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The meeting was called to order at 3.20 p.m,

ACENDA ITENMS 39, L1, k2, k4 TO 47, k9, 50, 54 TO 56 AID 135 (continued)

The CHATRIAN: Before we proceed to take action on the next draft

resolution, I shall call on tie representative of Denmark, who has asked to

malze a statement.

r, MICHAELSEN (Denmark): On 10 November 1981 Denmark introduced draft
resolution A/C.1/36/L.3 on the study on conventional disarmament. Our prorosal
was a follow-up to lest year's resolution 35/156 A, in which the General Assembly

gave its approval in principle for a study to be carried out on all aspects
of the conventional arms race and on disarmament relating to conventional weapons
and armed forces. As we stated in cur introduction of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.3,
we consider it most important that the question of conventional armaments
be given = proper place in tte international disarmament deliberations.
The experts' study could forn a sound, solid basis for our common discussions
and consideration in this regard.
We have listened with great care to the comments on our draft proposal
during the past couple of weeks, Ve are of course grateful for the support
that has been expressed, Bui. we have also listened carefully to the critical
remarks reflecting the diversity of views on this matter.
In a spirit of comprominé ahd wishing to secure the broadest possible
support for the draft resolution, we have consulted a number of delegations
in the Cormittee, In the limht.bf these-consultations,_we.have reconsidered
our original proposal and priesented a revised version in document
A/C.1/36/L.3/Rev.1l, which, w: are confident, will meet most of the views expressed.
I should like briefly to menfion the principal elements of the revised
proposal we have now put before the Committee,
First, it requests the Seéretary—ﬂenéral to establish the group of experts
in accordance with the provisions of last y'éa.'r 's resolution.
Secondly, it requests tng'Uhited Nations Disarmament Commission to complete
its consideration of the issue;'thereby accommodating the views of those
delemations that have expressed théir concerns about the role of the United Nations

Disarmament Commission.
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(Mr. Michaelsen, Denmark )

Thirdly, it agrees that the expert group shéuld pursue its work after the
1982 session of the United Nations Disarmament Commission, taking into
consideration such conclusions as the Commission may submit to it and the
deliberations at the 1981 éubstahpive session of the Commission, in particular
reflected in paragraph 21 and AnneiliII of the report of that session.

Finally, it requests that the réport of the expert group be submitted to
the thirty-eighth session of the General Assembly.

The revised proposal now submitted ﬁns, as previously mentioned, drawn up
after consultations with a nﬁmbef ofldelegﬁtions. It is our sincere hope
and expectation that it will receiﬁe brﬁad support. After all, the conventiocnal
arms race is of major concern to-alliof us. In our view, the expert study
could make an important contribution to h better understanding of the issues

involved.

The CHAIRMAN: The revised draft resolution, A/C.1/36/L.3/Rev.l, will

be one of the first draft resolutions to -be considered and acted upon at
tomorrow morning's meeting. I would therefore prefer that any comments on
this revised ¢:-n-t resolution be m#ﬁetht that time.

If that is agreeable to the membé;s of the Committee, we shall now proceed
to take action on draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.35, relating to item L2 (a),
"Chemical and bacteriological (biologiqal) weapons: report of the Committee
on Disarmament™, It is sponsored by 3T.countries and was introduced by the
representative of Canada at the 36th_mceting of the Committee on 19 November.
The sponsors are: Afghanistan, Argentiné, Austriay Belgium, Bulgaria, the
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Canada,'chiies Congo, Cuba, Czechoslovakia,
Denmark, Ecuador, Ethiopia, Finland, France, the German Democratic Republic,
the Federal Republic of Germany, Greece, Honduras, Hungary, Ireland, Italy,
Ivory Coast, Japan, Kenya, the Lao People's Democratic Republic, Mali, Mongolia,
the Netherlands, Niger, Norway, Poland, Qatar. Spain, the Ukrainian Soviet
Socialist Republic and Viet Nam.
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(The Chairman)

The wenbers of the Committee also have before them document A/C.1/36/L.48 |
which contains an =mendment to draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.35 troposed by
Trazil, 'y:t, Irdia, Indeneeisn ilerien, Pakistan, Sri Tanka, Swveden and
Yusoslavia.

I shall now call on representatives who have asked to be allowed to

oxplain their vote before the voting.

EE;”HEHEEEQ.(UﬂHad*)= Before ‘the vote on the proposed zmendment
in document A/C.1/36/L.L3 {to the druft resolution in document A/C.1/36/L.35 on
chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapcns, I wish to remind the members
of the First Committee that during past sessions Poland and Canada have
Jjointly presented a consensts-secking druft resolution conveying the very
strong desire of all ilembers of the Assembly that prosress be made in the
nepotiation of a multilaterel convention on the prohibition of chemical weapons.
Last year @ number of countiies joined in spomsoring such a resolution which
was adovted by consensus. "his year there were extensive nepgotiations seeking
a text that would agein conrey the sensec of the Assembly that high priority
should be given by the Committee on Disarmament to the nepotiation of 2
multilateral chemical weapoas convention, Lventually, agreement was reached
on a text which would command the support of all delesations.

Tn considering the proposed amendment in doeument A/C.1/36/L.48, we
hope that nembers of this Committee will reflect on the precadural as well
as the substantive aspects. The emphasis in document A/C.1/36/L.48 on
aiving & high priority to this subject and a Committec on Disarmament
ad hoec working group on chemical weapons being given an appropriately
revised mandate are sentiments to which most delegations, inecluding my owm,
would subscribe. However, the specificity of that language is not acceptable
to all azlegations. Therefore, we must consider whether it is desirable to
adopt an amendment that woald bresk the hoped.-for consensus.

Members will be aware that the Cormmittee on Disarmament makes decisions
by consensus only. e doubt that a draft resolution incorporating the more

far..reaching words of the rroposed amendment, even if adopted by a larsge mejority,
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(tir, Menzies, Canada)

will have an irgact comparable to the bromisy wording of the orisinal draft
resolution A/C.1/36/L.35, whiel we bulicve wos acceptsble to nll mamber:
of this Committee.

Depresenting a delegation which has put e lot of effort into deweloping
a text for draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.25 vhich would command congenyus, L
feel obliced to vote against the csrendment. even. thourh Canade does not

disarrce with the sentiment of the provosal in document A/C.1/36/L.NE,

br. OKAWA (Japan): Iy deleration has worked intensively with

others in the hope of produciug s draft rosolution on a chemical wenpon:
convention that would command corscnsus, the result of which is now containe.
in documaznt A/C.1/36/L.35. VWe hove conducted comsultations in the firw belisd
that & consensus resclubtion would constituic the most encouraging supvnel Lo
those who are working on the elaboration of a chemical weanpons convention in
the Committee on Disarmement at Ceneve. Therefore, ny delesstion canaot bul
erpress its regret that the introduction of the prcposed amendeent 4o drolh
resolution A/C.1/36/1.35 is going *o prevent us from obtnining o consensus
resoluticn, for vhich my delecation ond others have worked so hard to achicve.
set ne make it quite elear, however, thet the substance of the ypropesed
amendmen: 1s enbirely acceptable to my delegubion.

In the light of the aforementioned cornsiderations. iy delegation will bLove

to abstoin in the vote on the amendment propesed in document A/C.1/36/L.4G.

ir. JAROSZEK (Poland): The Polish delenation is in agreement,

both as to the substance gnd the intention, with the draft amendment contained
in document A/C.1/36/L.18. As a matter of fact. in our initial draft. wvhich
vas the basis of our consultations with the delegations of Canada and Japen,

a similar idea was included along with a number of cthers. However, during
the procass of consultations it appeared thet that idea wns not acceptablc

to sone delepetions and that no consensus would be reached if we insisted on

that particular wordins. That was why we agreed to o sort of "minimslistic”
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(ir. Jaroszek, Polend)

draft in order to achieve consensus vhich, rerrettably. is aluvays the
lovest comion demominator - »nd that is certainly the case with draft
resolution A/C.1/36/L.35.

Hovevﬁr, I‘should 1like to recnll that it has been a rvod tradition of
this Comnittee, so Tfor as cliemicnl veavons resolutions are concerned, alvays
to try Lo roduce n'drnft aceeptable to 211 delegations, because, as we all
know, the Joumittes on Disaimonent at Geneve vorks on the basis of consensus.
Thet is the reason we hove chosen to include our idems in a number of separate
dralt. resolutions . for exaiple., the draft resoluticn contained in
decwient A/C.1/36/L.36/Tev,..

I zhowld 2ike to drow the cttention of the sronsors of the prorosed
anend.onm. to the Tact that operative porngraph 3 of draft resolution
AJC.1/36/L,36/Rev.]l contains exactly the seme wordins as the proposed
aponduent to A/C.1/36/L.35 in document A/C.1/3G/L.48.
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(ir. Jaroszek, K Poland)

e think that it would be preferable to stieck to the consensus vhich was
vorked out as the representatives of Canada and Japan pointed out before me
with consideralble effort especially since the same idea is contained in another
draft resclution on the elimination of chewmical weapons. namely, that contained
in document A/C.1/3G/L.3€/Rev.l. So, while T stress égain that we are in full
arreement with bhoth the substance and the intent of the vnrornosed aznendment.
ve would howe that the authors of the amendment will not press for a vote and
thus break the consensus on tne draft resolution contained in document
A/C.1/36/1..35. If cur hopes are not fulfilled and if a vote is to be taken,
then my delegation would re-~retfullr feel obli~ed to abstain ¢n the drnfi
amendment vhile I apain repeat . being in full asreement with its substance

and intent,

The CHATIRMAII: Ve shall now proceed to a vete on the proposed amendment
to draft resolution A/C.1/3G/L.35 contained in docunent A/C.1/35/L.48.
A recorded vote has been reqguested.
A recorded vote was taicn.
In favour: Arghanistan Algeria. Angols . Argentina. Australia, Austria,
Rabrain, Parbodos, Belgium. Benin. Bhutan, Bolivia
Brazil . Bulgoris. Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet
Socialist RBepublic, Chad, China. Cubag Cyprus.
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Demmark, Djivouti,

i

Fcvador, Egypt., Ethiopia, Fiji, France, Gabon. German

Democratic Republic, Germany. Federal Republic of, Ghana,
Greece, Guatemals , Cuvana. Haiti, Mungary  Iceland,
India, Indonesia. Iran TIrag, Irelaﬁd, Italy, Jamaica,
dJordan, ¥Fenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democrotic Renublic,

Lebanon, Lityan Arab Jamshiriya . Madagascar, Malaysia

lalta, lmuritania. l!exico, i'ongolia, iorocco, lozembique.
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Tleval , Wetherlands, llev Zealand. Hicararua, Wizeria .
iforvay, Oman,6 Pakistan. Panama, Paoua lew Guinea .
Peru. Philippines @atar Romania, Sac Tcome and
Pr:ncipe, Saudi Arabia. Sierra Leone., Singapore,
Sonialia, Spain. Sri Lanke, Sudan, Swaziland, Sweden,
Syrian Arab Republic, Trailand, Togo. Trinidad and
Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey. Uganda  Union of Coviet
Socialist Republics, United Arab Imirates, United
Kincdom of Great Britain and Forthern Ireland United
Republic of Camerocon_ Venezuela, Viet 1lam_ Yemen,
Yugoslavia , Zambia

frainst: Canada. United States of America

Lbstaining: DBahamas . Cape Verde Chile, Conso, Finland @ Guinea,
flonduras, Israel Ivory Coast, Janan, Lesotho, ilali,
Iimer Pararuay Poland. Portugal DRwanda. Senegal,
Talre

Provosed amendment 4 C.1/36/L.U8 to draft resolution 1/C.1/36/L.35 vas
adopted Ly 101 votes to 2. with 19 abstentions.¥

#  Subsequently, the delegation of Bangladesh advised the Secretariat that

it had intended to vote in favour.
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The CHAIRMAN: T shall now call on those delegations which wish to

explain their vote on the amendment just adopted, or their vote on draft

resolution A/C.1/36/L.35 as amended, before it is voted upon.

Mr. YANG Hushan {(China) (interpretation from Chinese): I should now

like to explain the vote of the Chinese delegation on the draft resolutions
contained in both A/C.1/36/L.35 and A/C.1/36/L.36/Rev.1l.

The Chinese Government has consistently attached importance to the question
of the prohibition of chemical weapons and is in favour of the complete prohibition
and final destruction of all chemical weapons. We have actively participated in
the nepotiations in the Committee on Disarmament on the question of the
prohibiticn of such weapons and have expounded our view on the elements of
the future convention on the prchibition of chemical weapons.

In view of the fact that the use of chemical weapons is a very real
threat at the present time, we believe that the scope of our future convention
should also include a ban on the use of such weapons. This would strengthen

Tler ity e veskeon the 1025 Geneva FProtLool.

In order to ensure the full implementation of the provisions of the
convention, we also believe that it should provide for strict and effective
international control and inspection measures, including certain necessary
reasutes for on-the-spet inspesticns. Many medium and small-sised countries
have called on the Committee on Disarmament to proceed next year with negotiations
on the conclusion of a convention for the complete prohibition of chemical
weapons, We support that demand, We believe that the super-Powers, which
possess the largest chemical weapons arsenals =and vhich are still engaged in the
production, development, deployment and use of chemical weapons, should respond
with concrete actions instead of obstructing the negotiations on various
nretexts,

It is on the basis of the above-mentioned position and understanding that
the Chinese delegation will vote on the draft resclutions contained in documents
A/C,1/36/1..35 and A/C.1/3¢/L.36/Rev.1 on the question of the prohibition of

chemical wveapons.
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v KO Bpﬂ!ﬁﬁﬂ@,{Democratic tampuches) (internretation frow french):
Before our Committee pfgéeeQS"to toile a fecision on the draft resolutions
contained in documents A/C.1/36/L.35 as amended and A/C.1/36/L.36, my
delesation vould like to malke the followins statement.

£ ther

-

m

is one peog}ewtoday vhose children daily fall vietim to

cneical and hacteriolocical weavons., it is the people of Kampuchea,

This explains how very much. aware ny delesation is of all the measures needed
to put a finel and complete end to these monstrous weapons., Ve vholchearte&iy
urre here that an inmediate end be ut to the use of boeteriolosical weapons
arainst the people of Kanpuchea. Ve also vholcheartedly hope that other

neople will not know the trapgic fate of the Kempuchean peovnle at present.
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".2 _Yor Bun Fenp, Pemoerat ie Yarruehen)

‘v deleration is oulrared, however  to see that the snonsors of dreTh
resolutions A/C.1/36/L.35 and A/C.1/3G/L.36/Rev,L inclnde those whe
are massacrin®  the peconle of Kampuchea vith cliemical and bocteriologiceal
weapons, Py becomins co-sponsors of those two draft resolutions they prove
once apain hew cynical they are, This is » revoltins 1insult to the memofy
of thousands of Kampucheans, victims of the most odfons crimes .. and
I am referring to chemieal warfare only. - -
In our debates in the Committee many delezations have [orcefully
denounced the pernicious rhetoric of the representatives of Viet fam and
the Soviet Union, rhetoric in totel contradiection with thelr criminal aets,
It has become clear that Soviet and Vietnemese expansionism maFes use of this
forum for their own propazanda manoeuvres and distoriions, snd continue to
camouflage their policy of aggression and expansion towerds vorld domination,
For all these reasons, my deleration will not participate in *he vote on
draft resolution A/C,1/38/1,36/%ev,1, Yovever, 1t -renld 1ike to svail
itself of this onmortunitv to express its profouﬁd‘gratitude to =11 those
sponsors representins countries which reallv seek to defend the Geneva Frotocol

of 1095,
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S, de DA GORCE (Fpance) (interpret ition from French): The French

wtian voted in favour o the swendment in 2/C.1/36/L 48 vroposed by the Swedish
delegation cnd m certain nurler of other delenations., We did so with scme
ressryations | which we should like to have appear in the records of this Committee,

1

On the one hend, we do wt believe that 1t is aoppropriate for the First
COommdr oo and the General Asuombly  to make an explicit recosmmendation to
the Cumnittee on Disarmament about its vorking metiods, I am referring

specifically to the recoumendation concerning re-estahlishment of the

c Vorking Group on Chemical Veapons. Clearly, re¢ .establishing the

Yorking Group goes without saying and creates no problem, DBut this is not

an item within the competenc: of the authority of the General Assembly., nor

do we believe that a ‘revisel mandate’” is of itself likely to erable the Committee on
Disarmament 4o arrive as srexdily as possible at an apreement on a convention

on chemical weapons, We arc convinced that the ccmpletion of negotiations

derends essentially not on a mandate but on the positions which the

negotiating countries might take on the substantive aspects of such negzotiations
and on the possibility of reaching agreement .,

Hevertheless |, the French delegation voted in favour of the amendment,
despite our reservations about its wording, because we are convinced that
in fuct the Working Group’s pandate is no longer in accord with the present
rurposes of the work with which the Vorking Group is entrusted, and that no
doubt it is useful -~ indeed, even necessary - to adjust the mandate te the
actual work of the Working 3roup, That is why we voted in favour of the

amendment | despite the reservations I have expressed about the wording.
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lr, WEGENER (Federal Republic of Germany): ily delegation was able
to agree to the smendment contained in document A/C.1/36/L.43 as a matter of
content, It will shortly, a fortiori, agree to draft rescluticn
4/C.1/36/L.35 as amended,

fovever, in support of the statements made by other members of the

kuropean Community, I should like to voice my delegation's disappointment that
the commendable effort of those who have worked hard to bring about a
consensus on this resolution have not been successful., iy delegation would
have preferred to see resoluticn A/C,1/36/L.35 adopted in its original foru.
It fully supports the arguments presented in this regard by the delegations

of France and Japan.

Mr, ISSRAELYAW (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation

fren Russian): qpe delegation of the Soviet Union supported the amendment

contained in document A/C.1/36/L.48, Ve are prepared to revise the mandate of

the Ad Hoc Vorking Group on Chemical Weapons if the revised mandate will help

to further work on a multilateral convention which will prohibit chemical
weapoils .

At the same time, ocur support for the amendment should by no means be
construed as meaning that we have changed our attitude on the Committee on
Disarmament, the single multilateral body for holding talks on curbing
the arms race and on disarmement. We continue tc believe that no cne
is entitled to instruct the Committee on what sort of organizational steps
it should take. In accordance with its existing rules of procedure, the
Committee ditself has the right to decide on all matters, including the question
whether the mandate of the Ad Hoc VWorking Croup on Chewical Veapcns shculd

cr should not be revised,
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ifr, DAJAKOSKI (Finland): The Finnish delegation abstained in the

vote on the amendment in document A/C,1/36/L 43, In addition to our misgivings
about its content, the emphasis still lies on the context in which it was
presented, Indeed, we attach great importance to consensus in dealing with

the disarmament questions tu which the internaticonal community has given the
highest priority. We shall shortly support draft resoluticn A/C,1/36/L.35

as emended, but we shall do so with regret, as a co-sponsor, that the
Committee failed this year o adopt, without vote, its main resolution on

chemical weapons,

Mr. HOIRFALISSE (Gielgium) (interpretation from French): Belgium

voted in favour of the ameniment in document A/C.1/36/L.48, However, we
regret that this last.minute manoeuvre makes it impossible to arrive at a
consensus on draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.35, of which we are a co-sponsor,

It would no doubt have been better if the Assembly had refrained from giving
specific instructions to the Committee on Disarmeament about the way in which
it is to conduct its work in respect of chemical weapons, and if it had acted
in such a way as to preserve complete freedom for an agreement to be reached

in that Committee on this question.
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The CHAIRMAN: We shall now proceed to the vote on draft resolution
A/C.1/36/L.35, as amended by A/C.1/36/L.48.

A recorded vote has been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Australia,
Austria, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belpgium,
Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi,
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Canada,

Cape Verde, Chad, Chile, China, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus,
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen,
Demnmark, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji,
Finland, France, Gaton, German Democratic Republic,
Germany, Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Cuatemala,
Guinea, Cuinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary,
Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel,
Italy, Ivory Ccast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait,
Lao People's Democratic Republic, lebanon, lesotho,
Liberia, Libyan Arabd Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia,
Malil, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco,
Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger,
Migeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua MNew Guinea,
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar,
Romania, Rwanda, Saint ILucia, Sao Tome and Princivpe,
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia,
Spain, Sri Lanka, Suriname, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian
Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobagzo,
Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United
Arab Emirates, United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland, United Republic of Cameroon, Uruguay,

Venezuela, Viet WNam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia®

% Subsequently, the delegation of Sudan advised the Secretariat that it had

intended to vote in favour,
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Against: None
Abstaining: United States of America

Draft resolution A/C.1/36/L. 35, as smended. was_adooted by 127 Vobes to uone,

with one abstention,

The CHATRMAN: I shall now call on those delerations which wish

to explain their votes after the voting.

Mr., SUMMERHAYES (United Xingdom): I am speaking on behalf of the

10 member States of the Nuropean Community.

e voted in favour of the draft amendment in dccument A/C.1/3¢/L.48, which
amended draft resolution A/C.1/36/L..35, because we share the underlying
intention of that armendment. At the same time, we recognize that the effect
of the passage of the amendiment was to make it necessary to have a vote
on the draft resolution on chemical weapons, A/C.1/36/L.35, an item which
has traditionally been passed without a vote.

In voting in favour of' draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.35, we regret that
this year the CGeneral Assenbly has not been able to make a recommendation

by consensus on this important subject.

gg;qgggggg_(United States of fmerica): The United States deeply
regrets that the traditional consensus on the draft resolution just passed
has been prevented this yeur for the first time. Iy delegation deeply
appreciates the efforts of Canada, Japan and the other sponsors to rut torether
a consensus on this draft :resclution.

The amendment which thiis draft resolution now includes was introduced
despite the fact that the consequence of such action was well known. The
substance of the amendment is inconsistent with the organizational arrangements
for the Committee on disarmament, as recorded in paragrarh 120 of the
Final Document of the tenta special session of the United Nations Ceneral
Assembly. Under those arrangements, the Committee itself is to decide its
internal procedures for dealing with the issues on its agenda. The United

States cannot support any infringement of the Committes's authority.
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(Mr., Fields, United States)

The United States had intended to support draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.35
before this unfortunate amendment was incorporated. We did so, because
the United States strongly supports the objective of effective prohibition
of chemical weapons. Together with most other States, we are of the firm
view that, to become a reality, such a prohibition must include verification
measures that would provide adequate assurance of implementation and compliance,
Some States, however, refuse to accept international on-site verification, and
their negative position on this issue remains the most important cbstacle to
the achievement of the objectives set forth in this draft resolution.

My Government is currently reviewing issues relating to chemical weapons
and, pending the completion of that review, reserves its position regarding
the way in which efforts t0 ban such weapons can be pursued in the most

effective manner.

The CHAIRMAN: We have now concluded our consideration of draft
resolution A/C.1/36/L.35, as amended.
We shall now take up draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.36/Rev.l. This draft

resolution relates to agenda item 42 (a), "Chemical and Bacteriological
(Biologicel) Weapons™, and is entitled "Report of the Committee on Disarmament”.
This draft resolution has 13 sponsors and was introduced by the
representative of the German Democratic Republic at the 35th meeting of the
First Committee on 19 November., The 13 sponsors are: Afghanistan, Bulgaria,
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Ethiopia, German
Democratic Republic, Hungary, Lao People's Democratic Republic, Mongolia, Poland

Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic and Viet Nam.
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(The Chairman)

T now call on the representative of the United States of America, who wishes

to explain his vote before -she vote.

fr. ADELM&E_(United States): In explaining the vote the United

States delegation just cast on draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.35, Ambassador Tields
stated that the United States strongly supports the objective of the effective
prohibition of chemical weanons. We also indicated that onnosition by
some States to effective imsernational verification is the main obstacle
to achieving that objective,

T reiterate that support in connexion with the draft resolution before
us. As to the draft resolu:ion itself, however., it duplicates a great deal
of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.35 and also contains points which, if the
sponsors were really interested in ensuring the best conditions for progress
towards a prohibition of chiemical weapons, they should have raised a number

of years earlier.
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(iir, Adelman, United States)

I remind this Committee that the United States ceased production of chemical
yeapons 12 vears ago, in 1969. In fact, we are not producing such weapons even
today,althoush in view of the continuing and massive Soviet chemical weapons
procoramme  we have no choice but to talke steps scon to redress that balauce.
Despite the unilateral and drastic curtailment of United States chemical
weapons capability since 1969, the Soviet Union has relentlessly continued to
praduce and deploy a variety of modern agents and nultiple delivery systems lor
chemical weapons. Today, the United States has only one chenical weapons
production facility. Even that facility. however, is inactive and in disrenair.
The Soviet Union, on the other hand, maintains and operates at least 1k
chemical-weapons facilities. A larger offensive chemical.yarfare organization is
an organic part of the Soviet armed forces. The Soviet Union includes . as part of
its forces, about 100,000 personnel with specialized chemical-warfare training who
are assigned down to the company level, TIn contrast, at present the United States
has only 5,700 troops trained in chemical-warfare defence, This is
approximately a 15 to 1 ratio between the Soviet and American troops trained
in this area.

Az we all know, the issue of a chemical-weapons prohibition has been before
the international community since the mid--1970s. In 1977 we also began
bilateral negotiations with the Soviet Union to develop, for submission to the
Committee on Disramament, a joint initistive for a multilateral convention
prohibiting the production, development and possession of chemical weapons.

If the sponsors of this draft resolution are sincerely concerned that production
of chemical weapons can impede negotiations on such a convention, why are they
calling for restraint in this area only now and why are they asking that only
nev types of chewical weapons should not be produced, as if the older and

wore accident-prone types of such weapons were less lethal and irrelevant? The
enswer is obvious. The purpose of the sponsors of this draft resolution is not
to facilitate achievement of a chemical-weapons prohibition, Vhat they are
attempting to do is to inhibit counter-measures required by the vast Soviet
chenical-weapons prograrme by allowing that prosramme to proceed at full speed.
Given the list of sponsors, this blatant disregard for the principle of balance

and equity should surprise no one.
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Draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.36/Rev.l is not only surerfluous, but it is also
clearly one-sided. BRather than to contribute to progress towards the objective
of a chemical-weapons prohibition, it merely seeks to shift the blame for lack

of such progress. The United States will accordingly oppose it.

The CHAIRIIAI: "e shall now vote on draft resolution A/C.1/3G/L.36/Rev.l.
A recorded vote has been regquested.

A recorded vote was telen.

In favour: flzeria, Angola, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh., Barabdos,

Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burmaa, Burundi.
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cape Verde, Chad,
Chile, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia,
Democratic Yewen, Djibouti, Deuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji.
Gabon, German Democratic Republic, Chana, Guinea, Guinea-
Bissau, Cuyana, Haiti, Bungary, India, Indcnesis, Iran, Iraaq,
Jamnica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lac People's Democcratic
Tepublic, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,
Iadagascar, Yalaysia, HMaldives, ilali, dauritania, liexico,
Honszolia, dorocco, Mozambique, Hepal, Nicarasua, Niger,
Hdigeria, Cmsn, Pakistan, Panama, Papua Hew Guinea, Peru.
Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia,
Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone,
Sinzapore. Sri lankea, Sudan, Suriname, Syrian Arab Republic,
Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Uganda,
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, United Arab Emirates, United Republic
of lameroon, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Ham, Yemen,
Yugoslavia ., Zambia

Azainst : United States

Abstaining: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark,
Finland TFrance, Germany, Federal Republic of, Greece,
Guatemala, Honduras. Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy,
Ivory Coast, Japan, Netherlands, Hew Zealand, Horway,
Paraguay. Portugal, Somalia, Spain, Swaziland, Sweden,
Turkey, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern

Ireland, Zaire
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Nraft resolution A/C.1/36/1.36/Rev.l vas adonted by 95 votes to 1, with 30

abstentions.

The CilaTiX7Aif: I call upon the revresentative of Japan, who wishes to

explain his vote,

tr, OKATA (Jaran): My delegation abstained in the vote on draf
resolution A/C.1/36/L.36/Rev.1. 1y delesation has difficulty in
accepting the idea, contained in its operative paragraph 5 in
particular, which calls upon all States "o refrain from production and
deplovment of binary and other new types of chemical weapons as well as from
stationing chemical weapons in these States where there are no such weapons
at present’,

In the view of my delegation, acceptance of this idea nav have a detrimental
effect by prejudging the outcome of the negotiations on the prouibition of
chemical weapons, now zoing on in the Committee on Disarmament. TFor that

recson ny delegation was not able to support the drafit resolution just adopted.

The CHATRIAN: We have thus concludecd our work on draft resolution
A/C.1/36/L.30/Rev.1.

e shall now begin action on draft resclution A/C.1/36/L.4L, relating t
agenda item 55 (a), "General and complete disarmament: report of the Committee on
Disarmanent”. The draft resolution has 19 sponsors and was introduced by Turkey
at the 36th meeting of the Virst Cormittee on 19 Hovember. The 19 sponsors are:
Bahamas ., Chile., Ghana, Guatemala, Ivory Coast, Jamaica. Liberisa. iladaszascar,
tauritania, Nev Zealand, Wiger, Portugal., Senegal. Sierra Leone, Spain, Sudan.
Trinidad and Tobago , Turkey and Uruguay.

If no delegation wishes to explain its vote before the voting, we shall
now vote on draft resolution A/C.1/36/L Lk,

A recorded vote has been requested,
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A recorded vote was takten.

In fuvour: Algeria, Ancola, Argentina, fustralia, Austria, Rahamas,
Bahrein. Bangladesh., Barbados, Belgiun, Benin, Bhutan,
Bolivia., Brazil, Burma, Durundi, Canada, Cane Verde,
Chad. Chile, China, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Democratic
Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Hcuador,

Eoypt, Gthiopia, ¥Fiji, Finland., France, Cabon,

Germany . Federal Republic of, Chana. Greece., Guateunala,
Zuinea, Guinea~Bissau, Cuyens, Haitil, Honduras, Iceland,
India., Indonesia, Iran, Irag, Irelend, Israel, Italy,
Ivory Coast. Jameaica, Japan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon,
Lesosho, Iiberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar,
talayrsia, taldives, tali, Halta, Hauritania, Mexico,
tiorocco, Hepal, Yetherlands, Hew Zealand, Nicaragua. Hipger,
figeria, Horway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Culnea,
Parasuay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Qatar, Romania,
Rwania, Saint Lucia. Sac Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia,
Senezal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain,
Sri Lanksa, Sudan, Suriname. Swaziland, Sweden,
Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago,
Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda., United Arab Imirates,
Unit=d Kingdom of Great Britain and Horthern Ireland,
Unit=2d Republic of Cameroon, United States of Anmerica,
Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire,
Zambie,

Aga, ainst: None.

Abstaining: Bulgaria, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Czechoslovakia, German Democratic Republic, Hungary,
Lac People's Democratic Republic, ilongolia., Poland,
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics

Draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.44 was adopted by 118 votes to none, with 10

abstentions.¥

#* Subsequently, the delegation of Jordan advised the Secretariat that it

had intended to vote in favour.
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The CHALRMA

;I shall now call on those representatives who

wish to sveak in explanation of vote,

Pl )

(Union of Zoviet Soeiclist Pomublics) (dnternretotion

from Nussian): The Soviet delesation abstained in the vote on droft

resolution A/C.1/35/L.4L in viev of the fact that the question of the

pa}

N
AP
RLCE SIS

hi of the Committee on Disarmament comes within the purview of

¢

the Committee itself and alsc the Tact that, in the consilor-tion of this rethoer
at the last session of the Committee. many of the socialist, non-—aligned and other
States that are members of the Committee did not favour the idea of reviewing the

ricrmbershin of the Committee on Disarmament for the next few years.

Mr. MEGALOKONOMOES (Greece) (interpretation from Trench): GCreece

voted in favour of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.kh, =nad we wers - smensor of tho

draft resolutions in previous years on the same subject, because ve are

keenly interested in anything mertrining to disarncient ond the work of

oy

the Corvodte on Disarmament. For that reason my delegation wishes at this

time to give a brief explanation of its vote.

My delegation is aware of the delicate problem of the review of the
membership of the Comnittee on Disarmament | which we very much fear

is likely $0 require a certain amount of time. That is why we express

the sincere hope that the draft resclution we have Jjust adopted will

encourage the Committee on Disarmament Lo ~dopt ~rithout too ruch delsy necsures
to facilitate to the utmost the participation of States not mewbers of the

Committee ir the work of that Committee.

lr. KOUIVES (Fungary): The Hungarian delegation abstained on

draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.44, which has just been sdonted. T+ aia

so because the draft resolution prejudges the decision of the sieand

srecis Lostocion on disarmament in connexion with the review of the membership
of the Committee on Disarmement and because this question comes vwithin the
purview of the Committee on Disaymement. With regard to this question, my

e

deleraticn wishes to put forward two Ioints for cousiderstion,
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(tIr. Komives. Hunmary)

First, the questicn of the composition of the Geneva Comnmittee was
intensively discussed during <he 1981 session of the Committee on Disarmament.
As a result of the discussion the almost renerally supported view emerced
that . bceruse of the relatively short period of time that has elapsed since
the inception of the present Jommittee on Disarmament, there is no urgent
need for any change in the conmposition of the Committee on Disarmament.

Secondly, the Hungarian delo~ction is of the opinics | ~hich is certainiy
shared by many delegations, trat the lack of tangible results in the
work of the Committee on Disrririent was mot in ~ny way due to 1ts size,
cormposition, structure., methois of work or rules of procedure. Tt wasmainly and
primarily due to the lack of volitie~l will on the part of c-

—arte he -
LI

States. At the same time, it st be admitted that there ore vossibilities
of improving the effective functioning of the Committee on Disarmament.
That Cornittce has already started to consider this issue and will continue

to do so in 1982.

The CHATRMAN: Ve have now concluded our consideration of

draft resclution A/C.1/36/L.kb.,

:

Ve shall now t: Ze un draft resclution A/C.1/36/L.21, relating to

amenda item 51 (d), "Review ¢f the implementation of the recommendations
and decisions adopted by the General Assembly at its tenth special session:
study on the relationship betwveen {iscrirrent and development.' The draft
resolution has 31 co--sponsor:s and was introduced by the representative

of Sweden at the 33rd neetins of the First Comrdttee, on 18 Movaber.

The sponsors ore:  Austria, Pangladesh, Brazil, Canada., Denmark, Ecuador,
Egypt, Finland, France, Tcelend, Ireland, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan,
Mexico., MNetherlands, Niger, Forway, Panama, Pakistan, Peru, the Philippines,
Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Senegal, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Venezuela, Yugoslavia
and Zaire.

I ¢r11 en the Secretrry of the Corrittee.
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lr. RATHORE (Secretary of the Committee): The Budset Division
has informed ne that the expenses involved in producing the requested
publication will be met throush existing resources for the publication

prosrawme of the Department of Conference Services.

The CHAIRMAN: The sponsors have suggested that draft resolution
A/C.1/36/L.21 he adopted without a vote. If there is no objection, I
shnll take it that the Cormittee apgrees to that suscestion.

Draft resolution A/C.1/36/L..21 was adopted.

The CHAIRMA: I shall now call on those representatives who

wish to explain their pnsitions.

Mr, MARSHALL (United Kingdom): I should like to nake a few
renarks about draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.21 concerning the United Nations
study on the relationship betveen disarmement and developnent.

The United Kingdor supported the initistion of this study and
toolk a close and active interest in the work of the Group of Experts, and
we have just joined in the sdoption of the draft resolution submitting
the report vhich the Experts made to the Secretary-General. However,
there are a nmuber of aspects about the conduct of the study vhich ny
Govermment Tinds disturbing.

Tt is a great pity thet after three years of hard work by the
Experts -~ and I should like here to pay a tribute to them for their
efforts - it was not possible to produce a consensus report. o fewer
than ten Ixperts, including the United Kingdom member of the Group, were
obliped to rake reservations on certain perts of the report because in
their viev adequate discussion was not permitted, nor was sufficient tinme
allowcd for the reconciliation of differing points of view. Indeed, after
lengthy discussion of minor issues, a voting procedure was introduced to
dispense sviftly with contentious points. This is not ndequately reflected
in the letter of transmititzl and the draft resolution thot was before us.
It is my Government’s view that such studies should be conducted on the basis
of consensus and that the practice of voting through proposed textual

anmendrients is hirhly undesirable,
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(Mr, Marshall , Urited Tinszdom)

On matters of substence, the Unitced Kinedom shares the tentative
conclusions in the finnl chepier of the rervert. Hevover, ~s Mrs., Thorsson
indicated in her statement to this Committee on 26 October, the relationship
between aig: 1. wnt ard develovment exists only as vpart of the more
complex triangular Jisrrorno-p-.-development--security relationshin. Tt
ig unrealistic to expect nrofress in any of these fields in isolation,

Al

and - thersfors hope that tie “7°u*t's report will not be considered

ovtside the context of the int wn~tioncl gecurity situation.
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The United [ingdom also regrets the unbalanced data contained in the
renort. It is siznificant for instance, that the Soviet Union, one of the
world’'s highest wilitary spenders., is recoznized by internationzl authorities
to have one of the lowest records ©of overseas aid for develornent.
Unfortunately, the general insufficiency of data relating to the Varsaw Pact
in the study prevents this and other facts from emerging as clearly as they
wisht.

It is oy Government's hope that the study on the relationship between
disarmament and development will act as a spur to an inprovement in all
three elements of the triangular relationshin between disarmament,

development and security.

lir. JAROSZIL (Poland): ‘he delegations of Bulraria, the
Byelorussian SSR, Czechoslovakia, Hungary. the German Democratic Republic,

vongolia. the Ukrainian SSR, the Union of Soviet Socialist Renublics and

Poland, on whose behalf I zu speaking today, have been actively and

cocnsistently working for the attainment of the imain objectives of the

international community, ensuring peace and international security and

pronoting peaceful international co-operation., The members of the community

of socialist States malte concerted efforts with a view to ending the arms

race and proioting disarmament. In their activities the socialist countries

are guided by the firi conviction that disarnament and arms limitation,

especially in the nuclear field, are indispensavle prerequisites for

the eccnomic and social progress of all peoples. In their view the negative

effects of the arms race do not result merely in the deterioration of political
relations amonp States. Gigantic appropriations that go into producins

arnaments and maintsaining armies place a heavy burden on the econcuies

of all States. On the other hand, by claiming an ever groving share of the material
and intellectual resources of mankind, the arms race maies it more difficult,

if not impossible, to cope with the complex tasks posed by economic

development. In particular, the continuation of the arms race will render

extremely difficult the sclution of such global and increesinglv pressing
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(lr. Jaroszek, Poland)

problems as narrowing the gan between the levels of economic development of
various rezions and countries, food production, the development of
fundanentally new sources of enerry, extensive exploration of oceans and

of outer space, effective heilth care and environmental protection.

The socialist countries on whose behalf T am makine this statement
stronsly believe in the dire:t and close relationship between the strupmzle
for peace, security and disarmament on the one hand and the goals of develotment
on the other. The specific initiatives in that repard advanced by our
countries at the United Vations, especially on the reduction of military
budrets, are well known.

It is in this context that ve viev the report of the Secretary-General
containing the study on the relationship between disarmenent and
development in document A/36/356. Our delegations wish to express
to the Group of ixperts, and in particuler to its Chairman,

Mrs. Inga Thorsson, thelr aporeciation of the work that the Group has
performed in preparing the s:tudy. e also listened with sreat

attention to the interesting introductory remarks made by the representative
of Sweden at the neeting of che First Committee on 20 October.

Te have noted with satisfaction that the report hias been the subject
of discussion not only in the First Committee but also in the Second
Com:ittee., In our view such an organization of work has been very useful in
identifyins and thoroughly exploring all important areas of that topic.

Ve consider the publica:ion of the study drawving the attention of the
international community to tlre close relationship betveen disarmament and
development to be particularly opportune during the vreparations for the
second special session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmanent.

The report deals with many lmportant aspects of the problem under
reviev and contains correct conclusions,among which we wish to single
out specifically the following: the arms race is incompatible with
the owvjective of establishing a nev International economic order: resources
released by the curbing of the arms race and concrete measures of
disarmament could be used fo:r the well being of veoples, for the improvement
of economic conditions in developinz countries, to firzht inflation and mass
unenployment in some countries and to enhance economic grovth in all

countries,
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(lir, Jaroszek, Poland)

On the other hand, ve feel that the report underestimates the positive
significance of some of the earlier agreements on the limitation of the arms
race, especlally in the field of strategic arus.

The importance of the SALT II treaty resides in its providing for major
and Tar-reeching limitations, both cualitative and quantitative, on Soviet ang
fmerican stratesic offensive weapons, includinsg the genuine reduction of those
weapons. As is pgenerally well known, the blame for the fact that the treaty has not
yvet become operative does not lie with the Soviet side. In fact, the USSR
has repeatedly asserted that it is prepared to resume stratecic arms linzitotion
talks with the United States relving on what has already been achieved and
with due respect for the principle of eguality and equal security

As regards the sugrestion concerning the establishment 6f an
international disarmament fund for development, it should he crrhasized that
the provision for any such mechanisu within the frameworlk of the United
Fations with a view to financing development would be meaningful only 1T
tied to pgenuine reductions of the military budmets of States . primarily the
nermanent members of the Security Council. 'hile the report rightly
questions the expediency of introducing an armaments levy to finance the

sestion

7

development fund, the socialist countries cannot accent the sug
that the idea of an international fund is gfenerally rezarded as bhein~

rot only the —ost consistent with the United Wations concept of disarmament
and developument but also the most feasible. In our considered view,

the most reliable and sinple way of securing additional resources to provide
for development assistance is to be found in the reduction of military
budsets. Proposals to this effect have aglready been apnroved by the United
tlations. The flexible approach of tie socialist countries, which submitted
specific proposals on the initial reductions of military budgets , and their
readiness to seek agreenent on the reduction of military budgets in terms

of nercentages or 1n absolute firures, or to freeze them initially,
represent good bases for practical arrangements. Ouch arrangements,
naturally, would call for political will on the part of other United Nations
ilember States with important economic or military capavilities, including

the permanent members of the Security Council.
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(Mr. Jaroszek, Poland)

The socialist countries view as unfounded the contention 1in the study
that the lack of information atout the military efforts of States is one of
the main factors contributing to the arms race. Equally, they do not
share the positive assessment ¢f the efforts pursued within the United lations
with regard to setting norms fer military budget cost accounting. Such
assessments and the recommendation concerning a fuller compilation and
dissemination of data on the cost of the militarv nrevaraticns of States and
the military uvse of human and nweterial resources tend to obfuscate the true cause
of the continuation of the arm: race, namely, the lack of political will
on the part of some States to undertake genuine disarmament measures.

In the opinion of the soci.alist States the collection of additional
information about the military expenditures of States and the elaboration of a
military spending comparabilit)r system and various cost accounting
methods are divorced from rea .ity. Such an approach makes it impossible
to tackle the problem of reducing military budgets, which rust be settled if
additional funds for development are ultimately to be released. The impression
cannot be resisted that such an approach in the United Nations is being
used by scme countries to cover up their unwillingness to agree to the
reduction of their military exrenditures.

In concluding we wish to affirm the principal conclusion of the
report, that the world can eithzr continue to Tursue the arms race with
characteristic vigour or move z2onscicusly and with deliberate speed towards
a more stable and balanced social and economic development within a more
sustainable international economic and political order.

Those remarks have been made in explanation of our position on draft
resolution A/C.1/36/1.21 and ia order to broaden and supplement the debate on
the report. Our delegations express the hope that they will be taken into

account in the course of the subsequent examinstion in the United Nations of the

question of the relationship between disarmament and develorment.
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. WEGENER (Federal Republic of Germany): 1Hith recard to

pmee

draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.21, relating to the United Fations study
on the relationshin betveen disarmament and develomment. The Federal
Republic of Germany has supnorted the study from the outset.
Tt was represented in the CGroup of Experts and made a contribtuilon
to the Group’s work in a constructive spirit. Of the commissioned
sclentific research reports which the Experts used in their work, five
came frow the TFederal Levublic of Germany.

The inout which my country was able to channel into this study

corresponded to the priority of the subject. In a world which has to concentrate

in its present globel dimension is a challenge to political intellect and

to the moral convictions of zll States., Federal Chancellor Schmidt

told the first special session devoted to disarmament:
‘If we succeed in limiting armamwents and cutting our militeary expenditures
we shall be releasing funds which can be used to make additional transfers

to the developing countries.” (A/S-10/PV.5. n. 383-05)

In the work of the Txnerts the multifaceted nature and complexity
of the problems which have to be surmounted in stteinine~ this chjective
have vecome manifest, The report is a valuasble basis Tor further work.

There is justification fov itS emphasizing the need for even better
co-ordination of relevant activities within the United Wotions. The report
also makes clear that real progress can be achieved only on the hasis of
reliable facts., My country will continue to support all efforts of the
United ilations aimed a2t closing the information rans which still exist toth in
the military realm and in the area of States' contributions to development
asgistence.

In our view, the report itself could have contributed more clearly
to cleosing this information gan. Ve have a certain number of methodological
reservations concerning the use of statisties in many sections of the report.
This critical remarl: 1s only one of several which could be made with respect

to both the contents of the report eand the method used in its elaboration.
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Unfortunately, despite thrze years of hard work, the TFxperts did
not succeed in achieving a consznsus on all issues, Some divergencies
of view persisted. I should have +thought that these should
have appeared as an integral part of the report. Instead, they were excluded
on the basis of majority votes in several instances. We regret that the
method applied - consensus or majority decision - was repeatedly changed.
As a consequence, no less than 10 Experts, including the Fxnert from the
TFederal Republic of Germany, found themselves compelled to voice reservations
on a certain number of points in the report. Our reservations as to the contents
of the report relate to a number of points in chapter II. These
reservations are reproduced in the ennex.

In spite of the methodological shortcomings and the aforementioned
reservations as to substance, all the Txperts were finally able to agree
on the conclusions and recommendations of the report. That is a promising result.
The Federal Republic of Germany has therefore been able to vote in favour
of draft resolution A/C,1/36/L.21. In so doing it was guided by the
conviction that all States of the world ~ industrial countries in both the Fast and
the West, as well as developing countries -- share the responsibility, their
divergent views notwithstanding, to see to it that, within the framework of
a comprehensive vorld-wide sectrity partnership, concrete solutions are found

to the fundamental problems deelt with in this important study.

Mr. NOIRFALISSE (Belgium) (interpretation from French): Belgium has
just joined in the comsensus or draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.21. We have done so
because we are awvare ol the importance of the subject of the study
on the relationship between disarrament and development in document A /36/356.

Nevertheless, we note thst certain members of the Group of Coverrrmental Fxperts

appointed by the Secretary-General to Prepare the study made specific
reservations with regard to certain parts or the report. We share a
number of these reservations ard we regret that it giq not nrove nossible to take

account of them in the preparation of the study.
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(1r, Noirfalisse, Belgium)

The study would undoubtedly have been considerably improved had all

the Fxperts agreed with every part of it., Consecquently we hopne that

the views expressed by States on the study will be taken fully into

account by the second special session of the General Assembly on

disarmament, as well as the study itself, which we have just decided to submit to it.
Ve believe that if that is done we can look dorward to the thoroush

consideration this subject needs and to fruitful results.

Mr. TAKAHASHI (Japan): The Covernment of Japan fully recognizes

- the importance of the relaticnship between disarmament and development,

Ve should be pleased if more resources could be released as the result of
disarmament achieved on the basis of the collective will of all States, and could
be reallocated to world economic and social development., including that of

the develovning countries.

In this context my delegation wishes to recall that the Prime Minister
oi Japan., Mr, Zenko Suzuki, pointed out the importance of this subject at
the North-South surmit meetina held recently in lMexico, and that Japan's
Toreign Minister, Mr. Sunao Soncda, in his statement during the
ceneral debate at this session of the General Assembly, placed particular
iwportance on disarmement problems and North-South problems.

I should like to add that Ambassador Kakitsubo particirated actively in
the work of the Group cof Experts, under the distinruished cuidance of
Lirs, Inga Thorsson of Sweden. Iy delegation would like to pay a high tribute
to lirs. Thorsson and the other members of the Group of Experts for their efforts
and to welcome the report submitted to this session of the Ceneral Assembly.

The Government of Japan believes that a number of suggestions contained in
the vepcrt need to be considered in depth and that the forthceming consideration
of the report at the second special sessicn of the General Assembly devoted to
disarmament, to be held next year, could be of great importance.

As a sponsor of tpe draft resolution, my delegation is gratified

that it has just been adopted without a vote,
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Iir. PROIIOFIEV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)(interpretaticn

fron Russian): The delezation of the Soviet Union fully supports the
statenent 3just made bv the delegation of the Polish People’s Republic

znd his comments on the study of the relationship between dissrmament and
development in document A/36/756.

In addition, let rme say row deeply we regret that the viewpoint of
the Joviet expert was not duly reflected in the report, since the last
part of the preraration of the repcrt was carried out with ftoo much haste, as
s result of which the experts did not have an opportunity to study the finsl
text of the report in any deteil or to make necessary emendations,

lir, COOPER (United Stotes of America): In joining in the consensus on
A/C.1/36/1.21 1y delegetion vould like to reaffirm our deep and continuing
cormitment to the twin goals of dissarmement and development. Yith this in
mind uy country supported the United Waticons CGroup of Fxperts studying the
gquestion of disorncment and dovelopnent in deed nnd in action, as well as in
princinle., A United States Espert participated in the Group and my
Government contributed $175,000 to finance supporting resenrch - the second
larsest eontribution, after Sveden's, While we have supported the work of the
Txvert Grour, we, along with other noti-ns, have cxpressed reservetions about
sorne seeticns of the report.

Doefors oddressing sone of these concerns, T should 1like to outline the
vicew of the dnterrclnted issucs of disarmancnt and developnent held by the
United States.

Since the end of the Second Vorld Var nuch of nmonkind has bewen precccupied
with the urpgent challenge of zconomic development. The gains registered by
develeping countries in this reletively short neriod have been romoarkabl.. Over the
last 30 years developing-counitry economies have grown faster than the economies of
industrial netions have ever crcown Auring ony conparnbls stage of develomment.
LiTe wupeetoney hns riscn fron 32 years Just before the Sceond Vorld Var to
50 yerrs today -~ on increase thot Uestern nations required the entire
ninctecnth century to ottain, Adult literacy has risen from one third in 1950

to obout one half todoy, ond the nunber of students enrolled in primery schools
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hos niore thon tripled. iluch has been ncconplished, but nuch nere needs to be
done.  The Government ond peanle of the Unitoed States are proud of the
contributions thot cur country hos made to this historieslly unprecedented
nchicvv.onent., As President Rengon said recently ot Cancun:

I on muzzled by suspicions that the United Stotes night ignore
the developing world. The contribution Anmerica hos nnde to developriont -
and will eontinue to nmake - is enornous,

e heve provided $57 billicn te the develcoping countrics in the
last decnde - $43 billion in develomment essistonee and $14 billion
in eentributicons to the multiloteranl developrnent banks., Tach yeor
the United Stotes provides more £o04 nssistancs o the developing
notions than all other noticons conmbined. Lost yvonr we extendod onlnost
tuice ns rmaeh Hfficinl develomrent assistance as any other nation.

Tven nore sipgnificant is the United Stotes erntributien in trode.
Far too Little world attenmtion hos been given to the inportoance of trede
as o key to devel-pnent,

"The United States absorbs obout one half of all the nanufrctured
prods that non-0PEC develeping countries exnort te the industrislized
wordd, even though cur norket is only cne third of the total
industrialized world narket. Lost year olone, we inported $60 billi-n
vorth of poods fron nen—-0PEC developing ecuntrics.”

ALl that shows that these contribtuticns are o notural and inevitable
corcllary of the values end nspiraticons of the Arerican pecople. We have not
dedicated curselves to bringing thesc aspiratisng to fruiticon within the
United Stotes only te acgquiesce in widesprend and degrading poverty abroad.
On the eontreory, we reergnize thot eontinuing Anerican support for ropid
sceilnl and economie developrient is both o noral imperative and o political

necessity,
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The noture and scone of neriecon develeprient assistonce prograrmes nre

o
1
-

nonifzst, Ve weleone fronk ond open discussion of these prograrmes, os well
as Tuture progromes, as cur “resident stoted at Crncun. Unfortunotely, the
Soviet Union chese not to be present ot that international gathering in Mexico,
Certninly we should not b2 surrriscd.  Despite its ofterr-fessed syrmnthy
for the nlight of the Cevelrping nations, the Scviet Unicn hos refused to
subnit deta on its assistance procronme or on dits nilitory expenditures. Uhot
dees 1t hnve te hide?
T thinl the extent ~f the unprecedented Soviet arng build-up should be
clesr t~ o1l present by nov. I shall nrot dwell long on these sad statistics.
Isever, the corcllary o f the nassive Soviet bhulldeup - an alrnest total
lack of any cormitnent eecnzidenlly to assist most of the developing werld
is just 2s sad and lanentoble. In 1980, for exnmple, the Soviet Union gove
little niore thon one tenth -1 1 per cent ~f its gross notional product to
econrniie disbursernents to dowelening noticns, Of that aid, about 80 per cent
went to its eormwnist nllies. Over the entire gquorter of o century fron
1054 to 1979 the Scviet Union nctually disbursed only 00 billion in econcnic
agsistance tr the developing countries., During the same period the
United States extended rporocinately 5100 billicn in econonic assistonce.
In addition, the Soviet Union hes refused to support say assistance efforts

of the .wltilateral developnant boanks chartered under United Fations auspices.
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In terms of trade. only about 10 to 15 per cent of Soviet exports oo
to non-Communist develoning countries and about holf of those exports consist
of wilitary sales. In contrast the United States purchases over 50 per cent
of the industrial exporis of the developing nations. These same developing
countries have trade deficits of almost %5 bpillion with the Soviet Union,

Tut wnile the Soviet Union has been markedly reluctant to extend
economice assistance to the developins nations . it has shown no comparable
hesitation in pouring lethal weapons into these regions.

During the past four years. while the Soviet Union disbursed only
42,3 billion in develorment assistance. it transferred over $30 billion in
wilitary hardware to the less develoned nations of the world. Using the data
of internationally recognized centres of disarmament, and they are well known,
the Soviet Union out~delivered the United States in all six major
caterories of conventional weapons, often by ratios apuroaching 5 to 1.

Unfortunately during the past decade both the substantial progress
that has already been attained and the nrospects of future progress have
been gravely jeopardized as the developning nations have been forced to divert
sorely needed resources in order to strengthen their defence against the
possibility of aggression and ageinst real aggression, often by heavily armed
Soviet client States. The price of Soviet military assistance is not only
monetary. it is human as well. The Soviet Union and its allies have created
in the order of 10 million refugees from Indo-China through Afrhanistan
to the llorn of Africa and across to Cuba and Central America. This toll
in human suffering for these poor neople in regions spread throughout +the
developing world is unprecedented and staggering, Sadly. but not
vnexnectedly | the Soviet Union .- the great defender of the world's proletariat

refuses to help with this enormous economic and human tragedy for which it

bears responsibility.
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This striking contrast Letwveen the masnitude of Soviet weapons transfers on
the one hand and Soviet development assistance on the other speaks volumes
about real Soviet attitudes towards disarmament and development. Clearly,
the Soviet Union recognizes that its political influence in the developing
countries derives in great measure from its role as an arms peddler.

Deprive the Soviet Union of that role and you deprive it of any role, for

apart from armg the Soviet Union has nothing to offer the developing countries.
The irrelevance of the Soviet Union to the economic aspirations of the
developing countries is becoming increasingly clear and was once again
confirmed by the Soviets' refusal to perticipate in the recent meeting in
llexico.

Insecurity and conflict are the great enemies of development, yet chronic,
resource--devouring insecurity and prolonged, enervating conflict prevail
throughout much of the developing world today. Our Comittee’s deliberations
will not bring an end to irsecurity and conflict in the developing world
but, by calling attention tc the activities of those who seek to profit from
the sufferings of others 1te can ensure that these activities will not
remain for ever and will not remain cost free,

Ve believe that there is much in this study on disarmament and
development that deserves commendation. Ye agree with the study’s conclusion,
for example, that excessive secrecy contributes to the arms race, and sbout that
T have spolen, and with its anpeals for fuller reporting of military expenditures.

Ve rust nots, however, that we have been disappointed by some asnects
of the report as well as Hy the resolution. The letter to the Secretary-General
transmitting the report, for example  wrongly states that with the exception
of specific sections on which reservations were made the report was adopted
vnanirmcusly. In fact, maj]or parts of the report were adopted by majority vote.
For that reason 10 of the Ixperts were obliged to submit a large number of
reservations not included in the letter to the Secretary-General. loreover.
the report does not adequately reflect a consensus. For example, the United
States. as well as some other delegations, opnosed the idea of an
institutional direct link between disarmement and development. Ve believe other
factors, such as legitimate security concerns and the role of international trade,

muot play a major role in the discussion of disarmament and development questions.
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Tnally , despite the enormous economic and security probleme facins us,
ve cannot and must not despair. As our President sgaid in Cancun, we remain
committed in deed - and I must emphasize 'in deed -~ as in princinle, to
meintaining this co-operative spirit in which practical solutions can move

forward.

The CHAIRIAY. WUe have thus concluded our action on the draft

resolution contained in doecument A/C.1/36/L.21.
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The Committee will now take action on draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.30,
related to agenda item 56, entitled "Israeli nuclear armament”. It has
14 co-sponsors, and was introduced by the representative of Iraq at the
37th meeting of the Committee, on 20 November. The co~sponsors are: Bahrain,
Democratic Yemen, Iraq, Jordan, Lebanon, the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Mcrcocccee,
Oman, Qatar, Sudan, the Unitel Arab Emirates, the Yemen Arab Republic, Chad
and Mauritania.

A recorded vote has been requested on the draft resolution. A separate
recorded vote has been requested on coperative paragraphs 5, 6 and 7, taken
together.

1 ask the Secretary of the Committee to explain the financial implications

of the draft resolution.

Mr. RATHORE (Secretary of the Committee): The Budget Division has
informed us that the expenses involved in producing the publication requested
in this draft resolution would be met through the existing resources for the

publication programme of the Department of Conference Services.

The CHAIRMAN: In szccordance with the rules of procedure, we shall

take a separate vote first on operative paragraphs 5, 6 and 7 of draft
resolution A/C.1/36/L.30.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Angola, Bahrain, Bangladesh,
Benin, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist
Republic, Cape Verde, Chad, China, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus,
Czechoslovazia, Democratic Kampuchea, Democratic Yemen,
Djibvouti, Ethiopia, German Demccratic Republic, Ghana,
Greece, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, India,
Indonesia, Iran, Irag, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’'s
Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,
Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania,
Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambigue, Nicaragua, Niger,
Nigeria. Oran, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland,
Qatar, Rwarda, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal,

Sierra Leore, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Syrian
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In favour: Arab Republic, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey,

(continued) Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, United Arab Emirates, United
Republic of Cameroon, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen,
Yugoslavia, Zambia

Against: Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Germany, Federal
Republic of, Haiti, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy,
Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Sweden, United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States of
America

Abstaining: Argentina, Australia, Bahamas, Brazil, Burma, Chile,
Fcuador, Egypt, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Guatemala, Ivory
Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Lesotho, Nepal, New Zealand, Papua
New Guinea, Paraguay, Spain, Swaziland, Thailand, Uruguay,
Zaire

Operative paragraphs 5, 6 and 7 of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.30 were

adopted by 82 votes to 17, with 25 abstentions.

The CHAIRMAN: T shall now call on those representatives who wish to

explain their votes.

Mr. HELLER (Mexico) (interpretation from Spanish): If operative

paragraph 7 had been voted on separately, Mexico would have abstained.

Mrs. DA SILVA (Venezuela) (interpretation from Spanish): My delegation

voted in favour of operative paragraphs 5, 6 and 7, but we should like to state
our reservations about the scope of operative paragraph 7. We do not completely

agree with its contents.

Mr. RIERA (Panama) (interpretation from Spanish): My delegation
voted in favour of the three operative paragraphs on which we have just voted,
pbut if there had been a separate vote on each of them it would have abstained

on operative paragraph 7.
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Mr. DE LA FUENTE (Feru) (interpretation from Spanish): My delegation

voted in favour of operative pararraphs 5, 6 and 7, but if there had been a

separate vote on each paragreph it would have abstained on operative paragraph 7.

The CHATRMAN: Ve shall now take action on draft resolution
A/C.1/36/L.30 as a whole.
I shall now call on those representatives who wish to explain their vote

before the votingz.

Mr. ADELMAN (Unitec. States of America): This draft resolution is yet
another in a series of similer resolutions which date back to the thirty-third
session of the General Assembly and which my delegation has been unable to
support. The United States believes that the prospects of this draft resolution
contributing generally to the goals of arms control and disarmament, and
specifically to peace and stability in the Middle East, are no better now
than they were when this issue first came up.

The draft resolution is unbalanced, censuring only one country. when the
problems in the Middle Tast are certainly much broader. Targeting one country
for comprehensive sanctions s not an appropriate approach to the goal of
non-proliferation. On the contrary, it is an ideal illustration of how the
goal of non-proliferation should not be approached.

Further, we strenuously oppose the draft resclution'’s request that the
Security Council institute enforcement action against Israel. Ve oppose any
such attempt to engame the Sccurity Council in an unbalanced, politically
motivated activity.

My Government is commit:ed tc the goals of non-proliferation and is
dedicated to working constructively towards this end. We are similarly committed
to the achlevement of a comprehensive Arab-Israeli peace settlement, based on

Security Council resolutions 2L2 (1967) and 338 (1973).
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In summarizing my explanation of vote, my Government finds the draft
resolution before us in document A/C.1/36/L.30 unbalanced, contentious and
counter-productive, both to our collective non-proliferation efforts and to the
interests of peace and stability in the Middle Fast.

The paragraphs dealing with the attack on Tammuz engage the United Nations
again in a matter which has already been handled effectively. Indeed, this
matter was handled by the most appropriate body of the United Nations, namely,
the Security Counecil, last June. It was then discussed at length and a
consensus agreement was reached. Twice now - twice - at the thirty-sixth session
the Ceneral Assembly has addressed the same issue in plenary meeting, an issue
which does not and did not need to be handled once again by any part of the
United Nations, because nothing has happened on the matter in the region itself
since the Security Council vote. One just wonders how often the same point
can be made in different United Nations resolutions without the entire exercise
becoming totally ludicrous.

For those reasons my delegation will vote against the proposed draft

resolution.

Mr. PROKOFIEV (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation from

Russian): In connexion with the report of the Secretary-General, presented to
this session of the General Assembly, on Israeli nuclear armament and in connexion
with the draft resolution on this item, the Soviet delegation would like to make
the following statement.

The evaluation of Israel's nuclear programme, which required tremendous
efforts in its execution and also its possibility for creating nuclear weapons,
has confirmed the misgivings of world public opinion regarding Israel'’s nuclear
ambitions and the creation in that aggressive, expansionist State of a nuclear
capacity suitable for military and political purposes.

Tn this connexion, we should like to stress that the appearance of nuclear
weapons in Israel's hands would be a serious threat to peace and international
security not only in the Middle East but throughout the worlid. Therefore,
we fully agree with those parts of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.30 which
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note that Israel must adhere t> the Non-Proliferation Treaty and that all its
nuclear facilities must be plared under the control of the International Atomic
Energy Agency (IAEA). We should also like to point to that provision in the
draft which calls for States t> terminate all nuclear collaboration with Israel.
It is not a secret, after all, that it is this sort of collaboration on the part of
Western countries - and primarily the United States - that to a large extent
has made it possible for Tsrael to disregard the opinion of the international
community.

Finally, the Soviet delegation would like to stress that the existing
system of TAEA safeguards is & sound and effective instrument for preserving
and strengthening the non-proliferation régime. Israel's bandit-like attack on
the Iragi nuclear centre, although it was an attempt to damage the IAEA safeguards
system, cannot in any way be taken as an indication of the inadequacy of that

system.

Mr. HEPBURN (Bahamas): At the thirty-third session of the General
Assembly, when the First Committee initially dealt with this question, my
delegation abstained on the draft resolution before the Committee, but placed
on record its views regarding the need for regional security and the halting of
the arms race, particularly ir. the nuclear field.

At subsequent sessions my delegation voted in favour of the relevant draft.
We would wish to reiterate thet our support then, as now, for the draft
resolution on this item was ard is based principally on my delegation's genuine
desire to see peace established in the Middle Fast and, obviously, a halt to
the escalation of weapons of #ll kinds in all regions of the world.

However, I wish to record my delegation’s continued reservations on the
language contained in several paragraphs of the draft, particularly since
we are convinced that such an unbalanced approach can only hinder effective
implementation. We trust tha: future texts on this item will take this view

into consideration.
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Mr, LIDGATD (Sweden): The Svedish CGovernment has on several
oceasions strongly condemned the Israeli attack on the Iraqi nuclear
installation, most recently in the debate on this matter in the General
Assenbly a fortnight azo., It constitubed a flagrant violation of the
provicions of the Charter of the United Mations and the rules of international
lay. Wo circumgtances can Jjustify that act, which cannot but negatively
affect the efforts to reach a lasting peace in the Middle Last.

Ny Covernment does not consider Article 51 of the United Hations Charter
to be applicable in the way that has been sugrested in this case, This would
imply that the concept of leritimate self-defence could be extended almost
limitlessly to include all conceivable future dangers subjectively defined.
The Swedish CGovermment has also expressed its concern with regard to the
possible consequences of the attack on the IARA safeguards svstem,

Apainst that background and bearing in mind Sweden's strong commitment
to international efforts to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons,
it is regrettable that the draft resolution is formulated in such a way that
ny delegation is uneble to support it. In the view of my Government, it
contains, inter alia, in operative psragrayhs 5, 6 and T, formulations that
cannot be reconciled with the division of responsibilities envisaged by the
Charter, as between the General Assembly and the Security Council. That was
the reason why we had to vote agasinst those three paragraphs, For that reason,
and because of reservations on other parts of the text, my delegation
will abstain in the vote on the draft resolution.

It is my Govermuent®s view that all non-nuclear-weapon States should
place all nuclear activities in their countries under IAEA safeguards. Ve
therefore fully agree with what is said in opcrstive paragraph 3 of the
draft resolution. For the call for full-~scope safeguards to be credible,
it should however be addressed to all nations that do not yet admit such
safepguards on their territories. The Swedish Government hopes that all
those nations which will vote in favour of the draft resolution and which have not
yet accepted full.scope safeguards will be willing to comply with the

same depmands that they are making of Israel.
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The CHAIRIAT: Ve shall now vote on draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.30 »s a

A recorded vote has Heen requested,

In favour:

Against :

Abstaining:

Afphanistan, Albania, Algeria. Angola, Argentina  Bahamas,
Bahrain, Bangladesh, Barbados, Penin, Bhutan, Brazil,
Bulgarie, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Cape Verde, Chad, China, Confo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia,
Democratic Zampuchea, Democratlc Yemen, Djibouti, icuador,
Tthlonla"‘Caoon'"ﬁé;ﬁan Democratic Republie, Chana

Creece, Guinea, Cuinea--Bissau, Cuyana_ Huangary, India,
Indonesia., Iran, Iraa. Jordan, Kenyva, Kuwait, Lao Peopleis

Democratic Republic, Lebanon. Lesotlo, Libyan Arab Jamshiriva

Tindagascer, Malaysia, Maldives ilali, lalta. Mauritania,

itexico, tiongolia, llorocco, Mozambique, Nicaragua, iliger,
Zligeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru. Philippines, Poland,
Qatar , Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabisa,
Senefal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Suden,
Surirame, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, Wozo, Trinidad and
Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Socielist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
United Areb Imirates, United Republic of Cameroon, Venezuela,

Viet llam, Yemen., Yugoslavia, Zambie

Isrzel, United States of America

Austiralia, Austria, Belgiuri, Burma, Canada, Chile. Denmark,
Feypl, IMji, Finland, France, Germany, Federal Republic of
Guatemala, Haiti, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Ivory Coast,
Jama:.ca. Japan, Menal, Vetherlands, Ilew Zealand, ilorway,
Papun New Guinea, Parspusy, Portugal, Swaziland, Sweden.
United Kingdom of Great Dritain and Horthern Ireland,

Urupnay, Zaire

Draft_resolution A/C.1,36/L.30 as_a whole was adopted by 93 votes to 2, with

32 abstentions . *

Suhsequently, the delegation of the Dominican Republic edvised the Secretariat

that it had intended to gbs:ain.
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The (liALiwui. I shall now call on those representatives who wish to

explain their vote,

fir. 20T (Cev Yealand): Hew Zealond abstedned in the vote on draft
resolution A/C.1/353/L.20, but ve wish to emphasize that we fully support the
call ade in the draft vesolution for Isrsel to place its nuclear facilities
under international safeguards. e also consider, =5 is implicit in the fourth
oreanbular Daragraph. that Israel should adhere to the Non..Froliferation Treaty. We
have alreacy made clear our view that the Israeli attack on Irag's nuclear
facilities was a srave and unjustifiable breacn of international law and a
cevere seiback to the secrch for pecce in the iiddle iast. WYe also believe
that that raid had adverse effects on the non-proliferction récime and weakened
the trust nlacod in the International Atomic Fnergy Asency saferuards system, 7
A1l this would have justified n posicive vote on the draft resolution were it not
in prrticular for those parts of the text vhich evoke the wording ond action
provideé for under Chanter VII of the Charter which is properlv the resnoncibility

of the Security Council.

.Ir. WEGIVER (Federal Republic of Germany): !y delegation felt
constrained to abstain on draft resolution A/C.1/35/L.30, entitled ‘“Israeli
iluelear Armanent”’, since it contains numerous paragrapns vhich are partly or
vholly unacceptable to iy Governnent.

Tn our view, the findings of the expert group are not reflected in the text
in a sufficiently comprehensive and balanced nonner.

Furthermore, the draft resolution incorporates a number of ideas that are
elearly objectionable. I should like to make particular reference to operative

parasrapns 5, ¢ and 7, on vhich indeed my delegation had to vote "no”.

Operative para’raphs 5 and 5 unfortunately do not differentiate between
military applications of nuclear energy and peaceful uses. Israel, like the vast
najority of States here represented, is a member of the International Atomic Enerpy
Azency (IAEA) and, under the statute of that organization, is legitimately pursuing
seientific and technological co-operation in that domain, There is nc reason
why tlie country should be deprived of scientific exchanges in a great number of
research areas, for instance in basic nuclear physics. There is nothine illegal

about such exchanges betveen universities, research institutes and nrivate
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business or intergoveruentsl veseavch entities on the basis of aporonriate
arranzements. Oneretive paragraph T is even more clearly out of ploce in this draft
resolution, both in its proc:dural aspects, wvhich raise grave doubts as to its
compatibility with the Unitel Nations Charter, and ~ obviously -~ in its content,

In conclusion I should like to reiterate my Govermment'’s view that many of
the difficulties apparent in this draft resolution could be solved if Israel
would adhere to the Non-Proliferation Treaty and submit its nuclear installatioas
to the IATA saferuards systen under that Treaty. Obviously this holds for
other countries in the region as well, to the extent that they hove not taken

positive action on the Nén-Froliferation Treaty,

ijiss DEVER (Belgium) (interpretation from French): Delgium abstained on

draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.,30 as a whole and voted against operative paragraphs 5,
6 and 7, because the text dces not adequately reflect the ccnclusions of the
revort on Israeli nuclear armament submitted by the Secretary-General to the
General Assembly in document A/36/431,

Draft resolution A/C.1,36/L.30 furthermorc contains references to a
question that has no bearing on the nuclear capability of Israel., That question
has already been dealt with under agenda item 130. Belpiwn has already implemented
operative paragraphs 3 and ! of the draft resolution by condemning the
Israell attack on the Iragi nueclear facilities and the consequent risk to the

credibility of the Internat:onal Atomic Energy Agency safeguards,

iir. ABDEL MEGUID Lrypt) (interpretation from Arabic): On instructions

from my Government my delegation abstained in the vote on the draft resolution
relating to Israeli nuclear armament which was sponsored by a number of Arab
countries and others. Pursiant to the same clear--cut instructions, the Egyptian
delegation would like te state for the record its position, as follows,

First, the Egyptian position on the substance of the matter is entirely
in keeping with the contents of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.30. Secondly and
on the other hand, we have recently witnessed certain Arab delegations
adopting a particular attitide on nuclear matters in the Middle East, an
attitude which might well jeopardize the efforts currently under vay to put an

end to any nuclear armmtent whatsoever in that »nart of the vorld. Thirdly, for
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“hot reason the LEoyptian delegation will closely follow the situation and

at the same time will refrain from voting on this matter one way or the other until
we have a clearer picture of the intentions of those delegations I have

referred to. Our final position will be determined in the light of

those facts.

lr. CARASALES (Argentina) (interpretetion from Spanish). The
Arsentine delegation voted in favour of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.30.
This vote should be interpreted as support for our seneral objective, vhich is
to preserve the area of the :iiddle Iast from the danger of nuclear varfare by
kecping it free fron such armaments, lowever, this does not nmean that we
support the methods rdvocated in the draft resolution, particularly
those outlined in operative peragraphs 5, © and 7, on which we abstained when the
separate vote was taken on them. At the same tiue, our position on the
i'on. Proliferation Treaty is vell Imown, That is why we entered reservations

on what is stated on that subject in the draft resolution,
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Mr. ZELADA (Spain) (interpretation frcm Spenish): The possibility
of a deterioration of the conflict in the Middle Eest by the importation of
nuclear weapons into such a disturbed area is indeed a source of justifiable
concern for the international community. It is that concern that prompted
the Spanish delegation to vote in favour of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.30.
We fully subscribe to its mair preoccupations. However, we should like to
state the following with regard to the fourth preambular paragraph.

As we have already had occasion to state during the General Conference
of the Intérnational Atomic Erergy Agency, my delegation wishes to reserve
its position with regard to the leeway given to States to choose whether or
not they should accede to the non-proliferation Treaty.

As far as the operative part of the draft resolution is concerned, my
delegation is particularly disquited by the manner in which paragraphs 5, 6 and T
have been drafted., Paragraphs 5 and T cause us serious difficulties because
they refer to matters on whicl only the Security Council may decide. Paragraph 6
is, furthermore, contrary to he principle of the freedom enjoyed by all States
to utilize nuclear technology for peaceful purposes and to co-operate freely
among themselves in this fiell without any discrimination.

For all these reasons, taie Spanish delegation atstained in the separate
vote that was taken on paragraphs 5, 6 and T but we voted in favour of the

draft resolution as a whole.

Mr. O'CONNOR (Ireland): Ireland abstained on draft resolution

A/C.1/36/L.30 as a whole and voted against operative paragraphs 5, 6 and T.
Ireland did not vote in favour of resolution 33/7T1 A or resolution 34/89, which
are recalled in this latest craft resolution. Our position now, as then, is
that the question of the application of safeguards to Israel cannot be isolated
from other related aspects of the non-proliferation rerime in the }Middle Fast.

We cannot support the irconsistency of the call on Israel to submit its
nuclear facilities to safegutrds with the call for an end to all forms of
co-operation with Israel in {he nuclear field, for we support the right of all
nations in the Middle Eaét and elsewhere to develop nuclear enerpgy for

peaceful purposes.
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Ireland has alreadv made clear its position on the Israeli attaclk on the
Iragi reactor and fully supvorted Securitv Council resolution 487 (1961),
vhich condemned that attack. However, we have reservations about the
references to the Security Council'’s role made in the operative rart cf the

present draft resolutiorn.

Mr. SANGARET (Ivory Coast) (interpretation from French): The

delegation of the Ivory Coast fully subscribes to most of the ideas conp§iqu

in draft fésdlution-A/C;l/36)£:§0. Yﬁhpéffiéﬁléf; ﬁymédhgify-ﬁés ?rénounced
itself in other forums against the bombing by Israel of Traqi nueclear facilities.
flevertheless, we consider that, as regards nuclear disarmament, there should

be a balanced aporoach within o re-ional or world-wide framework. For that

reason, ny delegation abstained.

vir. TIVLLE turTS (Portuszal) (interpretation from French): The

delegation of Portugal condemns gets that cCreate a threat to international
peace and security. Therefore my Government and public oninion in my

country have condemned the Israeli attack against the Iraqi nuclear
installations, and our suthorities publicly announced this at the

time. Furthermore, my delegation has reveatedly declared its support for the
establishment of nuclear wearon-free zones. 'e reaffirm our summort for the
creation of such zones. Therefore iy Covermment views with concern any

acts that mipght endangser the establishment of nuclear-free zones. The

acts.

However, my delezation felt oblised to abstain on draft resoluticn
A/C.1/36/L.30 because we have reservations about the wording of geveral
paragraphs,and in particular we deem it excessive to have a pgeneral condemnation
of anyv co-operation with Israel. 1In the opinion of my delegation, co-operation
in the reaceful uses of nuclear encrey shcould not e the subject
of condemnation. With thet-in mind,-my-delegation voted against-operative
paracraphs 5, 6 and T.
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The CHAIRMAN: Ve heve concluded action of draft resolution A/C.1/36/L.30.

Ve have thus acted upon 11 draft resolutions tnday, and there renain 16 rore for

tomorrowv.

Mr. de SOUZA E SILV4 (Brazil): T wish to announce the introduction

of an amendment to draft resojution A/C.1/36/L.3/Rev.l, introduced today. My
delegation has listened with interest to the introduction of that draft
resolution. We note that the sponsor of that revised text has made efforts to
take into account the difficu.ties of several delegations with the previous
version of his draft resoluti»n. The Committee will recall that our concern,
which was shared by the major:.ty of the non-aligned countries, has been to
ensure that the *task of the United Mations Disarmament Commission will not be
detracted from when its meets in 1952. The Disarmament Commission must, in
our view, be allowed to complete its deliberations on the suidelines for the
exnert studr on conventional weapons. The results of that work should not
be prejudged by the General Asseuwbly.

In order to ensure that :hose concerns are reflected in the resolution to
be adopted and so that it may have the widest possible support, my delegation
undertook to consult interestad dolesntions, o are 7lad to note that
there is widespread support for the following amendment to draft resolution
A/C.1/36/1..3/Rev.1l, which I will now introduce. My delegation has already
handed it to the Secretariat for distritution in written Tow:. This very
simple amendment consists of an insertion into operative paragraph 3 of the
draft resolution. It consists of inserting the words “if necessary’ between
the words “and” and ‘the deliberations™, s¢ that the amendment to parasraph 3

would read as follows:
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“Aprees that the exmert group should pursue its work after the
above-mentioned session of the Disarmament Commission taking into
consideration such conclusions as the Commission may submit to it,
and, if necessary, the deliberations at the 1081 substantive session of
the Disarmament Comiission, in particular reflected in parapgraph 21
and Annex III of the repmort of that session®.

The Brazilian delegation is confident that this amendment will be acceptable to

the Committee.

Mr. UEGEQEQ_(Federal Republic of Germany): liy delezation can
support the amendaent just proposed by the delepgation of Bragzil.

In our view this sovereirsn Assenbly is perfectly authorized once more
to entrust to the United Hations Disarmament Commission the task of making input
into the definiticn of the mandate of the expert group on all aspects of
conventional disarmament, the Comiission not having entirely succeeded in
its assignment during its 1961 session.

I an confident that under this mandate the Cormission will do a good
job durinr its 1902 session and make a constructive input into the worlk
expert group that we are about to establisk., As soon as the United Hations
Disarmament Commission’s work has had good results, which will surely
take into account its 1981 work, that former work will be superseded and
the experts will have every interest in organizing their work along the
lines of the Commission's 1902 recommendation.

However, it is certainly not unwise for seasoned delegates also to
kedpge asainst the possibility that the United Wations Disarmement Cowraission
will experience difficulties in arriving at an agreed input into the experts?
vork. In that eventuality, the amendment will in our view guarantee that the
experts will, for lack of more up-~to-date guidance, be able to fall back
on the results of the work done at the previous session of the United
dations Disarmement Commission, specifically the excellent comprehensive

vorking papers prepsred under the chairmanship of Ambassador Hepburn of

the Dahamas.
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There is not the sliziitest intention on the part of my delegation to
encroack upon the jurisdietion of the United ations Disarmament Cmmnissioﬂg
but in case the Cormission does not function as we would wish during its.
forthconing substantive sesision we must malke sure that under ne circumstences
17ill the expert group find itself without a mandate. Such an unvelcome
situation is, in our view, the situation to which the amendment's words,

'if necessary’, refer. and it is the one in which the 1981 papers of the
United ilations Disarmament Commission would take on their full siznificance.
It is in this spirit 1hkat my delegation endorses the amendment proposed

by the delesation of Brazil.

The meeting rose at 5.55 p.m,





