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excerpts from Koh/Beesley press conference May 1, 1982

Q: Ambassacor Beesley, could I ask a guestion? What would happen

in the future if those who had adopted the treaty wanted to mine the
sam2 sites as those who had adopted the mini-treaty? Would that be a
clash, a war?

Amo. Beesley: There would certainly be a ¢lash of interests. 1

hope it wouldn't lead to anything worse than that, but it's our considered
view that precisely because this Convention makes such & major contri-
bution to peace and security, and provides stability and agreasd rules of
law -- where there were sharp disagreements -- that this would be the
worst possible kind of scenario to envisage. So we hope very strongly
that there will be no attempt to go ahead with the mini-treaty outside
this Convention; the moreso because the resolution on Pioneer investors
Just described by Tommy Koh is not only an adequate substitute for the
so-called mini-treaty, I think it goes further than the wildest dreams
of the proponents of the mini-treaty, and I would like to comment on one
aspect of that touched on by Tommy.

If I had to make & calculation as Chairman of the Drafting
Committee in the light of our three thousand amendments, I would say that
well over 98% of the provisions of the package of proposals were negotiated
by consensus -- and if it's even 2% -- I doubt if it is -- it's probably
a fraction of 1%, that were not negotiated by consensus -- [ think it
mast unfortunate that we didn't reach that consensus which we tried so
nard to achieve. However, during this session something entirely new
emerged. It was created and brought to fruition during this session,
namely, the Resolution on Protection of Pioneer Investors. Now that,
to my mind, was sweh a major concession -- from the Group of 77, not from
Canada -- we were a major beneficiary of it. We are one of those listed
in the resolution as entitled to mine the seabed as pioneers, so 1 think
I can speak with credentials when I say that this was a major concession.
We didn't demand it, but we benefitted by it. 1 don't see how anyone --
and ['m not discussing whatever Ambassador Malone may have said -- I
say I don't see how anyone from the industrialized world, including the
USSR, can make an appraisal of this package now and go away with the
impression that they didn't make major gains. In fact I feared that the
Group of 77 would not accept the resolution on PIP because it pushed
beyond the limits of tolerability.

The only other comment I would 1ike to make on that issue
1s that I hope you are all aware, and will dutifully report the fact, that
the USSR made some very strong demands during the clesing days of the
conference which were not accepted by the Group of 77 and which were not
accepted by the conference as a whole. So let's not go away with the
impression that the Group of 77 or this conference has slapped down the
USA and leaned in the direction of the USSR. It was even-handed
treatment, in that neither got the maximum they were demanding, but both
got a very good deal, because everything that the USA achieved benefitted
the USSR, except to the extent that they may not have the Senate problem,
but in terms of them both being industrialized countries wanting to mine
the ocean, and, much more importantly, wanting to retain all the provisions
they had achieved on freedom of navigation.




Well, who can say that American diplomecy was unsuccessful?
It was brilliantly successful. It simply wasn't totally successful. So
I have no doubt that already that treaty not only reflected the interests
of the major powers, it protected their vital interests. It does so even
moreso now. S0 let's not lose sicht of all those provisions that took
us thirteen years to negotiate, and concentrate only on alleged deficiencies
on that one chapter out of seventeen relating to seabed mining -- indeed,
some few provisions in that one chapter. I think this is a tunnel-
vision approach that skews the whole thing so badly that it amounts to
an accidental but fundamental misrepresentation of the facis. You
have to view that treaty as a whole, and recall that year after year
after year we negotiated provisions by consensus, always around and
based upon the demands of the USA and the USSR, so it's very late in
the day to hear that either state was rejected. [ admit that not
all the USA demands were met, or those of the USSR, but as to whether
or not it was a fair deal -- 1ike Tommy, [ feel it was -- that
important concessions were made, and that the Convention is not only
a respectable achievement but a brilliantachievement for the UM, its
greatest since its inception.

(Fresident Koh: Alan, if I'm wrong, please correct me.)

Amb. Beesley: MNo, you're absclutely right, and that's what 1 meant
when I said that 98% of the provisions -- more than 98% -- were
neqgotiated by consensus. Now how can that be a question of the
majority imposing its views on the minority? Or for that matter,
even the minority imposing a veto? It was a genuine accommodation of
interests reached on dozens of vital interests - vital issues, that I
could mention to you. But if there's moral outrage, I wouldn't think
it's directed at anybody. It might be a kind of disappointment at
the outcome, in so far as it didn't turn out to be a consensus. But
I don't detect that tone in what Tommy has said, and | must say

that I have never heard anyone suggest -- never -- either of his
predecessor, Shirley Amerasinghe,or Tommy Koh, that he'd ever run

the conference in the interests of the Group of 77. On the contrary,
he's been totally detached and impartial, impeccably so, and I know
you weren't suggesting otherwise - I hope so, anyhow.

(President Koh: He had no reply to that. And worse - should 1 go on?)

Amb. Beesley: Well, you might make the point that the USSR, Japan,
France and India, are all treated exactly alike, and this is why I

did not agree, and said so publicly, that there was any discrimination
against the USSR. In fact, I still believe it was a fair deal, so
long as the Group of 77 felt so, because the concessions came from
them. They were giving all this advance authorization well ahead of
the treaty coming into faorce, which they'd never envisaged until this
session. [t had never been asked of them. These were all new
demands, new proposals. We moved from a mild suggestion of protection
of investors to a demand for a specific minesite, and then to a
guarantee of authorization of approval of plans of work and of
authorization of actual production and prierity over others.




T

(President Koh: Well, I think my comments are unpublishable, so I
shall not answer them.)

Amb. Beesley: I heard that over the loudspeaker system and I
couldn't believe it, I thought ['dmisheard, but now you've confirmed
that on Tuesdav, while the negotiations were under way, Mr, Malone
did say that they were making representations which he described as
based on solidarity, asking other couniries to vote against the
Convention, How, I don't understand this, and I1'd rather hear it
directly from him before I could believe it.

G: The USA is sugoesting that changes will be made, or may be

made either during the August session, the summer session, of the
Drafting Cormmittee, or during the three days preceding the next
General Assembly session. They're making this point very heavily
and they have made it before. In pther words, does this mean then
that the deadline as of yesterday is meaningless, and that there are
possibilities for negotiating between now and September?

President Koh: [I'11 call on the Chairman of the Drafting Committee.

Amb. Beesley: I1'11 answer only the first part of the cuestion. Ho
such changes can be made in the Drafting Committee. It is quite beyond
the parameters of the ODrafting Committee. It is beyond our powers.

[t would be ultra vires. [t would in fact prostitute the Drafting
Committee. We can't do that. That doesn't mean that there couldn't

be some kind of negotiations going on informally outside the Drafting
Committee, either in the same city or elsewhere. 1 have nothing to

say about that. Now, on the other point as to whether negotiations
could develop in some way and then be approved in Flenary intended to
be heid for a totally different purpose, merely to approve Drafting
Commititee recommendations, there I have no comment. I'd Tike to pass
that to Tommy. But [ didn't want the impression to be created that

the Drafting Committee could be used as a negotiating forum and I

doubt if Ambassador Malone really suggested that. [ don't know whether
1 should make this point but I think I should. It's encouraging to

me that all through the period when the USA was in a holding pattern

on the conference, and as a result we were all in a holding pattern,
the USA participated actively and constructively in the Drafting
Committee; not merely as a delegation, but as the coordinator of the
whole English Language Group, which is the biggest group with the
widest cross-section of geographical regions. [ think the USA

deserves considerable credit for that. My understanding is that the
USA may continue to participate in the Drafting Committee precisely
because it's concerned only with drafting, and not substance, and the
appeal I made yesterday was to the effect that if only in order to
determine what you're rejecting or accepting in due course, help us
produce a good legal instrument, and I think the USA may go along with
that and the USSR too. But I think it would jeopardize their
participating if we were to expand that into a guestion of negotiating
within the Drafting Committee on the basis, for example, of L-104. As
an originator of that group, as a co-sponsor of the group, I'd be in an
intolerable position -- misusing my position as Chairman of the Drafting
Committee to neqotiate my favourite proposals.

President Koh: And [ wouldn't let you.



PRESS CONFERENCE BY PRESISEMT OF LAW OF SEA COMFERENCE . -

Tooomy T.B. Koh (Singapore), President of the Third United Hations St
Cenference on the Law of the Sea, gave a press conference on Saturday morning,

1 Hay, on the results of the Conference and its adoption on Friday , 30 April,. -

of ‘the Convention cn the Lsw of the Sea. He was sccompanied by J, Alen i
Beesley (Canzda), who was alse Chairman of the Conference's Drafiing Committee, .
Asked about the effect on the Convention of the absence of United States
participation, Mr. Koh said: ''The fact that a delegation veted against the
Conventicn yesterday does not necessarily mean thst the Government of the
country will not, after further and scber reflection, decide agezinst signing
and ratifying the Convention or acceding to it. And, contrarywise, the fact
that & delegation voted in favour of the Conventien does not necessarily bind
the Government of cthat country to join in the Convention."

To a query about the United States contention that the Conference had net
Teclprocated its conciliatory approach, br. Koh saic he would answer by 7 ..,
stating whet the Conference had given the Reagan Administration since last
semmer, First, the industrizlized countries had obtained 3 resolution on
preparatory sea-bed protection which recognized the fuur concertia zctive in
this field, guaranteed them the exclusive right to explore specililic rines
sites, enabled them to register zs pioneer investors if one or more of their .
Governments signed the Conventicn, guarantesd their right to & contract 1f all
of thefr Governments ratified the Conventicn, and pave them priority over all
others except the Enterprise for 2 productior authorization. '"These, if 1 may
say so, are very mejor gains which the United States delegation chtzined since
the summer of 1%E0", he added. o

. e added that, "although it is true that the United States delegation was
gcting contrary to the doctrine of good faith in demanding that the Conference
reopen nepolfiations on issues vhich had already been settled", he hzd been
zble to convince the developing countries "that it wes s price worth paying,
because we must do everything possible to make the Convention one that would
be supperted universally'. It spoke well for the wisdom and statesmanship of
the "Greup of 77" developing countries and. the Eastern Eurcpean Group "that
they were willing to follow us".

The United States hzd alsoc managed to extract the follouing from the
Group of 77, "in return for nothing", he stated: First, a new clause
enunciating a more pro-development policy for the projected International
Sez-Bed Arthority; second, a guaranteed seat for the United States in the
Aduthority's Council, "which the United States Senzte had demanced'; third,
with regard to the future sea-bed review conference, the rules for
decision-making would be the same zs those of the Lav of the Sea Conferepce
and the number of ratifications needed to bring zmendments into ferce was
reised from tue thirds to three fourths.

{more)
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Asled why the changes had been put inte the Ceonvention in exchange for
nothing, kr. Koh replied: ‘Perhaps 1 am at fault. I convinced the Group of
77 that they should accept all these unilateral concessions in the hope thert,
by accepting them, the prospects would be enhanced of attracring United States -

suppert for the Convention. And the United Ststes never informed us —— or at
least they informed Dernard [Mossiter of The Mew York Timzif at lezst a day
tefore they informed me —-- they never informed vs until yesterday, when I

received a letter at 11 a.m., that they were pressing for a vete zod that they o
vere going to vote no.'

Told by a correspondent that James L. Malone (United States) had
confirmed at his press conference this merning that the United 5tates had’ _
asked France, Jezpan, the Federal Republic of Germany e&nd the United Einpdom on’
Tuesday, 27 April, to vote against the Convention, hr. Koh said, "I am shocked
to lesrn that. Well, I think that my comments are unpublishzble, so I shall
not utter them." ’

¥r. koh recalled the statement he had mzde to the Conference yesterday
that 2 remarkable feature of the Conference had Leen that the Greup of 77 had
not once sought a vote in orcder to impose its majoritarienh pewer on Che
minority.

Speaking of the abstentions by the Soviet Union =nd other Eastern _
European States, he szid that, according to their statement to the Conference
yvesterday, they had zbstzined because of one feature in the pioneer investment
resolution which they considered to discriminate agzinst the Seoviet Union.
Houever, as he had said in a report to the Conference {(document
AJCOKF.E2/L.141), it could be elaimed that the resclution, in twe other
respects, discriminated in favour of the Scviet Union, which, though a ;
relative nevcomer to sea-bed technology, would hezve one mine site for itself, - 7
while seven countiies of North America and Western Europe would have to share. .. ..
four sites.

Asked about the possibility of further changes in the Convention when the
Conference met in September to consider the LUrafting Committee's report, _
President Keh said, "My answer would be no; there can be no more negotiations™. ' -

To a2 reporter who asked vhat would happen if 2 "mini-treaty'' was pursued
gutsice the Convention, President Koh declared: "If the United States, in
cozbination with any other industrizlized countries, ¢o go ahezd and conclude
the so-called mini-trecty, and create an alternative legal regime to the ;
universal Convention we have just acdopted, let's assume that they then proceed
to mine the sea-bed uncder their mini-treaty. 1 want to tell you, and through
you I want to tell them, thet I will take it upon myself to persuade the
United Lations Ceneral Assembly to zdopt 2 decision eslking the Intermational
Court of Justice fer an advisory opinicen on vhether such activities under
unilateral national legislation are lawful, or zre they illegal. And if in
the Court's opinion -- of course, we do not know how the Court will rule -=- if
the Court's opinicn is that such activities under the mini-treacy ave illegal,
1 vould like to see vhether these Vestern countries which have been
sermonizing to the third werld about the rule of law, will ask thelr consortia
to stop such activities er vhether they will reveal themselves to be a Lunch
of greedy hypocrites."

({more)
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vr. EBeerley was ached wvhat would happen if someaone operating under the
ED;vg:thn wﬁnteﬁ to minelthe sameg site as someone cperating under a )
mini-trezty”. He responded that that would te werst possible scenarie. He
strongly hoped that there would be o atlempt to po zlong with the
mini-treaty, particularly as the picneer investment resolution of the
Cenference was an adequate substitute for the mini-treaty. In fact, "it goes-
further thsn the wildest dreams of the Froponents of the mini-treary.” He
described it as "a majer concession from the Group of 77, adéding, "1 don't see
how anyone from the industrialized world, including the USSR, can make an
appraisal of this package now end go away with the impression that they dicdn't
malke major gains., In fact, I feared that the Group of 77 weould not accept the -
recelution ... because it pushed beyond the limits of tolerability." L

Epeaking of the negotiations on the piocneer investment resclutien, Fr.
Lezsley said: "These vere 211 new demands, new Fropoeszls. Ve moved from a
mild suggesticn of protection of investors to demand for title to specific
mine sites and then to a guarantee of authorization of approval of plans of
worle anc authorization of zctuasl production and actual priority over others,'

hr. Persley remarked that the Soviet Union had mace some VETY Strong
cemznds during the closing days of the scssion which the Froup of 77 znd the
Conference had not accepted. "So let's not go away with the Jinwression that
the Croup of 77 or this Conference has slapped coun the US4 and leaned in the
ditEction of the USSR. It was even-handed treatment im thzt ncither got the.
maximem they vere demanding but both got a very good ceal, beczuse everything
that the VSA achieved bencfited the USSR also'.

"Wao can say that American ciplomacy was unsuccessful?", he remarked,
"It was brilliantly successful. It simply wesn't totslly successful. So 1 _
have no coubt that already that treaty not only reflected the interests cf the -
ma jor Powers, it protected their vital interescs." , _ ey

br. Beesley added that "well over 56 per cent of the provisions of the
packzge of proposals were nerotiated by consensus... Year after year zfter
year, ve negotiated provisions hy consensus, alwoys around and based upon the
demands of the USA and the USSR... The Convention is not oenly a respectahle
achievement but & brilliant achievement for the UM and, 1 think, 1ts greatest
since its inception."




FOR INFORMATION OF UNITED MNATIONS SECRETARIAT ONKLY

& May 1982

Bernardo Zuleta, cial Representative of Secretary-General Javier Perez
de Cuellar to United Nations Conference on the Law of the Sea,
briefed correspondents this afternocon on the results of the Conference, which
concluded at Headquarters on Friday, 30 April, as well as the prospects for
the future.

He began by stating that the Convention, on the Law of the Sea had been
adopted by the Conference with wide-spread support and "there is no return
ticket any more'". The resolutions on the Preparatory Commission and on
preparatory investments would have to be closely examined by those States that
vere interested in certifying, and later sponsoring, pioneer investments in
sea~bed exploration and mining.

"It is not going to be all that easy to claim anvmore that sea—bed mining
continues to be one of the freedoms—of the high zeas', he declared. "At least
not too many jurists the world over would take that claim at face value in the
presence of a Convention adopted by a overwhelming majority of the
international community as 2 consequence of a General Assembly resolution that
declared sclemnly that the rescurces of the sea-bed outside national
jurisdiction were to be treated as the common heritage of mankind."

Mr. Zuleta said it followed that those who would want to invest
edditional resources in sea-bed mining "will have to consider very seriously
which way to go -- how best to seek a legal and political protection for their
investments".

L

It was also important to remember, he went on, that the decisions of most
Goverpments regarding the signing and ratification of the Convention were ot
likely to be determined by sea-bed mining considerations. Only in a few cases
would sea-bed mining take centre stage for Governments; in most cases, both
developing and developed countries would take into conmsideration the over-all
package, not necessarily only its sea—-bed mining aspect.

"] have stated for many years now that the cea-bed mining aspect of this
negotiation has been grossly exagperated', he said. Mention had been made of
"trillions of dollars" on the sea-bed ready to be distributed to the
developing countries for their development. However, the projections did not
seem to give a firm foundation to that speculation. While it was true that
the sea-bed contained meny mineral riches, its exploration and exploitation
would be determined basically by market considerations, and he did not foresee
2 situation in which nickel, manganese and cobalt would have such a large
market that they would produce trillions of dollars for distribution. 'That
speculation about the sea-bed becoming the source of development and the
magical solution towards developmental problems doesn't seem to be there any
more', he remarked. The sea-bed would produce some income and it was likely
over the years to develop as a good source of funds for development, but that

{more )
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would take some time and it would be largely determined by other economic
considerations.,

He said that the iowediate concerns of most coastal States were in the
areas of fisheries.-and the exploration and exploitation of their continental
shelves; the condict of-marine scientific research; protection of the maring
€Avironment and co-operation with their neighbours on all aspects of that
broblem; preservation of freedoms Dfilivigaticn and overflight and all related

aspects.

He neted that with exception of one member of the Furopean Economic
Community (EEC) and two members of the Eastern European socialist group, the
entire group of land-locked countries had vored in favour of the Convention.
Over the years if had been stated that the’ land-locked States were being
"mistreated” in the negoriations and that they were the "wictims" of "selfish
coastal States". Apparently the views of the Governments concerned "do not
coincide with the views of the self-appointed protectors of the land-locked"™.
They had all voted for the Convention -- Bolivia as well as Nepal, Laos as
well as Paraguay, the Central African Republic as well as Fyrundi. Tnat was
because "They see this Convention as a lancmark with regard to (a) transit to
and from the sea as a legal right and (b) access to an international s¥stem
that will manage a common heritage". Those two aspects, "plus the built-in
protection for some of those countries which happen to be land-based producers
of some of rthe minerals to be found on the sea-bed, may well explain why they
solidly voted in favour of the Convention".

He said that the reasons why coastal States voted for the Convention
required no elaboration. The reasons vhy a number of developed countries also
voted for the Convention "might require some speculation™, but it was
interesting to nmote that.Japan, France and Canada were sponsers of piopeer
investors and they had voted for the Convention, .1t was also worth noting
fhat all the Nordic countrs had voted in favour of the Convention, as had
5witzé?TEEET?EET_IE;?;EETdFﬁﬁfEs is clearly not the typical North-South or
East-West split”, he remarked. The decision probably had the most solid
support of any decision ever taken within the United Nations system by means
of a vote. :

As to what would happen to the funding for the International Sea-Bed
Authority if the big contributors were not there, he said the functioning of
the Authority was likely to be determined by the agenda of the sea-bed
miners. If and when the known piocneer investors were ready to engage in
commercial recovery, they would have to make up their minds as to whether they
wanted to seek the protection of the Convention or another form of
protection. The signals seemed to be that for Japan, Canada, France and
others, they would rather seek the Convention's protection. How that would
affect the decisions of others "is something that you could speculate on".

Turning to the question of entry into forece of the Convention, he said ir
was not easy at this time to predict how many Governments were ready to take
the decision to sign the Convention at Caracas or submit it to their political
bodies for ratification. "But I know as a fact that there are already many

{more )
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countriss that have indicated very clearly that they are ready to be the
rioneers in ratifying the Convention”, he said. That was true of both
developed and developing countries.

"In the meantime", he said, "we have a Convention which is, legally and
politically speaking, & landmark already.” For the sezond time in meny years,
he could agree with The Few York Times correspondent Beraard Nossiter Whetrh

wrltlngflaat_Sundag,_j_uayT,abqutmthehlﬁgglﬂgpﬂ_ggggglggl_effccts of the

p—

Tonvention,_he had said_rhaL_it_nas_alxﬂad;_a_pﬂiuI_nf_LﬂfEtﬁnﬁa_tD_QEEEEEiEE

. : i —_—
what was and _vhab was nob international law with regard to the use of ocsan
space.

Ihether the Convention Eﬂuld_ﬂx_Cﬂulﬁ_ﬂﬂtdhﬁ.in$ﬂkéé—b¥—{hOSﬁmﬁhn_did_ﬂﬂl
sign or ratify it was a difficolr lepal guestion, Mr. Zaleta added.

. Zuleta was asked when he expected commercial sea-bed nining te
bagin. FHe replisd that the pioneers themseives believed rhat cormarical
recovery was not likely to begin before the end cf the current d=cadse,
althoush each consortium seemed to have its own timz-talkls. That questieon
derended very much on a prchlem that had ver to find a viehle soluticn —— the
cuestion of processing facilities, Imn response Lo & further quesiion, he said
that in order to justify the epormous investment necessary, marlket coméitions
had to be propitiocus.

4 correspondent observed that at a party foilowing the adsprion of the
Convention "there was a sinpular leck of megzigppgﬁor+milii”. In fact,
Confersace President Tomzy T.B. Koh (Eingapore) was "eating alone in the
cafeteria"; the Africans who are land-based producers werz absent; the
Jamzicans, who were to be hosts for the International Sea-lad Avchority, were
zbsent; "you yourself seemed to he cne_of-tha feu happy—people-at tag party.
¥hat were you happy ahgu;lﬂ__}k_ﬂzulazamrapliEd_Lhat_he_ugﬁ_pot_yqﬁeg_ghg
imErEESinq_gha;_thg_peaplg,desczibedey,Lhe_LﬂLLaspnndg;L vere unhappy), some
were "extzemeiy happy". The Conference had had "to settle for second bests
Tae ideal situation would have bLeen a consensus Convention, which the
Confersmce had been aiming "for eight y=ars. It was quite understandable that
those who had worked very hard to reach a consensus agreement had felt rather
dismayed that consensus had proved impossible at the last minute. lle was

among them.

In retrospect, he went on, he f='t that, if the Conference had failed to
owt for that second-best, it would have been a total disaster'. The
alternative was no convention, and a no-convention outcome would have been
unmitigated disaster for the whole of the United MNations system'.

Ilerll

ﬁrL_Zuleta_Haﬁﬁaskcd_iﬁ,hﬁ_agzﬂﬂd_with_ﬂni;ggdﬁ;a;esdﬁmhasaa@g;_ggEEE_Lu
HMalone, who had StEt&q_Eh?E_EhjLﬁgnip[;pCﬁ_haﬂ_nﬂLﬁyﬂt_ﬂﬂdﬂd_End_thﬂj changes
could stil]l be mﬂdﬂ_inrthﬂvlﬂme__HE_IipliEd_Lh&L_iﬂ_Eﬂ5 his understanding
—fE3T the Convention had_already been adopied; 'that was the impression L had
iday". The decision regarding continued wzetings of the Conference's
Drafting Committee had to be read in conjunction with the Conference's rules
of procedure, according ro which the Drafting Committee could neither initiate
texts nor alter the substance of existing texts.

{more)
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He was then asked ahpg;_ghg“pgggibilixy;nf_hclding_Tputside”_negﬂtiatiﬂnﬁ
whose tesulfs could be submitted te the.Conference in September. HMr. Zuleta
EEIEfﬁE_E?EfE?EEE"EEEZEE:EEEEEi that question, since everyone was entitled to
his own opinion on the matter. 'Where I am concerned, as representative of
the Secretary-General", he added, "there is a Convention already adopted.”
Covernments were free to decide anything they wished, but procedurally
speaking, the Drafting Committee could make no changes in substance to the
text. Mr. Zuleta referred correspendents asking related questions to the
statement made by President Eoh st a press conference last Saturday, 1 May.
45 a member of the Secretariat, he was not willing to pass judgements on what
Covernments were willing or not willing to do.

Did he have any estimate as to the number of States that would sign or
ratify the Convention in December? He replied that it was too early to tell,
"hut one has to imagine that = Convention adopted by 130 positive votes stands
a pretty good chance of being signed by at least hzlf that number".

Asked whether the United States might ultimately be induced to joint the
Convention, Mr. Zuleta said it was his personal simpression that the
Convention, together with the Tesolution on preparatory investments and the
resolution on the Preparatoery Commissien, "effer a number of clear incentives
that cannot be disregarded by industry".

Mr, Zuleta was then asked where the Preparatory Commission_would meet,
"considering that there have been allegations by some members of the Jamaican
delegation that there is an effort on the part of the Secretariat not to have
the Prep Com meet in Jamaica, but to meet in New York'". He replied that he
could nmot answer "allegations" which he had not heard. The resolution adopted
by the Conference stated that the Preparatory Commission would meet at the
site of the future Autherity if facilities were available, and subject to the
financial approval of the General Assembly. The cost of the Commissien would
be absorbed by the United Nations budget, subject to the Assewbly's approval.
It followed, therefore, that it was up to the General Assembly to determine
the expenses that. the United Nations would be willing to pay.

What impact would the Convention have on the prestige of the United
Nations? He replied that he had told the Conference last Friday that its
decision would be seen by history as one that had enhanced the reole of the
United Nations in the solution of global problems. It had reinforced the
Organization'’s role in the maintenance of internaticnal peace and security,
and as a promoter of development and a more just and stable international
economic order. The Convention was one of the most important landmarks in the
history of the United Nations, regardless of the fact that consensus had
proved to be impossible. No effort teo diminish the Convention's importance
could cast a shadow over that success.

* Edk %
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