
United Nat ions 

GENERAL 
ASSEMBLY 
THIRTY -SIXTH SESSION 
Official Records • 

DISARMAMENT ITEMS 

VERBATIM RECORD OF THE 37TH MEETING 

Chairman: Mr. YANGO (Philippines) 
(Vice-Chairman) 

later: Mr. GOLOB (Yugoslavia) 
(Chainnan) 

CONTENTS 

AGENDA ITEMS 39 TO 56, 128 AND 135 (continued) 

Draft resolutions were introduced by: 

Mr. Kostov (Bulgaria) - A/C.l/36/L.32 
Mr. Djokic (Yugoslavia) - A/C.l/36/L.26/Rev.l
Mr. Salman (Iraq) - A/C.l/36/L.30 
Mr. Khan (Pakistan) - A/C.l/36/L.47 

• This record is subject to correction. Correctlona should be sent under the 
signature of a member of the delegation concerned within one week of tire dtlte of 
publication to the Chief of the Official Records Editin1 Section. room A·3550, 
866 United Nations Plaza (Alcoa Building), and incorponted In a copy of the 
record. 

Corrections will be issued after the end of the session, in a separate fuclcle for 
each Committee. 

81-64218 

FIRST COMMITTEE 
37th meeting 

held on 
Friday, 20 November 1981 

at 10.30 a.m. 
New York 

Dlstr. GENERAL 

A/C.l/36/PV.37 
25 November 1981 

ENGLISH 



NR/brs A/C.l/36/PV.37 
2 

The meeting was called to order at 10.50 a.m. 

AGENDA ITEMS 39 TO 56, 128 AJ'TD 135 (continued) 

The CBAIRI'IAN: I should like to inform the Committee that it -vrill 

take action upon the folloving draft resolutions in the followine; order 

during the course of this afternoon 1 s meeting: A/C.l/36/1.1, 1.4, 1.6, 

1.9, L.ll, 1.19" 1.2G, 1.35, 1.36, 1.37, 1.38, 1.39, 1.40, 1.L~2 and 1.22. 

~Ir. KQRNEf.l'TKO_ (m:rainian Soviet Socialist Republic) ( interpretaticn 

from Russian): The delegation of the Ul~rainian SSR has alreao.y had occasion 

to speak in the Committee on the proposal of the Soviet Union entitled 

··Prevention of nuclear catastrophe: declaration of the General Assembly';. 

rre continue to believe that the ado:r'tion of tha,t declaration, in the 

present international circumstances, could exert a restraining effect on 

the dangerous development of events in the world and would promote the 

creation and enhancement of the necessary climate of trust in international 

relations and o~en up additional prosnects in the search for mutually 

Etcceptable solutions in ne13otiations concerninr; the liaitation of nuclear 

-vreccpons. He note Hith satisfaction that this a,-pproach to the new 

Soviet proposal has been supported by a lare;e number of States. At the 

same time_ -vre cannot fail to drau attention to the attempts being made by 

the representatives of a number of countries of the North Atlantic Treaty 

Orcanization to cast doubt on the intentions of the Soviet Union. In doing 

so, they express all kinds of reservations or objections and they ask 

many questions. Of course, we aclmovledge the right of delegations to ask 

questions, but even a reasonably serious analysis of all these doubts, 

11lisgivine;s, questions, reservations and objections reveals that what we 

have here is 9 unfortunately j a situation -vrhich has become all too familiar 9 

where yet another Soviet peace proposal runs up against a negative attitude 

on the part of the Hest and all kinds of objections, ranging from the form 

of the proposal right up to its consistency -vrith the United Hations Charter. 
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Certain delegations are tryin:s to look for non--exister.t c1iscrc~pa:ccies 

between this propnsal and other Soviet proposals with regard to limiting the 

nuclear arms race - prvJx;::;als which were, incidentally~ rejected by those 

very delegations. 

The impression is created that, in the raisinG of thes,e questions" vrhat 

is really ~oing on is an attempt not so much to clarify the nature of the 

Soviet proposal - which is one of extreme clarity and is ai!'led at the prevention 

of the first use of nuclear vreapons and thus the prevention of a nuclear 

catastrophe -as, tec~=tuse of reluctance to accept this proposal, to try to 

drmm it in a sea of abstract discussions, to sow confusion and clistort its 

meaning. The way chosen for doing this is to distort not only the attitudes 

of the socialist countries to questions of limiting and prohibiting nuclear 

weapons~ includin~ the use of nuclear weapons~ but the very essence of the 

military and political strategies of the Soviet Union and the Harsaw Treaty 

Organization. 

Ue believe it is necessary to repeat that offensive doctrines have 

nothing whatsoever in common with the policy of the Soviet Union and the 

other countries of the socialist community as far as military production is 

concerned. That has been repeatedly and most clearly stated by the leaders 

of the Soviet State. Answ·ering questions put to him by the editor of the 

Hest German magazine Q~r Spiegel at the beginninc; of this month, 1-Ir. Brezhnev 

stressed: 

"The Soviet Union does not threateh anybody, is not plannin~ to :J.ttack anyone. 

Our military doctrine is of a defensive character. It rules out preventive 

wars and the 'first strike 1 concept. 11 (TASS press r_elease, 2 iJovember 1981) 
Permit me also to refer to the statement by the Defence r1inister of the 

Soviet Union, Harshal Ustinov, made on G November this year. S:pealdnr; at 

a ceremonial meeting dedicated to the 64th anniversarf of the Great October 

Socialist Revolution, he stated, among other things: 

.:The orientation of military doctrine depends entirely on the class 

nature of the State and its policy. Aggressive aims are inherently 

alien to the Soviet socialist State. Its foreign policy is a policy 
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of peace, friendship and co-operation among peoples, and from this 

is derived the unvarying defensive orientation of our military 

Cl.octrine. ·: 

As we can see, these statements are entirely unequivocal and do not 

give grounQs for any other interpretation whatsoever. Some members of this 

Co1JUllittee -· for example, the reyresentative of the United States at 

yesterday's meeting - in considering the ~raft declaration on the prevention 

of nuclear catastrophe, are attempting, by crude distortion of the facts, 

to ascribe the responsibility for the continuing arms race, and primarily 

the nuclear arms race, to the Soviet Union and the countries of the socialist 

community. However~ if one is the sli~htes~ bit objective and derus in 

facts and not demagogic devices and shuffled figures, one cannot help 

recoenizing that it is not the Soviet Union but precisely the United 

States vrhich has been and remains the initiater of every new spiral in 

the nuclear arms race, both in the creation and refinement of nuclear 

w·eapons and in the development of delivery vehicles: missiles, strategic 

bombers, missile-carryin~ atomic submarines, cruise missiles and so on. 

It is precisely the United States that has surrounded the Soviet Union vdth 

a circle of military bases armed ~-rith nuclear weapons. It is precisely in 

the United Hations that it is playing around with different versions of 

the io.ea of pre--emptive use of this lreapon and its surprise effect" and 

Presidential directives are being issued about the acce9tability of a 

so-called limited nuclear ~var. 

Incidentally, the so-called SS-20 missiles '"ere created and deployed 

in response to the United States medium-range nuclear missile systems aimed 

at Soviet towns and factories, anct those missiles i·Tere, incidentally, 

deployed on the territory of the Euro9ean part of the Soviet Union in 

numbers offsetting equivalent weapons of those who have declared 

themselves our potential adversaries. 



PS/4/brs A/C.l/36/PV.37 
6 

(Mr. Korneenko, Ukrainian SSR) 

Certain delegations also allege that the draft declaration does not take 

into account the link between nuclear and conventional armaments. All this is 

an attempt to represent matters in such a way as to suggest that this draft has 

been introduced actually to undermine the security of the North Atlantic Treaty 

Organization (NATO) and the military-strategic balance existing in Europe. 

But we would remind the Committee that the States Parties to the Warsaw Treaty 

proposed to member States of NATO as far back as in 1979 that agree~ent be 

reached on the non-first-use of both nuclear and conventional weapons, that 

is, to conclude a non-aggression pact between the ~arties to the European 

Conference. If the Western countries are really concerned about the possible 

outbreak of a conflict in which conventional weapons would be used and for 

that reason are not ready to undertake the obligation not to be the first to 

use nuclear weapons, we see no reasons to prevent the conclusion of such a 

pact. However, this proposal of the socialist countries has still not received 

any positive response. So the critics of the Soviet proposal are, it would 

appear, still enmeshed in their own inconsistencies. 

In this regard I should also like to point out that the Soviet proposal 

is of a universal nature. It affects not only Europe, but also Asia and Latin 

America and Africa) countries which, in particular, are threatened by the 

nuclear blackmail of racist South Africa. This is a point that is stressed in 

draft resolution A/C.l/36/L.l5, which was submitted by a large group of States. 

We were equally struck by another strange idea, to put it mildly, namely, 

that the indefiniteness of doctrines relating to the use of nuclear weapons 

supposedly creates a particularly stabilizing and restraining effect. This 

is an approach with which we absolutely cannot agree. It is not a matter of 

stability at all; the only result is to increase the risk of a nuclear strike 

and create fear of an unprovoked nuclear attack. Thut is all that is created 

by such indefiniteness. 
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We have also been told, by the Netherlands representative, for example, 

that the Soviet proposal~ as he put it, is not timely and first of all, so 

he says~ we must work for progress in limiting nuclear and other weapons. 

Unfortunately here again we are up against a very familiar theme. As everyone 

knows, the Soviet Union and the socialist countries began several years ago 

to put forward proposals for the prohibition of the manufacture of nuclear 

weapons and the destruction of stockpiles of those weapons, the prohibition 

of the development and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction 

and many other proposals. 

In putting forward all those proposals, the socialist countries - and 

indeed, this is the case now - have always come up against surprisingly 

similar ploys. And at that time too we were told that the time for prohibiting, 

for example, the manufacture of nuclear weapons, so they said, had not yet come, 

or that the proposal was too complicated, and so on and so forth. And again, 

the United States and other Western countries continue to block the very 

creation even of a workiPg group in the Committee on Disarmament on questions 

pertaining to the limitation of the nuclear arms race. It is the United States 

which undermined the ratification of the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) II 

Treaty and, at the same time, expanded on an unprecendented scale and in all 

quarters the nuclear-missile arms race, which is taking ever more dangerous turns. 

The history of the struggle for disarmament has~ I am afraid, produced too 

many examples of this kind, where, under the cover of various reservations, the 

adoption of concrete measures for limiting the arms race has been torpedoed. 

In this way, action has been thwarted largely because of the absence on the 

part of the Western Powers of the political will to adopt a declaration aimed at 

preventing the first use of nuclear weapons, an attitude dictated by the desire 

to free their hands to use nuclear weapons wherever and whenever it suits the 

Pentagon and NATO strategists. 
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And this is the vrhole sense and point of the search for pretexts - to 

get out of supporting tl1e draft declaration. Of course, nothing could be 

easier than to declare ~ny ~iven proposal to be oversimplified or 

propa~andist and in this way cover up one's own reluctance to solve any given 

problem. 

However, the question of preventing a nuclear catastrophe is too 

serious and too ur3ent for the future of countries and peoples of all continents 

and, indeed, for the very existence of mankind, for it simply to be brushed 

aside. It is the duty of the United l'iations not to permit this and to adopt 

the draft declaration contained in docum~nt A/C.l/36/1.2/Rev.l, thereby 

makinc a weighty contribution to the prevention of nuclear uar and the 

preservation of mankind. He appeal to all delegations to do this. 

The CRATRTTAliT: Before I call on the next sneaker I should like 

to inform the members of the Committee that action will not be taken on 

the draft resolution contained in document A/C.l/36/1.19 this afternoon. 

~~~--~~~0~ (Bulgaria): The first special session of the General 

Assembly devoted to disarmament recognized the potential influence of uorld 

public opinion and incorporated in the Final Document a number of specific 

paragraphs dealing with the need to mobilize world public opinion in behalf 

of disarmament. 

In the years follmring the adoption of the Final Document, vre have 

vritnessed concerted efforts on the part of l'!Iember States, Governmental and 

Non~Governmental Or~anizations to implement those important provisions. A 

prominent place among them belongs to the proclaiming of Dis"l.rmaJ'l'lent Week. The 

special meeting that our Committee devoted to marking that occasion clearly 

shows that the 1Jeek has gathered momentum as a focal point of broad activities 

in the field of promoting public awareness of the problems created by the 

continuinG arms race and of the urgent need to stop and reverse it , and to 

proceed vrith the process of disarmament. 
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The eagerness with which the international community has responded to the 

observance of the \leek is a clear indication of the need to continue and 

further expand the activities of the United Nations in mobilizing world public 

opinion. The 1-rcrld disarmament ca:rnpaip:n that has been proposed by Hexico 

is 0esirned to provide another suitable opportunity for appropriate channelling 

of such activities on a Permanent basis. He welcome and support this 

important initiative. 

Apart from the objectives that have been followed so far in the field 

of inforr,ation research and education, there is another important aspect 

of the question of mobilizing world public opinion to which the United Nations 

has not yet ~iven the attention it deserves. It is the question of identifying 

on the broadest possible basis the will of world public opinion concernine 

the course of action to be followed in the field of disarmament. 

This is especially important now in view of the continuation and 

escalation of the arms race, particularly in the nuclear field, and of the 

urgent need to halt and reverse the arms race and to prevent the imminent 

danger of nuclear "Yrar. 
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It is noi,r more than ever important that the peoples of the world express, 

clearly and unambiguously, their will to embark on a course of practical measures 

aimed at checking the arms race and proceeding '\>Tith disarmament. Such an action·· 

oriented endeavour of a world-wide character would give a stron~ impetus to the 

efforts of the United Nations by providing an opportunity to test priorities in 

the field of disarmament and to concentrate efforts on issues of vital importance 

to all the peoples of the vmrld, those peoples in whose name the lofty ideals of 

the Charter of the United Nations were proclaimed. Let us not forget that the 

Charter begins with the imrds ;;He the peoples of the United Hations ••• ::. 

This is the background against which my delegation, toGether with the 

delegation of Hongolia, has put forlrard the idea contained in draft resolution 

A/C.l/36/1.32, entitled ;:Horld-w'ide action for collecting signatures in support 

of measures to prevent nuclear war, to curb the arms race and for disarmament, : 

which I have the honour of introducing novr. 

It should be pointed out, first of all, that the idea is not a new one. 

Similar actions have taken place in the past and have unequivocally shown their 

usefulness. The recent intensification of the activities of a broad range of 

governmental and non-governmental organizations has demonstrated anew that 

recourse to such actions is considered to be one of the most effective tools for the 

action-oriented involvement of the broad masses of the population in the decision

making process on issues of vital importance to the peoples. There is hardly 

any need to substantiate such a conclusion. The mass media provide ample 

evidence to that effect in their daily news coverage. Moreover, a large number 

of organizations, both governmental and non-governmental, have recently 

emphasized the need to carry out such an action on a wider scale and have to that 

end elaborated specific proposals for consideration. For example, the Uorld 

Congress on Disarmament Education held last year by the United nations Scientific, 

Educational and Cultural Organization (~lESCO) contains a similar idea among its 

recommendations. Recent polls and public-opinion surveys indicate that an 

ovenrhelming majority of the population in a number of countries is strongly in 

favour of carrying out such an action. 



illi/5 A/C.l/36/PV.37 
12 

(Mr. ICostov. Bulp.;aria) 

Hith these few general remarks, I should like novr to turn briefly to some 

of the basic provisions contained in the proposed draft resolution. 

The third preambular paracraph reflects the raison d 1etre of the idea, which I 

have already explained. The fourth prearobular parar:raph sets forth some basic 

requirements that we consi0ered essential when discussin~ the idea. Their purpose is 

to indicate the general scope and possible oreanization of such an action by 

expressing the desirability of its being carried out under the auspices of the 

United Hat ions and 1-rith the active participation of non-Governmental organizations. 

In operative paragraph 1, l1ember States are invited to give their 

reaction to and comments on the ~aea, as well as their suggestions, in order to 

enable the Secretary-General to prepare the report requested in operative 

para~raph 2. In so doing, the Secretary-General will undoubtedly be greatly 

assisted by the experience ~athered so far by the Centre for Disarmament, and 

especially in connexion with the organization of the activities within 

the framework of Disarmament Heek and the Horld Disarmament Campaign. In this 

regard, the experience of UNESCO, as "'lell as that of other organizations in 

the United Nations system, would also be very helpful. The sponsors of the 

draft resolution do not foresee any financial implications, for its respective 

provisions can be implemented within the existing resources and personnel of the 

Secretariat. 

In conclusion, I i-rish to emphasize that the main objective of the present draft 

resolution is to provide an opportunity for considering this important idea, both 

by Member States and, subsequently, by the General Assembly at its second 

special session devoted to disarmament. In vievr of the reneral,. constructive and 

largel;;r procedural nature of the draft resolution, we hope that it i·rill have the 

support of the members of the Conwittee and that it will be adopted by consensus, 

if possible. 
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lir. s_ymn;::RI-rAYES (United Kingdom): I should like novr to make some 

remarks on behalf of the ten member States of the European Community on five 

of the draft resolutions which we have before the Committee. 

I should first like to comment briefly on draft resolution A/C.l/36/1.40, 

uhich deals w·ith the Convention on certain conventional weapons. This draft 

resolution has been sponsored by a number of member States of the European 

community, which reflects the importance that -vre attach to the Convention on 

certain conventional weapons~ one vTe consider to be a significant step in the 

development of humanitarian la'i.J to reduce the suffering of victims of armed 

conflict. The Convention represents a considerable encm1rar;ement of our 

continuin~ efforts to implement the Final Docuraent of the first special sessio~ 

on disarmament. \Te are therefore pleased that as of 31 August, as reported by 

the Secretary~General, a total of 41 States had already signed the Convention, 

includinB, I Hould mention, all the member States of the European Community. 

Ue hope that all States will become parties to the Convention as soon as J?Ossible 

so that it may enter into force in the near future. He hope, therefore, that 

draft resolution A/C.l/36/1.40 Hill be adopted by consensus. 

Hhile the member States of the Ten willingly lend their support to 

draft resolution A/C.l/36/1.40, 'ive consider that an important aspect of the \·Tork 

in this field has not yet been given adel}uate consideration by Eembers of the 

United Nations. This is the question of hovr to ensure that the Convention will 

be fully implemented and its obligations honoured in times of actual conflict. 

Last year, we dreu attention to the need for States to give further careful 

consideration to the question of a binding fact-finding and complaints mechanism 

to give greater assurance of compliance uith the Convention. A proposal on 

that subject Has put forward last year at the United Hations Conference by a 

number of States, including several members of the Ten, and was introduced by 

the Federal Republic of Germany. The proposal recommended that a Consultative 

Committee of Experts should be set up under the Convention to investigate matters 

arising in connexion with its implementation. It is the firm conviction of the 

member States of the Ten that an adequate mechanism for the proper investigation 
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of alleged breaches of the Convention would deter possible violations and 

contribute to strict and effective observance of its provisions. 1ife believe that 

that conviction is shared by many members of this Committee. The proposal 

on this subject, therefore, is still before us, and we hope it will be pursued 

further during the next session of the General Assembly. 

I should now like to speak on a~enda item 55 E, relating to the study on all 

aspects of reGional disarmament. 

He ¥relcome the consensus expressed in General Assembly resolution 35/156 Do 

¥rhich, j.nter alia, took note >·rith appreciation of the study prepared by a group 

of GOVernmental experts and expressed the hope that the study would encourage 

Governments to take initiatives and to consult uithin the different regions 

>vith a view to agreeing upon appropriate measures of regional disarmament. 

The interest of the member States of the European Community in the 

regional approach to disarmament has been highlighted by their answers to the 

Secretary-General 1 s letter of 28 January l98l,in which he asked for the views 

of States on this study and its conclusions. 

The Ten are encouraged to see that this interest is also widely shared by 

many others in Europe and in other regions of the world. 
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The report which has been submitted this year by the Secretary-General in 

document A/36/343 and Rev.l contains several valuable cowments and suggestions. 

Those ideas deserve a thorou3h exa~ination with a view to elaborating them 

further and, if appropriate, taking action upon them. 

1Te therefore believe that it would be useful to submit the study and the 

views eY:!Jressec by the Member States to the second special session devoted to 

disarnan'lent. 

It is in this spirit that the Ten share the hope that the General 

Assembly '\-Till adopt draft resolution A/C .1/36/L. 37, which has been submitted 

by many delegations, including :r::ember States of the European Community, 

and that it uill renew the consensus which was so happily expressed last 

year on this subject. 

I should like nmr to make a few brief comments on the ' Stud:',' on the 

Institutional f~rranfei".ents relating to the P:rocess of Disarmament:;, contained 

in docuraent .A/36/392, which is at present 'before this Co!Tll'.littee. The Ten 

believe that this excellent study, produced by the Group under the able 

guidance of Am.bassador Ortiz de Rozas, "Till make an important contribution 

to our future work. The Ten are very aware that the report, '\-Thich '.-le 

welcome i-lholeheartecJ.ly, raises a number of important questions. Arnone; those 

to which the Ten attach particular importance are, for example, the need 

for better co-ordination between the United Nations and other disarmament 

organs anc1 the institutions lister in a.nnex 2 of tre report - a list i·Thich in 

itself raises some important issues - the potential for rationalizinv, our 

approach to expert studies and the role which the recently created United 

l'Tations Institute for Disarmament Research might play in this context; the 

verification of disarmament agreements and the role of the United ~ations 

in this sphere and, of course, the question of the status of the Disarmament 

Centre for Disarmanent upon >-rhich "'e all rely so heavily. 

Draft resolution A/C.l/36/1.9 will be considered for action by the First 

Committee tomorrm-1. The Ten are confident that it will be adopted by 

consensus. He look forward to a detailed consideration of the content of the 

report at the forthcoming second special session. 
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Finally, I should like to make a few brief remarks on agenda item 40, 

entitled 11Reduction of Military BudGets". The Governments of the Ten member 

States of the ruro:rean Community have consistently supported the efforts 

of the General Assembly aimed at the reduction of military budgets. Ue 

have before us today tuo draft resolutions on this subject· draft resolution 

A/C.l/36/1.38, introduced by Romania and draft resolution A/C.l/36/1.39, 

introduced by Sweden. Draft resolution A/C.l/36/L.38 requests the United 

Nations Disarmament Commission to continue its efforts 1-rith a viev to 

identifyinG and elaboratin~ principles which might govern the further actions 

of States in the field of the reduction of military budgets, while draft 

resolution A/C.l/36/1.39 emphasizes the need to increase the number of States 

participating in the regular reporting exercise in order to contribute to 

greater openness in military matters, w"hich is particularly important 

for the conclusion of international agreements to reduce military expenditure. 

The Ten welcome the emphasis in A/C.l/36/1.39 on the work of the Ad Hoc_ 

Panel on Hilitary Budgets >vhich is currently examining the fundamental 

problems concerning comparability and verification 1-rhile working further to 

refine the standardized reporting instrmuent. 

He feel vre should build upon the valuable vrork of the M_l:oc Panel. 

In particular, vle should develop a pragr,latic approach based upon vrhat has 

already been achieved throu~h the use of the standardized reporting 

instrument. In the view of the Ten, the process of regular reporting on 

military expenditures could of itself make a significant contribution to 

the strengthenin~ of international confidence. But if this exercise is to 

fulfil its promise, it is essential that a representative sample of States 

froEl different geographic regions and differing "budF-etinf! systems should 

cor:'tribute by completing the standardized reportin~ instrument. In this 

context, the Ten have noted with regret that as yet no contributions have 

been made by those States with centrally planned economies. 

The Ten believe that one of the foremost objectives in the field of arms 

control and disarmament ner·otiations must be to halt the arms race and stop 

the increase of world military expenditure. If we are to achieve the objective 
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of balanced and eQuitable reductions in I'lili tary eY.penditure, ·v;e feel that 

our approach should be based upon generally accepted procedures which provide 

for adequate comparability and verification while safeguarding the inherent 

ri~ht of States to individual and collective self-defence as set out in 

the United Hations Charter. 

i'!Jr. DJOKIC (Yugoslavia): 'Fbe sponsors of draft resolutions A/C.l/36/1.25 

and A/C.l/36/1.26, concerning the implementation of the recommendations and 

decisions of the first special session of the General Assembly of the United 

Nations on disarmament, have had contacts Ue last few days, r-uid.e<" hy the 

desire to elaborate a draft resolution which would receive support from both 

sides. It is my particular pleasure to inforw. our Committee that such 

endeavours have yielded results and that nmr I have the honour to introduce 

draft resolution A/C.l/36/1.26/Rev.l 

I should like to point out the amendments contained in our revised 

draft. 

First, after the second parar;raph of the preamble of the ori~inal draft, 

a new para.c;raph has been included, uhich reads: 
11Reaffirming the importance of the Final Document of the tenth 

special session of the General AsseNbly which constitutes a comprehensive 

basis for further efforts towards nro~oting international security, 

haltinr; and reversinr; the ar~s race and the achievement of general 

and complete disarmament under effective international control, 11
• 

Secondly, after the sixth paragraph of the preamble of the original draft, 

a nevr paragraph has been included as follows: 
11Mindful of growinr; awareness amon~ States and peoples of the dangers 

of the continuing arms race, in particular the nuclear-arms race, and 

of the need to eliminate the danger of the outbreak of a nuclear war, 11
• 

Thirdly, operative p~:~.rarrarh 3 of the orir:-inal draft has heen arnen0ec'l. 

to reac,: 
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11Urges those 8tates also to intensify their efforts to brine; 

to a successful end the nec;otiations which are currently taking place 

in the Committee on Disarmament and other international forums and 

to proceed to or resurae negotiations on effective international 

agreements on items of the highest priority as laid down by the 

first special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament: 11
• 

Finally, a ne,·r operative paragraph has been included, operative paragraph 4 ~ 

~·rhich reads: 
11Recommends that the Cormnittee on Disarmament should concentrate its 

uork on the substantive and priority items on its a~enda vTith a view to 

achievinG tangible results in order to contribute to the success of the 

forthcoming second special session of the General Assembly devoted to 

disar111ament and to the accomplishment of the taslcs set forth in the 

Declaration of the 1980s as the Second Disarmament Decade:". 

In conclusion~ I should like to express my gratitude to the sponsors 

of the two draft resolutions~ and particularly to the delegation of the 

German Democratic Republic, which~ through their understandinc; and their 

readiness to co-operate, contributed most directly to the successful outcome 

of our consultations. I vrish to express my conviction that our revised 

draft vrill receive e;eneral support and that it will be adopted by consensus. 
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nr. =\RUTZSC~~ ( Ger:'1lan Democratic Republic) : r.Iy delegation 

fully endorses the statement just made by the representatjve 

of Yugoslavia. It is correct that parts of the draft resolution 

introduced by my delep:ation yesterclay (A/C.l/36/1.25) have novr been 

included in draft resolution A/C.l/36/1.26/Rev.l. My deleBation regards this 

revised draft as a satisfactory basis for a decision to be taken at this session. 

Therefore, we would ask that no action be initiated on draft 

resolution A/C.l/36/1.25. 

In addition, my delegation wishes to become a sponsor of draft resolution 

A/C.l/36/1.26/Rev.l. l<fe thank all delegations that were ready to support our 

draft and vrould ask them to support the new draft in A/C.l/36/1.26/Rev.l. 

However, we think there are ideas in draft resolution 

A/C.l/36/1.25 vrhich can make a contribution to further discussions on the 

problem of the obligation of States to contribute to =ffective disarmament 

negotiations, especially in connexion with the tasks envisaged for the second 

special session of the General Assembly on disarmament. Fe will 

return to those ideas later. 

In conclusion, I 1vish to express the high appreciation of my delegation to 

the sponsors of draft resolution A/C.l/36/1.26, and especially to the 

representative of Yugoslavia for their fruitful co-operation. 

Mr. EI1MJ (Israel): Israel has studied draft resolution A/C.l/36/1. 34 

submitted by Egypt vrith ,sreat care and attention. The subject matter is of utmost 

importance to Israel and should be so to all Member States of the Middle East. 

'He regret to have to say that, in our opinion, the Egyptian draft does not deal 

with a number of fundamental as well as practical aspects of the creation of a 

nuclear-weapon-free zone in a realistic manner. 

Draft resolution A/C.l/36/1.34 is declaratory in character, and no problems 

in the field of arms control have as yet been solved by declarations, however 

s~lemnly given or festively proclaimed. United Nations documentation for the 

last 35 years is a veritable graveyard of international declarations, adopted 

mostly vrith the full support of all Member States. 

The Biddle East is a region characterized by conflict and tension. Besides 

the Arab-Israel dispute, there exist in the area other serious conflicts~ some of 

which have developed into armed confrontations, such as the current war between 
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Iraq and Iran, which has already entered its second year. In such regional 

circru"lstances" the establishment of a nuclear--vreapon-free zone could serve as a 

credible barrier to the proliferation of nuclear weapons. Paragraph 67 of the 

Final Document of the tenth special session clearly recognizes that the creation 

of nuclear-ireapon-free zones will be an important contribution to 

non-proliferation and may be interchangeable with adherence to the Treaty on the 

Non-Proliferation of Nuclear \rJeapons. 

In short, a region such as the Biddle East requires the employment of 

concrete measures if a nuclear-vreapon-free zone is ever to come about. 

Some such measure was proposed by the Charge d'Affaires of Egypt in his 

letter to the Secretary~General of 20 April 1981: 

'
1In the light of the step taken by my Government and to safeguard. the 

momentmn generated therefrom, it may be appropriate to consider undertaking 

a study to explore the modalities for establishing a nuclear-weapon-free 

zone in the Middle East, taking into account the characteristics particular 

to the region. In this connexion ~ the comnrehensive study of the question 

of nuclear-vreapon-free zones undertaken by an Ad !lac Group of Qualified 

Governmental Experts under the auspices of the Conference of the Committee 

on Disarmament in 19'75 may be a source upon \vhich the study in question may 

draw." (A/36/220, para. 5) 

On 9 June of the same year, in a letter to the Secretary-General, the 

Permanent Representative of Israel accepted the Egyptian proposal and suggested, 

inter_ alia, as follm.;s: 
11 In the meantime, the Government of Israel has taken careful note of the 

contents of the letter to Your Excellency from the Charge d'Affaires a.i. of 

the Permanent Ilission of Egypt to the United Nations 2 dated 20 April 1981 

(A/36/220), in which the preparation of a study on the modalities for 

establishing a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the riiddle East is suggested. 

The Government of Israel -vrelcomes this idea and, for its part, proposes that 

the study be undertaken by qualified experts from rliddle East States, includinc: 

Israel, as recommended in parar,raph 248 of the Secretary-General's report of 

8 October 1980 (A/35/416). There is no need to wait until all Governments in 

the tiiddle East see their -vray to endorsinc such a study: undertaking it in 

the manner proposed by Israel would, by itself, constitute a valuable step in 

the direction of building much needed confidence between the States of the 
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region prior to the holdinc; of the preparatory Conference proposed above. 11 

(A/36/315, p. 2) 

\Te ree;ret that draft resolution A/C.l/36/L.34 makes no mention of this 

orie;inal Egyptian proposal. How·ever aodest its scope, it provided a framework 

for a fruitful exchane;e of vie\·Ts among qualified experts from Hiddle East States 

on the modalities required for the establishment of a nuclear-vTeapon-free zone 

in the I1Iiddle East. He believe that such a committee of experts could have 

generated a more realistic momentQm for the attainment of our common goal than 

can be attained by the itinerant efforts of a representative of the Secretary

General. 
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i:-To credible and practical alternative has as yet been found to direct 

negotiations as a way to securing common agreement. 

The creation of mutual confidence amon~ the States of the lliddle East is of 

paramount importance to the establishment of such a zone. Therefore) Israel 

included in the preambular part of its draft resolution last year the sentence 

vrhich stipulated: 

"the establishment of a system of mutually-binding obligations which 

would provide each StatP in the region with a contractual assurance of 

others 1 compliance 1-rith the commitment to abstain from introducing nuclear 

weapons into the re~ion.' 1 (A/C.l/35/1.8) 

If confidence of Hember States in others 1 compliance with the terms of 

the treaty is the essence and the sine qua non of a nuclear-weapon--free zone 

in the Mictdle East~ the treaty itself also has wider implications. 

This is Israel 1 s vision for a better future for the Hiddle East. Draft 

resolution A/C.l/36/1.34, though desicned to attain the same aim~ omits the 

mention of the negotiating process without which, as I have already stated, 

a treaty for the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the Middle East 

is unlikely to come about. He have also other reservations to the text of that 

draft resolution and we shall make a statement about them at a suitable opportunity. 

nevertheless~ because Israel l·rishes to signify its lvholehearted support 

for the very idea of the establishment of such a zone, we shall not break the 

existinG consensus in favour of draft resolution A/C.l/36/1.34. 

VIr. SHUSTOV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from 

Russian): The report which has been submitted to us by the Ad Hoc Committee 

on the Indian Ocean in document A/36/29 shmrs that its participants did a great deal 

of difficult work and althou~h because of the position of certain delerations, 

it l·ras not possible to make any progress in the matter of convening a conference 

on declaring the Indian Ocean a zone of peace, as desired by the overwhelming 

majority of members of the Committee> the dr~ft resolution proposed in the 

Committee's report in our view does nevertheless create prospects for the 

continuation of efforts to bring about the holding of such a conference. The 
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draft proposes the renevral of the mandate of the Ad Hoc Committee, and 

para~raph 5 of its operative part contains an appeal: 
1to make every effort to accomplish the necessary preparatory work 

for the Conference including consideration of its conveninG not later 

than the first half of 198311
• (A/36/29/para. 25) 

As will be recalled, the bRsis for the work of the A~ J~o~ Co~~ittee was 

the Declaration adopted by the General Assembly on desi~nating the Indian Ocean 

as a zone of })eace and a resolution of the thirty-·fourth session of the General 

Assembly to convene in 1981 in Colombo, Sri Lanka, a conference on the 

Indian Ocean, to give effect to the idea of converting that region into 

a zone of peace. 

The Soviet Union wholeheartedly accepts this basis. He agree with the 

idea of embodyin~ in an international legal document the fundamentally 

important aspects of a future zone of peace, provided for in the Declaration 

of 1971, that is to say~ the elimination of foreign military bases in the 

area of the Indian Ocean: non-emplacement there of nuclear weapons~ cessation 

of the escalation of the military presence of non-littoral States, renunciation 

of creating any threats to the security of States of the Indian Ocean: and free and 

unimpeded c:.se of' the exnanses of c,.::e ccea.n by craft cf ;.11 States" subject to 

~he observance of the principles and norms of international law. 

In a compressed form, this position of ours was expressed in a joint 

Soviet Indian declaration, adopted following the visit of Leonid Ilyich Brezhnev 

to India in December 1980, ivhich stated: 

;
1The Soviet Union and India confirm their readiness to co-operate 

in putting into effect as soon as possible the United Nations Declaration 

designating the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace, and support the decision 

of the General Assembly of the United nations to hold a conference on 

this subject. 'Ihey call for the elimination of all :"'orei~n military and 

naval bases in that region, such as that of Diego Garcia. They call for 

the prevention of the creation of new bases and condemn any attempts to 

build up any foreign military presence in the Indian Ocean on any pretext 

what soever 11
• 
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In taking this stand, the Soviet delegation categorically rejects the 

ictea 1vhich -.;.ras put foruard yesterday by the United States representative uhich 

amounts to renunciation of the Declaration of 1971 and the revision of the 

11andate of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean contained in the resolution 

of the thirty-fourth session of the United Nations General Assembly. 

Unfortunately, the :fld Hoc Committee did not succeed in carrying out that 

decision of the Assembly which provided for preparations to be undertalcen 

for conveninc; a conference on the Indian Ocean in 1931. Other time-tables 

>rere "!lron-:Jsed, but none of them satisfied the United States or its 

associu.tcs. 

One does not have to be particularly far~-sichtec1 to understand the sources 

of such a negative stand. Having declared whole rec;ions of the Indian Ocean, 

in ]?articular the Persian Gulf, as a zone of its special interest, the United 

States has concentrated there a :n1ilitary force far ,'-;reater than that 

of all the other countries of the region taken toc;ether, or of any other State 

at all, for that matter. This military force continues to be built up 

uninterruptedly, and this is demonstrated by the military manoeuvres now being 

held by American troops in the Near East and the north-west portion of the Indian 

Ocean. In order to justify the introduction of their military, naval and 

air forces into the region of the Indian Ocean, the United States is usinc; 

as a pretext the events in Afghanistan. But the furore uhich has been created 

on this score is a very flimsy smokescreen. It cannot conceal the vell lmovm 

and irrefutable facts \vhich make it amply clear that long before the events 

in Af'3hanistan, the United States broke off talks 1vith the USSR on the limitation 

of the military presence of these countries in the Indian Ocean, and began to 

create the base on Diego Garcia) bringing their aircraft carriers and other 

ships into the Persian Gulf, to prepare plans for forming a rapid deployment 

interventionist force and laying dmm a very broadly based infrastructure for 

their military bases in the Indian Ocean. 
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The Soviet Union expressed its readiness to discuss in international 

negotiations the question of the situation around Afghanistan, either 

together with the problem of ensuring security in the Persian Gulf region or 

separately. It made it unambiguously clear that~ upon agreement with the 

Government of the Democratic Republic of Afghanistan, it would withdraw its 

troops from that territory, given the necessary international guarantees, 

as soon as a halt was called to the undeclared war being waged against that 

country. But when does the United States intend to withdraw its armed 

forces from the Indian Ocean region? It has not told anyone; it has not 

said anything on the subject. To all appearances its military presence 

there is something it wants to maintain seriously, and for a long time. 

Of course, those plans have nothing in common with converting the Indian 

Ocean into a zone of peace. It is precisely for that reason that the United 

States has prevented the Ad Hoc Committee from indicating specific time 

frames for the holding of the Conference on the Indian Ocean and preparing 

its agenda. That is precisely why at yestersay's meetings the United States 

delegation, instead of substantively and constructively examining the 

question under discussion, simply engaged in perfectly useless rhetoric. 

That kind of approach cannot fail to give rise to incomprehension on the 

part of the overwhelming majority of delegations in this chamber who come 

here in a businesslike spirit and not just to engage in empty polemics. 

For our part, our delegation would like to state that we should not 

like to conduct work on converting the Indian Ocean into a zone of peace 

along the lines of a bilateral or multilateral confrontation. Like other 

socialist countries, we are ready, for the sake of resolving the problems we 

face, to co-operate with both the delegations of the Non-Aligned Group and 

the delegations of \vestern States. In order to be successful in this we 

must give up any attempts whatsoever to impose any preliminary conditions 

for convening the Conference on the Indian Ocean. The Soviet Union believes 

that there must be an improvement in the situation and that there must be 

an easing of tension in the Indian Ocean region, and it believes that 
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it is ~recisely the early convening of the Conference on the Indian Ocean 

that should promote the attainment of that objective. 

I_lr. BALETA (Albania) (interpretation from French): In this statement 

the Albanian dele~ation intends to make a few observations on the question of 

turning the Indian Ocean into a. zone of peace. 

For years now this problem has been discussed on many occasions here at 

the United rlations, especially here in our Committee. This year we .are 

once again considering a report of ~he ~d.Hoc Committee on the Indian Ocean 

(A/36/29)~ which our colleague and friend the representative of Sri Lanka 

has submitted to the Cow~ittee. That report tells us that, despite the 

tireless and dedicated efforts of the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee and ·----
the sincere efforts of its members, that Committee has been unable to produce 

tangible results or to achieve any of its objectives, the most important of 

which is the convening this year of an international conference on the Indian 

Ocean as a zone of peace. As can be seen from the report, the good intentions 

and the sincere and understandable wishes of all have not been satisfied, 

leaving much to be desired. 

But we do not think anyone has been taken by surprise by the meagre 

results of the Ad Hoc Committee this year. From the beginning one expected 

such results, bearing in mind the enormous difficulties the Committee faced 

even at the last session, especially bearing in mind the still unfavourable 

political climate that has been prevailing in the Indian Ocean region and 

throughout the world. 

After those very general remarks on the activities and report of the 

Ad Hoc Committee, the Albanian delegation would like to analyse the question 

of turning the Indian Ocean into a zone of peace. There are two aspects of 

this problem that we should like to address. 

First, we wish to express our position on the concept of a zone of peace or 

nuclear-weapon-free, a concept that appears in so many United Nations documents 

on disarmament. That concept continues to be under discussion and is subject 

to quite diverse and contradictory interpretations. Without the least risk 

of being mistaken, one can say that the concept is also subject to a great deal 
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of speculation. The history of the discussions on turning the Indian Ocean 

into a zone of peace provides eloquent testimony to the difficulties 

encountered in defining the concept. The various formulas that have been 

used to establish the degree to which the risk of war should be reduced or 

the conditions that would indicate elimination of that risk in a given part 

of the world so that it may be termed a zone of peace, do not seem to satisfy 

everyone. It would not even be possible, and the first problem to be resolved 

is how to define a "zone of peace 11
• 

There is still another problem that arises in this connexion, one that 

is more thorny still~ namely the real possibility of establishing true zones 

of peace. In this connexion our delegation has already given its opinion, 

when in the past we have said - and we remain convinced of this - that 

initiatives relating to the establishment of so-called zones of peace or 

nuclear-free zones in various parts of the world, such as the Indian Ocean 

for example, or ideas such as the establishment of such a zone in the Balkans 

do not really eliminate the danger of war or the threat of weapons. The 

fact that from time to time the imperialist super-Powers support or urge 

the establishment of such zones is revealing of their intentions. Their 

very intensive aggressive acts throughout the world and their aggressive and 

hegemonistic designs lead to the conclusion that there cannot be islands of 

peace in an ocean of armaments and war practices, in a world in which there 

are very marked hotbeds of tension. 

We believe that this kind of thinking can also be found regarding the 

situation that prevails in the Indian Ocean region. We are referring to the 

obstacles to the establishment of a zone of peace in that ocean. H'e have 

always quite rightly understood the concerns of a large number of countries 

that are faced with the serious situation that has been building up for years 

in the Indian Ocean and continues to deteriorate. He have also supported 

the desire of the countries of that region to work for the removal of factors 

of tension and danger from that region. In particular, we attach importance 

to the efforts that have been undertaken from time to time, including those 

of the Ad Hoc Committee, as well as some of the conclusions contained in 

various documents which tend to identify the rivalry of the two imperialist 

super-Pmvers as the main source of the tense situation prevailing in the 
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Indian Ocean. He shall continue to consider just and important the requests 

for the withdrawal of the military troops and fleets from the Indian Ocean~ 

the dismantling of military bases and other measures that should be adopted 

to the same end. 

But our analysis of the situation and of developments there, especially 

in recent years, leads us without any doubt to say that the Indian Ocean, 

instead of becoming a zone of peace, continues increasin~ly to be a theatre 

of the military and political rivalry between the super-Powers, which endan~ers 

peace and security. 
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The risk of armed confrontation is increasing. Many conflicts are already 

going on. 

The idea of transforming the Indian Ocean into a zone of peace dates back to 

the mid-1960s, when there was an expression of concern by the littoral countries 

of that region in view of the military penetration and the increasing rivalry 

between the United States and the Soviet Union in the region. Many years have 

elapsed since then, and one can see that the two super-Powers have enormously 

increased their military activities in the region. 

The main objective of the United States in the Indian Ocean has been and 

continues to be the establishment of a dense network in that Ocean, in order to 

station military fleets, armed forces and military supply bases in the area. After 

the failure of the Nixon doctrine and the collapse of the Shah's regime in Iran, 

the military strategists of the United States intensified their efforts to prepare 

new doctrines and to secure other bases and staging areas in the littoral countries 

as well as on the territories of some hinterland countries. The Soviet occupation 

of Afghanistan offered the United States an opportunity to speed up the pace of 

its military build-up and to complete its series of military bases with the 

super-base on the island of Diego Garcia as the central point. The Indian Ocean is 

considered to be one of the most likely areas for using United States rapid

deployment forces, for which it provides landing-stages and supply bases. 

The activities of the Soviet Union keep pace with those of the United States, 

pursuing the same hegemonistic and expansionistic aims and methods, consisting of 

maintaining an impressive military presence, obtaining military bases and other 

facilities in various littoral and hinterland countries. The military occupation of 

Afghanistan is part of the efforts of the Soviet Union to strengthen its military 

preparedness to act in the Indian Ocean region, especially to ensure logistic 

support by air for its naval fleets and long-range weapons. 

There is no need to try to describe in detail all the military power that the 

two imperialistic super-Powers have concentrated in the Indian Ocean 
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zone. It is enormous, and, since the confrontation between these tvro 

super-Powers increases with every day that passes, their military presence 

also acquires ne"'v dimensions and becomes qualitatively superior. In order 

to realize their objectives and to camouflage their aggressive actions, the 

super··Povrers resort to every possible means of pressure and demar;op:y, 

especially in tvo zones which have now b0cor.1e very sensitive: that of 

the Red Sea,extending tm·rards the l·Iediterranean, and the Persian Gulf, one 

of the most important oil field regions. 

The two su:9er--Povrers :r>ersistently claim to have important interests they 

:must protect in the Indian Ocean, as if the littoral countries of that 

Ocean did not have any interests of their ovm or as if those interests did not 

deserve to be protected. At the same time, or in turn, the United States and the 

Soviet Union foment disturbances in countries of that region or intervene in 

them directly. The hostile and ar:e:ressive policy of the United States to-vrards 

Iran 9 the Soviet occupation in Afghanistan, the bloody conflict in the Persian 

Gulf and the \varseninG of the situation in the Hiddle East are specific 

examples of the policy of intervention and domination of the two super-·Pm·rers. 

There have been moments when the t\vo super-Powers have tried to find 

r•1eans by \·rhich to accommodate each other in their attempts to dominate the 

Indian Ocean region and have even initiated negotiations to that end. At 

present they have opted for a harder line, one of direct confrontation and 

military competition. This has led to the idea that the 

super-Powers should have further discussions. Hopes have arisen that the 

two super -Pm·rers might return to the ne{';otiating table becnuse of their 

participation in the work of the Ad Hoc Committee and their commitment to 

participate in the internaticnal conference, but it seems to us that the opposite 

has occurred. Since the United States and the Soviet Union have net in the 

Ad Hoc Committee, that Committee has encountered additional difficulties, 

and the convenine: of the international conference envisaged for last summer has 

met with a setback. 

In these conditions we believe it is even more imperative to denounce 

the presence and the military activity of the super-Powers in the Indian Ocean, 
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as well as their manoeuvres designed to hinder the work of the Special 

Committee. As for the worl;: of that Committee in the future, we see no 

possible chance of achieving better results than in the past, and 

consequently we w·ill take the same 110sition as last year vrhen the Committee 

acts on the draft resolution. 

!Jr. SALI1AH (Iraq) (interpretation from Arabic): On behalf of the 

delecations of Bahrain, Chad, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Indonesia, Jordan~ 

Lebanon, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, 1-1adagascar, Malaysia, Mauritania, 

:rorocco Oman, Qatar, Sudan, the United Arab Emirates, the Yemen Arab Republic 

and Iraq, I have the pleasure of introducing draft resolution A/C.l/36/L.30, 

entitled .:Israeli nuclear armament'', under agenda item 56 relating to 

disarmament. 

This draft resolution constitutes culmination of the efforts to 

condemn Israeli nuclear armament. As members lmovT, the First Committee and the 

General Assembly have adopted at previous sessions a significant nunber of 

resolutions relating to Israeli nuclear arma.ment. In accordance uith 

resolution 34/39, the Secretary-General of the United Nations, Ii'. Haldheim, 

appointed a Group of Experts to prepare a study on Israeli nuclear armament. 

The Group of Experts concluded that study this year, and it is contained 

in document A/36/431, entitled ;:Israeli nuclear armament::. 

Iiost of the paragraphs of draft resolution A/C.l/36/L.30 are "::ased 

principally on the report of the Group of P~perts. In fact the fourth 

preambular paragraph is mainly a quotation from the report of the Group of 

Experts, where it states: 

·:l\Toting with concern that Israel has persistently refused to 

adhere to the non-.proliferation Treaty despite repeated calls by the 

General Assembly and the Security Council to place its nuclear facilities 

under Internation Atomic Energy Agency safeguards 11
• 

Operative paragraph 2 states: 

';Expresses its deep alarm that the report has established that 

Israel has the technical capability to manufacture nuclear weapons and 

possesses the means of delivery of such weapons::. 
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;
1Also expresses its deep concern that Israel has undermined the 

credibility of the International Atomic Enere;y Agency safeguards, in 

particular by the bombing of the Iraqi nuclear facilities 1·rhich >vere 

under Agency safeGuards 1'. 

That is also confirmed in the report of the Group of Experts. 

Operative paragraph 4 states: 
11 Reaffirms that Israel's attack on the Iraqi nuclear facilities 

and Israel's capability constitute a serious destabilizing factor in 

an already tense situation in the IIiddle East,, and a grave danger to 

international peace and security". 

Operative paragraph 8 is also derived from the report of the Group of 

Experts and it states: 
11Demands that Israel should renounce vrithout delay any possession 

of nuclear weapons and place all its nuclear activities under 

international safeguards·~. 
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l.Iost of the draft resolutions adopted by this Cor,Ttittee emphasize 

the importance of disarmament, particularly in the field of nuclear 

disarmament. After the conclusions in the re~ort on Israeli Nuclear Ar~aDent, 

it has been confirmed that Israel now has the capability of rroducinp: nuclear 

weapons, in addition to some political motivation which leads Israel to 

produce those weapons. It is therefore now imperative that the international 

community should assume its responsibilities by denouncing Zionist nuclear 

armament on the basis of the noble objectives which constitute the foundation 

of this international Organization and its persistent efforts to maintain 

international peace and security, particularly in an explosive area such 

as the lliddle East. 

For all those reasons, the sponsors of the draft resolution 

contained in document A/C.l/36/1.30 call on all countries to take up their 

full responsibility by voting in favour of this draft resolution. 

~:!r_:_'!':f\.:V.A-11~§ Imrms (Portugal) (interpretation from French): My 

delegation has asked to speak in order to T"ake a few remarks on agenda items 

55 (e) and (h) relatinr, respectively, to the stu<'ly on all asr>ects of rerional 

disar:r1ar'ent and to the revievr of the Ille:r.bership of the Corrr.,ittee on Disarr,ar"ent. 

I.Iy country supports general and complete disarmament under effective 

international control in a manner acceptable to and accepted by all parties 

concerned. However, present-day conditions in international relations and 

their foreseeable development give no p.:rounds for hoping 5 if vre vrish to be 

realistic, that such an objective can be attained in the short term. 

On the contrary, if we ivished to be prapJ!latic i·Te vroul<'l have to include that 

ai!l1 amons ideal objectives which should guide the general trend of the process 

of disarmament and lvhose realization would be possible only in the long run. 

On the basis of the same pragmatic attitude, if ive wish truly to 

make significant progress in the field of disarmament, vrhy should vre not 

pursue less runbitious objectives, that is, objectives of more limited scope 

but ivhich are more compatible with present~day conditions in international 

relations. 
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A regional aprroach to the question of disarmaJ'llent thus arpears 

to be a method whose nerits are self-evident. The study made followinf 

the adoption of General Assembly resolution 33/91 E, docUI!1ent A/35/1:16, 

has the advantap-e of sho¥ring very clearly vrhat are the rossibilities such 

an approach offers to the ~evelopment of efforts by the international 

community to attain the objectives of disarmament. 

In drauing up an inventory of disarmament measures already being 

applied at the regional level and those uhich could be subject to negotiation 

at the same level, the study produces a valid frame of reference for the 

States vrhich uish to undertake disarmament efforts in their regions. The 

overall review of regional disarmament contained in that study will contribute 

to a better understanding of the linl:s betvreen the efforts ancl. nerotiations 

aimed at regional disarmanent measures and universal disarmament. 

The history of international relations shovs that the tensions and the 

causes of conflict are frequently related to specific regions, a factor vrhich 

promotes the stocl;:piling of vrea:pons and the buildup of armed forces~ thus 

increasing the rist of armed clashes and conflarrations. The importance of 

the regions and of negotiated disarmament measures, as 'I·Tell as their 

implementation at the regional level thus seems fully justified in the 

process of general and corJ.plete disarmament desired by the international 

community. 

Those measures, necotiated in order to be applied vrithin a limited 

r:eorra.phical context, could easily taLe into consideration the specific 

conditions of the region. In the regional context as vrell as in the 

global, the verification of measures acquires essential importance. 

The Portuguese Government believes that the problem of verification 

should play an important role in the framevmrk of regional negotiations, 

because it is only effective verification nachinery \·rhich will guarantee to 

the parties the effective realization of commitments. 
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Another basic element for the effectiveness of regional arrangements 

aimed at disarmament measures is the initiative and the agreement of all 

States concerned. In particular, the support of the major military Pmrers 

of the region for the measures vhich have been adorted is of c'tecisive ii"rortance. 

Of course, there are aspects under study 1-1hich should be considered more 

thoroughly. That is a tasl;: vhich this Co:rrunittee may fulfil at a later date 

Hhenever it is deerned aTJpropriate. 

Uy country hopes that the study of all the aspects of regional 

disarr11ament will give ne>T impetus to the efforts of the international community 

to promote the objectives of disarmament, bearing in mind the fact that its 

conclusions and ideas are elements which can be used to advantage in negotiations 

relating to regional disarmament measures. In this connexion" the 

consideration of the study on all the aspects of regional disarmament by the 

second special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, as 

is proposed in the draft resolution contained_ in docwent A/C .l/3t/L. 37, 

seems to be fully justified. 

\Then my delegation spoke in the general debate in this Committee" it 

expressed support for havinc; the Cbmmi ttee on Disarmament adopt the measures 

needed to implement the recommendations of the tenth special session and 

General Assembly resolution 35/156 I. 

At this time I shall make a feu comments on that question, that is, on 

the review of the membership of the Co~mittee on Disarm~ent. That 

connnittee is at present the only multilateral negotiating body in the field of 

d.isariTiament ivhose vocation is universal. One can therefore understand that 

points of interest to all States doMinate its a("enda, since those are 

questions which affect the national security of every State. Nevertheless, 

since the Committee on Disarmament has a li!".i ted membership of only lro I"ef'lbers, 

most ~embers of the international conmunity cannot take part in multilateral 

disarmament negotiations. 
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(Mr. Tavares Nunes, Portugal) 

Here we have a contradiction between the democracy essential in international 

relations and the structure adopted and employed by the multilateral negotiating 

body which limits the participation of States in disarmament negotiations. That 

democratic element was one of the concerns that governed the work of the first 

special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, as can be seen 

from paragraph 28 of the Final Document, which states that: 

"all States have the duty to contribute to efforts in the field of 

disarmament". (resolution S-10/2, part II, para. 28) 

The recommendation to the Committee on Disarmament to review its composition 

at regular intervals arises from that concern. ~1Y delegation, however, believes 

that such an arrangement is inadequate, and that new means should be found to 

ensure that all States will be able to exercise the right which they have 

under paragraph 28 of the Final Document. 

The first special session devoted to disarmament appears to have been 

aware of that shortcoming and attempted to lay down some guidelines to remedy 

it. In paragraph 120 of the Final Document, it recommended that the membership 

of the Committee on Disarmament be reviewed at regular intervals. 

The second special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, 

which will be held next year, provides, in our view, a particularly appropriate 

opportunity in this regard. In reviewing the membership of the Committee on 

Disarmament, the second special session will be following up the recommendations 

of the first special session. My delegation is extremely interested in the 

work of the Committee on Disarmament and hopes that the members of that body 

and the second special session on disarmament will be creative in working out 

procedures that will enable interested States to exercise their right to take 

part in disarmament negotiations. 
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I1r .:_[_HAN_ (Pakistan) : First of all) I should like to introduce, on 

behalf of Argentina" Canada, the Philippines and Poland, and on behalf o~ my 

own delegation) the procedural draft resolution contained in document 

A/C.l/36/1.47. This draft resolution concerns a programme of research and 

studies on disarmament and contains a request that the Secretary-General submit 

his report on the work of the Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies to the 

General Assembly at its second special session devoted to disarmament. This 

is a purely procedural draft resolution and one that is needed because of the 

fact that one of the tasks of the second special session on disarmament will 

be to review the institutional arrangements relating to the disarmament process. 

Here there is certainly a link with the Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies, 

which is one of the bodies engaged in studies on disarmament and in preparing 

recommendations towards that end, a link that has been fully emphasized in 

the Secretary-General 1 s report in document A/36/654. 

Paragraph 7 of the report states: 

nThere was general agreement in the Advisory Board that, with the approach 

of the second special session devoted to disarmament, which is expected to 

deal, inter alia, with the institutional arrangements relatin5 to the 

process of disarmament it would be appropriate if the Board apprised 

the Secretary-General of the experience it had gained in the first three 

years of its existence and conveyed to him its views on possible future 

activities". (A/36/654, para. 7) 

It is in view of that link, as made clear in the Secretary-General's report, 

that we felt the need to propose this procedural draft resolution requesting 

the Secretary-General to submit a report on the work of the Advisory Board on 

Disarmament Studies to the second special session of the General Assembly 

devoted to disarmament. He hope that this draft resolution will be adopted 

by consensus. 

My delegation would also like to make some comments with regard to the 

draft resolutions in document A/C.l/36/1.3, entitled "Study on conventional 

disarmament", and in docuement A/C.l/36/1.4, entitled 11Report of the Disarmament 

Commission". 
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The vie·us of my delee;ation on the re<J.uest to initiate a study on 

conventional disarmament take into account the decisions of the tenth special 

session on disarmament relating to general and complete disarmament. \·Jhile 

fully acknmvledging the hic;h priority the tenth special session rie;htly assigned 

to nuclear disarmament" ¥Te feel that the conventional arms race and its 

consequences also deserve appropriate attention in our deliberations. One 

manifestation of the conventional arms race is the increasing resort to the use 

of force in international relations which, if left unchecked, 

-vrould push the world closer to a wider conflict. Conventional arms also remain 

a principal vehicle of the great Pmvers for the advancement of their influence 

and ambitions in various parts of the -vrorld. Another serious consequence of 

the conventional arms race is the colossal drain on the scarce resources of a 

large number of developing countries that are situated in areas of political 

tension. 

The study proposed in draft resolution A/C.l/36/1.3, in our view, will 

be useful in contributing to a better understanding of the consequences of the 

conventional arms race ::~.nd 1-rill inform vorld public opinion about them. It 

will also provide reliable inforr1ation on the expenditures of a number of 

militarily significant nations on the acquisition ~f conventional arms over and 

above their legitimate needs for self-defence, as well as the scale of benefits 

accruing to a few from the sales of arms at the cost of developing nations. 
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He further believe that the study proposed in draft resolution A/C.l/36/1.3 

will in no manner detract from our primary concern over the escalating nuclear 

arms race. However, this concern with the nuclear threat must not make us 

oblivious to the need to understand the various aspects of the conventional 

arms race with a view to bringine it also under check. 

Here I should like to refer to draft resolution A/C.l/36/1.4, entitled 
11Report of the Disarmament Commission';~ which calls for the renewal of the 

Commission 1 s mandate for the 1981 session. At the conclusion of the last 

session of the Disarmament Commission, my delegation expressed its disappointment 

over the fact that the Commission was unable to fulfil its assigned mandate. 

One aspect of the mandate was to elaborate elements for the study on conventional 

weapons. The efforts of the Disarmament Commission, although short of a cons~nsus, 

were, however, not altogether futile. The paper introduced by the representative 

of the Bahamas, after considerable discussion in the working group on the 

study of conventional weapons, set up by the Disarmament Commission during its 

last session, provides a valuable reference outline which can help in the 

elaboration of the study proposed in draft resolution A/C.l/36/1.3. 

vle do not see any particular contradiction between draft resolutions 

A/C.l/36/1.4 ~nd 1.3. If the General Assembly commissions the study proposed 

in A/C.l/36/1.3, the Disarmament Commission, at its organizational session, 

can address itself appropriately to the disposal of that specific question 

under the renewed mandate. In any case, the Disarmament Commission has yet 

to complete its work on the remaining items of the agenda of its 1981 session, 

for which it must continue its deliberations during 1982. Ue hope that the 

Disarmament Commission will be able to overcome the difficulties that it faced 

during its last session. That will require a demonstration of the necessary 

political will on the part of Member States so as to enable it to take positive 

consensus decisions on the items which continue to be part of the mandate of the 

Commission. 
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Mr. IBRAHIM (Ethiopia): I should like to make a few comments on 

agenda item 49, entitled "Implementation of the Declaration of the Indian 

Ocean as a Zone of Peace: report of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Indian 

Ocean 11
• 

First, my delegation would like to convey its congratulations to the 

Chairman of Ad Hoc Committee~ Ambassador Fonseka of Sri Lanka~ for his 

painstaking and untiring efforts in guiding the CorBittee towards a consensus 

text. There had been several occasions when differences appeared insurmountable 

but~ thanks to his dedicated efforts, it has been possible to arrive at a 

minimum cormnon denominator and we have a consensus text, which appears in 

the report of the Ad Hoc Committee, document A/36/29. 

Hy delec;ation deeply regrets that the Ad HOc Committee has been unable 

to prepare for and convene the Conference on the Indian Ocean in 1981, as 

it -vras specifically requested to do by the General Assembly in resolutions 

34/80 B and 35/150. It had been~ in fact, for that very purpose that the 

Committee 1ras expanded to include all the permanent members of the Security 

Council and the major maritime users of the Indian Ocean. It was earnestly 

believed that the participation of all concerned 1-rould provide the opportunity 

to strengthen mutual confidence, allay fears, defuse political and military 

tension in the re~ion and demonstrate good-will? as well as a positive and 

constructive attitude and practice, on 1-rhich the concept of a peace zone \·Till 

ultimately depend. Instead, the United States,a new member,. notin8 the sincere desire 

of the littoral and hinterland States of the Indian Ocean to reach a consensus? 

\·Tishes to twist the Ad Hoc Cormnittee into another Security Council, 

where it resorts to its veto power even to block condeLnation of a brutal 

invasion of an independent African State by apartheid South Africa. 

Still worse, the representative of the United States in this Committee 

yesterday, Hhile comment inc; on the report of the Acl Hoc_ Committee on the 

Indian Ocean, chose to engage in gross falsification and distortion of facts 

in relation to my country. He rec;ard that as either 11loose talk 11
, -vrith which 

we have become familiar lately, or an attempt to score cheap propac;anda points -

if not as a manifestation of utter imperial arrogance and contempt for the 

peoples of Africa and Asia. Ethiopia has always been and continues to be free, 

independent and soverei[n. 
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The representative of the United States also declared that his delegation 

regards the 1971 Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace as 
11 faulty and outmoded0

• That naturally prompts us to take yet another close 

look at the contents of the Declaration as contained in General Assembly 

resolution 2032 (XXVI). The first paragraph of the preamble of that 

resolution underlines the determination of the littoral and hinterland States 

of the Indian Ocean to perserve their independence, sovereignty and territorial 

integrity. Thus, the key essence of the Declaration is the deter~ination of 

those States to protect their independence and territorial intec;rity in 

accordance with the purposes and principles enshrined in the United Nations 

Charter. The fact that those principles, vhich hav~ been so painstakingly put 

together,do not sit well with the United States is not surprising,given the 

arrogant and warmongering policy of Hashington. The attempt to dismiss them 

as '1faulty and outmoded 11
, has therefore little or nothing to do vrith -vrhether the 

principles are workable or not, but has everything to do with the United States 1 policy 

of unhindered interference in the internal affairs of other nations, its 

arrogant unilateral declaration of spheres of interest and the naked use of 

force to protect that presumed interest. 

For the lar~e ~ultitude of the peoples of the littoral and 

hinterland States of the Indian Ocean, which, after a long 

tenacious struggle, have secured the emancipation of their land from 

colonial bondage, any kind of overlordship exercised through the modern version 

of gunboat diplomacy or the maintenance of extensive military bases,such as 

the one on Die[SO Garcia,or provocative war games,such as those nou goinc; on 

in the region, are totally unacceptable. 

It is in this spirit that the Indian Ocean waa declared a zone of peace 

and that the great Powers were called upon to remove their military bases and 

to reduce their military presence steadily and r,radually until their final 

elimination is achieved. nothine: in the Declaration even remotely 

seeks to challenge the inherent right of a State to individual or collective 

self-defence in accordance with Article 51 of the United Nations Charter. 
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The Declaration also stipulates a commitment by the Indian Ocean States 

to conduct their relations on the basis of the principles of sovereign equality 

and respect for the political independence and non-interference in each other's 

internal affairs; an agreement not to acquire or introduce nuclear weapons 

into the Indian Ocean rec;ion themselves or to allow their introduction by an 

external Povrer: the renuncio.tion of the threat or use of force against any other 

State; and the affirmation of the need to settle their disputes i-Qth one another 

by peaceful means and 1-Tithout resort to force. Those, tor;ether with the vrell .. 

established right to free and unimpeded use of the Indian Ocean by the vessels 

of all nations in accordance with the norms and principles of international 

la>-r and custom, are all matters stipulated in the Declaration for reaching a 

binding international agreement in relation to the maintenance of the Indian 

Ocean as a zone of peace. 
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It is these fundamental aspirations and principles that the 1971 Declaration 

embodies. And that srune Declaration has been challenGed, only yesterday, as 

"faulty and outmoded". 

It is essentially a question dealing with the concerns and determination 

of the States of the region to preserve their independence and to exclude 

their own area from the great-Power competitive military presence, 

particularly in its nuclear aspect, and to create conditions of peace and 

tranquility that would enable them to devote their efforts to the pressin~ 

task of economic and social development. The littoral and hinterland States 

of the Indian Ocean, nearly all of which are also non-aligned, have consistently 

supported the Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace because, in it, 

they find a reflection of their common historical heritage, aspirations, 

apprehensions, and determination. These elements, as contained in General 

Assembly resolution 2832 (XXVI), have been providing and continue to provide 

the basis for the "TOrk of the Ad Hoc Comuittee on the Indian Ocean. In 

this connexion, my dele~ation is gratified to see the mandate of the Conmittee 

renewed, as provided for in operative paragraph 6 of the draft resolution 

before the First Comraittee. 

On the other hand, my delegation is a1vare of some of the constructive 

sugGestions such as those made by the representative of Canada in his statement 

yesterday, and '\"Te look forward to considerinG them positively in the future 

'\"Tork of the Cerami ttee. 

I started my brief comments by expressing my deleGation's congratulations 

to the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee. Permit me now to express the gratitude and 

appreciation of the Ethiopian delegation to the Secretary of that 

Committee and the other members of the Secretariat for their dilivence, 

patience and valuable assistanoe. 
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Mr. JAROSZEK (Poland): I should like to comment briefly on draft 

resolution A/C.l/36/1.2/Rev.l, concerning the initiative of the Soviet Union 

on the prevention of nuclear catastrophe. I have not asked to speak in order just 

to voice my delegation's support for that initiative: the position of Poland 

in this regard was authoritatively expressed at the United Nations General 

Assembly by the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Poland on 24 September 1981, 

when he said, inter alia: 

"It is with special attention that we have noted the important proposal 

contained in the statement from this rostrum by Minister Andrei Gromyko 

concerning the adoption by the General Assembly of a declaration on 

preventing a nuclear catastrophe. Particularly noteworthy is the 

profoundly mwanistic essence of the new initiative. We extend our 

full support to all these proposals. 11 (A/36/PV.ll, p. 67) 

In his comprehensive statement in the disarmament debate in this Committee 

on 20 October, the Deputy Foreign Minister of my country subsequently restated 

Poland's full and resolute support for the Soviet initiative. He stressed in 

particular that 

" ... it would be fitting and proper for the Assembly to brand the first 

resort to [~ucleai/weapons as the gravest crime against humanity and to 

condemn military doctrines which advocate or seek to justify such use 

of nuclear weapons as totally incompatible with the United Nations 

Charter. The moral condemnation by the international community of the 

first use of these weapons would be tantamount, in our opinion, to 

the condemnation of any use of nuclear arms. A fully effective ban 

on the first use of these weapons would mean that there would be neither 

'second use', nor any use of nuclear weapons whatsoever. H (A/C.l/36/PV.4, 

pp. 43 and 44-45) 

I repeat: ". . . would be tantamount . . . to the condemnation of any use of 

nuclear arms". 

My delegation has listened with attention and great interest to the lucid 

and convincing statement made by the representative of the Soviet Union yesterday, 

in which he so ably introduced draft resolution A/C.l/36/L.2/Rev.l. The statement 

bears out not only the flexibility of the Soviet delegation but, as the revised 

text of the draft resolution indicates, the willingness to accommodate views and 

suggestions expressed in the course of our debate. 
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It was quite correct of Ambassador Issraelyan to underline the general 

interest which the Soviet initiative had evoked. That interest, regrettably 

enour;h ~ has not al'<.fays been entirely constructive. llhile it led some 

delegations to voice a number ofquestionsin a spirit of co-operation and 

vith a view to seeldne a solution satisfactory to all, others did not hesitate 

in their choice of lanGUaGe to si3nal their necative positicn. 

Some delegations expressed the vielf that the Soviet initiative limits 

itself to the non~-first use of nuclear vreapons, whilst a comprehensive ban would 

be preferable. Other delegations, to our surprise, found the initiative 

deficient because it either restated, overlapped or did not entirely coincide 

with earlier proposals which the Soviet Union had submitted in the United 

Hat ions. They also argued that the proposal put forward by the USSR failed to 

provide for a comprehensive prohibition of the use or the threat of use of 

force, thereby leaving open the possibility of the use of means of warfare 

other than nuclear. 

Surely, those delegation must be aware of the 1972 Soviet initiative on 

the non-use of force in international relations and permanent prohibition of 

the use of nuclear weapons. They must also be aware of the 1976 initiative 

of the USSR concerning the conclusion of a world treaty on the non--use 

of force in international relations. Regrettably, General Assembly resolution 

2936 (XXVII), containinG the Declaration on the non-use of force in 

international relations and permanent prohibition of the use of nuclear 

-.reapons 0 vrhich, inter alia, recommended that the Security Council should take, 

as soon as possible, appropriate measures for the full implementation of the 

Declaration~ has not, in fact, been acted upon so far. Naturally, it was through 

no fault of the Soviet Union that it failed to act. I need not stress either that 

the initiative of 1976 is still on the afenda of the United I•Tations. 

As will certainly be recalled, vigorous opposition to the Soviet initiatives 

came from the same clelegations which no¥r appear to object to the latest USSR 

proposal. In our view·, that line cannot but cast some doubt upon the sincerity 

of the position of those delegations. 
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As far as the Polish delegation is concerned, we consider that the 

proposal to denounce the first use of nuclear weapons in no way detracts from 

those earlier initiatives of the Soviet Union. Indeed, it represents yet 

another expression of the determined and tenacious policy of probing all 

possibilities to avert a global nuclear conflict simply by proscribing the 

possibility of the first use of nuclear weapons. It is our firm view that 

an effective ban of such a nature would be the first and major step towards 

eliminating any possibility of unleashing nuclear war. 

Speaking in this Committee on 17 November, the representative of one of the 

NATO countries went so far as to comment on what he chose to call the 11clearly 

offensive doctrine of the Warsaw Pact". As a member of that defensive alliance, 

Poland most categorically refUtes such an allegation. 
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The llarsmr Treaty "iras set up in response to, and followinr:;. the creation of liJATO. 

It has always been and remains a purely defensive alliance. The Soviet Union and 

other members of the 1Tarsaw Treaty, Poland among them, have repeatedly stressed on 

the highest authority, confirming it also at the current session of the General 

Assembly, that their alliance has no purpose other than defensive. Their 

military doctrine does not approve of the concept of a first or pre-emptive strike. 

The first use of nuclear weapons is incompatible with the socialist doctrine. 

More generally, a war of aggression is alien to our ideology and our politico

military concepts. It is also, of course, incompatible with the Charter of the 

United Nations. 

The proposals contained in document A/C.l/36/L.2/Rev.l seek to restate and 

reaffirm the relevant principles of the United Nations Charter within the context 

of the international situation which obtains in the world at present. 

Bearing in mind the excentional and critical importance -of the Soviet 

proposal, as well as its timeliness, my delegation wishes to reiterate its full 

support for the Soviet proposal. He confidently expect that the General Assembly, 

sharin~ some of these concerns and considerations, will accord the draft 

resolution in question its overwhelming support. 

I>ir. VElifKA.TESVJ.ARMJ (India) : He have before us the report of the Ad Hoc 

Committee on the Indian Ocean, adopted by consensus, along with the consensus 

recommendation of the Committee. The Ad Hoc Committee has just emerged from its 

travails and, despite the controversies that w·ere generated in the course of its 

work over the last several months, it is to the credit of the Committee, and 

particularly to the patience and dedication of its Chairman, Ambassador Fonseka 

of Sri Lanka, that 1-re have been able to come out with some agreed results, even 

if these results are less than entirely satisfactory. 

l1y delegation is, however, seriously concerned and disturbed at the trend of 

deliberations in the Ad Hoc Committee. Some of the statements which -vre have -----
heard from delegations on the report of the Ad Hoc Committee also reflect that 

trend. He feel that it is relevant to restate the facts concerning the setting 

up of the Ad Hoc Committee, lest there be any confusion, doubt or wilful 

misrepresentation of the facts. 
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The Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a Zone of Peace, contained in General 

Assembly resolution 2832 (XXVI),represents the expression of the interests and 

aspirations of the littoral and hinterland States, most of whom had won their 

freedom from colonial rule after the Second 1-Jorld \Tar and had decided to create a 

zone of peace in the Indian Ocean from vrhich great-Power rivalries and military 

presence could be excluded, enabling the States of the area to embark on the task 

of national reconstruction, free from external interference and influence. The 

call for the removal of great-Power military presence from the Indian Ocean was 

our expression of the determination of the peoples of the littoral and hinterland 

States to preserve their hard-won independence, sovereignty and territorial 

integrity. 

In 1971, 1-1hen the General Assenbly adopted the Declaration, the Indian Ocean 

was relatively - thou~h by no means entirely - free from great -Power military 

presence and rivalries. Apprehensive that in the years to come this rivalry 

could grow dangerously and pose a threat to their security, the non-aligned 

States brought up the concept of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace for 

endorsement before the General Assembly. The Declaration vTas not meant to 

restrict the freedom of navigation traditionally enjoyed by the great Powers and 

other maritime nations. For this purpose it contains a specific provision. 

Unfortunately, however, our security concerns have proved right, and in 

spite of the expressed 1'1ishes of the littoral and hinterland States the military 

presence of the great Powers, instead of decreasing, has been increasing in such 

magnitude that the area of the Indian Ocean today faceL a strategic and security 

situation 1·Thich is unprecedented in its history. Never before has the Indian 

Ocean littoral uitnessed such a massive display of destructive potential as that 

evidenced by the presence of the vast panoply of aircraft carriers, forvrard 

bases, and so on. It is this fact that has been the prime focus of the concerns 

of the littoral and hinterland States, and to which the Ad Hoc Committee should 

properly be addressing its attention. 

Successive resolutions since 1971 have reiterated the call upon the great Powers 

to enter into consultations with the littoral and hinterland States ''ith a view· 
0 

first, to halting the further escalation ano_ expansion of their military presence in 

the Indian Ocean and, secondly, eliminating from the Indian Ocean bases, military 

installations and logistical supply facilities, the disposition of nuclear 

i-Teapons and weapons of mass destruction, and any manifestation of great -Power 
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military presence in the Indian Ocean, conceived in the context of their rivalry 

and confrontation. 

It is this process of consultation which, strictly speaking, has beeun since 

the enlargement of the Ad Hoc Committee. The Committee itself, set up in terms 

of resolution 2992 (XXVII), is charged 1vi th the implementation of the Declaration, 

and it is this objective that the littoral and hinterland States have sought to 

achieve in the Conference on the Indian Ocean, >·rhich was scheduled to be convened 

during this year in Sri Lanka, in terms of resolution 34/80 B. 

The expansion of the ~-R~~- Committee was designed to secure the co-operation 

of the perr~anent members of the Security Council and the major maritime users in the 

implementation of the mandate of the Committee. It was not as if the General 

Assembly had agreed that the objectives and mandate of the Committee should be 

changed in order to suit the convenience of the new members as a condition of 

their joining it. It was legitimate for the original members of the Ad Hoc 

Committee to expect that the decision of the permanent members of the Security 

Council and other major maritime users to join the Committee vras an indication of 

their preparedness to co-operate in the implementation of the Committee's mandate, 

and not to overturn and scuttle it. 

The attitude manifested by some delegations, however, leads one to believe 

that this is their precise purpose. If delegations wish to put forward a new 

concept of a zone of peace in the Indian Ocean, or covering any other relevant 

area, it would have been more appropriate for them to have put forward their 

sugeestions separately in a resolution of the General Assembly, which my 

delegation mic;ht or might not have voted for, and constitute another ad hoc 

committee, which my delegation might or might not have participated in. As it 

stands, we find that the ivork of the !!--d Hoc Committee has been subjected to a 

systematic attempt at whittling avray its very basis in order to suit the 

interests and preoccupations of a few new members, which are certainly contrary 

to the expressed vrill, interests and aspirations of the overwhelminc; number of 

littoral and hinterland countries of the Indian Ocean. 
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1-Te are firmly of the view- that the ['id Ho~- Committee cannot go about 

exaru.ininc; or chancing its mandate but should instead concentrate on the 

urc;ent implementation of its mandate. The draft reconm1endations which have 

been adopted. by the Committee specifically confirm and continue the mandate 

of the Committee as defined in the relevant resolutions, which are 

Genere.l Assenbly resolution 2992 (XXVII) 9 uhich determines the Committee 1s 

general mandate, and resolution 31~/80 D ~ vhich defines its mandate as the 

Preparatory Committee for the Conference on the Indian Ocean. 

He have been told that while there is ~eneral acceptance of the 

decision to convene the Conference on the Indian Ocean as a necessarJ step 

for the i~plementation of the 1971 Declaration of the Indian Ocean as a 

Zone of Peace, preparatory vrorl~ of a substantive nature cannot be 

completed overnight and requires time. Fe should like to ask if since 

its very inception the vrork of the Ad Hoc Committee has not been directed 

tmrards substantive preparations for such a Conference. Is it nmr 

intended that preparations for such a Conference should extend ad infinitwn 

into the blue horizon, or is it still considered unrealistic to set 

a date~ as all the non·alir,ned members of the Comr,1ittee have suggested -

namely, that it be convened not later than the first half of 19G3? 

The setting up of preconditions either uith re~ard to the harru.onization 

of vievs or 1>rith regard to the political and security climate in the Indian 

Ocean area are" vre feel 0 l'lerely a pretext to kill the proposal for a 

Conference. \mile it is generally accepted that some degree of harraonization 

of views is necessary before a Conference of this ldnd can be convened, 

surely such harnonization is an on-c;oing process and cannot become a 

precondition for its convening. 

As resards the political and security clir1ate, it is the very seriousness 

of the political and security situation in the Indian Ocean,caused by the 

presence of great Powers and their confrontation in the area,uhich 

necessitates the early conveninc; of such a Conference. Ue should not like 

here to state the obvious and to refer to instances of the military 

night and muscle of the c;reat Pmvers beinc; flexed in the Indian Ocean as 

lrell as the variations in form of this military and strategic presence 
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which are beinG employed in an effort at power projection or to serve as a 

deterrent to other j:Jerceived great-Pmrer advances in the area. It is 

onl~r necessary for us to refer here to the :meetinc in February 1981 of the 

Foreign !'1inisters of lion·~Aligned Countries in rTe'l-r Delhi, where concern 

1T8-B expressed over the growing build-up of great . .Power military presence in 

the Indian Ocean area. I should lilte to quote the relevant paragraph -of 

the Nei·T Delhi Declaration, uhich states as follow·s: 

;:The Ministers, seriously concerned at the a.angerous tension in 

the area caused by the expansion of existing foreign bases, military 

installations, logistical supply facilities? the disposition of 

nuclear ueapons and 'tveapons of mass destruction, as uell as the search 

for ne'l-r base facilities, 'tvarned of the a.angers of any actions that 

'1-rould provide pretexts for the intervention or the presence of the 

great Povrers in the area. They also reaffirmed their determination 

to vork for the success of the Conference on the Indian Ocean, 

scheduled to be held in Sri Lanka in 1981:, to achieve the objectives 

of the concept of the Indian Ocean as a zone of peace, and to this 

end urged all great Pmrers and other major maritime users to 

participate in the Conference in a constructive spirit, and to start 

a process of reducin~ their military presence in the Indian Ocean 

area Pleamrhile. ;; (jlj36/ll6, Annex, para. 41) 

Ue deeply re::ret that the Committee has been precluded from arriving 

at an arrangement on the finalization of dates for the convening of the 

Conference in 1981 and has novr to consider its being convened not later 

than the first half of 1983. He hope that this nevr deadline, at least, 

can be adhered to. 

There has been an attempt to portray the question of the Indian Ocean 

as a zone of peace as a purely regional disarmament measure. This kind of 

an approach flies in the face of the facts, since the peace of the 

Indian Ocean is threatened "t-Tith being disturbed because of the escalating 

military presence of the great Po1-rers. It is precisely this extra:-reeional 
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military presence in the area vrhich has necessitated the declaration of the 

area as a zone of peace. 

In a very real sense the concept of the Indian Ocean as a zone of 

peace embodied in the Declaration contained in resolution 2a32 (XXVI) 

represents a proposal that has emanated from the littoral and hinterland 

States of the Indian Ocean. Over the years it has nlso represented their 

continued hope that this is perhaps the chief vray to ensure the return 

of peace and tranquillity to the area. It also has represented the refusal 

of those States to allow the uaters that vrash their shores to become the 

bc..ttlegrounc1 of outside Povrers 9 not only affecting their political security 

and their economic uell-being but also becoming a potential hazard for the 

free and unimpeded use in,innocent passage,of the ocean by the vessels of 

all countries. 

The meeting rose at 1. 05 p ,l'l. 




