Monday, 17 June. That date is therefore proposed for the commencement of 

the second session of the Ad Hoc Committee. A meeting of the Ad Hoc Committee 

itself may be necessary on that occasion and before the working groups begin 

their discussions. 

Further meetings of the Ad Hoc Committee would be necessary to consider reports 

of the working groups on progress or to resolve matters of common interest or 

matters concerning the Ad Hoc Committee as a whole. 

It is expected that this second session will take about three weeks. 

A third and final session of the Ad Hoc Committee would be necessary to enable 

it to prepare its report for submission to the General Assembly. It is proposed 

that this session should be held in the last week of August. Even during the 

last session there might be need for the working groups to meet in order to dispose 

of matters carried over from the second session. 

In regard to the procedure to be followed by the working groups, it is proposed 

that they conduct their business in informal. sessions during which no record will 

be maintained. Each working group will decide when it should move into formal 

session and summary records of such formal sessions will be maintained. 

Finally, I come to the kind invitation of the Government of Brazil. It is, 

I think, the desire of the Committee that this invitation be accepted in principle. 

If this is acceptable, I would propose that the third session of the Committee 

be held in Brazil. I think I have covered the entire field of relevant questions. 
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March 22, 1968 

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. W. W. ROSTOW 

Walt --

For your informatlo11 there 1a attached a copy of 
ti.. memoraachun Ed Weak aent tbe Vlee Prealdeat 
thi• a.fteraooa alertia1 the Preaident to the Soriet 
illitiative re1ardin1 arm• coatrol la the oceaa• 
aad augeatla1 that tile Vice PreaideDt aupport 
an effort to•• the Committee of PrlDclpala to 
deal aa a matter of ur1eacy witll the clevelopmeat 
of a U.S. poaitton 011 thi• matter. 

A• yoa probably already bow, it i• expected that 
Bill Foater may refer to the deairabillty of pro­
ceeclla1 witla Arma Control la the Oceaaa aa the 
aezt attaiaable 1oal for the ENDC when it con'ftllea 
a1ala aeld awnmer. 

Eac:loaare 
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·lli&H'I' - NO FOUIO!f 

Mal'ch IZ, 1961 

J.ilMORANDUM 

TO: Th• Ylce Pr .. ldent DECLASSIFIED 
E.O. 12958 Sec. 3.5 

F OMc Edward Wenk, Ir. NLJ-S-98001 
By J"p1.,r. NARADate.f.°'L-"1.-, -

Al'ma Contl'ol oa the S.aMd 

On March 20th, the Soviet deleaatlon to the UN ad hoc Commit• 
tee en th• Seabed propoaed that th• Oeneral A•••mbly adopt prlnclple• 
bannln& mllltary acttvltle• on the ••abed and noted that the nuclear arm• 
race ahould not be allowed to apread to th• ••abed. The loviet• aleo 
pro ••• tllat cletalled •tudy of thl• •abject t.e undertaken t.y th• 
El1hteen Natto Dlaannament Confen11ce. Alth 1h th• pl'e lee nature 
of the Soviet propoaal l• not clear, ~ Sovt•t• probably con•lder thi• 
a• an important lnltiatiN, uc! we expect that th•xwill con.ttnu.e t, 
pl'••• ln dal• ar•. 

At the pre• t tbne th• U. S. Oovernment doea not haw a poal-
!!2!..on thla atlen.. ACDA baa prepared a 100d paper for •ubmlaalon 
te th• Committee el Pl'lnclpala propoeln1 that weapon• of maaa d••• 
trucUon be banned on the ocean floor b•Yond a dl•tanc• of 12 mile• 
from the coa•t. ACDA ha• made a rather per•\l&•l ve ca•• that th• 
benefit. to be del'l••d fe. I• • malntal.nln1 the momentum ID th• dtaarma­
ment fleld after conclulon ol the non•pl'Olllenti treaty, a• well aa 
putttn1 another boundary on the arm• race) ma-, outw•lsh the nail• 
(e. I•, denyln1 the Na.y el ••v•ral optten. • h a• n clear min • and 
•-bed mle•ll••• and rnlnor nrlflcatlon uncertalntt••). 

Thl• lo-net l.nltlatt-n ha• 1e eratei con•lderable l.nt•r••t at th• 
top le.eh of O.-nrnme11t and ln the Conp•••· lt la my underatandtn1 
that eome element• ln the Na.y are moblllaln1 oppealtlon to ••rlou• 
cOA•lderatlon of tbl• l••ue on the Hill aad ehewhere. Walt aoatow'• 
o.fflce, the State Depal'tment 1 and the U. 8. Ml••lon to the UN b•ll••e 
that the Oovernment •hould com.e to 1rlp• wlth thl• problem gulckly, 
and I believe that Blll Foater or Butch Ftaber may be conaultina wlth 
.I!?!, ID the -nry near future. 

I recommend that we •ueeort el(ort• to have thla matter con­
aldered by th• Com.mitt•• of Prlnclpah on an W"cent baal• to lnaUJ"e 
that th• l•eue• are clearly wider•tood and a US poaltlon developed a• 
NOD &8 ,e.•ll>le. 

SECRET 
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SEeRR--NOFORN 
UNITED STA~ ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY 

--SECRE'i'/NOFORN 
This docu.mGnt consists of / 'P&J"IJ· 
Number / o:f -~ . oopi~s, Series_6l_....__ 

March 5, 1968 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: White House - Mr. Charles E. Johnson 

FROM: ACDA/ST - David A. Sousa~ 

SUBJECT: Draft Proposal for Arms Control on the Seabed (U) 

In reply to your telephone request of March 4, the 
latest draft of a proposal for arms control on the seabed 
is attached, along with summaries of comments received 
from other Government agencies. The proposal has been 
recently revised and therefore has !!2!_ been cleared in 
ACDA. 

As you can well imagine, the problem of verification 
is a difficult one to solve in this type of proposal. We 
are considering the possibility of including an article 
providing for physical access to large enclosed installa­
tions on the seabed. The language of the article is 
similar to that used in the Outer Space Treaty. I would 
greatly appreciate your comments on this inspection 
article, as well as the proposal in general. 

If I can be of further assistance to you, please feel 
free to contact me at any time. 

Attachments: 

1. Draft seabed proposal 
2v Summaries 

When separated 
Documentas 

SiCM'i'/NOFORN DECLASSIFIED 
Authority,t'LJ"10 -tJ/fl..·f,o 

By1/JV , NARA,Date!·1 •01-
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SECRE'il/NOFORN 

The Seabed Arms Control Proposal - Who Says What? 

I. ACDA - With the exception of WEC, there is general 
agreement that the proposal merits Agency support. 
Specifically: 

A) E recommends that the proposal also prohibit 
the deployment of conventional weapons on_ the seabed. 

B) WEC feels the discussion of the proposal 

l 
(1) might lead to widespread reprobation of the U.S. 
for its Polaris operations; (2) would not restrain 
nations for placing weapons on the seabed; and 
(3) would interfere with possible U.S. options. 

II. G/PM - Agrees the proposal has merit particularly as 
a demonstration of U.S. willingness to limit competi­
tion in the nuclear arms race. It questions, however, 
the proposal's effect on U.S. security interests, the 
U.S. position on defining territorial waters, and 
Nth-country seabed deployment . 

• III. .1. - In general, favors the basic proposal with some 
minor changes in the language of the operative article. 
It states specifically that 

A) the prohibition should include "stationing" 
as well as "fixing"; 

B) the U.S. make clear that the temporary 
anchoring of vessels to the ocean floor is not 
affected by the proposal; 

C) a statement be included to make clear the 
.proposal does not imply U.S. recognition of 12-mile 
territorial sea claim. 

DECLASSIFIED ~C~/NOFORNAuthority J/t:J~1"-t11'f-1,-'/-0 C ":? J 
By-S?V , NARA, Date J",J,"1.- I~~·:cI-..-:·::l :~ • ··:1 ....:itn.:n.tio 

no· .. :\ ... _,,-_:~ ~.~i- -: ~, ; 
d~c:~r~.:,. .;.!.1'~cr,.·:: 10:1 
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D) it questions the rationale for prohibiting 
one state from placing weapons in the territorial sea 
of another state with consent. 

IV. IO - Favors the proposal in its present form and 
agrees with the necessity of a U.S. position on 
seabed arms control for the U.N. Ad Hoc Committee 
meetings. 

V. §fl - Supports the proposal in its present form. 

VI. DOD- ISA notes that there is considerable resistance 
in DOD to the proposal at this time because: 

• A) it would preclude two future seabed systems 
now under 
submarines 

consideration, namely, 
and fixed missiles; 

bottom-stationed 

not 
B) our 

guarantee 
present technological 
100% verification; 

capabilities could 

C) 
initiative 

it is too early 
in this area. 

for the U.S. to take an 

VII. White House (Keeny) - Believes proposal has merit, 
although does not feel there is strong interest in 
White House at this time. Favors 12-mile criteria 
rather than depth limits. 

IX. CIA - Has no objection to the proposal. 

ACDA/ST:DASousa:aaj 
2/21/68 

-SliCRB>if/N OFORN 
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