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The meeting was called to order at 10.55 a.m.

AGENDA ITEMS 34, 35, 37, 4o, 41, 42, 43, L4, 46, 47, 48, 122 and 126 (continued)

The CHAIRMAN: The Committee will continue its consideration of the

draft resolutions relating to the disarmament items.

Mr. PASTINEN (Finland): The Finnish delegation has joined the

co-sponsors of the two draft resolutions before this Committee concerning the
banning of nuclear-weapon tests. These have been presented respectively by
the delegation of the USSR and others in document A/C.1/L.T707/Rev.l
and by the delegation of Australia and others in document A/C.l/L.?EB.
The latter is in line with earlier resolutions on this subject which my
delegation has consistently supported and co-sponsored.

This year we have co-sponsored both draft resolutions on the test ban
for the following reasons: first, both draft resolutions seek the same end --
the discontinuance of all nuclear-weapon tests for all time, that is, a
comprehensive test ban treaty. That indeed is a goal which the international
community has been seeking for the last 17 years and which has been reaffirmed
in the Moscow test ban Treaty, in the Non-Proliferation Treaty, in the
threshold test ban Treaty and in numerous resolutions of this General Assembly.

Secondly, while the aim of both draft resolutions is the same, the
methods by which they seek to achieve that aim are different but, in the view
of the Finnish delegation, not contradictory. In our view every method of
achieving a comprehensive test ban treaty should be attempted, none should be
left unexplored.

Thirdly, in this respect the draft resolution presented in the name of
the delegation of Australia and others builds on the valuable vork already done
in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament on this subject. This work
obviously must go on. The resolution presented by the Soviet Union and others
places the main responsibility for negotiations on a test ban on those States
in whose power it ultimately lies to put an end to tests -- namely the nuclear-

weapon States. Thus the proposal of the Soviet Union is also responsive to
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the earlier resolutions of the General Assembly remirding the nuclear-weapon
States of their special responsibility to initiate proposals for a comprehensive
test ban treaty.

These are in brief summary the main reasons for which the Finnish delegation
has been happy to co-sponsor the two draft resolutions on the banning of all
nuclear.weapon tests. We have done so in the expectation that both will be
approved by the overwhelming majority of the General Assembly as a further
deronstration of the urgency with which the international community seeks an

end of all nuclear~weapon tests.
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Mr. PAC (Poland): The Polish delegation had the occasion already to
make known its position on the major problems covered in the disarmament debate
at the current session of the General Assembly.

At present, therefore, I wish to address myself briefly to one of the
draft resolutions which have emerged from the debate, namely that contained in
document A/C,l/L.75u/Rev.l concerning the comprehensive study of the juestion of
nuclear-weapon-free zones in all. its aspects.

The Government of the Polish People's Republic welcomed with appreciation
the comprehensive study, prepared on the initiative of Finland, not as a worth-
while theoretical exercise on a subject of considerable interest to Poland but,
first and foremost, as a useful reference work that may prove to be of
assistance to those who are actively exploring the concept of denuclearization.

By placing the issue of nuclear-weapon-free zones firmly within the context
of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, hence of regional and global security,
the study has borne out the basic view of my Government that while the
establishment of such zones may supplement and, indeed, enhance the scope of
the régime of non-proliferation, it can never be a substitute for the
Non-Proliferation-Treaty.

My delegation believes that those fundamental considerations are adequately
reflected in the language and course of action envisaged in the draft
resolution contained in document A/C.1/L.734/Rev.l. Indeed, as one of the
countries with an expert participating in the rreparation of the study, we would
have been glad to co-sponsor that draft resolution. We agreed, however, that
it was preferable for Finland to submit it alone.

The Polish delegation therefore fully concurs with the recommendation of
the representative of Finland that the draft resolution be adopted by consensus

of the First Committee.

Mr. UPADHYAY (Nepal): I want to make some observations on the draft

resolution in document A/C.1/L.726, submitted by Mexico and Sweden. I would
urge the Committee to bear with me if I try to take them back to the origin
of this item and briefly discuss the developments since then. My only objective

in doing so is to try to bring the whole matter into its correct perspective.
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When the Foreign Minister of the USSR, Mr. Gromyko, made the proposal &b
the twenty-eighth session of the General Assembly to include a new agenda item
entitled "Reduction of the military budgets of States permanent members of the
Security Council by 1C per cen® and utilization of part of the
funds thus saved to provide assistance to devzlovuling countries", my delegation
was one of those which welcomed this initiative of the USSR with great zeal.
Ve gave our wholehearted support to the resolution. I said:

"My delegation tends to believe that in submitting this draft
resolution the sponsor has been motivated by a genuine desire, on the

one hand,to reduce military expenditure as a further step towards

disarmament and, on the other, to help the developing countries of

the world. Such a.;goubL§7 motive, if it really exists, has obviously

a double merit and therefore deserves wide support”. (A/PV.2173, p. 12)

While making the proposal, Mr. Gromyko had observed:

"We consider it advisable to take as a starting point for the proposed
reduction the level of military budgets for the current year of 1973".
(A/PV.2126, p. 38)

When he made this proposal, many of us expected a positive response from

all the other permanent members of the Security Council, and hoped to see a
gradual decline in the military budgets simultaneously with the growth

of an atmosphere of better understanding among the Big Five. The responses
aroused by the resolution were, on the whole, positive although remarks of some
scapti~ism appeared in many statements on grounds of difficulties of defining
military expenditures, making assessment of military expenditures, difficulties
in verifying these, and so forth.

However, my delegation thought that unless a freeze was made on
expenditures at the 1973 level, & reduction in itself might not be sufficient
to generate a better atrosphere, if the over-all total expenditure went on
rising. With this view in mind, we suggested that:

n

... there should be a freeze on the level of spending for military

purposes at the 1973 level". (A/PV.2178, p. 12)

The reason given by us was:
"The goal of disarmament will remain as remote as ever if reduction of

the military budget for a particular year by 10 per cent is followed by
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an increase of 20 per cent in the subsequent year. A freeze on the level

of military spending will mean that there will be a limit beyond which

expenses cannot go up..." (Ibid.)

The Stockholm International Peace Research Institute put the estimate for
world military expenditure for 1973 at $US 207.L billion. The United States
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency's preliminary figures indicated even
greater expenditures, swounting to $YS 234 .6 villion for 1973, Sore estimates
put it around $US 240-275 billion then. However, the estimate for the current
year is $US 300 billion. Out of this expenditure, no less than 70 per cent,
or over $US 200 billion, is spent by the big five.

When we proposed that there should be a freeze on the level of spending
for wilitary purposes at the 1975 level, we took into consideration the very
fact that, although it would be difficult to put an immediate halt to the
manufacture and production of armaments, a freeze would ensure a cut-down
in the level of armaments and future stockpiles because of two factors: first,
the rising cost of materials needed for armaments, and second, the rising
cost of research and production for more and more zophisticated armements. Apart
from that, we believe that the proposal was not intended for a single year.

So once the principle was accepted by the big Powers and other States which
had econcuicand military potential it would contribute positively towards
the relaxation of tension and the generation of trust. This would naturally
encourage similar reductions again and again, thus contributing towards the
reduction eud control of the producticr. of srmements =rd tle rpaving of a
further path towards general and complete disarmament.

The draft resolution under consideration, contained in document A/C.l/L.726,
does not contain any suggestion or appeal for a freeze in military expenditures.
The reason is understandable. However, it contains very ccmstruxtive proposals
that may further contribute to dealing with the drestionin a more objective way.

I further hope that the Committee will realize the importance of the proposal
for a freeze and will be secized of this idea sooner or later as a concrete step
towards general and complete disarmament. For the record, let me express that
my delegation will continue its efforts in pursuit of this objective. We remain
convinced of the merit of the proposal, and this makes us undaunted and optimistic.

With these observations, my delegation wholeheartedly supports the draft
resolution in document A/C.1/L.726.
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Mr. HERDER (German DPemocratic Republic) (interpretation from.Russian):

The wep =senitalive of ¥inlard, /mbesscsdor Fastiven, on behalf of & rumher of
States, including the German Democratic Republic, yesterday presented a draft
resolution in document A/C.l/L.759 on item 47 of the agenda on the prohibition
of acticn to influence the natural envirocnment and climate for military or
other hostile purposes incompatible with the interests of maintaining
international security, human well-being and health,.

This initiative last year won the support of an overwhelming majority
of Merbers of the General Assembly of the United Nations. Talks on this
subject at the Conference of the Committee on Disarmement (CCD), with the
assistance of experts, have proved very useful. They led to recognition
of the fact that the early conclusion of an appropriate agreement would
avert the inclusion in the arms race of new unconventional means of waging
war. The report of the experts at the CCD rebutted the view that because
of inadequate technical knowledge and the difficulties of these questions
it is premature, so they allege, to conc.iude such an agreement now.

In the Disarmament Committee itself in Geneva the C<legation of the
German Pemocratic Republic drew attention to the fact that all scientific
and technologilcal questions can be resolved when a practical decision is
teken by States on their readiness to conclude such an agreement.

We welcome the fact that after the submission by the USSR and the
United States of identical draft zonventions at this summer's ses='on of
the Disarmament Committee, the chances of an early preparation of a
convention on the prohibition of climatic warfare have grown considerably.

The draft resolution before us refers to the CCD and requests it,
if possible, in 1976, to come to an agreement on the text of a convention.
The German DPemocratic Republic, as a member of the Disarmament Ccmmittee,
will do everything it can to bring dbout the early conclusion of such an

agreement and 1 328 suppcert fTor this draft wesoluticwn.

The CHAIEMAN: I call on the representative of Nigeria to introduce
the draft resolution contained in document A/C 1/L.Thk2.
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Mr, CLARK (Nigeria): Please rermit me to announce at the outset
that Corere, Tiiret-FEilssen eré Sema’“a stould s alded to the 1lst of '
sponsors of the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.742 of 1 December 1975
that I am about to introduce. I sincerely regret that because of the
hectic nature of the activities of the current session it has not been possible
to establish closer liaison with the delegations of very close and friendly
sister countries and>others, in order to include them in the list of sponsors
which appears on the document I have jwst referred to.

There is a popular and, indeed, most disquieting m’sconception that it
is a privilege for a State to belong to a nuclear-weapon-free zone. The
corollary is that certain States, probably the nuclear-weapon States, have
the inherent right to confer that privilege on States that wish to establish
ortelere 4o ¢ musianr-iteren~Iraa nere, If this assumption ware correct,
it would be a very dangerous development in international relations, not
only for its implications for the fundamental belief in the equal rights of
nations, large and small, under the Charter of the United Nations, but also
for the proliferation of nuclear weapons, both with immeasurably deleterious
effects on international peace and security.

Anyone with a sericus seyprenc: to this matter would see that there is a
tremendous difference in the consideration of the establishment of nuclear-
weapon~free zones in parts of the world where nuclear weapons have not been
introduced and the basic question of nuclear disarmament which involves, on
the one hand, the continuing production, develorment and stockpiling of
nuclear weapons, and, on the other hand, the desirable cobjective of freezing
their present levels » v ous to their total elimination under effective
international controls. In the former case, that is, the case of nuclear-
weapon-free zones, agreement on the scope and characteristics of the zone is
the primary ~errvo.=ibi ity of the ccriracting rarties. The contracting parties,
acting within international law, must not assume obligations which contradict
the free and legal exercise of their sovereign will. While it is desirable
for them to consult with outside States so as to ensure that the international
community as a whole, particularly the nuclear-weapon Powers, accept and

respect the status of their zone in all aspects, it is absolutely necessary
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for them to resist any imposition of priof conditions frcm outside. If
they and the other members of the international community fully appreciate
the awescme danger of nuclear weapons, they must conceive the idea of
nuclear-weapon-free zones not in terms of ability and capacity to prcduce
them at a material time. Rather, the objectives of such zones must be to
strengthen international peace and security in the regions where they exist
and in the world at large; to arrest the costly arms race, particularly the
nuclear arms race; to work with a plan and purpose for complete and general
‘disarmament under effective international control; to give priority to
econcmic and social develorment through diversion of resources from
armaments to peaceful purposes; to use nuclear science and technology
exclusively for reaceful purposes; and to apply the principles of the
United Nations Charter and the Teclaration on friendly relations among
nations based on respect. for the principle of equal rights and self-
determination of peoples.

Let no one deceive himself that nations, like reople, are not
capable of rearranging their priorities so as to sacrifice and accuire
weapons reportedly beyond their present reach, if they feel threatened with
untoward humiliation or total annihilation. The African States, therefore,
do not approach the question of the denuclearization of their continent
negatively or-frcm a defeatist stance. A continent of LA virile States,
with more than walf of the known deposits > uranium, is not without
bargaining chips.

Being mainly non-aligned countries, the African States attach the
highest importance to international security, peace and justice. The Cairo
Declaration of our Heads of State and Government regarding the
denuclearization of Africa was not directed against any military alliance or
Power. DNeithker w1l its translation into a fermal instrrment be directed
against anyone.

Pariahs of the international ccmmunity, like South Africa, may have
their nuclear designs. It is common knowledge that South Africa is not a
party to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. Though a
permanent member of the Bcard of Governors of the International Atcmic
Energy Agency, South Africa has refused to place its uranium-processing

facilities ard nuclear activities under appropriate 7TA safegrards.
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It is also common knowledge that, contrary to United Nations injunctions
and appeals, several Western Powers, particularly the Federal Republic of Germany,
are investing vast material and human resources in South Africa; that they are,
by licensing, technical and financial agreements, building up
South Africa's war machine in order to institutionalize terror and bestiality
in that unfortunate country with a view also to intimidating independent Africa;
and that they are actively assisting in building one of the largest uranium-
enrichment plants in the world in South Africa. I by all the facts
the uranium-enrichment project in South Africa is absolutely unjustified on
economic grounds, one may ask what is the reason, other than military, for funding
and constructing the plant? It is hard not to be cynical, if one may paraphrase
Juvenal, when eunuchs claim to father children.

We have heard denials, such as that which our friend from the Federal
Repuﬁlic of Germany made in the Special Political Committee and in this Committee.
For the moment, we shall say no more on this matter. We shall leave it to the
conscience of all who love human rights and human decency, who love peace and
do not easily forget the lessons of history.

The resolution I have the privilege to present on behalf of the thirty-four
African States in document A/C.1/L.742 should rot present any difficulties for
anyone who voted for resolution 3261 E (XXIX) of 9 December 19T4. There.are no
basic differences. The object is one and the same. As I said on 20 November last
year, when I had the honour of introducing that resolution:

"The purpose is simple and non-controversial: it is to reaffirm our

conviction of the vital necessity of saving the world from the scourge of

a nuclear war; it is to register our opposition to the harmful biological

and other consequences of radio-active fall-out; it 1s to express our concern

about the present rate of nuclear armaments and the possible spread of nuclear

weapons; and it is to enable us to focus undivided attention on the task of
harnessing the natural and human resources of our continent for the total

advancement of our peoples." (2025th meeting, p. 28-30)
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May I repeat what I also said last year, that we are not here to make a new
declaration or to proclaim a new doctrine, nor are we seeking to impose on other
States any new obligations which they have not hitherto freely assumed under
General Assembly resolution 2033 (XX) of 1965. All we ask is recognition of the
fact that Africa is master of its own destiny. Those who live in a nostalgic
eurhoria of the past cannot contrive to claim for themselves, at
the expense of Africa, what they deny to others. International law is of
universal application: it does not serve the interests of great Powers alone.

The first preambular paragraph of the draft resolution is cribbed from
the introduction to the Secretary-General's annual report for this year: in
fact it is a direct quotation from page 9 of document A/10001/Add.l. Now one
may ask, why do nuclear-weapon-free zones provide the best and easiest means
whereby non-nuclear-weapon States can ensure the total absence of nuclear
weapons from their territories, when they have the choice of acceding to the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons? The answer is simple: look
at the history of disarmament negotiations in the United Netiong.

The Non-Proliferation Treaty does not, for reasons well known to all of us,
appeal to everyone. Several African States are not parties to it. In any case,
that Treaty does not mean the total absence of nuclear weapons and delivery
vehicles from the territories of non-nuclear-weapon States parties to it. It
means only that non-nuclear-weapon States parties will not acquire or manufacture
nuclear weapons. In other words, proliferation in the sense of that Treaty has
more to do with ownership than with the general deployment of nuclear weapons.
But all African States subscribe to the declaration on the denuclearization
of Africa, which postulates the total absence of nuclear weapons from Africa.
Furthermore, if nuclear weapons are not introduced into our continent, Africa
will not be embroiled directly in the tiresome and tedious arguments on nuclear
disarmament. Thanks to our own efforts and imagination, there are no foreign
military bases or extra-territorial zones in Africa. We are all non-aligned
and we are not subject to foreign security entanglements. A nuclear-weapon-free
zone spontaneously established on our own initiative and by our own efforts will
therefore be easier to achieve than an attempt to reconcile all and sundry to the
Non-Proliferation Treaty or other treaties of similar arms-control dimensions

with inherent contradictions.
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The second preambular paragraph is self-evident. Let me hasten to clarify
that the clause "régime for the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons" is being
used advisedly. The idea contained therein is not synonymous with the statute of
the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Many non-adherents to that Treaty strongly
believe in the objectives of nuclear-free zones; hence the paragraph has been
constructed to satisfy both parties and non-parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

The remaining four preambular paragraphs have been taken from previous
resolutions, dating back to 1965. They need no further elaboration, except to
underline the fact that the definition of the continent of Africa in the fourth
Preambular paragraph is taken verbatim from the Charter of the @rganization of
African Unity. Naturally, the islands referred to therein include such island
States as Mauritius, which became independent after the Charter had come into
force.

It is probably a feat of artistic achievement that the preambular paragraphs
of the draft resolution require more explanation than the operative paragraphs.

I way add, however, that operative paragraph 1 is new. Like the fabled emperof
in his new clothes, the kernel of the paragraph is bare and honest. It requires
no special effort to see its essence and significance. It is a part of the
standard folklore of the United Nations.

Lest there be some doubting Thomases, I should like to conclude by saying
that operative paragraph 4 is one and the same as paragraph 3 of resolution
3261 E (XXIX) which was adopted unanimously by the General Assembly. The only
correct construction to put upon the paragraph is one conceived in the light of
international law that governs the sovereign rights of States, the high seas and
the rights of innocent passage. We do not use the word "transporting” in a
restrictive manner. We believe that nuclear-weapon States owe us a legal and a
moral obligation not to transport nuclear weapons into or in transit across Africa.
If for someunforeseen reasons that has to be done, such an exercise cannot be
undertaken without permission as required by international law. Our fear, our

concern, genuine and legitimate, is that nuclear weapons in transit across Africa,
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might be dropped, or even fall accidentally, on our continent, resulting in

incalculable havoc and calamity. Nuclear-weapon States must not do or be seen

to do anything that will jeopardize States in nuclear-weapon-free zones that have

voluntarily, and in the interests of mankind, renounced the nuclear option.

The CHAIRMAN:

I thank the representative of Nigeria for introducing
the draft resolution contained in document A/C.1/L.The.
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Mr, EREIL (Israel): The Israel delegation wishes to state its position,
at this stage in the work of our Committee, with respect to the draft resolution
contained in document A/C.1/L.T74L.

My Government has studied with attention the Iranian-Egyptian proposal
novw before the Committee concerning the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free
zone in the Middle Zast. The Government of Israel has already stated in
the past its support in principle for the establishment of such a zone in
the Middle East.

As 1t stated in its letter to the Secretary-General of the United
Nations?

"... the Government of Israel cannot disregard the fact that Governments

of Arab countries bordering on Israel and beyond unstintingly evoke the
threat of force and attempt -actively and increasingly to ostracize

Israel from the international community." (8/11778/Add.3, p. 2)

This attitude is clearly incompatible with the professed aim of establishing

a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle Zast.

As regards the Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Government of Israel has voted
in favour of it, has stated that it supports its principle, and is continuing
its examination of the Treaty's implications, against the legal and factual
background depicted in the foregoing remarks.

With reference to operative paragraph 3 of the proposed resolution,
the Government of Israel has solemnly stated that Israel will not be the first
to introduce nuclear weapons into the Middle Iast, and it reiterates its
desire to consult and confer with the Governments of all the countries concerned
in order to agree on the prerequisites from which the commitments sought by
the operative paragraphs of the proposed resolution may emerge as a genuine,
and not as a spurious, contribution to peace.

As my Minister of Foreign Affairs declared in his statement to the
(General Assembly on 30 September concerning the establishment of a nuclear-

weapon-free zone in the Middle East:
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"Israel ... will be ready to enter into negotiations with all States
concerned in order to attain that objective. By negotiations we mean
a process of intergovernmental consultation similar to that which
preceded the adoption of the Treaty of Tlatelolco and other
international instruments of like character.” (A/PV.2368, p. 28-30)

A process of this kind is envisaged also for the South Asia and South Pacific
agreements on nuclear-weapon-free zones.

My Minister added the comment that:

"We do not think that so grave a matter can be settled by correspondence

through the Secretary-General." (Ibid.)
The Arab States have so far shown no readiness to take part in such a
consultation, and this is surely both significant and disquieting.

It 1s no doubt for this reason that the draft before us does not call for
such a consultation. This deliberate anomaly weakens the text irredgﬁgbly, and
in fact subverts its proclaimed purpose. Accordingly, we cannot support the

present draft, and will abstain from voting on it.

The CHAIRMAN: I should like to announce to the Committee that

Pakistan has become a co-sponsor of the draft resolution in document A/C.1/L.72k.

Mr. JANKOWITSCH (Austria): In connexion with the two draft resolutions

before us, as my delegation has already stated earlier on, we feel that
United Naticns efforts in the field of disarrement have reached a turning roint.
However, this impression apparently is not shared by all of us, and we therefore
attach particular importance to two draft resolutions which, if adopted, should
enable us to proceed to a thorough evaluation of the present situation and
to arrive at a series of agreed common conclusions. Because we attach =o much
importance to such efforts -- which is, in a way, only natural -- we are
co-sponsoring the draft resolution in document A/C.l/L.?Bl concerning the
mid-term review of the Disarmament LCecade, and also the draft resolution in
docunent A/C.l/L.YBE, concerning a review of the general role of the United
Nations in disarmament.

My delegation is also looking forward, in this respect, to co-operating

actively with the proposed Ad Hoc Committee.
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ORGANIZATION OF WORK

The CHAIRMAN: I believe the Committee is aware of the fact that we

have two more meetings -- one this afternoon and one tomorrow morning -- at

which to continue our discussion and debate before we go into tomorrow afternocon's
meeting to begin with the voting. May I invite members of the Committee to

let the Chair know whether they would like to take the floor either this

afternoon or tomorrow morning.

Mr. RESHETNIAK (Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic) (interpretation

from Russian): Mr. Chairman, you have just said that we would be voting
tomorrow afternoon. As I recall, our Chairman said yesterday that we would begin
the voting tomorrow morning, Thursday. Has there been any misunderstanding here?

I should appreciate a clarification of this point.
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The CHAIRMAN: Although I was not present myself when the

announcement was made, I understand that the voting might begin tomorrow
morning, provided there are no further speakers. However, if in addition
to this afternoon some representatives wish to speak tomorrow morning
also, there would be time for them to address the Committee in the worning,
and we would then proceed thereafter with the voting. We have a list of
speakers for this afternoon. There may be further additions to that list
for this afternoon and, possibly, for tomorrow morning. I do not wish to
impose an obligation on the Committee to begin the voting only tomorrow
afternoon, but in case there are speakers who would like to address the
Committee tomorrow morning, we would begin with the voting only thereafter.

This could be later tomorrow morning or, if necessary, tcmorrow afternccn,.

The meeting rose at 11.45 a.m.






