Lnere shall be international cooperation in scientifie

regenreh in Antaroticsa.

20 this end, to the greatest extent feasible and

practical, High Contracting Parties shall promote:s

(a) the coordimation of plans of support opersations

for seientific programmes in Antarctica with a
view to achieving maximum economy and efficliency

in support of such programmes }

the exchange of sclientifie persconnel in Antaretica

betwesen expeditions and stations of differesnt

countries)

the exchange of information resulting from

scientific research in Antarctioaj

(&) the establishment of cocoperative working relation-
ships with international organizations having =a

poientific or technical interest in Antarctica.

- ———
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The next meeting will take place on February Jrd.
We have not yet received from you any comments on the United
States draft Treaty and this is proving increasingly embarras-—

ging for the Group is now adepting the procedure of obtaining

ag far as possible the views of each country on each specifiec

matter as it comes up for consideration. I should be grateful

if your comments on the draft Treaty could be furnished urgently.

Coples to London and Canberra.

bt

Ambagsador.
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considered that the experience of the IGY had shown that
scientific co-operation was possible without pelitieal disputes
over sovereignty. He said also that one of the main Prench
objeotions %o draft Article IV was that it avoided the main
issue, that is the existence of sovereign rights in Anterctica.
While other Governments might not be obliged to recognise the
rights asserted by countries such ss Prance, those sovereign
rights nevertheless existed. The Ameriean draft, however,
avoided mentioning them; all it referred to was "right te
territory" (whieh to the Prench seemed meaningless) or "oclaim
to territorial sovereignty", there was no reference to "rights
of sovereignty®. The French Government would be agreeable to
draft Article IV therefore if it were amended by substituting
the phrase "any right of or claim to territorial sovareignty"
for the phrase "any right to territory or claim (or bdasis of
elaim) to territorial sovereignty" where it occurs in paragraph
i(a) andl(c) of Article IV. The French representative added
that in agreeing to the inclusion of Article IV if amended on the
lines suggested, the French Government had “come & long way"™ in
an effort to mee¥ the views of the majority.

In the short time available for discussion after the
s French statement the Australian, Chilésn and Argentine represent-
atives all expressed eympathy with the French position. We know
that the New Zealanders and the British also favour the French
amendment, and in faet I think it may be safely assumed that it
wiil have the support of all the eclaimant countries. The
importance of the amendment would seem to be that 1t would
include in the Treaty a reference to rights of sovereignty in
Antaretica. It may be that thie could de interpreted as implying
recognition by the signatories of the existence of sovareign
rights in Antarotica. (The United States draft comtains no
mention of sovereign rights, only of "right to territory" and
of "elaim to territorial sovereignty”). I would appreciate an
urgent indieation of your views on the matter.
In conclusion it should be mentioned that the
Japanese representative suggested that the term "right to
territory" might have a special significance of its own, that is
& sort of right of servitude which ene country might obtain from
another by reason of continued transit through its territory for
the maintenance of its bases. 3Such & right he suggested might
be very important im the event that the Ireaty should lapse.
No discussion of this took plage.

| SRS Buans i
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The Soviet representative repeated his previously
expressed views, namely that the Treaty should earry no
reference to the guestion of rights and claims to sovereignty.
Scientific co-operation, he said, should not be permitted to
be affected by political differences. Therefore, he argued,
it would be better to have no reference at all in & scientific
Treaty to matters which could be the subject of political
disputes, Of course the main purpose of the draft Article IV
is to set aside the question of rights and elaims in order to
avoid any politieal confliet over sovereignty for the duration
of the Treaty. As the Austreslian representative put is,
those countries which have already asserted territoriasl eclaims
in Antaretica do not want to be in any worse position than
the non-claimants. Should the Treaty lapee, Australia would
wish to be in exactly the same position as she is at present
in regard to her rights and claims. By agreeing to the
inclusion of Article IV, Australia in principle was not
renouncing its claims to sovereignty, but she was agreeing to
defer the exercise of those rights and claims, She was
prepared to do this in the interests of a solution to the
problem of political conflicts which might hamper seientifie
co-operation, but it was necessary for the Treaty to provide
& proper balance between the position of claimants and non~
claimants.

The Soviet representative remained impervious to
such arguments. He merely reiterated previous statements that
the Soviet Government had never acknowledged the rights or
e¢laims of any Government in Antarctica and reserved the right
to make claims itself on the basis of ite activity in the
area.

It may be mentioned that in the course of discussion
following the Soviet statement both the United States and
Japanese representatives stated also that their Governments
had not recognised any rights and claims in Antarctica., We
had made a similar statement when indicating preliminary agree-
ment with the prineiple of Article IV. The Japanese represent-
ative went further by stating that his Government does not
intend to make any claims in the future.

As you will recall France was the only eountry other
than the Soviet Union which in the earlier discussions, had
been opposed to draft Article IV. At Tuesday's meeting the
French representative stated again that his Government had

considered seessesee
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Article IV (Rights andclaims)

Australia, Belgium Chile, Japan, New Zealand,
Norway, the United Kingdom all indicated general approval of
the principles enunciated in the United States draft Article
IV, subjeet to possible minor textual changes on more detailed
exumination.

The Argentine representative also indicated general
approval, but made twe preliminary reservationsi-

(m) in respect of the words "as a result of ite
activities or those of its nationals in Antarctica"
in paragraph 1(b)s He considered that this made
the posaible beses for claims to soverdignty too
restrictive, for there could be other buses for
claime such es geologicals He obviously hud in
mind she theory that parts of Antarc¢tica are an
extension of South Americs,

(b) In respect of the first sentence of paragreph 2.
He 414 not explain his reservationms in regard to
this sentence.

For our part we expressed general preliminary agree-
ment with the pripciples in Article IV, We also expressed
sympathy with the Argentine reservation in respect of para-
graph 1(b)s In doing so we were actuated by the idea that
geographic propinquity and possibly other factors such as
conniderations of security could be used as bases for a claim
to sovereignty should the Union wish at some time in the
future to make such a ¢laim, Paragreph 1(b) of the United
States draft as at present worded seems to imply that the
activities of 2 country and its nationsls in Antarctica are
the only bases for claima to sovereignty, and it would not
appear to be in the long term interecats of the Union to have
such an implication embodied in an international Treaty. We
suggeated that paragraph 1(b) should terminete after the word
"Antarctica" where it occurs for the firat time.

The United States representative did not appear to
be uverse to considering m reformulation of paragraph 1(b)
to meet the Argentine regservation. He thought the position
might be met by the addition at the end of the gentence of a
phrase such as "or for any other reasona“. le undertock to
examine the position, taking into acecount also our own sugges-
tion.

The essscevcnee
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27th January 1959
AIR BAG

SECRET

The Secretary for External Affairs,
PRETORIA.

ANTARCTICA

At the meeting of the Group of Twelve on 27th
Jenuary, further consideration was given to Article III

vefore discussion was started on Article IV.
Article III
he Norwegian representative intimated that his

Government were in general agreement with the principle that
there should be go-operation with international organisations
having a scientific interest in Antaretica, they did not
favour the emphasis on "assistance" to uuoh'orsaniastions in
the Soviet formula.

As far as paragraph 2 (b) of Article III is concerned
the Norwegian government thought the United States text was
t00 mandatory, and that the word "shall" could be replaced by
"ghould".

The United States rapresentative thought it would
detract from the principle of co-operation to use "should"
and pointed out that in any event the provisions of paragraph
2 were governed by the opening phrase "to the greatest extent
feasible and practical".,

The Chairman (New Zealaund) suggested that the
difficulty might be met by = redrafting of the whole of
paragraph 2; and it was agreed that he should do this in
collaboration with the United States representative before
the next meeting. Rather surprisingly, in view of their
previous attitude, the Americans also agreed that this redraft
might embody a more specific atatement of the principle of
co-operation with international orgenisations. The New Zealand
representative has since furnished us with a copy of the redraft
whieh I enclose.

Article IV cssces
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The United States rapresentative thought it would
detract from the prineiple of co-operation to use "should"
and pointed out that in any event the provisions of paragraph
2 were governed by the opening phrase "to the greatest extent
feasible and practical®™.

The Chairman (New Zealand) suggested that the
difficulty might be met by a redrafting of the whole of
peragraph 2; and it was agreed that he should do this in
collaboration with the United States representative before
the next meeting. TRather surprisingly, in view of their
previous attitude, the Americans also agreed that this redraft
might embody a more specific statement of the principle of
co-operation with international organisationa., The New Zealand
representative has since furnished us with a copy of the redraft
which I enclose.
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word is "sppurtenant”. According to Webster's New
international Diotionary "appurtensnt” is defined as:
"portaining to some more important thing; accessory;
inoldental; as a right of way appurtenant to land or
buildings".

On the other hand the new British draft still
has the disadventage that the appurtenant waters, the
surrounding waters. are not precigely defined; and their
extent belng a matter of interpretation, might give rise
to dispute. It is difficult to see how this difficulty
could be overcome, however; without asctually drawing a
line on the map a certain distence from all land and
permanent ice.

Copiee to London and Canberra.

J, & F'_‘*ruu »T
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January 30, 1959
CONFIDENTIAL

THZ SECRETARY FOR EXTERNAL ATFAIRS,
EPREIORLA.

Antarctica

The British Embassy hee given us informally
the following draft of the article defining the zone of
application of the proposed Antarctic Treaty:

“The provisions of the Treaty shall apply
to all the land and ice shelves (wherever
situated) together with the waters and
submarine areas apputenant thereto between
latitude 60° south and the South Fole".

We understand that the British are canvassing
this draft smong the Group of Twelve (except the Russians),
and that if it finds favour with a majority they intend %o
submit it formally for discussion at one of the neetings of
the Group. I should sppreciate an early indication of your
views on this draft.

We have not yet discussed the draft in any detall
with the British. Our first impression of it, however, is that
it goes some way to getting around the main difficulties which
have been encountered in respect of earlier drafts. Thus it
does not specifically exclude the High Seas from the zone of
application of the Treaty. One of the main objecticns to the
exclusion of the High Seas was that permanent ice might be
regarded as High Seas and thus not subject to the control of
the Treaty. On the other hand it had been found necessary %o
exclude the High Seas becsuse of the difficulty in defining
territorial or adjscent waters in the Antarctic area. The new
British formula specifically groups "ice shelves (wherever
situsted)” with the land, and then includes the waters and
submarine areas "appurtenant” to that land and ice. This does
not seem to mean that all the High Seas south of latitude 60° 3.
gshould be included in the sone of appliecation, for the pertinent
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We have not yet discussed the druft in any detail
with the British. Our first impression of i1t, however, is that
it goes some way to getting around the main difficulties which
have been encountered in respect of earlier drefts. Thus it
does not specifically exclude the High Seas from the zone of
application of the Treaty. One of the main objections to the
exclusion of the High Seas was that permanent ice might be
regarded as High Seas and thus not subject to the control of
the Treaty. On the other hand it hed been found necessary to
exclude the High Sess because of the difficulty in defining
territorial or sdjacent waters in the Antarctic area. The new
Eritish formula specifically groups “ice shelves (wherever
situated)"” with the land, and then includes the waters and
submarine areas "appurtenant" to that land and ice. This does
not seem to mean that all the High Seas south of latitude 60° s.
should be included in the zone of application, for the pertinent
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visw wavaps s sewvwsu sppreviate an early indication of your
views on this draft.

We have not yet discussed the draft in any detail
with the British. Our first impression of 1it, however, is that
it goes some way to getting around the main difficulties which
have been encountered in respect of earlier drafts. Thus it
does not specifically exclude the High Seas from the zone of
application of the Treaty. One of the main objections to the
exolusion of the High Seas was that permanent ice might be
regarded as High Seas and thus not subject to the control of
the Treaty. On the other hand i1t had been found necessary to
exclude the High Seas because of the difficulty in defining
territorial or adjacent waters in the Antarctic area. The new
Eritish fornula specifically groups “ice shelves (wherever
situated)” with the land, and then includes the waters and
submarine areas "appurtenant" to that land and ice. This does
not seem to mean that all the Migh Seas south of latitude 60° s.
should be included in the zone of application, for the pertinent
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CYPHER TELEGRAM /
TROM: SRCEXTERN, PREFGRLA

DESPATGHED:  be2.59 ! ‘g‘\. i
T0: HIGH COMMISSIONER, LONDON e

RECEIVED: 4.2,59

Gir, Tel. Bl (XX Secret XX)

Grateful urgent indication attitude adopted by the

Government to which you are aceredited towards recent Polish application
for membership SCAR founded on takeover from Russians of latter's
ocagis station. Application may be considered at forthooming SCAR meeting

4n Oanberra March 2nd. to March 6th.

SR e P Tk Sk RGPS e
Ve wEvmpe = w——————re-Ji 858 G0 6Arly indication of your
views on this draft.

We heve not yet discussed the druft in any detall
with the British. Our first impression of 1t, however, is that
it goes some way to getting around the main difficultiee which
have been encountered in respect of earlier drafts. Thus it
does not specifically exclude the High Seas from the zone of
application of the Treaty. One of the main objections to the

. exclusion of the High Seas was that permanent ice might be
regarded as High Seas and thus not subject to the control of

' the Treaty. On the other hand it had been found necessary to

) exclude the High Seas becasuse of the difficulty in defining
territorial or adjacent waters in the Antarctic area. The new
Pritish formula specifically groups "ice shelves (wherever

i gituated)” with the land, and then includes the waters and
submarine areas "appurtenant" to that land and ice. This does
not seem to mean that all the High Seas south of latitude 60° s.
should be included in the zone of application, for the pertinent
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Cir, Tel, M1 (XX Searet XX)

Grateful urgent indication attitude adepted by the

Government to which you are acoredited towards recent Polish application
for membership S0AR founded on takeover from Rusmians of latter's

oasis station. Application may be considered at forthooming SCAR meeting
in Canmberra March 2nd, to March 5th,

Ve vavmpr = wewm— -pre-Ji2t@ an early indication of your
views on this draft.

We have not yet discussed the draft in any detail
with the British. Our first impression of it, however, is that
it goes some way to getting around the main diffioculties which
have been encountered in respect of earlier drafte. Thus it
does not specifically exclude the High Sems from the zone of
application of the Treaty. One of the main objections to the
exelusion of the High Sems wes that permanent ice aight be
regarded as High Seas and thus not subjeet to the control of
the Treaty. On the other hand it had been found necessary to
exelude the High Sess because of the difficulty in defining
territorial or adjacent waters in the Antarctic area. The new
British formula specifically groups “"ice shelves (wherever
situated)” with the land, and then includes the waters and
submarine areas "sppurtenant” to that land and ice. This does
not seem to mesn that all the High Seas south of latitude 60° s.
should be included in the sone of applicetion, for the pertinent
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LELEGRAM

FROM: HIGH COMMISSIONER: LONDON,
TO; SECEXTERN PRETORIA.
D: L&o 2e 59.

No. 23 (SECRET EAS),

Your eircular telegram B,1, United Kingdom authorities

state:

1) At SCAR Meeting last Auguet Russian scientists discussed
Pollsh candidature with British and said Polish participation
in Antarctica insuffiecient as yet to justify membership

2) In view subsequent Folish takeover of ocasis station Russians
will now presumably support Polish candidature

3) United Kingdom has no formulated policy, British scisntist
on SCAR is independent and in principle United Kingdom
Government will leave him to judge Polish candideture on
scientiflc merits of the case

i) Foreign Office will nevertheless discuss question informally

with Royal Society (which deals with Antarctic research here)
and will inform us of any further development.

t
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situated)” with the land, and then inoludes the waters and
submarine areas "appurtenant” to that land and ice. hie doe:
not seem t¢ mean that all the High Seas south of latitude 60°
should be included in the sone of application, for the pertinent




FROM: MIGH COMMISSIONER: LONDON.
T0: SECEXTERN PRETORIA. ‘
D: 1&.2-59.

No. 23

state:

1)

2)

3)

L)

(SECRET EAS).

Your circular btelegram B.1. United Kingdom authorities

At BCAR Meeting last August Russian scientists discussed
Polish eandidature with British and said Polish participation
in Antarctice insufficient as yet to justify membership

In view subsequent Polish takeover of oasis station Russiane
will now presumably support Pollsh candidature

United Xingdom has no formulated pollicy. British scientist
on SCAR is independent and in principle Unlted Kingdom
Government will leave him to Judge Polish candidature on
sclentific merits of the case

Forelign Office will nevertheless discuss question informally
with Royal Society (which deals with Antarctic research here)
and will inform us of any further development.
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situated)” with the land, and then includes the waters and
submarine areas "appurtenant™ to that land and ice. This doec
not seem to mean that all the High Seas south of latitude 60°
should be included in the zone of application, for the pertinent
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may subsequently agree upon, matters involving clsins
by nationals and organiaatidns of one party arising
out of acts or omissions in Antarctica by nationals or
orgenisations of another party shall be determined in
guch manner as may be agreed upon by the parties
concerned.”

There wes no time available for digcussion of this
1t was agreed that it be taken up gt later meetings

as and when representatives haed any views %o expreas. In the
meantime it would be useful if Governmente could consider
the submission of alternative drafts for the Article.

The next meeting will be held on Tuesday, February 10th.

Copies to London and Canberra.

G DU FlEssle
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Regarding the first question, the Australian represent-
ative feared that if the answer was in the affirmative it
would be difficult for claimants to agree that Soviet rights
be increased to the detriment of others. Should the Soviet
reply to the second query also be in the affirmative, the
Australian Government would, no doubt give serious consider-
ation to the whole project presently under discussion.

The Soviet representative failed to answer these
questions.

Of the other claimant countries, the New Zealand,
Argentine and Chilean representatives fully endorsed the views
expressed by the British and Australian representatives. They
regarded a provision on the lines of draft Article IV as
essentiel to any Treaty. The setting aside of possible
political disputes regarding sovereignty was basic to success-
ful peaceful seientific co-operation. Incidentally the New
Zealand representative informed the meeting that his Government
supported the French amendments to Article IV proposed at the
meeting on 27th January (my despatch 43/44 of the 27th January).

At this stege it was agreed that the Article would be
further digcussed at a later stage.

Article Vi

It will be recalled that representatives were not happy
with the wording of the Ameriocan draft during previous discus-
sions of this article.

The Chilean representative steated again that his
Government would prefer that the question of Jjurisdiction be
left over for consideration in terms of Article VII after the
Treaty has come into force.

In an effort to embody certain of the views expressed
in the past on this article and to meet the views of both
those who wished a specifiec clause on Jurisdietion in the
Treaty and those who coneidered details would have to be
worked out later, the Australian representative proposed the
following new drafti~

"Each state party to this agreement ghall have
the exclusive right, in relation to ite own nationals
and orgsnisations, to exercise jurisdiction for the
punishment of offences against its laws coumitted by
ite nationals or organisations in Antarotica. Pending
the making of such other arrangements as the parties

BIJ (TR R RN N
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_ The United States representative said he would like to

Z come back to this article in the near future. The British
representative also intimated that he would have more to say on
this article at some future date. In the meantime he would like
to point out that claims made by sacrifice and at considerable
expense by certain countries in Antarctica, could not be
ignored; on the contrary, their intereests must be safeguarded.
He agreed that olaims to sovereignty may not have been recog-
nised, but maintained that it would be unrealistic not to
recognise that claims had been asserted. He interpreted the
present United States draft as not in any way recognising
claims; 1t merely freegzes the position for the duration of
the Treaty. Some provision setting aside the guestion of
righte and claims he regarded as fundamental to any Treaty.

The Australian representative said he had difficulty
in following the Soviet arguments against ineclusion in the
Treaty of an Article setting aside the question of rights and
claims. While theye were differences as to territorial
dispositions, he did not find differences in the desire of
representatives to remove such differences from the field of
dispute between the Twelve. The only way to remove the source
of conflict would be to include in the Treaty a specific
clause to that effect. He could not see how progress could
be made on the other aims (peaceful uses of Antarctica for
scientific research) without agreement on this question which
ies of vital importance to his Government., As far as he could
see the Soviet representative raised two interesting pointe
and he would be glad if more clarification could be given on
them:

(a) Does the Soviet objection to the article mean
that the Soviet Government does not wish to be prevented
from building up a clasim during the existence of the Treaty?

settling other questions releting to Antarctica (e.g.
territorial clesims) at some other Conference. Was it the
intention of the Soviet Government to propose the convening
of such a Conference in the near future or even before the
Conference at present under discussion? Wea it the intention
that such a Conference arrange for the territorial division of
Antarctica?

\ () More details would be welcome on the idea of

Rtgarding TR




4 Ref 43/44

4th February, 1959.

SECRET

The Secretery for External Affairs,
PRETORIA.

ANTARCTICA.

The following is a summary of the discusasions at the
meeting of the Group of Iwelve bheld on 3rd instant.

Article IV:

In a prepared statement, the Soviet representative
sald that after consideration of the views expressed at
previous meetings he was still of the view that the American
draft 4id4 not serve the prineiples of the proposed Treaty,
namely to ensure that Anterctica be used for peaceful
purposes in conducting scientific research. Draft Article IV
not only raises the question of territorial claims, but even
attempte to pre-judge the question. MNoreover, it would place
one country in a more advantageous position vis-a-vie another.
Like certain other ¢ountries, Russia also has legltimate
rights in Antarcticar she has been and still is conducting
research there on & broad basis and, therefore, reserves all
righte including that of asserting claims, in the area. He
could not find any substantiation by any representative of
the necessity for including this article in the proposed
Treaty. Consideration of the question of territorial claiams
at the Treaty Conference would only hamper digcussions regard-

5 ing the peapeful uses of Antarctica for scientific research.
The proposed Conference should not be overloasded with matters
outside its primary scope. Such matters, e.g. territorial
claime, going beyond the Russian aims of the conference could
perhaps be considered separately at some other place. For
that purpose it might be expedient to call for another
conference "of all countries concerned”. In the interest of
the successful preparstion for a Treaty conference, therefors,
he proposed that the Article IV be deleted from the draft

" )/ Treaty.

’/V The sscscsscens
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: Antarctica be used for peaceful
purposes in conducting scientific research: Draft Article v
not only raises the question of territorial claims, but even
attempts to pre-judge the question. Moreover, it would place
one country in & more adventégeous position vis-a-vis another.
Like certain other countries, Russia also ha's legitimate
rights in Antarctica: she has been and still is conducting
research there on & broad basis and, therefore, reserves all
rights ineluding that of asserting claims, in the area. IHe
could net find any substantiation by any representative of
the necessity for including this article in the proposed
Treaty. Consideration of the question of territorial claias

\ at the Treaty Comference would only hamper discussions regard-

| ing the peaceful wses of Antarctica for scientific research.

A The proposed Conference should not be overloaded with matters
outside ite primery scope. Such metters, e.g. territorial
claims, going beyond the Russian aime of the conference could
perhape be considered separately at some other place. For
that purpope it might be expedient to call for another
conference "of all countries concerned“. In the interest of

& - the sueccessful preparstion for a Treaty conference, therefore,
he proposed that the Article IV be deleted from the draf%t
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Qeither the Chileans nor the Argentines like the British
proposal. The British have asked us again for our views on

thelr proposal and I should appreciate your comments at an
early date,

The Chilean and Argentine representatives specifieally
reserved thelr position in regard to Article V1. The Chilean
repressntatives suggested that the granting of rights of
inspection to others by elaimant countries might be a derogation
of sovereignty; and he referred to the close vonnection between
the various Articles of the proposed Treaty, in particular
between Articles VI and IV. e could not agree with inspection,
envisaged in Article VI, unless the question of rights and
claims (Article IV) was solved. In thie he had the support of
the Argentine representative, who ssked the Soviet representative
whether sclentific research at present conducted by the U.3.3.R.
in Antaretica could be construed as forming a basis for
territorial claims at the proposed second conference proposed by
him at last week's meeting to settle this matter.

In reply the Soviet representative in a typieally
evasive manner said he had not proposed a second conference
but had just mentioned it as & possibilisy to settle the
question of rightes and claims,.

Before the meeting convened the Australian represen-
tative suggested that the words "or embarking” be included in
the second clause between the words "discharging" and "eargoes”,
The United States representative did not think such an amendment
would cause any difficulty.

The next meeting will be held Pebruary 17th.

Coples to London and Canberra.

W. 0, DU PLESSTS
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fe continued to explain that the principle of
giving the right to each country to appoint observers was
eubodied as it was felt that this approsch was less likely
to give rise to problems, such as voting and the division
of expenditure, which might attach to a collective body or
cantrel organisation. Nothing ie contained in the draft to
preciude arrangements being made by any two of the twelve
countries for the exchange of observers on a bi-lateral basia.
While no reference is made in the draft to the payment of
the expenses of the observers, Ambassador Deniels said that
the idea was that the country sending an observer(s) would
have to bear such expenses. GShould a collective or central
organisation be formed, each of the twelve countries would
no doubt have to comtribute towards such expenses.

in anawer to questions from the Soviet representative
Azbassador Daniels intimated that the United States was not
irrevocably committed to the unilateral principle embodied
in their draft. They considered that on balance it was
better than the collective approsch; but if other Jovernments
wished to put forward proposals for a collective or central
organisation the United States would be glad to counsider
such proposals.

Norway, the United Kingdom, New Zealand, Australia, Japan
the Soviet Union and the Union all voiced agreement with the
general principle that there should be some system of observation
to ensure that Antarctica be used for peaceful purposes only.
#hile the Soviet representative was against discussion of any
details of such control prior to the Conference (this, he
contended, was work for the experts) the Australian represen-
tative made it clear that his Government would like to see
that the working group resch agreement on the general lines of
a suitable, effective and practicable aystem, in order to avold
the Confarence being bogged down for considerabdble time on
matters tist could have bheen ironed ous in advance.

¥hile the United Kingdom representative expressed
agresment with the gemeral principle of observation, he reserved
the position of his Govermment in respect of all matters of
detail relating to the manner in which ocbservation should be
carried out. We understand that this attitude is due to the
fact that the British have not yet taken a decision on whether
t0 introduce their proposal for a "Committeo of Inspection and
Control” (my minute 43/44 of January 2let). We learn that

neitinexr/ ...
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1lth Pebruary, 1959.

SECRET

The Seeretary for Externsl Affairs,

PRETORIA
Antarctics

The meeting of the Group of Twelve was held
yesterday as planned.

ARTICLE V3

The only comment on this Article came from the
Soviet representative who stated that while he was not as
yet in & position to comment on the Australian draf't, he
acoepted the American draft in principle. It was agreed to
return to the Article at later meetings, &8s and when
repressntatives might have further views or alternative
drafts to submit.

ARTICLE V1
Ambassador Daniels opened the diascussion by saying

that the objective of this Article was to ensure that the
Treaty would be effective in accordance with the provisions
of the United States invitation of Hay 2, 1958. It should be
read in conjunetion with other related artieles, particularly
Article VII and Article X. In drafting the Article the main
considerations had been:

firstly, to give each country broad power on a non=-

diseriminatory basis to designate observers in

ageordance with the provieions of clsuses 1 to J}

of the Articlej

secondly, in recognition of the common interest of

the Twelive countries to make the results of inspections

by observers of any one of these countries avallable

to the elevesn other countries (Article ViIl, paragraph 3);

thirdly, to provide also for aerial inspection in

view of the praeticsl difficulties relating to travel

in Antarctica.

H0/euee
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1lth February, 1959.

The Secretary for External Affairs,
ETORL

Antarctica

The meeting of the Group of Twelve was held
yesterday as planned.

ABLICLE V3

The only comment on this Article came from the
Soviet representative who atated that while he was not as
yet 1in a position to comment on the Australian draft, he
accapted the American draft in principle. It was agreed to
return to the Article at later meetings, ss and when
repressntatives might have further views or altermative
drafts to submit.

ABZICLE V1:
Ambasgador Daniels opened the discussion by saying

that the objective of this Article was to ensure that the
Treaty would be effective in accordance with the provisions
of the United States invitation of Hay 2, 1958. It should be
read in conjunction with other related articles, particularly
Article VII and Article X. In drafting the Article the main
considerations had been:

firstly, to give asch country broad power omn & non-

digeriminatory basis to designate observers in

accordance with the provieions of clasuses 1 to 3

of the Article;

secondly, in recognition of the common interest of

the Twelve countries to make the results of inspections

by obaservers of any one of these countries avallable

to the eleven other countries (Article ViIl, parsgraph J)i

thirdly, to provide also for serial inspection in

view of the practical difficultles relating to travel

in Antarctica.

Ho/ caee
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i on this Article came from the
ONoey o'\ iatated that while he was not as
"EB1955 75| me om the Australian draft, he
'Nog, 2/ % 1n principle. Tt was agreed to
. </ |ater meetings, as and wien

¢ further views or altermative

drafts to submit.

Y1
\ Ambassador Danials opened the discuseion by saying
that the objective of this Article was to enswure that the
1 Treaty would be effective in accordance with the provisions
of the United States invitation of Hay 2, 1958. It should be
read in conjunction with other related artieles, partioularly
Article VII and Article X. In drafting the Artiocle the main
considerations had besni
firatly, to give aach country broad power on & non-
diseriminutory bdasis to designate observers in
. accordance with the provisions of clauses 1 to J}
‘ of the Article;
gsecondly, in recognition of the commen iaterest of
the Twelve countries to meke the resulta of inspections
by observers of any one of these countries avallable
to the eleven other countries (Article VII, paragraph J3)j
thirdly, to provide alsc for aerial inspection in
viaw of the practical difficulties relating to travel
in Antarctica.

Ho/esee
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1.

Mapther y 23-
United Kingdom authorities advise they have consulted

Royal Soeldty whose Comnittee on Antarctic Research 1s satisfled
Polish netlivities are sufficlent to Juetify wembership SCAR,
United fingdom will therefore not oppese,.

According to subsequent press report Poles will leave

thelr statioa during Antartic Winter retuening in Sumner.
United Kingdom attitude regarding rollsh wembership unchanged

by thls.

further views or slternative

drafte to subnit.

ARZICLE VI:

thas

Ambassador Daniels opened the disoussion by saying
the objective of this Article was to ensure that the

Treaty would be effsctive in accordance with the provisions
of the United States invitation of May 2, 1958. It should be

read

in econjunetion with other related arvieles, particularly

Article VII and Article X. 1In drafting the Artiocle the main
considerations had been:

firatly, to give each country broad power on R non-
diseriminatory basis to designate observers in
accordance with the provisions of olauses 1 to 3

of the Artiecle;

secondly, in recognition of the common iaterest of

the Twelve countries to meske the results of inepeetions
by obeervers of any one of these countries avallable

t0 the eleven other countries (Artiele ViI, paragraph 3);
thirdly, to provide alse for serial inspection in

view of the practical difficulties relating to travel
in Antarctica.
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PROM: HIGH COMMISSIONER: LONDON,

P0: GECAXTRLN PRETORIA.
D: 132¢5% N

Neo, 26, (SECIET BAS).

Farther my 23.

1s Uni ted Kingdom authorities advise they have consulted
Royal Soclety whose Comuittee on Antarctic Research is satisfled
Polish activities are suffieient to Justlfy membership SCAR.
United Kingdom will therefore not oppose.

24 According to subsequent press report Poles will leave
their statlon dquring Antartic Winter returning in Summer,
Unlted Kingdom attitude regarding Polish wembership unchanged
by this.

Tfurther views or alternative
drafts to submit.

ARTICLE VI:

Ambassador Daniels opened the discuseion by saying
that the objeetive of this Artiocle was to ensure that the
Treaty would be effesctive in accordance with the provisions
of the United States invitation of May 2, 1958. It should be
read in eonjunction with other related artieles, partioularly
Article VII and Artiele X. In drafting the Article the main
considerations had beeng

firatly, to give esch country broad power on a non-
diseriminatory basis to designate observers in
accordance with the provisions of clauses 1 to )

of the Article;

secondly, in recognition of the commen interess of

the Twelve countries to make the results of inspeetions
by observers of any oane of these gountries avalliable

to the eleven other countries (Artiele Vil, paragraph 3);
thirdly, to provide also for eerial inspection in

view of the practical difficulties relating to travel
in Antarctica.

O/ o v e
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FROM: HMIGH COMMISSIONER: LONDON.

SELRET

D: 1302459 Mo

Ne.26, (SECRET EAS).

Further my 23.

1e United Kingdom autheorities advise they have consulted
Royal Society whose Committee on Antarctic Research is satisfied
Polish activities are sufficient te justify membership SCAR.
United Kingdom will therefore not eppese.

2. According to subsequent press report Poles will leave
their station during Antartic Winter returning in Summer,
United Kingdom attitude regarding Polish membership unchanged
by this.

further views or alternative
drafts to submit.

ARTICLE VI1:

Ambassador Daniels opened the disoussion by saying
that the objective of this Article was to ansure that the
Treaty would be effective in accordance with the provisions
of the United States invitation of #ay 2, 1958. 1t should be
read in eonjunotion with other related artieles, partiocularly
Article Vil and Article X. In drafting the Artiole the main
considerations had beent

firatly, to give asch country broad power on a nen-
diseriminatory basis to designate obmervers in
accordance with the proviasions of olauses 1 %o J}

of the Article;

sscondly, in recognition of the commen interest of

the Twelve countries to make the results of inspections
by ebservers of any one of these countries available

‘0 The eleven other countries (Article VII, paragraph 1)i
thixrdly, to provide also for serial insgection in

view of the preactical difficulties relating to travel
in Antarctica.
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FROM: SECEXTERN PRETORIA.
D: 19.2.59

TO: H.C. LONDON,

R: 19-2-59.

Circular Telegram B 2,

Further to my Circular Telegram B 1,

Have ascertained that Russian vessel Mikadjl(?) Kalinin
called Cape Town 8th February on return from Antartica and
had on board same team of eight Poles as on outward Journey.,
It therefore seems clear that team's setivities in Antarctica
was extremely limited in scope and duration.

further views or alternative
drafts to submit.

1 ¥Ii:

Ambassador Daniels opened the discussion by saying
that the objective of thies Article was to onsure that the
Treaty would be effective in accordance with the provisions
of the United Stautes invitation of May 2, 1958. It should be
read in eonjunction with other related articles, particularly
Article VII and Article X. In drafting the Artiole the main
considerntions had been:

firatly, to give each country broad power on a non-
disoriminatory basis to designate observers in
accordance with the provisions of oclauses 1 to 3

of the Article;

secondly, in recognition of the common interest of

the Twelve countries to make the reaults of inspeations
by observers of any ons of these countries avalilable

to the sleven other countries (Article ViI, paragraph 3);
thirdly, to provide alasc for merial inspsetion in

view of the practical diffioultiaes relating to travel
in Antarctioa.
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FROM: SECEXTERN PRETORIA,
D: 4 9. 2e 59.

1‘0= H.C, LIO!\'T‘OL ‘.

R: 1942.59.

Circular Telegram B 2, 1
B 1.
farther to my Cirecular Telegram
Have ascertained that Russian vessel Mikadjl(?) Kalinin
called Cape Town Oth February on return from Antartica and
had en board smme team of eight Poles a8 on outward Journej-r.
It therefore secms clear thaet team's metivities in Antaretica

was extremely limited in scope and duration.

further views or alternative
draf'ts to submit.

¥I;

Ambassador Danials opened the discussion by saying
that the objective of this Article was to nsure that the
Treaty would be efTective in accordance with the provisions
of the United States invitation of May 2, 1958. It should bve
read in conjunction with other related articles, partiocularly
Article VII and Article X. In drafting the Artiole the main
considerations had bean:

firetly, to give emch country broad power on g non-
diseriminatory basig to designate obmervers in
accordance with the provieions of clauses 1% 3

of the Article;

secondly, in Fecognition of the commen interest of

the Twelve Gountries to make the results of inspections
by cbservers of Any ons of these countries availlable

to the eleven other countries (Article Vil, paragraph 3);
thirdly, to provide alse for serial inspection in

view of the practical difficultiasg relating to travel
in Antarctieca.

He/vsoe
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FROM: SECELTSERN PRSTORIA. in\ / . "’,
D 19.2.59'
T0: H.C. LONDON, i

R 19.2.59.

Circular Telegram B 2.

Further to sy Cireular Telegram B 1. .

Mave ascertained that Russlan vessel Mikadjl(%) Kalinin
called Cape Lowa Jta February on return from Antartica and
had on board same temu of eight Poles as on outward Journfy.
It therefore seuns clear tuatl teun's setivitiee in Antarctica
was extremely llalted in scope end duration.

“Turther views or alternative
drafts to submit.

I V1
Ambassador Daniels opened the discussion by saying

that the objective of this Article was to ensure that the
Treaty would be effesotive in accordance with the provisions
of she United States invitation of May 2, 1958. It should be
read in conjunction with other related articles, partiocularly
Article VII and Article X. In drafting the Artiole the main
considerations hed beens

firstly, to give each cowntyry broad power on a non-

disoeriminatory basis o designate observers in

accordance with the provieions of clauses 1 to 1}

of the Article;

secondly, in recognition of the common iaterest of

the ITwelve countries to make the results of inspeoticns

by observers of any one of these countries avallable

to the eleven other countries (Article Vil, paragraph 3);

thirdly, %o provide alse for aerial inspection in

view of the practiecsl difficulties relating to travel

in Antarctica.

Ho/wsoe
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As promised on the telephone yesterday
wihe Aa sontl i he sceived
afternoon, I write to confirm that 1 have Lzue;ve
p Ff&d f o O -y -f- 5 nn g“yn,c”a l"_"l‘_" oria
the following offiecisl information 1T : - psinl
about the Polish geientific party in Antarctica:
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8th February
taretica., 1t had on
icht Poles who

outward voyage.
t, whatever

k may be,

lish team have

in their

H.G.M. Bass, Haq., %
Commonwealth Relations Of
Dovning Street,

e Wale
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secondly, in recognition of the common interest of

the Twelve countries to meke the results of inspections
by observers of any ons of these countries avallable

Lo the eleven other countries (Article Vi1, paragraph 3);
thirdly, te provide also for aerial inspection in

view of the practical difficultiea relating to travel
in Antarctica.
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representative took a more active part in the discussions.
His remarks showed little evidence of change in the basic
Soviet attitude to the Treaty, but if the Russians are now
prepared to enter more into matters of asubstance it may be
poasible for the work of the Group to be speeded up,

The next meeting is to be kheld on 13 January.

Copies to London and Canberra.
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body of opinion (8 in 8ll) among the @Group who are opposed to
the Soviet suggestion. Only Australia, Belgium and ourselves
did not express an opinion on this point. It would seenm
clear therefore that at this stage at any rate, as already
reported in my minute 43/44 of 23 December, 1958, there does
not appear to be any prospeet of obtaining agreement on
digeontinuing the use of military, naval or air foree units
and equipment for Antarctioc support operations. It is
possible, of course, that some compromise along the lines
suggested above by the United Kingdom might eventually be
agreed upon.

The remainder of the meeting wns devoted to & brief
consideration of Article II. Here again the Soviet represent-
ative took the imitiative in the discussions by suggesting
that the United States draft of this Article should be
amended. He argued that the draft as at present worded
might be understood to mean that only the Treaty signatories
could use Antarctica for peaceful purposes whereas in fact
Antarctica should be open to all countries for seientifie
reasearch. Accordingly he proposed that the United States draft
be amended along the lines that soientifiec resesrch would be
open to the Governments, organisations and citizens of all
countries on a baeis of equality.

The United States representative replied that this
suggestion was not a basio departure from the United States
draft. The United States draft purposely avoided the difficulty
which is ereated when attempting to enumerate all the slements
covered by the Article, but the draft was of course intended
to be all-embracing.

This discussion was taken no further at the meeting
after the Australian representative had peinted to the difficulty
of considering an individual artiole of the draft Treaty in
isolation from other related articles. He suggested that
better progress could be made if, before individual articles
were considered in detail, each delegation could indicate its
Government's views on sach of the draft articles and the draft
Treaty as a whole. After some discussion the meeting was
adjourned on the understanding that this procedure should be
followed at the next meeting on January 13th (My telegram No.3).

It may be encouraging thatat this meeting the Soviet

regreaentati?ﬂ. AR EE
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The representatives of all countries who depend on
their army, navy or air foree for support operations in
Anterotica reacted fairly strongly to the Soviet suggestion,
Thus the United States, United Kingdom, Argentine and Chile
all spoke against the proposal. The United Kingdom and
Chile wondered whether it would not be possible to agree
that military unite ete. ghould "as far as practicable”
not be used.

The representative of Japan doubted the practicability
of the Soviet proposal and pointed out that when a Japanese
icebreaker was trapped in Antarctieca in 1957, it was in faet
rescued by a Soviet maval vessel. Other members of the
Group who spoke againat the Soviet proposal were the
representatives of Norway, New Zealand and France.

Various arguments were advanced agninst the Soviet
proposal. Thus it was stressed that any prohibition along
the lines envisaged would mean that a number of countries at
present actively engaged in Antarotica would have to withdraw
from these activities end that this would seriously effect
the scientific work in Antaretica and would also in faect
amount to diserimination against these countries. A number
of representatives stressed that the Treaty made adequate
provigion for inspection to ensure that military personnel
and equipment were being used for pesceful purposes, and that
it was not therefore important what type of equipment or
vessel was being used. A number of representatives also
wondered where one in faot would draw the line when referring
to military persomnel for example., Would this include anyone
having a conmeetion with the armed foreee of any country?

The representative of France for instance pointed out in

this connection that most Frenchmen have some military status
or other and the same position of course exists in other
countries which have "reserve" forces. Finally it was also
pointed out that if such a prohibition was written into
Article I it would simply mean that those countries which

were using military units for sclentific research for peaceful
purposes would not be able to sign or ratify the Treaty until
they had converted their support operations to civilisn ones.
Any such prohibition would therefore have no practical applica-
tion to those countries.

It is apparent from the above that there is a strong

boﬂy/........-.
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representative of Chile felt that ilr. lLedovsky's ideas were

not inconsistent with the present wording and that the Group
should consider them. 9%he New Zealand representative was of
the opinion that the reference to "all countries” in the Soviet
draft of paragraph 1 should be omitted as the question of
association of other countries with the Treaty would be
considered when the relationship between signatories and
non=-gignatories was taken upe Als¢c the present wording sounded
as 1f the Treaty would endeavour to "command" all countries

to use Antaretica for peaceful purposes. The representative

of Japan on the other hand felt that the use of the word “all”
might have some psychological effect in the sénse that it

was the desire that all countries should observe the Treaty.

He felt there was therefore some desirability for ineluding

the word "all" and pointed out that in any case from the
striotly legal point of view the Ireaty could only bind the
parties to it and so even if the word "all" were used it

still could only apply to the parties tc the I'reaty. Of the
other members of the Group who spoke on this the United

Kingdon representative reserved his position and the represent-
atives of France and the Argentine expressed a preference for
the United States draft as it stands.

There were no further speakers on this particular
paragraph and the Group spent the major portion of the rest
of the meeting in discussing the Soviet proposal regarding
paragraph 2 of Article I. The Soviet representative made it
quite clear that paragraph 2 as at present drafted was not
agoeptable to him. Upon being asked whether he considered
that the second paragreph should be deleted he replied in the
affirmative, but at the conclusion of the discussion he again
spoke and suggested that paragraph 2 be reworded so as to
"prohibit" the use of military personnel and squipment.

This change in attitude was posaibly occasioned by
the fact that the United States representative remarked during
the course of the discussion that if it was decided to delete
paragraph 2 it would presumably make no change in Article I
as a whole, He added that the United States had thought it
convenient to insert paragraph 2 merely toc avoid ambiguity.

In other words even if paragraph 2 were deleted this would not
mean that military ete., support operations would have to be
discontinued.

Th./..-tt.il
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Ref. 43/44

AIR BAG 9th Jenuary, 1959.

The Secretary for External Affairs,
PRETORIA .

ANTARCTICA

This week's meeting of the Group of Twelve took
place a3 gcheduled on 6 January, 1959.

The Group devoted most of the meeting to the
consideration of Article I of the United States draft
Treaty and in particular to proposals nada in regurd to
this article by the Soviet representative. Ilir. Ledovsky
stregsed the importance of the principle of peaceful uses
of Antarcticea and repeated the wview which he has already
expresged at previous meetings that the United States draft
as at pregent worded was inadequate. He coneidered it
necessary to spell out this article in detall so0 as to
explain what was meant by pesceful uses, and to stress that
this was & principle whieh should be subscribed to by all
countries. He therefore proposed that parsgraph 1 of
Article I should be reworded along the following linest-

"The Antaretic should be used by all couniries for
peaceful purposes exclusively. This in particular
implies that no military bases should be established
in the Antarctic and that no military manceuvres of
land, sea or sir forces as well 23 no testing of
weapons of any kind should be conducted there".

As far as paragraph 2 of the United States draft
was concerned he stated that it was his opinlion that the use
of personnel and equipment of the army, navy and air forces
in Antarctica might in practice lead to violation of the
principle of peaceful uses.

There was very little discussion at the meeting of
the Soviet proposal re paragraph 1 of Article I. The
representative of Japan found it "interesting" and the

representative/....ss00
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a3 at present worded was inadequate. He concidered it

necessary to spell out this article in detail so as to |
explain what was meant by peaceful uses, and to stress that i
this was a principle which should be subscribed to by all
countries. He therefore proposed that paragraph 1 of
Article I should be reworded along the following linest-— 5

"The Antarctic should be used by all ecuntries for j
pesceful purposes exclusively. This in particular [
implies that no military bases should be established
in the Antarctic and that no milltary manoceuvres of
land, sea or air forces as well as no teating of
weapons of eany kind should be conducted there".

As far as paragraph 2 of the United States draft
was concerned he stated that it was his opinion that the use
of personnel and equipment of the army, navy and air forces
in Antarctica might in practice lead to violation of the
principle of peaceful uses.

There was very little discussion at the meeting of
the Soviet proposal re paragraph 1 of Article I. The
representative of Japan found 1t "interesting" and the
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