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ARTICLE I

l. Antarctica shall be used for peaceful purposes
onlys
This means in particular sthas military activities of
all kinds, including construction of military bases and
installationa, conduct of army, navy and air forece
manoeuvres as well as teats of any types of weapons shall

be prohibited in Antarctica.

2 Nothing in the present Treaty shall prevent the
use of military personnel or equipment, ineluding naval
vessels and military aireraft, for soientific research

for peaceful purposes or to provide gupport therefor.

precludes the use of military personnel or equipment for
inspection purposes. Mr. Filippov, however, intimated that
if there wae a strong feeling among the Group that a clause
to this effect should be inserted in the second paragraph
the Soviet Union would be prepared to insert such a clause.
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The next meeting of the Group will be held on 26th
August and I would be very grateful to receive your comments,
even if only tentative ones, on the latest United States
draft and the Soviet proposals, in particular, as it is
likely that the other members of the Group will have their
inatructions by then,

Copy to London and Canberra.

W.C. DU PLESSIS
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Article IV -~ the United States representative would inform
the other members of the Group when the talke would take
place and those members who wished to attend could do so.

The French representative has indicated that the French
attitude to Article IV is being reviewed and that he is
uncertain when he will receive instructions. It is not
1ikely therefore that the informal Group will meet before the
French representative has received his instructions.

The United States representative during the last
meeting raised the gueation of simultaneous meetings of the
Conference Committees to which we have already referred in
owr minute 43/44 of 15th July, 1959. He felt that everybody
would favour a short Conference but did not feel that simul-
taneous meetings of the Committees would help much to shorten
the Conference. He repeated the view which we have already
reported that both Conference Committees would be dealing
with important aspects of the Treaty and that it might be
desirable for Heads of Delegations to be present when these
matters were discussed in each Committee. This would not be
possible if the two Committees sat simultaneously. PFurthermore,
he felt that a lot of the Confersnce work would be dona outside
the Committee rooms and that time should also be allowed for
this,

Not many members of the Group were in a position to
discuss this matter. The representative of BDelgium, however,
indieated that his Government did not favour simultaneous
meetings of the Committees.

The only other point raised during the meetings to
which your attention should be drawn concerna the gquestion of
& preamble 1o the Treaty. The Australian representatives
raised this question and expressed the view that it might
be desirable to draft a suitable wording for a preamble,

The representative of Norwsy, however, opposaed this. He
pointed out that there were many international Treaties which
omitted the preamble which he thought unnecessary and an
unfortunate carryover from & practice introduced at the

United Nations. The representative of Chile also felt that

2 preamble was probably unnecessary because it often raised
difficult problems of drafting., Furthermore it said mostly
what the Treaty Articles in any event said and could possibly,
if ecarelessly drafted, result in a confliect between the
preamble and the Articles.
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interest there. Now if this line is pursued the Union's
position could well become very embarrassing. The Augstralians
are of course well aware of this as a tall which a member of
the Embassy subsequently had with the Australian represen—
tative proved. They do not want to embarraas us and, of
course, desire our participation in the Treaty but at the

same time are desirous of finding some means of preventing
countries 1like India and the Soviet Satellites from becoming
parties to the Treaty posaibly on the basis of an ageession
clause which dves not contain suffieciently stringent
qualifications. It is not possible to say whether the
Australians would pursue this line of thinking against our
strong opposition; nevertheless if this should happen we would
be unfortunately placed. In the circumstances you might deem
it advisable %o suggest to the High Commissioner, Canberra,
that he might perhaps oan a suitable ocoasion raise this point
with the authorities in Canberra. This matter also illustrates
how important it is for the Union %o make known as soon as
possible any deeision which might be reached in regard to

our Antarctic Programme .

The only other speakers on tais Article were the
representatives of Japan and the United Kingdom who pointed
out that their governmments were still maintaining their
propoésals for dealing with this question.

During the course of the meetings thers was alsc
some discussion of Artiele IV (Rights and Claims ). The Soviet
Union, as reported last week, heve stated that shey are in
general agreement with Article IV but that they would have
preferred a shorter draft, Members of the Oroup feel that it
ig desirsble to pin the Soviet Union down on this so as to
avoid any possibility of their raising last-minute objections
at the Conference. The proposal wes therefore put forward
that it might be desirable e try and secure a draft of this
Article to waich all members would agree. The French and the
Argentines have both proposed gertain amendments to the Article,
and it was therefore suggested that the representatives of
these two counsries, the United States, the Soviet Union,
Australis and possibly the Uniom (we as you know suggesated an
alternative to the Argentine proposal) should get together
during the coming weeks in an effort to agree on a draft for
this Article., It was eventually decided, however, that no
specific countries should be mentioned but that informal talks
might be held during the coming weeks on a revised draft for 1
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other than the Soviet representative who expressed misgivings
about the retention of a compulsory jurisdictiom clause in
Article VII.

As to the Soviet draft on Article IX (Treatment of
Third Parties) it is quite apparent, as we have already
indicated, that this Artiocle is going to pose the greateat
difficulties in the way of the conclusion of a satisfactory
Treaty. The representatives of Chile and the Argentine
remain adamantly opposed to0 an accession clause. Both
representatives considered that the United States draft of
November last year adequately dealt with the position of
non-signatoriea. They argued that the acceptance of an
accession elause would tend towards the internationslisation
of Antarctica and that they can in no way sccept internationalisa-
tion of their national territory in Antarctica. The Chilean
representative stated that his government considered the
United Kingdom draft protogcel on this question as acceptable
in principle and that it might provide a solution to the
problem.

The United States representative repeated their
position namely that they had considered that the Treaty
need not have an acoession clause. The Department is, however,
of course aware from our previous reports that the United
States will, if it is necessary in order to get a Treaty which
will include the Russians, in all probability agree to some
sort of acoession clause, Thus the United States representative
intimated that he would be prepared to give conslideration to
an accession clause but sthat any provision for accession would
have %o be gqualified - for example, it would have to be shown
that the acceding State,; which would have tc be A member of
the United Nations, has a real interest in Antarctica. In this
econnection I would in particular draw your attention to remarks
made during the meetings by the Australian representative.
In commenting on this question he stated that only countries
which have & genuine golentifie interest in Antarctica should
be allowed to accede, so that it would be possible to prevent
countries intent only on making mischief from becoming parties
to the Treaty. He then went on to say that this genuine
scientific interest might be determined on the basis of whether
such countries had established a permanent presence in
Antaretica. He thought that if a country was prepared to go
to the cost of equipping expeditions and maintaining a station
in Antarotica then that would be a good test of its genuine
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The Australian representative said that if the Soviet draft
included a clause which would allow of the use of military
equipment also for inspection purposes then he would support

it as the Australian Govermment had all along adopted the
attitude of wishing to be as explicit as possible. The

United States representative on the other hand stated that

they wished to maintain the draft articles as simple as
poseible and had therefore tried to avoid emnumeration
wherever they could. No other representatives were prepared

to speak on Article I but it seems to be the generally accepted
view that this Article will not present insuperable difficulties
in the way of agreement.

The Soviet draft on Article VI would inelude the
High Sess in the Zone of Application and the Group as before
remains divided on this guestion. OUne new development was a
suggestion by the United States representative that if the
High Seas were to be included then & possible way out of the
difficulty might be to add a clause to the Article to the
effect that it is not the intention of the Treaty to invade
the rights of any country on the high seas. A number of
representatives expresaed an interest in the United 3Jtates
suggestion and he has agreed to submit a draft on this.
It was, however, pointed out quite correctly by the United
Kingdom representative that the inclusion of such a clause
might well mean that the Group of Twelve who would sign the
Treaty, would be discriminating against themselves because
while they would be bound by the Treaty, non-signatories would
not be. There is no point in repeating again here arguments
advanced against the inclusion of High Seas in the zone of
application; your attention is, however, drawn to the fact
that the Australian representative, who has up %0 now argued
in favour of the inclusion of the high seas in the delimitation,
stated that his Covernment was having another look at this
matter. This does not necessarily mean, however, that the
Australian position on this gquestion will alter.

None of the representatives who spoke on the Scoviet
draft Article VII (Settlement of Disputes) expressed themselves
in favour of the Soviet amendment which would allow of
submission of disputes to the International Court only when
all parties to the disputes agree to do so. Most represen-
tatives stressed the desirability of retaining in the Treaty
the idea of the compulsory Jjurisdiction of the International
Court. The representative of the Avgentine was the only apeaker
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30th July, 1959

The Secretary for External Affairs,
PRETORIA

Ants:gtigﬂ .

Two meetings of the Group of Twelve were held during
the course of this week instead of the one meeting originally
envisaged.

During the course of the first meeting on Tuesday,

28¢h July, the Soviet represeatative girculated draft texts
B (ecopies attached) on Article I (Peageful Uses ), Article VI

(Zone of Application), Article VII (Settlement of Disputes)
and Article IX (Treatment of Third Parties) and the discussions
in this week's meetings centred mainly around these Articles.
When the Soviet representative was asked whether the Articles
in respect of which he had not ciroulated drafts were
ageeptable to the Soviet Union, he replied that this was the
ease, although they had felt that Article IV (Rights and Claims)
might have been expressed in a shorter way. You will, however,
recall that Mr. Filippov at last week's meeting had certain
reservations as to the manner in which the gquestion of eivil
and oriminal jurisdiction was dealt with in Article VIII of
the latest (June) draft of the United States.

fhe Soviet draft of Article I differs in the first
place from the United States June draft in that it includes,
as expected, a paragraph dealing with the prohibition of
military activities in Antaretica. Paragraph 2 of the Soviet
draft is identical to the taxt of the original United States
draft oirculated in November last year. In other words it
precludes the use of military personnel or eguipment for
inspection purposes. Mr. Filippov, however, intimated that
if there was a strong feeling among the Group that a clause
to this effect should be ingerted in the second paragraph
the Soviet Union would be prepared to insert such a clause.

The/esss
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' y . = lele VII (Settlement of Disputes)
X [VfF+ b ) f Third Parties) and the discussions

an vass wewn 'w meesangs vedired mainly around these Articles.
¥hen the Soviet representative was asked whether the Articles
in respect of which he had not circulated drafts were
acceptable to the Soviet Umion, he replied that this was the
ease, although they had felt that Artiecle IV (Rights and Claims)
might have been expressed in a shorter way. You will, however,
recall that Mr. Pilippov at last week's meeting had certain
regervations as to the mamner in which the gquestion eof eivil
and criminal jurisdiction was dealt with in Artiecle VIII of

the latest (June) draft of the United States.

The Soviet draft of Article I differs in the first
place from the United States June draft in that it inecludes,
as expected, a parazraph dealing with the prohibition of
military activities in Antaretica. Paragraph 2 of the Soviet
draft is identical to the text of the original United States
draft circulated in November last year. In other words it
precludes the use of military persomnel or equipment for
inspeotion purposes. Mr. Filippov, however, intimated that
if there was a strong feeling among the Group that a clause
t0 this effect should be inserted in the second paragraph
the Soviet Union would be prepared to inmert such a elause.
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rise %0 many complications and he therefore suggested that

the word “eivil" should be omitted from the United States
draft »

Although the Group remains divided as to how the
gquestion of jurisdietion should be dealt with in the Treaty,
there is one aspect of this matter upon which all appear to
be agreed, and that is that provision should be made in the
Treaty to provide adequate juridieal protection to observers
t0 enable them to do their duty without being molested.

Such & clause could for example be inserted in Article V which
deals with obmervers.

It is expected that the Group will meet fairly
frequently during the coming weaks in an endeavour to reach
a greater degree of agreement on queatioens on wiaich the Group
atill appears to be divided. The next meeting will be on
Wednesday, 2nd September, when it is likely that the questien
of the association of third-parties with the Treaty will be
discussed.

Copy to London and Canberra.
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in the Article on Administrative Measures. He felt that the
matter was far too complex to be solved before or at the
Conference and that this question should rather be considered
by a group of experts cover a periocd of time. Similar views
were expressed by the representatives of Chile and France.

We, on the other hand, following the instructions
in your telegram No. 66, stated that we favoured a separate
Article on this guestion for inclusion in the Treaty along the
lines of the original United States draft Article V. We made
the point that it was precisely because this was a complex
question that we would like %o see a separate Article in the
Treaty - there were differences of opinion amongst countries
on this guestion and further discussion after the conclusion
of the Treaty might revive polemiece on sovereignty which would
be undesirable. We received support on this from the
representatives of lew Zealand, United Kingdom and Japan.
The Soviet representative has also previously indicated that
his Govermment favcured a separate article on jurisdietion,
although today he stated that his Government's position was
flexible and that they would accept the will of the majority.
The representative of New Zealand felt that if this matter was
left to be considered by a small group it might be months or
years before any solution could be found. Aa for the United
Kingdom representative he preferred the British proposal which
wae made earlier on this year (my minute 43/44 of 19th Pebruary,
1959) which would retein the original American draft of this
article as paragraph one, would provide that the contracting
parties co-operate with one mnother and enter into mutual
arrangements in regard to such matters as arrest and extra-
dition and which would provide for a means of settling claims
by one party sgainst another pending the making of such final
arrangements as may be agreed upon, The representative of Japan
did not refer to their draft proposal (my minute 43/44 of 19%h
FPebruary, 1959) but it is assumed that their suggestion still
stands.

The representative of Australia was most pessimistic
about the possibility of there ever being agreement on a
satisfactory article on jurisdietion which was closely tied
up with the question of sovereignty. He, however, felt that
to avoid digputes the Group should face up to this problem
before the Treaty and at the least ensure that some means be
found to deal with any criminal acts. The application of the
United States draft also to oivil acts would, he thought, give

rise/ceee




da

o0 that the parties to the Treaty would not be disoriminating
againet themselves., This of course glves rise %o the
diffioulty, as we pointed out, that insofar as the Treaty
signatories are concerned there in the danger of a confliet
between the Treaty and International law and the queation
arises whioh would be regarded as overriding the other?

As far as non-parties are concerned 1t would asém %0 be
oorreot to say, a8 pointed out by the Australian represen~
tative, that the regulations of the Treaty gould nat be
imposed on them on the high seas, but only on the partiss %o
the Treaty. Inh a senae, therafore, 1f the Treaty is regarded
as overriding Intérnational Taw on the high seas, we would be
disoriminating aganinat ourselves by voluntary imposing through
the medium of the Treaty limits (whatever they may be) on our
activities on the high seas. Thus the partiess %o the Treaty
oould not sonduct military sxeroines in that ares, but
preaumably the Treaty could not give them the right %o stop
non-parties from doing so. The Australians Argue that the
parties to the Treaty should simply acoept that this 1is wo
and go ahead with the Treaty on that basin, They muggest also
that 1f the Treaty included a sultable sccession olause i%
would no doubt ensure that all esountriss who might be active
within the sonfines of the 60% Bouth latitude would beoome
parties to the Treaty and thers would pomsibly he no problem
of having Yo deal with non<partien 1n that arvea) but this
need not he tha oase in prectloe.

It im obvious that this question of exoluding or
inoluding the High Heas in the sone of applioation will have
to be given further emreful thought and sonsideration during
the fortheoming weeke and that it will form the subjeatd of a
good deml of dimeussion before the Conference taken place.

As your talegram No. 66 eontalned ne referepnos to thias Artlele
we should be glad to lesrn whether your viaw remains that the

High Heas should be exaluded from the sone of applioation.

As %0 the guestion of Jjurisdietion, nearly all
repreasantatives appear %o be agreed thmt the Treaty should
gontain some mention of this mattar but there remains s
difference of opinion aa to whether there aslculd bea a separate
article or whethar 1t would mersiy be peferred %o (aa in the
United Btates June drafs) inm the Article on Administrative
Henaures .

The reprementative of Norway exprasgsd the viaw
that 1t would be preferable merely %o rafer %o this queatlon
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26th August, 1959
Airbag

Segret

The Seecretary for External Affairs,
PRETORIA

Antarctica.

The Group of Twelve mat today as ascheduled.

The Chairman invited representatives to express
views on any aspects of the Treaty they would wish to raise
and the subsequent discussion revolved mainly around the zone
of application and the question of jurisdietion.

From the discussions it would appear that a number
of representatives are veering towards the scceptance of a
draft of the zone of applieation along the lines of that
proposed by the Soviet Union, subject, however, to some such
qualification as was recently suggestaed by the United States,
namely, that it was not the intention of the Treaty to invade
rights of any country on the high seas which were recognised
by International Law. The representatives of New Zealand and
Japan took this line although their position is apparently
flexible. The United Kingdom representative stated that they
had all along taken the position that a small group of powers
should not attempt to legislate in a field which would effect
all countries of the world, but they neverthelesa felt that
the United States suggestion had some merit. The represen-
tative of Australia, for reasons of which you are aware (and
with which the New Zealanders now appear to agree) would appear
to favour the Soviet definition without any qualification,
although he intimated that the Australian position would
depend upon what the other members of the Group felt about
this question.

There appeared to be some confusion among the members

of the Group as to what exactly the suggested qualification
would mean. Thus the United States representative expresaed

L
i

the view that it was their understanding that the qualification
would apply both to parties to the Treaty and to non-parties n
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freaty they would wish %o raise

s i1t would appesr that a number

iz towards the acceptance of a

iion elong the lines of that

, subject, however, to some such
QuUAlITICATION &8 Was pecently suggested by the United States,
namely, that it was not the intention of the Treaty to invads
rights of any country on the high seas which were recognised
by International Law. The representatives of New Zealand and
Japan took this line although their position is apparently
flexible. The United Kingdom representative stated that they
had all along taken the position that a small group of powers
should not attempt to legislate in a fiald which would effect
all countries of the world, but they neverthealess felt that
the United States suggestion had some merit. 'The represen=
tative of Australia, for reasons of which you are aware (and
with whieh the Wew Zealanders now appear %o agree) would appear
to favour the Soviet definition without any gqualifieation,
although he intimated that the Australian position would
depend upon what the other members of the Group felt about
this question.

There appeared to be some confusion among the members
of the Group as to what exactly the suggestaed gqualifieation
wolild meéan. Thus the United Statea representative expresaed
the view that it was their understanding, that the qualification |
would apply both to parties to the Treaty and to non-parties
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The Union is the only country of the Twelve which
at the time of the Antarectic Conference, whan the "eriteria"
are determined, will not have an expedition Or base in
Antarctica. If exceptions are to be made in favour of the
original Twelve, therefore, this would seem to be necessary
only to meet the position of the Union. It would seenm,
therefore, to be important that any declsion on Scuth African
activity on the Antarctic continent be taken as soon as
poasible. OUbviously our physieal presence on the Continent
camnot be established before the Conference, but I think it
would be helpful to our friends if any firm decisione that
mey have been taken, and any preparatory ateps towards an

expedition eto., were known %0 them.

It is quite apparent that this matier will be the
subjeot of a good deal more discusalon both within the Group
and bilaterally during the coming weeks. There is some doubt,
however, &s to whether any substantial degree of agreement can
be reached on this before the actual Conference as it is
considered that neither the Russians nor the Argentinians
and Chileans will be prepared $0 give any ground before then.

'ne next meeting of the Group will be hald on
Wednesday, 9th September, 1959.

Copies to London and Canbarra.

AMBASSADOR.
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Pavourings | Pavouring ' Pavouring U.3.! Pavouri UsBe! Pavouri :
limited | unlimited ! draft and | draft but in | Brivien ¥ Fiexidle
accession | mccession | adamantly ! final analysis' Protecol !
i ; opposed to ; probably : :
: : accegasion . willing to . :
: 2 : accept 1imited : :
: 3 . accession : ‘
: 2 : ] '
Australia t U.S8.85.R. 1 Argentina ¢ United States : France t Belgium
g ! : ! '
New Zealand 1 ¢ Chile 3 Norway $ United :
] : ! 1 Kingdom ]
Japan 1 1 t South Africa 1@ !
! : i ' s
1 3 : t South :
] t ! 1 Afriea g
3 3 3 1 2

Prom this table it can be seen that at least six
countries will in the final analysis be prepared to accept a
limited accession clause and three more, namely, Belgium, France
and the United Kingdom couid also probably be included in this
cutegory. Ihis leaves the U.S.3.R. favouring unlimited
asccession and the Argentine and Chile opposed to any accession
clause, even & limited one. The trend definitely seems to be
towarde the acceptancs of some sort of limited scceasion clause
although members of the Group whe favour such & clause seem %0
be somewhat vague asbout details. Any acceptance of such a
solution will, however, depend in the final analysis on how
firm the positions taken by the last-mentioned countries in
fact are.

What is particularly interesting to the Union as far
as the Australian proposal for a limited accession clause is
goncerned is the apparent suggestion that the Group of Twelve
sre in a special position in that they have already qualified
as founder members of the Treaty whereas countries wishing to
accede would have to meet the criteria laid down by the Twelve.
1f this were sccepted there could be no doubt that the Union's
position as a founder member of the Treaty would be asecure.
There is, however, also the suggestion that a fallure to
maintein & continuing presence after the Treaty is signed
would result in the party concerned becoming a nominal member ]
only without participating in the administrative arrangements.
Apparently such a continuing presence could only be manifested
in their view by the actual mounting of an expedition %o
Antarctica although this might not necessarily have to be
carried out each year.
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No members of the Group expressed outright opposition
to & limited accession clause., Of the South Americans who
have all along been most strongly oppoesed to an acceasion
glause, the Argentinian representative did not have any
comment and the Chilean representative confined himself to
asking a number of questions regarding the applieation of
an accession clause. We have no reason to believe, however,
that there has been any softening in their attitude %o this
question. The United States representative stated that they
questioned the need for an accession clause as they gconsidered
that the Treaty as drafted was not denying anything to
anybody. He was anxious though that this question should
be resolved to the satisfaction of all. If there was %o be
an accession clause it would have to bhe a limited one.

i

The representativesof the United Kingdom and France
expressed a preference for the British protoecol rather than
an sccession clause. The United Kingdom representative
argued that the protoccl had the advantage that while it
allowed of the association of third parties with the Treaty
1t d4id not invelve the tricky problem of "eriteria" which
might not only be difficult to agree upon but even more
difficult to put into practice., Furthermors, there would
have to be some means of finding out whether the criteris
were being met. He expressed the hope that the members of
the Group had not forgotten aboul the protocol as the United
fingdom still believed it waas the beat way of solving the
problem.

The strongest argument against the British proposal -
which was made use of by both the Australian and New Zealand
representatives - is that it would come pretty clome To
offering & kind of second-class membership to third parties.

It was argued that it was doudbtful whether other countries
would sigzn & pretocol which did not give them an equal status
with the twelve founding members. Such a protocol 1t was
gaid would drew more critiecism than a provisien for limited
accession.

It might be interesting at this stage to attempt
to place where éach member of the Group at present atands
on this question of third partienfaud this has accordingly
been done in the table belowi~-
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Antarctica would remain a party to the Treaty. The Australian

. Trepresentative thought that suech a country would remain a
nominal member, but would not participate in any administrative
arrangementa. The representative of Japan made the suggestion
that it might perhaps be advisable to insert a clause in the
Ireaty providing that a country would cease to be a party to
the Treaty if it no longer met the criterie reguired. The
Australian representative, however, considered that this would
be dangerous s it was not beyond the bounds of possibility
that one of the Twelve might at some time no longer be able to
meet the eriteria. He felt that the Twelve were in a special
position but this had its limite which could not be projected
into the future. While the Twelve because of thelr special
position could lay down eriterie for othera, once these others
had acceded they would have to be regarded as being in the
same position as the Twelve. An accession clause would ensure
that countries met the obligations of the Treaty but they
would also enjoy the benmefits which would result from acceding

to the Treaty.

One of the guestions which comes to mind in relation
to the lLimited accession elause as proposed above is, who is to
decide whether a country which wishes to accede measures up to
the required criteria, and this was also touched on briefly at
the meeting. The Chilean representative considered that in
the application of any such eriteria there would have to be &
sereening of candidates for accession and that this soreening
would be done by the signatories. The Australian view seems
to be that there would be no gquestion of voting as suggested
in the Japanese proposal for a limited accession clause, but
that it would be understood that the accession of a country
would require the approval of all signatories. The Treaty
article would simply read that provided a country meets the
eriteria laid down it can deposit ita instrument of accession.
He apparently envisages that a country, a member of the United
Nations and/or the Specialised Agencies wishing to accede would
make known its intention to do soc and alse its continuous
operations in Antaretica. If any party to the Treaty considered
that the country in question did not measure up to the required
oriteria it would presumably objeet. This would mean that
there would be a dispute which could be dealt with under the 1
partioular Article of the Treaty which provides for the
nandling of gvueh disputes,
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spent a few weeks there and returned home should not be
regarded as having met the criterion of seientific participation.

The Australian representative considered that acceding
countries should be able to show proof of a continuing presence
in Antarctica. He felt that this was a fair test for even if
an expedition was only on a small scale 1% would stlill involve
considerable expense, logistic work and co-operation with other
countries in Antaretica.

Not unexpectedly (in view of their deecision to
withdraw from their station in Queen Maud land) the Norwegian
representative expressed concern at the trend the discussion
was taking. He stated that the Norwegian Government could
never agree to such eriteria. Norway, he said, had been active
in Antarctica since 1912, but they have not been there every
year and yet have regarded themselves as having a continuing
interest in Antarctica. 3

To this the Australian representative made the
interesting reply that he was talking about the qualifications
necessary for acceding countries and not about the position
of the Twelve whom he felt had an historical interest and a
special position in Antarotica. Furthermore he added that
it could no doubt be argued that Norway had a continuing
presence in Antarctica even though it did not mount an
expedition each year.

The representative of Norway replied that he still
favoured the United States draft on the association of third
parties with the Treaty but that his Government would neverthe-
less agree to & limited accession clause if the majority
favoured it. He repeated, however, that the difficulty was
to agree con oriteria and that the requirement of continuing
presence night be a difficult one for Norway to meet. In
addition he considered that if Norway could not provide for a
continuing presence in Antarctica he did not see how they ocould
require acceding countries to have such a presence. In reply
the Australian representative srid that he could not see any E
reason why the Group of Twelve should have moral seruples of [
this nature - the Twelve in his view had a special position in i
Antaretica and there was no moral reason why they ecould not :
claim to be treated differently to other countriesj the United :
Kingdom representative agreed.

The representative of Chile enguired whether an
acceding country which suddenly ceased i1ts activity in

Antarct 108/- X
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PRETORIA

Antarctica

As expected, the meeting of the Group of Twelve
on 26th August was devoted to the consideration of the
question of associmtion of third parties with the proposed
Treaty.

During the ccurse of the discussion the represen-
tatives of Australia, New Zealand and Japan emerged as the main
proponents of a limited accession clause, as opposed to the
Soviet suggestion for unlimited accession. The New Zealand
representative felt that the strongest argument in favour of
& limited accession clause was that it would make it much
easier to answer oriticism from countries who felt that the
Twelve were trying to establish an exclusive Anterctic elub.
The reply to such criticism could tuen be that those countries
were free to accede provided they could show a satisfactory
intereat in Antarctica. The Australians argue further that an
accession clause is the best way to ensure that all countries
which are or will be active in Antarctica will be bound by the
terms of the Ireaty. The thinking of those countries favouring
& limited accession clause seems to be that any country whieh
is able to meet certain criteria should be allowed to accede
to the Treaty. Such eriteria would be membership of the
United Nations and/or the Specialised Agencies and partieipation
in scientific work in Antarctica. As to the extent of the
participation which would be required the New Zealand
representative suggested that a country wishing to accede
would have to launch a national expedition to Antarctica - the
sending of a scientist with some other expedition would not be
sufficient. Furthermore, the expedition would have to involve
spending a winter in Antaretica - an expedition which merely r
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participation which would be required the New Zealand
representative suggested that a country wishing to accede
would have to launch a national expedition to Antarctica - the ]
gending of a scientist with some other expedition would not be
gufficient. Furthermore, the expedition would have to involve
spending a winter in Antaretica - an expedition which merely

—

Ip.l’t/o “ew

- — A P —— xx-th




2.

intende appointing two rejresentatives one of which would
presumably be their Minister of Foreign Affairs and the other
their Ambassador in Washiungton.

Ags to the holding of simultaneocus meetings of the main
committees, the United States representative indicated that he
would have toc be informed as to the intentions of the partieci-
pants because he would need tlime to make the necessary arrange-—
ments for two groups of translators 1f meetings were to be held
simulteneously. The Group eventually agreed that no simultaneous
meetings would be held but that if the Conference became
pressad for time it might be possible %o find s means of meeting
simultaneously by holding one formal Committee meeting and
sgreeing that the other Committee could meet at the same time
by converting it into a working group which would not require
simul taneous translation ete.

The Group also touched briefly on the question of
opening addresses, and whilst there was no general agreement
on & time limit some members expressed the hope that speeches
would be confined to half en hour for each participating state.
On this basis the first two days would probably be concerned
with the appointment of officers, the adoption of the agenda
and rules of procedure, and the opening addresses.

" e e b 4 —

The only documents which will be before the
Conference when it convenes will be the draft agenda and the
Provisional Rules of Procedure. The United States draft treaty
is not a conference document, and the United States draft will
therefore probably be put forward under rule 27 of the rules of
procedure (dealing with proposals and amendments) during the
course of the Conference.

e ————

The Group is meeting again next week on 16 September.
Copies to London and Canberra.

J G. STEWART

ANBASSADOR
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ALR BAG

The Secretary for Lxternal Affairs,
PRETORIA.

ARTARCTICA

There is not much to report on today's meeting of the
Group of Twelve which was devoted entirely %o a discussion of
procedursl matters relating to the forthecoming Conference.

As far ss the dste for the presentation of credentials
is concerned the United States representative indicated that in
conformity with rule 3 of the Provisional Rules of Frocedure
eredentils should be lodged with the Confereunce Secretariat
not later than the morning of 14 Cctober 1959. He, however,
indicated that it would be helpful if the names of the
representatives on each Delegation ecould be conveyed &to the
Seeretariat on an informal basis two weeks before the
Conference convened, that is, on 1 Oetober 1959. This would
enable them to draw up a preliminary guide on the composition
of the various Delegations, and would give them an idea of
the number of persons involved.

The Group also agreed that the credentisls of the
Delegations and the full powers authorising a representative
or representatives to sign an agreed Treaty could be incorporated
in one document or be dealt with in separate doocuments. Each
individual government would naturally determine which procedurse
would be followed.

After some discussion the Group agreed that Rule 1 of
the Rules of Procedure should be interpreted to mean that each
participating State would appoint a representative who would
be Chairmen of the Delegation but that this did not mean that
each State could not appoint a further representative(s) in
addition to its alternate representatives and advisers. Thus
the Australian representative haes indicated that his Government

intends/ceses
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enable them to draw up & preliminary guide on the composition
of the various Delegations, and would give them an idea of
the number of persons involved.

The Group also sgreed that the credenticls of the
Delegations and the full powers authorising a representative
or representatives to sign an agreed Treaty could be incorporated
in one document or be dealt with in separate documents. Each
individuzl government would naturally determine which procedure
would be followed.

After some discussion the Group sgreed thet Rule 1 of
the Rules of Procedure should be interpreted to mean that each
partieipating State would appoint a representative who would
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irltandﬂ/l “ann

A R 2 ti:=aE=I====lu-l-----n-.-‘i



3.

l. Peaceful uses

2. Freedom of sclentific investigation
3e International Co-operation in Scientifie Work

in Antarctica.

4. Rights and Claims

Je Observation for peaceful use

O Zone of application

Te Disputes

Oe Jurisdiction

Y Administrative Neasures
10. Non-signetories

11. Patificetion, entry into force etc.

The Croup were in general agreement that it would be
desirable for the Conference to have such a ldst before it and
the United States has undertaksen to prepare & list for the
conslderation of the Group next week. There was also a
guggestion that the modus vivendi whieh providea for setting
in motion tha consultative procedure established in the Treaty
prior to its entry into force, should be included amongst the
above list. This will, no doubt, be discussed again when the

Group has the list before i%.

Jome representatives raised the quastion whether the
1ist should not be presented in the form of & formal agenda
for the Conference covering the substantive items (as opposed
to the procedural agsnda which has already been forwarded to
governments). Yo decision was, however, reached on this question
and it will be taken up again when the Oroup conalders the
United States paper on the list of gubstantive itema naxt week.

The Group will also be giving gonsideration to the
desirabllity of drafting a sultable preamble for the Ireaty.
In this connection please asee my minute 43/44 of 30th July, 1959.

The next meeting of the Group will be on Tuesday,
22nd September.

Copies to London and Canberra.

#f  PU PLESS!

AMBASSADOR.
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co-operation up to the 60° S. Latitude limit but there would
be free transit through the high seas. In other words the
vessels of both parties and non-partieas to the Treaty would
not be subject to inspection on the high seas.

The United States suggestion d4id not evoke any
immediante reaction from the Group, although the United
Kingdom representative expraeassed the view that a proposal
along these lines could provide a satisfactory compromise
between the variocus proposals before the Group.

There was no comment from those members of the Group
such as Australia, Argentine aad the Soviet Union who favour
the inclusion of the high seas in the zone of application.
However, the Australian attitude when & suggestion along these
lines was originally made (our minute 43/44 of 26th August,
1959) was that International Law should not be regarded as
overriding the provisions of the Treaty as between the parties
thereto, and there is no indication that their position has
changed in any way. The Australians desire that the Ireaty
ahould at the least allow of inspection on the high seas as
between the parties to it and the United States suggestion
does not permit this.

Whilst the United States suggestion would in effect
do away with the criticiem that if the high seas are included
in the delimitation, the parties to the Treaty would be
attempting to legislate for a portion of the high seas which
is subject teo international law binding also on non-
eontracting atates, it does not anawer the question as %0
how the principle of peaceful uses can be enforced if
inepection is not allowed on the high seasn.

Further thought will have to be given to this matter
and there will, no doubt, be a further exchange of views on
this during the coming weeks. In the meantime we will be
glad of any comments you may care to offer.

The only other matters touched on during the meeiling
related to questions of procedure. Thus the United States
representative suggested that it would be desirable for the
Group to agree on & list of substantive items which would
be before the Conference when it convened. He assumed
that these items would be those which the Group had been "
discussing during the meetings of the Group and he listed

them as follows:i-

le/asss
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Antarctica.

The Meeting of the Group of Twelve was held on
16th September, 1959, as scheduled.

There was a brief discussion of tne sone of
application of the Treaty and the United States has submitted
g new draft of the zone of application which reades as follows:-

"?he zone of application of the present Treaty
shall bs the area south of 60% 8, lLat. without prejudice
to any rights under international law pertaining to the
use by any country of those parta of the high seas which
are within that area.”

This new draft Ambassador Daniele said should not
be regarded as a proposal by them but should rather be termed
a discussion paper. It incorporates the suggestion of the
United 3tates which was made at one of the raecent meetings
of the Group, namely, that if a delimitation of Antarctice
were to include the high seas, it should contain a qualifi-
eation that it was not the intention that such a delimitation
would invade the rights of any country on the high seas which
are recognised by International Law. Ambassador Daniels
gtated that 1t was possible that those members of the Growp
who favoured the inclusion of the high seas in the delimitation
of Antarctica might find the phrasing suggested above more
acceptable. Upon being questioned, Ambassador Daniels made
it clear that where the provisions of the Treaty conflicted
with International Law the latter would prevail, even although
for the purpceses of the Treaty the high seas Jouth of 60° s.
latitude will be included in the area to which the Treaty will
epply. If this were not the case he sald, the parties to the
Treaty would be discriminating against themaslves as opposed
to non-parties. The parties to the Treaty would extend their
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The High Commissioner for the Union ¢ disgussion of tne mone of
of South Africa, wad the United States has submitted
application which reads as follows:-

lication of the present Treaty
of 609 3. Lat. without prejudice
F. irnational law pertaining to the
i0se parta of the high seas which
are within that area,"

This new draft Ambasasador Daniele said should not
be regarded as a proposal by them but should rather be termed
a discussion paper. It incorporates the suggestion of the
United States which was made at one of the recent meetings
of the Group, namely, that if a delimitation of Antarctica
were to inelude the high seas, 1t should contain a qualifi-
cation that it was not the intention that such a delimitation
would invade the rights of any country on the high seas which
are recogniged by International Law. Ambagsador Daniels
stated that it was possible that those members of the Group
who favoured the inclusion of the high seass in the delimitation
of Antarctica might find the phrasing suggested above more
acceptable. Upon being questioned, Ambassador Daniels made
it clear that where the provisions of the Ireaty conflicted
with International Law the latter would prevail, even although
for the purposes of the Treaty the high seas South of 60° s.
Latitude will be ineluded in the area to which the Treaty will
apply. If this were not the case he sald, the parties to the
Treaty would be discriminating against themselves as opposed
to non-parties. The parties to the Treaty would extend their
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In the course of the preparatory talks in Washington the

representatives of the twelve Governments recommended that the
Conference on Antarctica should give consideration to the
following points, which have been atudied by the working group,

in connection with the contemplated treaty:

1. Use of Antarctica for peaceful purposes.

2. Freedom of scientifie investigation in Antarctica.

3. International cooperation in scientifiec investigation
in Antarctica.

4, Questions of rights and elaims in Antarctica.

Se Observation and inspeetion for purposes of snsuring
peaceful use and observance of the treaty's
provisions.

6. Relationship of treaty to countries which are not
parties.

Te Zone of application of the treaty.

8. Settlement of disputes arising under the treaty.

9. Provision for administrative measures.

10. Jurisdietion over persons and offenses in Antarctica.
1l. Pinal provisions.
12, Preamble,

13. Consultation pending entry into force of the treaty.

The working group has recommended that; if two
committees should be established by the Conference, one
comuittee might consider topics numbered 1, 2, 3, 5 and 63
and the remaining eight topies might be considered by the other

committee,

9/22/59
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that the possibility might be explored of accepting the latest
United States delimitation subject to an exception along the
lines that the Treaty provisions would apply toc ships which are
operating so close to Antarctica as to raise doubts regarding
the possibility of infringement of the Treaty. This suggestion
like the British reference to "appurtenant watera"™ is rather
vagué and would no doubt be presented with all sorts of
difficulties if it were to be applied in practice.

The representative of Japan expressed the view that
the question of determining in what messure the Treaty should
apply to the waters surrounding Antarctica could posaibly be
left to be determined by the administrative body whieh would be
set up by the Treaty. It does seem to us, however, that this
question is too important a point to be left unsettled, and that
States accordingly are unlikely to agree to a Treaty when they
are not clear to what area that Treaty is to be applied.

In this connection it will be recalled that when the guestion
was posed to the Law Adviser in Pretoria, the advice given was
that in order to satisfy the demands of juridieal exactness

and to avoid fruitless argument later regarding interpretation,
the only way out of the difficulty would appear to be to somshow
agree on s definite, albeit arbitrary, line to the south of
which the rights of inspection and observation afforded by the
Treaty would automatically apply.

It will be mspparent from the above that the Group has
not yet reached the stage when it is possible to agree on a
satisfactory delimitation of Antarctica, although some idesas
nave been put forward which may possibly help towards a solution
of this question. It will be discussed again when the Group
meets on Friday, 25th September.

Any views which you may have on any of the matters
referred to above will be appreciated.

Copies to London and Canberra.

A.G. Dunn

AMBASSADOR.




The representative of Australia did not press his suggestion
for the adoption of a formml agendes listing the substantive
items and eventually it was agreed that it should be left to
the discretion of the United States Delegation to decide in
what manner this list should be brought to the attentiom of

the Conference. The assumption was that this would be

achieved by the United States Delegation bringing the document
to the notice of the Temporary Chairman of the Conference who,
in accordance with Chapter II, Rule 7 of the RHules of Procedure,
will be a representative of the United States.

The Group devoted the remainder of the meeting toa
consideration of the zone of application without, however,
being able to agree on any satisfactory delimitation of the
ZONe .

The United States reaffirmed that the draft definition
gubmitted by it at the last meeting of the Group (my minute
43/44 of 18th September, 1959) should be interpreted to mean
that international law on the high seas would override the
provisions of the Treaty as between the parties thereto.

One of the difficulties raised by the latest Undted
states draft and other drafts which would exclude the high seas
is to find the answer to the question as 1o how close the
high seas approach to the continent of Antarctica. The United
States thinking as it emerged at the Meeting appears to be along
the lines that the Treaty should not be applied to the sea, but
that if asctivity at sea is so close %0 Antarctica as to disclose
some technical use of the Antarctic land then that activity
would fall within the provieions of the Treaty.

This spproach does not satiafy other members of the
Group such as Australia and New Zealand. The Australians, while
gtill of the view that the simplest way 0 deal with this
question is to include the high seas South of 60° § latitude
within the delimitation, are now evidently prepared to consider
alternative suggestions. They however, feel very strongly that
1t is essential to define an area of sea around Antarctica
within which inspection can be carried out - the right to
inspect should then be able %0 be automatically invoked within
this area. In prineiple they support the British view that
waters appurtenant to Antarctica ghould fall within the
provisions of the Treaty but they would require something more
precise than the British proposal offers. The New Zealanders
also feel that some area of the sea ghould fall within the
purview of the Treaty - their representative has suggested

that/ceee
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SECRET

The Secretary for External Affairs,
PRETOJ

Antg ﬂticg-

You will recall that at the last meeting of the
Group which was held on 16th September, 1959, the represen-
tative of the United States undertook to prepare a list of
gubstantive items which the Group could agree would be before
the Conference when it convened. This draft list (ecopy
attached) was presented to the Group when it met on 22nd
September, 1959.

You will observe that the paper not only liasts the
substantive items but also indicates to which of the two
committees eamch of the items will be allocated. This division
follows more or less that which was agreed upon by the Group
of Twelve last year. (See concluding paragraph and annexure to
my minute 43/44 of 9th October, 1958).

Various members of the Group expressed the personal
opinion that the draft appeared to cover all the substantive
items discussed during the meetings of the Group. The only
change agreed upon was the rewording of item 5 %o read
“Observation and Inspection" and not "Observation (Inspection)".
The reason for this was that various members of the Group
expressed the view that the word "inspection” should be given
equal status with the word “"observation". It was agreed that
the draft should be referred to Governments for consideration
and comment.

Brief reference was also made to item 12 of the
United States draft list, namely, the question of drafting a
preamble, and it was agreed that the Australian representative
would present a draft on this to the Group for consideration.

The Group also devoted some time to the question of

now the list was to be brought to the attention of the Conference.

he/cove
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CONFIDENTIAL

MODUS VIVENDI

Pending the entry into force of the Treaty on Antarctica slgned
today, the Governments of Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Chile, France,
Japan, New Zealand, Norway, Union of South Africa, Union of Soviet
Socialist Republies, United Kingdom, and the United States of America

have agreed to set in motion the consultative procedure established

therein.

To this end, representatives of the signatory states shall meet

at the City of » tWo months after the date of

slgnature of the Treaty, to constitute a Preparatory Committee. Each
signatory state shall be represented by one representative on the
Preparatory Committee, who may be accompanied by such alternate
representatives, technical advisers and staff as his reaspective

Govermment may determine.

The Preparatory Committee shall meet periodically thereafter,
not less frequently than once every year, at such times and places

as may be determined by the Committes itmelf.

The functions of the Preparatory Committee shall be of a
consultative character, and any recommendations it may formulate shall
be subjeet to the approval of all twelve Governments to become

effective.

The FPreparatory Committee shall econsider the formulation, in a
preliminary manner, of recommendations on the administrative measures

provided for in Article VIII of the Treaty on Antarctica.

The Preparatory Committee shall remain in existence until the
Ireaty on Antarctica enters into force, and shall thereupon terminate

automatically.

3igned

CONFIDENTIAL




Chile

The Head of Delegation will be a former foreign minister.
There will be two other representatives of Ambassador rank namely
Ambassador Gajardo whonm you will recall was present for some time
last year at the Group's discussions and a Professor of
International Law at the University of Chile. The remainder
of the Delegation will consist of representatives of the Chilean
Embassy in Washington.

The next meeting of the Group will be on Wednesday 30
September.

Copies to London and Canberra.
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During the course of the meeting the United States
¢irculated a revised draft of the moduas vivendi. You will
observe that the only change is the omission of the first sentence
of paragraph 4 of the original draft. This sentence provided
that the Preparatcry Committee "shall have no power to commit
any Government to any action whatsoever". Ambassador Daniels
explained that it had been decided to omit this sentence as it
was thought that the wording was too rigid. Ambassador Daniels
also made the point that the modus vivendi would of course be a
document quite separate from the Treaty but that it would have
to be considered during the forthecoming Conference so that no
time would be lost after signature of the Treaty before it could
be brought into effect. The Group also expressed its under-
standing that the modus vivendi would enter into effect only

if =2ll parties were agreed upon 1it.
&

The United States suggeated that the CGroup might
wiesh to0 gzive considerations to the delestion of the words “of
Artiole I" in paragraph 1 of Article YV (obasrvers) of their

June draft. Thiz in effect would mean that observers would
have free cccess to any part of Antarctica at any time not
just in relation to Peaceful Uses of Antarctica, but in
relation to any other aspect of the Treaty. While not much
thought has been given to this suggestion there would at first
glance appear to be no particular objection thereto.

During the course of the Meeting the representatives
of the United Stetes, Norway and Chile indicated that the likely
compoaition of their Delegations would be as Tfollowssz-

United States

Unable as yet to be specific but their Head of
Delegation under consideration is someone who has been active
both at the Government level and in the Jtate Department.
Other members will probably ve Ambassador Daniels, G. Owen,
. Pigecher, and Neidle of the State Department Antarctic
Division, a science adviser and two Senators, one from each

of the major parties.

Norway

The Hemd of Delegation will be the Norwegian Ambassador
in Washington, Mr. Oftedahl, Counsellor of Embassy, Dr. Orvin
of the Norwegiesn Polar Institute, a representative from the
Norwegian foreign ministry, the Naval Attaché and Assistant
Military Attaché of the Norwegian Embassy, with another member
of the Embassy acting as Delegation Secretary.

Chile/ esecnas
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provision for limited accession. He added that the British
Protocol might also provide an acceptable solution to this
question.

As can be seen from the above the Group has not made a
great degree of progress on the question of thid parties beyond
that already reported in my minute 43/44 of 3 September 1959.

Any possibility of progress has been further complicated by the

fact that the Soviet representative for some weeks now has not

been able to attend the meetings presumably because he has been
invelved in the preparations for and arrangements during Kruschschev's
vieit ~ his stand-in has obviously not been in a position to
contribute anything during the discussions. In any event it is
presumed that the Soviet Union stands pat on its proposal for
unlimited accession and that if they are prepared to compromise

on this guestion at all it will only be at the Conference itself,

As to the question of jurisdiction you will recall (my
minute 43/44 of 26 August 1953) that the Group remains divided on
how this should be dealt with in the Treaty but that there never-
theless appears to be Agreement that the Treaty should contain
some, provision which would ensure adequate juridical protection
to observers in order to enable them to carxry out their functions
without being molested. The United States has now proposed that
whether or not the Croup agrees on an article on jurisdiction the
following provision re observers should be inserted in Article V
of the Treatyi-

"Any person appointed as observer to carry out inspection
provided for by the present Article shasll be subject only to the
jurisdietion of the country sppoeinting him."

Ambassador Daniels strongly urged the Group to attempt
to agree on a satisfactory article on jurisdiction which would
cover all personnel in Antarctica but added that the Treaty should '
not be sacrificed merely because this did not prove possible. He
felt that if 1t was not possible to agree on an article at the
Conference then méntion of this question should at the least
nevertheless be ineluded in the article on administrative measures
along the lines of their June draft. Both the United Kingdom and
Australian represeantatives strongly urged the desirability of
agreeing on an article on jurisdietion.  The Australian represent-
ative did not see why the above draft could not apply te all
personnel and not just cbservers -~ he, however, maintained the
Australian position, as previously reperted, that the article
(both as to observers and other personnel) should apply only in
cases of criminal jurisdiectioen.
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United States position.

The Group also devoted some time to the consideration
of the association of third parties with the Treaty. The
representative of Norway repeated his government's view that
the United States proposal submitted in November last year, for
the association of third parties with the Treaty was the best way
of dealing with this gquestion. He, however, intimated that if the
Group considered that a limited accession clause was desirable his
Government might be prepared to agree to a proposal for limited
accession along the lines of the Japanese proposal provided that
the reference to voting was eliminated from the proposal.

The representative of Japan voiced the opinion that
his government would be unlikely to oppose the Norwegian sugges-
tion and@ the representatives of Australia and New Zealand sgain
spoke in favour of accepting 2 limited accession clause. The
New Zealand representative however, also came up with another
suggestion which he said they had been mulling over in their minds
but which was not a formal proposal on their part - this was
that the Group might give some consideration to allowing unlimited
acceseion to all countries which are members of the United Nations
and / or the specialised agencies with the provisc that only those
countries which showed proof of scientific activity (am expedition)
in Antarctica should be allowed to participate in the activities
on the administrative body set up in terms of the Treaty. This
suggestion received the support of the Australian represent-
ative who indicated that it was conceivable that a country might
wish to become a party to the Treaty for prestige reasons, but
that such a country would have to produce administrative
reasons to qualify for participation in any administrative
machinery set up by the Treaty. Whilst the New Zealand sugges-—
tion might at first sight appear to be open to the same
eriticiam which was applied to the British Protocol namely, that
1t gives rise to & kind of second clase membership, in actual
fact this argument cen be countered in this case as acceding
states which meet the requirement of scientifiec activity would
be able to participate equally with the original twaelve members
in the Treaty activities.

The only other member of the Group to participate in
the discussion was the representative of Chile who stated that
his Government continued to support the United States draft which
was submitted in November 1958, and remained opposed to any

provision/.....
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