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,';['he:_ neeting 1ras call~d. to order at 10.55 a.m. 

AGEHDA ITE£.:18 39 TO 57~ 133, 136 1 138 AliD 139 (continued.) 

The CI-IAiill.1AN: Tl:.e Committee will continue this morning its 

consid~ration of and action upon draft resolutions under disarmament items. 

As mer.1bers of tl:.e Committee know, decis~ons will be taken in the course 

of today 1 s H<:!etine;s on the following draft resolutions: A/C.l/37/L.l/Rev.l, 

L.3/Rev.2, L.4/Rev.l) L.6, L.l2/Rev.l~ L.l3~ L.l4, L.17, L.29) L.30) 1.32/Rev.l, 

L.43, L.47 and. L.59. Before we start the voting I call upon the representative 

of Yucoslavia. 

~I!'-· DJOKIC (Yugoslavia): The sponsors of tl:.e draft resolutions in 

d.ocUBents A/C.l/37/L.ll and L.26; conccrnine; the implementation of the 

recommendations and decisions of the first special session of tl:.e General 

Asse:ra.bly of tl:e United lfations on disarmament have been in contact during 

the last few day's, Buided by the desire to elaborate a draft resolution which 

vould receive tee support o:f both sides. It is my particular pleasure to 

inform the Committee that such endeavours have yielded results and that I 

nov have the privilee;e o:f introducing the revised draft resolution in 

docmuent A/C.l/37/L.26/Rev.l. 

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

First) in the first line o:f the fifth preambular paragrapl:.) after tl:.e >vards 

''tl:e most urgent task is to halt' 1
, the :following 1vorcts are added: and rev~.;rse • 

In the last line o:f the same parac;raph, tl:.e 1-rords "special obligations and 

responsibilities•: have: been replaced by the: prii'lary responsibility';~ in order 

that the ending of the paragra~h way be in accordance with the spirit and content 

of the Final Document o:f the :first special session. 
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(Hr. D,1oldc,, Yugoslavia) 

Secondly, at the end of the preambular part of the :first draft the 

:follo"'dng nerr paragraph is inserted: 

nRecal.ling the oo:tnmitmeilt of States undertaken in vario1's international 

agreements to negotiate on disarruament measures, in partictila~ on nuclear 

disarmament,". 

Thirdly i in the fourth line of operative paragraph 3 of the o:tiginal 

draft, after the words 11the first ~pecial session on disarmament 11
, the rrord 

7and; 7 is deleted and the follawing words are added: 

';conce:tnine tJuclea:r disa::rmament , as lTell as 11
• 

The rest of the paragraph would stand as it is now. This (:hSD~e should 

contribute to bringing the text of this paragraph as close to tbe spirit 

of the Final Document of the first special session on disarmament aa possible. 

Finally, in the second line of operative paragraph l~, after the words 

'
1accelerate disarmament. negotiations r:, the following "'tords are added: 

;.in good faith:;. 

In conclusion, I should like to express mY gratitude to the sponsors 

of the two drafts ~ in particular to the delegation of the German Democratic 

Republic , '\those understanding and 11hose readiness to co-operate contributed 

most directly to the successful outcome of our consultations. 

Hay I express our lTish that the revised draft will receive _general support 

and that it will be adopted by consensus. 
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Hr. ROSE (German Democratic Republic) : I 'tri.sh to announce that ~ 

following the usual practice, my delegation has co=operated with the sponsors of 

draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.26 and, as a result, we now have before us 

draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.26/Rev.l, just introduced by the representative of 

Yugoslavia. 

The German Democratic Republic has become a sponsor of this revised 

text. We take this opportunity to thank the sponsors of draft resolution 

A/C.L/37/L.26 for.their constructive co-operation. Under these circumstances 

th~ delegation of the German Democratic Republic does not insist on a vote 

on ~ft resolution A/C.l/37/L.ll 

Hr. VRAALSEN (Norway) : On behalf of the delegations of 42 countries 

from all regional groups, I take pleasure in introducing draft resolution 

A/C.l/37/L.67, concerning institutional arrangements relating to the process 

of disarmament. For the sake of good order I should like to read out the 

names of the delegations. They are: .Algeria, Argentina~ Austria, Bahamas~ 

Bangladesh, Bolivia, canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Ecuador J 

the Federal Republic of Germany, France, Greece, Guatemala, Iceland, Indonesia, 

Ireland, Kenya, Lebanon, Liberia, Madagascar, Bali, Malta, Mauritania, Hexico, 

Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Panama, Portugal, Romania, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, Singapore, 

Spain, Sudan, Sweden, Tunisia, the United Republic of Cameroon and Uruguay. 

Draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.67 is a combination of three draft resolutions 

that had previously been introduced in this Committee. It also includes the 

original draft decision concerning the Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies 

as contained in document A/C.l/37/L.36. 

The three draft resolutions to which I referred are: A/C.l/37/L.9, 

concerning the revi~w of the membership of the Committee on disarmament; 

A/C.l/37/L.23, concerning the future status of the United Nations Institute 

for Disarmament Research (UNIDIR) and A/C.l/37/L.60, concerning certain 

institutional arrangements relating to the process of disarmament. 
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(Mr. Vraalsen 2 Hor~y) 

Compared to the texts of documents A/C.l/37/L.9, L.23, L.36 and L.6o. 

the proposed chanees are of an entirely editorial nature. Part I of the 

draft resolution concerns the review of the membership of the Committee ou 

Disarmament. The Committee is requested to report to the thirty-eighth session 

of the General Assembly twting into account the relevant paragraphs of both 

the Final Document of the first special session on disarmament and the 

Concluding Document of the second special session on disarraament. 

In part II the Committee on Disarmament is commended to consider designating 

itself as a conference without prejudice to paragraph 120 of the Final Document. 

The revival of the Advisory Board on Disarmament Studies is referred 

to in part III. The Secretary~General is requested to revive that Board 

in line vdth his note A/37/550 and to entrust it with the functions li~ted 

therein~ taking into account the provisions of part IV of the draft 

resolution and further relevant decisions of the General Assembly in this 

regard. 

Part IV concerns the decision to make the United Nations Institute for 

Disarmament Research a permanent autonomous institution with headquarters 

in Geneva. The Institute shall be funded by voluntary contributions from 

States as well as public and private organizations. 

In part V the Secretar,r-General is requested to transform the Centre 

for Disarmament into a Department for Disarmament Affairs~ headed by an 

Under--Secretary-General. Finally 2 the Secretary-·Genera1. is requested to 

report to the thirty-eighth session on the practical implementation of 

this draft resolution. 
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(Mr. Vraalsen, Norway) 

My delegation has thought it useful to weld together those draft 

resolutions and the draft decision that concern institutional arrangements, 

thereby simplifYing and facilitating this Committee's work. The idea of an 

omnibus draft resolution has been discussed with the original sponsors of the 

various separate draft resolutions. ~fust of those delegations have supported 

the proposal; however, a few have indicated that , for various reasons, they 

do not wish to join in sponsoring the omnibus draft resolution. My 

delegation appreciates their position and remains thankful for the support 

received from them. 

In conclusion, I express the hope that this draft resolution will be 

adopted by consensus by this Committee. 

The CHAIRMAN: The Committee will no'\or take up draft resolution 

A/C.l/37/L.l/Rev.l under agenda item 133, entitled "Review and implementation 

of the Concludiug Document of the Twelfth Special Session of the General 

Assembly: freeze on nuclear weapons". This draft resolution ha.s four 

sponsors and was introduced by the representative of India at the First 

Committee's 37th meeting on 19 November 1982. 

I call on the Secretary of the Committee to read out the names of the 

sponsors. 

Mr. RATHORE (Secretary of the Committee): The sponsors are 

the German Democratic Republic ? India? Liberia and Mali. 

The CHAIRMAN: The Committee will now proceed to take action on 

draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.l/Rev.l. 

I shall call on those representatives who wish to explain their vote 

before the vote. 
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Mr. HEGIDmR (Federal Republic of' Germany) : As the Chairman has 

announced, in a short while this Committee will take action on draft 

resolutions A/C.l/37/L.l/Rev.l, L.3/Rev.2 and L.4/Rev.l, all of' them 

dealins with nuclear matters. The characteristic of' these draft resolutions 

is that they advocate a nuclear freeze and other moratorium ideas, as well 

as the non-use or non-first-use of' nuclear weapons. These concepts also 

seem to permeate other draft resolutions which will come up for decision 

during the next few days. My delegation takes a critical view of' the 

aforementioned concepts. 

I should like at this juncture, by way of' an explanation of' vote, to 

clarify the underlying reas.ons for our vote in these matters. :r.-Iy statement 

relates directly to the analysis of' the nuclear non-first-use proposal 

which I myself' offered during the thirty-sixth session of' the General 

Assembly and to the statement of' my delegation in the general debate on 

27 October. 

The prevention of' nuclear war and,beyond that nuclear disarmament,are 

a vital concern of' this day and age. I am deeply convinced that no 

Government represented in this room would ever consider the launching of' 

a nuclear conflict as a tool of' its own policy. 'Ue 'muld all agree that 

the real purpose of' our joint endeavour is not recrimination cut the 

serious search for the best method of accomplishing the noble objective 

of' preventing war, including a nuclear catastrophe. That is why rational 

debate and the achievement of substantial and verifiable results in 

negotiations are vitally important. 

In seeking how war, including nuclear war) can best be 

prevented and nuclear disarmament most effectively promoted, my delesation, 

along with many others, follows these two overriding principles. First, 

all considerations must proceed from the principle of the renunciation of 

the use of force enshrined in Article 2 (4) of' the United Nations Charter. 

Its main rationale is the prevention of' war. It is, as the United Nations 

Disarmament COmmission formulated it this year, 11the most acute and pressing 

task of' the present day11 • Armed conflict as such is banned - except in case 

of' self-defence against an ar.med attack. Secondly~ the objective of 
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(Mr. 1·Tegener, Federal 
Republic of Germany) 

disarmament is to establish a solid foundation for lasting peace, to brine 

about stability and to ensure undiminished security at the lowest possible 

level of armaments and military forces. 

Any disarmament measure or philosophy which fosters instability and 

thus insecurity is not a suitable recipe for the preservation of peace. 

This applies in particular to the relationship bet1-reen the t1vo major 

nuclear Pm·rers where a stable balance at the lowest possible level is the 

best way to deter conflictC"and to contribute to international security. 

I turn now to the freeze. In our view, the following arguments can be 

advanced against the freeze philosophy and can show its serious flaws. 

A freeze could be justified only if the participants in a freeze 

decision 1-Tould at that time fully enjoy and preserve their right to security; 

in other words, if there was a genuine balance, both in the global context 

and at relevant sub-global levels. If not, the freeze decision would be in 

direct contradiction of paragraph 29 of the Final Document. If that 

paragraph is talten seriou~ly ~ the freeze decision should never b.e taken 

totally separated from a profound analysis of the underlying security 

situation and force relati¢nships. 

Secondly, proponents of the freeze assert that there is parity between 

the United States and the Soviet Union. This claim of parity is constantly 

repeated but rarely substantiated. In the context of the security situation 

in Europe, the Soviet Un:i.on, without any corresponding arms development on 

the He stem side, has in the last couple of years deployed many hundreds of 

nuclear warheads of great destructive effect and have substantially reinforced 

its conventional capability. The Soviet Union claimed parity in 1978 and 

still pretends that it exists now - hundreds of Soviet nuclear 1-1arheads later. 

That is a logical impossibility. The difficulty with the freeze is that, 

in the absence of approximate parity, it wouldamount to unilateral disarmament 

and codify the superiority of one side at an arbitrarily chosen moment. 

Thirdly, if the consequence of the freeze is a mere codification of 

imbalances, it destroys the incentive for deep cuts for genuine nuclear 

reduction. One of its psychological flaws is that it arbitrarily separates 
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·(Mr. t·legener 1 Federal 
Republic of Germany) 

the two components of the concept of halting and reversing the arms race. 

Fourthly, the freeze therefore leaves existing nuclear arsenals in 

place. In the East-West context, 1mich depends on a balanced nuclear 

relationship between the two major Powers, the mere continued existence of 

such vastly superior arsenals in a region produces grave psychological results, 

instils fear and mistrust and deeply affects the general political atmosphere. 

Fifthly, even if a freeze were based on a balanced situation and thus 

· acceptable, it would need adequate verification embodied in firm contractual 

commitments. A freeze without such a basis would do nothing to al.l.ay fear 

and suspicion and would not ·be durable. Obviously, ho1-1ever ~ 8.n agreement 

on a verified freeze could hardly be reached more rapidly than a much more 

urgently needed agreement on arms reduction. 
' , I ' , 

Sixthly, the preparedness of l..festern Governments to embark on freeze 

moves is greatly complicated by the traumatic experiences with earlier 

unilateral or agreed moratoria. It is an uncontested fact that the Soviet 

Union has unilaterallY abandoned the 1958-1961 moratorium on testing- and, 

equally, that it has not responded to the unilateral United States 

renunciation of the production of chemical weapons in 1969. 
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{!:rr_._l!es..ell~F ~-- li'~C!~ral _f.epuplic 
of Germany) 

Furthermore~ in spite of the Soviet Union 1 s declaration earlier this 

year that i~t,; uould cease deploying SS-20 nuclear 1-reapons, construction t·rork on 

additional deployment sites 'has continued unabated. 

In conclusion: I should like to restate our deep conviction that 

instead of freeze proposals at this juncture, instead of codification of 

e~dsting balances, t·re need an effective reduction throu&h balance and verifiable 

fl.o"Teements anc1 thus the establishment of a stable nuclear balance at the 

lovrest possible levels. 'Hhoever is in favour of r-enuine arms control and 

a.l"lllS limitation should uorl.:. actively toua.rc1s that end. 

I no't'T turn to the issue of the non-first use of nuclear t-Teapons. Uy 

delegution has twice offered a critical analysis of commitments relatinB to 

the non··first~use of nuclear 't'reapons at the 19Cl session of the First 

Collllllittee and a~a.in during the general debate of' the present session. In 

parenthesis~ I rnieht ac1d that unfortunately the arcument contained in last 

year's statement and the arguments put f'oruarc1 at that time by some of' the 

other H'estern cJ.ele,sations have not 'been reflected. in the 1901 Disa1Tl8lllent 

Yea1·bool:~ malting the presentation of' these proolens in tl1e Yearbook somei·rhat 

lacld.nc in balance. 

In each of the tuo statements~ my delegation has underlinec1 that the 

concept of' non-f'irst-.use must be judged by trhether it meets the overridinp

exic;ency of 1>reventing '!'Tar. I do not uish to enumerate our arguments in full. 

Suffice it to recall the f'ollouing tlro considerations that are of' decisive 

im);>ortance for us. First, anyone who undertalr.es not to mal~e first use of' a 

specific ty:pe of' t-Tea.pon obviously intenc1s to reserve the right to use other 

t-TealJOns. Tha·t; is ·the attitude of a PotTer vrhich feels it has_ superiority in 

those other t-Teapons. Nobody can eJqlect the inferior side to applaud such a 

lJOSition. Secondly~ a declaration of intent not to make fir~t use of' certain 

1-reapons is insufficient anc1 futile as lone as those tveapo~1s remain ready for 

use. It is not possible to verify such a self-·imposed obligation= because of' its 

declarator'J nature. It uould only become clear trhether the obligation 11as 

ree~ly beinG honoured in the event of' a confrontation~ at which point it could 
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be too late for the international conununity to react. Therefore it is not 

enough to fors-vrear the first use of nuclear weapons to meet the professect 

purpose. \That 't·re need is a strict observance of the comprehensive ban on 

the use of force~ as enshrined in the Unitec1 jTations C'harter. 

The time allottedto my delegation for this erglanation of vote is runnin~ 

out. I have to limit myself to these felT arguments. There a:re others. In 

conclusion~ and before 1-re proceed to the vote on the many nuclear resolutions 

before the Committee, I should lil:e to express r.ry re!]:ret that in our op1.m.on 

many of the resolutions ~o not objectively promote the purposes they purport 

to serve. 

In this universal body dealing uith security and disarmament problems, 

I should like to reiterate the readiness of my delegation to join in any venture 

1-rhich in our vie't-r can make a more forceful and effective contribution to the 

prevention of 1-rar~ includine; nuclear 1rar. He have a broad ranGe of possilJilities 

to deal 1-rith in that subject~ even belm·r the level of the controversial 

strategic c1octrine. \Te must be more imar;inati ve in devisinp; 1rays by Eutual 

ac;reement to mal>.e the outbreal~ of nuclear 1rar ano. i'rar in general 1Jy accident 

or miscalculation impossible. Ue could do more to regulate the behaviour 

of States in the pre-'t·rar stage. Confidence-·buildinc measures in the nuclear 

rounds~ including those just proposed by President neagan, are among these 

possibilities. 

i.jy dele.:::;ation~ together with t1-ro other deler-;ations, tool~ an initiative in 

this o.irection at the second special session devoted to disarmament. Ue 

renain prepared to ie.entify, 1rithin a suitable multilateral organizational 

framelrorl:, appropriate and practical measures for the prevention of nuclear 

war, provided that the conte~~ of war prevention in c;eneral is not lost. 

rzy- delegation recrets that the 1rork of this Committee has not focused 

sufficiently on the preparation of a consensus te~~ on this partial but vital 

topic. Yet there is hope that 1·re shall shortly tread that more promisinc; 

e;round. That -vroulcl. certainly leao. us further than man~r of the other 

resolutions to 1-rhich I have had to voice r:ry objections in this explanation of 

vote. 
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lir. 'J.'JI.VFB!....L ~.UJ.i.c;8 (Portu~al) (inter~'?reto:cion fra.u French): Iu ·the 

r·enero.l de1.~at~ at tlle· ·cllirty-si<.:-ch session of the General Assembly, -.u.y 

u.ele~e.t iou t'.~eclo.reU. ·chat. it was : 

"· •• unable to sup))ort any vague proposals of q_uestionable 

1-10r·th iu tJ.w ~)recess of ne[;otiatiuc: 011 ;ueasures ·i:;o e11sure effec·cive 

cJ.lli. internationally verifiable con·crol over al'"!il€1.i.tlentsn 

(A/C.l/3~/PV. 2'-t- 2 ·p. 2'() 

as yart of the Pol"tU~}J.ese polHica.l view, wl1ich toti.c.y re1ains cow.ple·cely 

valid. 

Dra.f·c :;,• esolut im.1 A/ C.l/J'( /L.l/Rev .1, on >·rhich the Cruh!iet ee uill be 

votin~:, fo.lls in'co the C:J.te~ory of :.:1easures which Hy Goverm:tent is unable 

'l."r•.e freeze on nuclear 't·reapous in t.l1e conuitious ou·clined ~co the C;a:aw.i·ctee, 

fD.J." fro.1 s·creuc;theuinc; iuterna:i:i ional pe.J,Ce anti. security, coultl have ha.riD-f'ul 

ef'fects, the Oj)j)Osite of -~ilose pursueU.. In pu:rticulal", ·the !!lOSt visible and 

iMneCiiate effect of the practical implementation of these and other proposals 

"t-Tith the sau.e objec-i:iivet::; 110ulr., be to consolidate the imbalances that are already 

obvious in :..:.urope, especic.lly a.:r·cer ·che u.e:9loyw.ent of the OS-20 uissiles 

by the Ooviet Union. 'lS.1e superiori·i:;y of tlJ.e ~!ursail Pac·i:; coun·cries in tile 

~--ea of conventional uea.pons,ac:!.ueu ·i:;o ·the a.clvau·ca;e of the 013-20 uissiles 

::W.rcaU.y ... ~.e:~loye6., · uoulll. be rur·tl.lel" s·cren:::;theueu. Iu the cirCUL11.sto.llces, 

it is J.iffic·l.llt to see irjmt iucentive there 1-roulti. be for the Soviet u"nio11 ·i:;o 

co1~·cLJ.u~ ·i:;J.le St1:o:i:iegic lirJJ.s Reduction 'l'all~s (U'J.'l'.R'.J.') and intermediate· range nuclear 

forces (I~TF} ne~otiations. Cn the contrary, it·1rould have every interest in 

maintaining the ~~us ~uo of the freeze. 

That leads us to the conclusion that the draft project under consideration 

is not even in.~eepine with the Final Document of the tenth special session 

of the Ge~lcral AsseiiJly tlm·c 1ras a,(.LO!)CGu. !Jy consensus. In fac·i:;, pm·w.;ra:ph 29 
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"I_Che auopGion of U.isa.rue.:ment Hea.sures shou.lcl take pl<.1Ce iu sllch .m 

eclui·to.ble anu. IJa.lancet;. uanner as to ensure the ri:;nt of.eac:i.1 ;:-~tate to 

security nm1 to ensure thaG no inclivil!.ual t;tate or :roLJ.:._l of f.Jta:t.es hl2-Y 

obtain nclvnnto..:;es over o·Ghers at any sta.:.;e. At each sta~e the objective 

should oe uncli.c.linis•leu secu1~ity ct ti.1e lo1res·t l1ossible level of arwa.uen·ts o.nu 

Hilitary forces. 11 (A/S-10/<..:., Dar a. 2~) 

In the conui·tions in i·rhich the freeze of nu.clear vreapons is :!:JrOl)Ose(~, the 

objective of that J?OXa~raph uoul<l not be met. Noreover. it 'tvould be 

i:u1possible to verify the freeze :proposec1 and the nrot>osal itself :rtlal:es no 

mention of the need for verification of such a measure, 
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The possibility of th~ outbreak of a nuclear war with the risk of the 

destruction of mankind is a source of concern to my country and to others, 

as it is to th~ sponsors of draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.l/Rev.l. However, 

it is our conviction that the objectiv~s of disarmament would be more 

effectively attained if there were negotiations on precise, well-defined and 

balanced measures providing for adequate verification machinery. 

For the reasons I have just set forth, we feel that this draft resolution 

is thoroughly destabilizing and will not strengthen international peace and 

security. These same considerations apply also to draft resolution 

A/C .1/37 /L. 3/Rev. 2 on the same subject. Consequently, my delega.tion will vote 

against draft resolutions A/C.l/37/L.l/Rev.l and A/C.l/37/L.3/Rev.2. 

Mr. LOEIS (Indonesia) : My delegation will votto in favour of draft 

resolution A/C.l/37/L.l/Rev.l concerning nuclear-weapons freeze. 

Indonesia. is greatly alarmed by the present pace in the build-up of nuclear 

armaments which, at this stage, already has an overkill destructive capacity. 

As a matter of principle, therefore, we will continue to support concrete and 

practical measures aimed at preventing the outbreak of nuclear war, including 

a freeze, with adequate verification, in the development and production of 

nuclear -vreapons • 

Action has indeed become even more pressing in view of the present strain 

and mutua.l distrust characterizing East-vJest relations, the deterioration of 

the international si tuA.tion, the further escalation of the arms race and the 

stalemate in the negotiations on nuclear disarmament. 

Such a freeze, in our view, would constitute a step forward towards the 

reduction of nuclear arms. 

I should like also to place on record that this explana.tion of vote 

also applies to draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.3/Rev.2 on a nuclear arms freeze, 

on which the Committee will vote at a later stage. 

The CHAIRMAN: Ttle shall now begin the voting procedure on draft 

resolution A/C.l/37/L.l/Rev.l. 

A recorded vote has been requested. 
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A recorded vote was taken. 

In favour: 

Against: 

Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Austria, Bahamas, 

Bahrain, Bangladesh, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, 

Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 

Republic, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, Colombia, 

Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslova1":.ia, 

Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecua.dor, 

Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, German DemocrR.tic 

Republic, Ghana, Greece, Guinea, Guyana, Hungary, India, 

Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, 

Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, 

Lao People's Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Liberia, 

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, 

Mali, Malta, Mauritania., Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, 

Mozembique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nig~ria, Oman, 

Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines , Poland, 

Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, 

Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, 

Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Sweden, Syria.n Arab Republic, 

. Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago~ Tunisia, Uganda, 

Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics, United Arab Emira.tes, United 

Republic of Cameroon, Uni tE'd Republic of Tanzania, 

Uruguay, Venezuela, VietNam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, 

Zaire, Zambia 

Australia, Belgium, Canada, France, Germa.ny, ·Federal 

Republic of, Israel, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, 

New Zealand, Norwa.y, Portugal, Spain, Turkey, 

United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, 

United States of America 

Abstaining: ChinE~., Denmark, Guatemala, Iceland, Japan, 

Papua New Guinea, Saint Lucia, Somalia 

Draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.l/Rev.l was adopted by 105 votes to 16, with 

8 abstentions. 

* Subsequently the delegation of Somalia advised the Secretariat that it 
had intended to vote in favour. 
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The CHAiffi.1A.N: I shall now call on those represe>ntatives wishing 

to explain their votes after the vote. 

Mr • LIN Cheng (interpretation from Chinese) : In general, to demand 

a freeze on ~uclear weapons to stop the nuclear-arms race is understandable. 

However, the situation of the various nuclear States is quite different. The 

nuclPar Powers possess ma.ssive nuclear arsenfl~s. They use them to carry out 

a policy of nuclear threat and blackmail, while the countries with very small 

nuclear defenc~ capacity and the many States without nuclear weapons are the 

victims of the nuclear threat. 

In view of this situation an indiscriminate demand that all nuclear 

States should freeze nuclear weapons obviously can be only to the advantage 

of the nuclear Powers, thus legalizing their nuclear superiority over other 

countrie>s and making their nuclear threat and blaclmail legitimate, pE"'rpetrated 

and permanent. This is not in the interest of the security of States and 

world peace. That is why the Chinese delegation abstained on draft resolution 

A/C.l/37/L.l/Rev.l. 

Mr. C. LIDGARD (Sweden) : Sweden has voted in favour of draft resolution 
A/C.l/37/L.l/Rev.l. He share the view incorporated in that resolution 

that a freeze including all nuclE"a.r-weapon Sta.teo-s is desirable and important. 

liE- should, however, like to add that we consider a nuclear-weapons fre-eze 

initiated by the two nuclear super-Powers, as proposed in draft resolution 

A/C.l/37/L.3/Rev.2 as more urgent. Such a freeze would also be an important 

contribution to bilateral negotiations aiming at large reductions in all 

categories of nuclear weapons of the tw·o Powers , which have by fer the largest 

arsene~s of such weapons. 

The CHAIRMAN: lfe have now completed our consideration of draft 

resolution A/C.l/37/L.l/Rev.l. We will take up draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.3/Rev.2, 

under agenda item 133 on the review and implementation of the Concluding Document 

of the twelfth special session of the General Assembly, on the topic of a nuclear 

arms freeze. 

This draft resolution has four sponsors and was introduced by the 

representative of Mexico at the 38th meeting of the First Committee on 

19 October 1982. I now call on the Secretary of the Committee to read out the 

list of its sponsors. 
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lllr. HATHOTIE (Secretary of the Committee) : The sponsors of draft 

resolution A/C.l/37/L.3/Rev.2 are Colombia, Ecuador~ Mexico and Slreden. 

The CHAiilllAN: The Committee 'rill now proceed to take a decision on 

draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.3/Hev.2 • I shall now call on these representatives 

who vdsh to explain their votes before the vote • 

I.lr. VRAALSEN (liiorway): The draft resolution before us in document 

A/C.l/37/L.3/Rev.2 on a nuclear arms freeze raises a number of important questions 

containing nuclear ar.ms and their delivery vehicles. To clarif.y the position of 

the Nonregian Government on these questions I should like to make the follovrlng 

statement on No~-Tegian nuclear policy concerning the different aspects raised in 

the draft resolution. 

The basic idea of a freeze is not new to the field of disarmament or arms 

control. Throughout the last 20 years various proposals about freezes, mora:'Goriums 

or similar ideas have been put fonra::-d by all sides in disarmament negotiations. 

The idea of freezing or halting on a temporary or more lasting basis the 

development of nevT types of weapons while negotiations continue can in some 

instances be desirable in order to buy time vrhile difficult and often technical 

questions are sorted out • From a conceptual point of view, hoi·Tever, thP.re are at 

least three important problems connected to the general idea of a freeze. 

First, a freeze would, by definition, keep the balance of power frozen in the 

state it is in from the moment the freeze enters into effect. It "t-Tould thus also 

freeze present imbalances • In Europe there is , because of the Soviet deployment 

of the SS-20 and other missiles, a serious imbalancP concerning intermediate-range 

nuclear forces. A freeze on nuclear forces in Europe at this stage lTould therefore 

only benefit one of the parties to the ongoing negotiations on these weapons. 

A second problem is that a freeze could, in certain instances, stand in the 

way of a real reduction of nuclear arms • The proponents of a freeze argue that 

in ord~r to start reductions you first have to stop. I can assure everyone that 

the Nonregian Government and people share the urgent hope that the momentum of the 

ar.ms race can be stopped. In the present situation in Europe, hoi-rever, there 

are no serious and delicate negotiations under way towards arriving at a real and 

substantial reduction of nuclear arms • The same is true at the strategic level 
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through the Strategic Aros Reduction Talks (START). We hope and believe that 

these negotiations will succeed not only in preventing deployment of new weapons 

but~ even more importantly~ in renoving or reducing present systems. 

A third problem related to a freeze concerns verification. A general freeze 

cannot be as well verified as arills control agreements arrived at through direct 

neGotiations bet1-reen the parties concerned which also include means of 

verification in order to ensure that all parties abide by the obligations they 

have accepted through the agreement itself. In the opinion of the J:ITorwegian 

Government it is vitally important that arms-control and disarmament agreements 

should be properly verified. ·without such verification suspicion and distrust 

may soon erase the gains obtained by the agreements themselves. 

rw delegation appreciates the efforts made by the authors of the present 

draft resolution to deal with the important question of verification. He 

nevertheless find these attempts somewhat lacking in this respect. The freeze 

proposal in document A/C.l/37/L.3/Rev.2 deals with four elements in the production 

chain of nuclear weapons 9 that is, testing, production, deployment and cut-off of 

fissionable material. Concerning the question of the testing of nuclear weapons~ 

Norway has long been on record as supporting a comprehensive nuclear test-ban 

treaty and my delega-tion is therefore a sponsor of draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.40, 

which deals with this issue in further detail. 

Ue also believe that an adequately verified cessation and prohibition of 

the production of fissionable material for nuclear weapons and the progressive 

conversion and transfer of stocks to peaceful uses would be a significant step 

towards halting and reversing the nuclear arms race. ·we are thus a sponsor of 

draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.48, which deals "1-Tith this issue. 

v1e cannot support the remaining parts of the present freeze proposal, those 

dealing ~~th the testing of delivery vehicles and with the production and 

deployment aspects, as they would run counter to the positions taken by North 

Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) countries, including Norway, both as regards 

the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces ( TNF) and the START talks • In the opinion 

of the Norwegian Government a freeze including these elements would seriously 

prejudge the outcome of the present INF negotiations in Geneva and detract from 

what must be our principal objective, that is, significant reductions of existing 

nuclear arms in the ongoing negotiaticns. 

For these reasons No~-ray will vote against the present draft resolution. 
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Mr. WAGENMAKERS (Netherlands): The Netherlands will vote against draft 

resolution A/C.l/37/L.3/Rev.2 for reasons explained in my statement in the First 

Committee on 19 November 1982~ when I commented on some draft resolutions 

pertaining to nuclear arms control and nuclear disarmament. 

I should like to quote what I said on the question of a freeze. 

·:The Netherlands position on the question of a freeze is that at this 

juncture a freeze of the development, production and/or deployment of 

nuclear weapons and their delivery vehicles would legitimize the recent 

massive growth in missile weaponry of the Soviet Union and leave intact 

the resulting imbalance. Thus the West would be prevented from remedying 

the vulnerabilities which now exist. This holds true in particular for 

land~based intermediate-range nuclear weapons as well as for certain 

aspects of the strategic relation. 

i
1For these reasons a 'freeze' under today' s conditions would be 

equivalent to a consolidation of certain destabilizing aspects of the present 

East-West relationship. 

All our endeavours should now concentrate on promoting a successful 

outcome of the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START) and Intermediate-Range 

Nuclear Forces (INF) negotiations~ for) contrary to a 'freeze', the START 

and INF talks both aim at achieving substantial reductions as well as a 

stable balance of forces. 
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110ne might note in passing that the detailed elaboration of an 

agreed 'freeze 'would be just as complicated as that of a real reduction 

agreement and 'tvould call for the same kind of intrusive verification 

measures. It would seem that the main proponents of a'freeze'ignore 

these problems. So as to avoid any misunderstanding, I should add 

that what I have said just now does not exclude that, once a more stable 

balance has been achieved, a certain agreed freeze might contribute 

to curbing the nuclear arms race." (A/C.l/37/PV.37. p. 22-25) 

Unlike the sponsors of draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.3/Rev.2, the 

netherlands delegation is not firmly convinced that at present the conditions 

ar~ most propitious for such a freeze, since 

"the Union of Soviet. Socialist Republics and the United 

States of America are now equivalent in nuclear military power 

and it seems evident that there exists between them an overall rough 

parity11
• 

In cur opinion, accepting such a view would amount to locking in a dangerous 

an~ unacceptable status quo. 

In any case, we hold that negotiations of a general agreement freezing 

nuclear forces at current levels is probably not practicable. To assume that 

far~reaching measures, as envisaged in operative paragraph 1, can be established 

by a mere proclamation of declaration, as is assumed in that paragraph, 

is tantamount to seriously underestimating the complexities involved. 

Unilateral restraint alone cannot produce a safer world. There must be joint 

co-operative action. 

!1oreover, the important elements of a general nuclear free~e at current 

levels would be extremely difficult to verify, and some would not be verifiable 

at all. 

A positive factor, to a certain extent, is the mention in draft 

resolution L.3/Rev.2 of the need for relevant measures and procedures of 

verification. The verification measures and procedures agreed upon in the SALT I 

and SALT II Treaties would not suffice, hovrever, for monitoring compliance with 

all the limitations and bans mentioned in the same operative paragraph. 
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In short, we should like to be able to believe that the development 

or nuclear armaments could be stopped and the chances or nuclear war 

diminished, at the same t~e, by a sudden freeze. Instead, we are convinced. 

that that is wishful thinking. A freeze nmv would lead not to a safer would 

but to a less stable situation, and thus increase rather than decrease 

the chances of a nuclear vrar. 

There is no alternative to the difficult ne~otiations in Geneva. 

Mr. AHMAD (Pakistan): The Pakistan delegation voted for draft 

resolution A/C.l/37/L.l/Rev.l and will vote similarly for draft 

resolution A/C.l/37/L.3/Rev.2, dealing with a nuclear arms freeze. 

Ue believe that the threat from nuclear weapons is all-pervasive, 

and that efforts to eliminate the threat can be made at more than one 

level. This position is consistent with the Final Document of the first special 

session of the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, which states that in the 

task of achieving the goals of nuclear. disarmament all the nuclear-weapon States, 

in particular those amon~ them which possess the most important nuclear 

arsenals~ bear a special responsibility. 

Pakistan accordingly voted in favour or draft resolution L.l/Rev.l and 

vdll vote in favour of L.3/Rev.2. 

The CHAIRMAN: We shall nm·r vote on draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.3/Rev.2. 

A recorded vote has been requested. 

A recorded vote was taken. 
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A:fghanistan, Algeria, Angola., Argentina, Austria, Bahamas, 

Bahrain, Bangladesh, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, 

Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, 

Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo, 

Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, 

Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, 

Fiji, Finland, Gabon, German Democratic Republic, Ghana, 

Greece, Guinea, Guyana, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran 

(!slamic Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, 

Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's Democratic Republic, 

Lebanon, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malawi, 

Malaysia, Mali, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Mozambique, 

Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, 

Paraguay, Peru, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, 

Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Sao Tome and Principe, 

Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Sri Lanka, 

Sudan, Suriname, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Togo, 

Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet 

Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 

United Arab Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon, United 

Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet ~am, Yemen, 

Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia 

Australia~Belgium, Canada, France, Germany, Federal 

Republic of, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, 

New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Turk~y, United 

Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United States 

of America 

Abstaining: Denmark, Guatemala, Iceland, Papua New Guinea, Philippines, 

Somalia 

The draft resolution was adopted by 103 votes to 17. with 6 abstentions* 

* Subsequently the delegation of Malta advised the Secretariat that 

it had intended to vote in favour. 
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The CHAIRNUU~: I shall now call on those representatives who vdsh 

to explain their votes after the vote. 

Mr. MICHAELSEN (Denmarlt:): lifo responsible human being wants i·Tar. 

Every responsible human being wants the global arms race to be brought to an 

end. .And every responsible human being supports the efforts to bring about 

real and substantial reductions of existing arms, in particular nuclear 

arms. 

The Danish Government has given careful consideration to the draft 

resolutions on nuclear arms submitted in this Committee. In doing so, the 

Danish Government has paid particular attention to whether the proposals 

promote or impede the on-going Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START) and 

Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces (INF) negotiations in Geneva aiming at 

achieving substantial reductions of these weapons and at a stable balance of 

forces at a lower level. 

The Danish Government looks mth sympathy upon the basic idea of freezing 

the development, production and deployment of nuclear weapons and their 

delivery vehicles. However, we would have preferred it if draft resolutions 

on this question had not been submitted at this stage, as we fear that they 

might have a negative impact on the on-going negotiations in Geneva. In our 

opinion, a freeze might legitimize the recent massive growth in the nuclear 

weaponry of the Soviet Union and leave intact the resulting imbalance. 

Seen from a European point of view, the Soviet build-up of SS-20s gives 

rise to particular alarm. 

We find that a freeze should not be the point of departure for, but the 

logical result of, the negotiations in Geneva. He all have an obli~ation to 

j-oin in the efforts to promote a successful outcome of thosE:: negotiations. 

't-lhat is needed now, therefore, is true negotiations, id th both parties showing 

willingness to consider carefully the other party's proposals. 

Those considerations, weighed against the strong concern of the Danish public 

over the continuing nuclear arms race, led the Danish Government to abstain on 

draft resolutions A/C.l/37/L.l/Rev.l and A/C.l/37/L.3/Rev.2. 

However, my Government would like to emph~size that our vote today on these 

proposals does not imply any change in the Danish Government's firm commitments to 

both elements in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization's double-track decision of 

December 1979 or in Denmark's foreign and security policy. 
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Hr. RAJAKOSKI (Finland): This morning the First Committee has taken 

action on two draft resolutions on a freeze on nuclear armaments -

A/C.l/37/L.l/Rev.l and A/C.l/37/L.3/Rev.2. I wish to explain my delegation's 

position on both of them, for which my delegation has just voted. 

Effective measures to eliminate or limit the danger of nuclear war 

require a minimum of understanding between the Powers that have those weapons 

at their disposal. The debate on those draft resolutions demonstrates that 

this is not the case. On the contrary, deep divisions persist between the 

nuclear Powers on this issue. 

~fe see the draft resolutions before us as a response to the spontaneous 

movement in many countries anxious about the dangers of a nuclear war 

and concerned that negotiations on the reduction of nuclear weapons are 

not making any real progress. 

It is clear, however, that real results in this field can be achieved 

only in serious and substantive negotiations among the parties principally 

concerned. It is on this basis that we have voted in favour of those two 

draft resolutions, even if we have serious doubts about various elements 

in both texts, more particularly in draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.3/Rev.2. 

Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation 

from Russian): The Soviet delegation voted in favour of draft resolution 

A/C.l/37/L.3/Rev.2, for the Soviet Union, in principle, takes a positive 

attitude to the idea of a freeze on nuclear weapons and· stockpiles a~ a first 

step towards reducing these stockpiles , which should be followed up by 

real and tangible nuclear disarmament. 

The Soviet Union proceeds from the premise that the nuclear arms race 

must be halted once and for all. Therefore, all the nuclear Powers must 

participate in a freeze. vTe understand that this idea is set forth in 

the draft resolution we have just adopted. In this context the Soviet 

delegation does not oppose the fact that the first appeal for a freeze was 

addressed only to the Soviet Union and the United States ~f America. 

lTe also proceed from the premise that the freeze proposed in the draft 

resolution should be limited to a certain time frame and that the question of 

its continuation has to be settled taking into account the actions of other 
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nuclear States. As for verification of a freeze, this question requires 

further agreement through talks between the parties to it. 

I should like to say just a few words about the idea of a freeze 

in connection with the statements made by some delegations in explanation 

of vote. It is a mark of the times that the idea of a freeze of nuclear 

stockpiles - even though there are many different views involved here - is 

supported by the overwhelming majority of Governments~ something which has 

just been reflected in the vote. The broadest possible sectors of public 

opinion in the various countries also agree with this idea, but some, including 

some here in the First Committee - and this was heard in the statements of a 

number of representatives from countries of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 

(NATO) - continue to maintain that a freeze on nuclear weapons would be beneficial 

or advantageous only to the Soviet Union on the grounds that it supposedly has 

nuclear superiority. 

However, the facts show that what was agreed upon between the United States 

and the Soviet Union in the 1970s and also between the Warsaw Pact countries 

and NATO was that there existed approximate parity, and such parity still 

exists today both in the area of strategic and other nuclear weapons and in 

the area of conventional forces. The existence of this approximate parity has 

more than once - and I emphasize, more than once - been recognized by 

political and military leaders of the West, particularly by those who are well 

informed about the substance of this matter. This has been referred to by 

Presidents of the United States of America, the Chancellor of the Federal 

Republic of Germany and the State Secretaries and Ministers for Foreign Affairs 

of a number of Western countries. It has been regularly confirmed by 

specialists and, some three or four days ago, the Director of the London 

International Institute on Strategic Research~ Mr. Robert O'Neil, said the 

same thing. The balance of forces was reflected in the Soviet-American agreements~ 

including the second strategic arms limitations agreement (SALT II). There 

was approximate parity and the United States was not lagging behind; but 

claims to that effect were designed in order to cover up an unjustified build-up 

of nuclear weapons in the United States. 
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Serious attention should not be given to affirmations such as we have 

heard today about the so-called violation by the Soviet Union of the moratorium 

on nuclear tests in the 1960s. The statements that the Soviet Union, despite 

its unilateral decision to stop deploying medium-range missiles aimed at 

Europe, is continuing to do so were totally groundless. 

I should also like to recall something else, that is, the frequent 

unilateral steps we have taken to limit armaments, to which there has been 

no response from the Western States. These were concrete steps which included 

the withdrawal of 20,000 troops and thousands of tanks and other military 

equipment fram the German Democratic Republic, a unilateral cessation of the 

deployment of medium-range missiles in the European part of the USSR, the 

reduction of a considerable number of those missiles, and other measures. 

The Soviet Union rejects, as a matter of principle, this argument about 

military superiority. We do not strive to achieve it and we do not recognize 

that it exists; we also do not recognize that anyone else should have that 

superiority. Parity is something that would be in the interests of preserving 

peace. However, it is not yet a guarantee that it would free mankind from 

the threat of war, particularly in conditions when the level of military 

confrontation is high. 
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It is essential to move on further and to reduce the level of arms. 

Military parity must be at the lowest possible level of arms. That is our 

approach to nuclear disarmament. 

In a statement made yesterday in Moscow, the General Secretary of the 

Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, Yuri Andropov, 

stated: 
11We do not demand unilateral disarmament from the West. W'e are 

in favour of parity, with regard for the interests of both parties, 

for honest agreements. This is what we are ready for." 

He also emphasized: 

"As to the nuclear strategic arms possessed by the USSR and the 

USA, the Soviet Union, as is known, agrees that the two sides should, 

as the first step on the way to a future agreement, freeze their 

arsenals and thus create more favourable conditions for the continuation 

of talks on the mutual reduction of these weapons." 

That is the position of the Soviet Union on the question of a nuclear 

arms freeze. 

Mr. GLEISSNER (Austria): My delegation voted in favour of draft 

resolutions A/C.l/37/L.l/Rev.l and L.3/Rev.2 and wishes to explain its 

vote as follows. 

Austria considers disarmament measures - and what the two draft resolutions 

envisage is in our view a disarmament measure - to be of doubtful value if 

they do not take the aspect of equilibrium into account. Austria is not 

in a position to make an assessment as to whether at present there exists 

an equilibrium between the great ~Qwers in the field of ar.maments when 

all armament systems are taken into account. That is one of the reasons 

why Austria submitted its own disarmament proposal, aiming at more openness 

in this field. Nevertheless, Austria decided to cast a positive vote, because 

of the exceptional dangers posed by nuclear weapons and because a possibly 

existing disequilibrium could also be balanced by measures taken in the field 

of other types of weapons systems. 
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Mr. O'CONNOR (Ireland): Ireland voted in favour of the draft 

resolutions in documents A/C.l/37/L.l/Rev.l and L.3/Rev.2, which have just 

been adopted. I would recall that the Irish Prime Minister, Mr. Haughey, in 

his statement at the second special session on disarmament, and subsequently 

the Irish Foreign Minister, Mr. Collins, in the general debate at this session, 

put forward the idea of a freeze or moratorium on the introduction of new 

strategic weapons and delivery vehicles for an initial two-year period. We 

believed that a freeze on both sides could help to create a climate which would 

make negotiations on arms reductions easier. 

Our proposal was limited in its aims in the hope that it would be 

initially more acceptable and that it could later be extended. The present 

proposals are rather broader in their aims than our approach, although the 

underlying idea is the same, namely, that both sides in the present nuclear 

competition should halt the deployment and development of new weapons in 

order to create a better climate for the negotiations on reductions, which 

are so urgently needed. 

Accordingly, and taking account of the ideas put forward by our 

Prime Minister and Foreign Minister, Ireland voted in favour of both draft 

resolutions. 

Mr. BEESLEY (Canada): Freezes and moratoriums have had an unhappy 

history since the Second World War. It is in the nature of a freeze, of course, 

that it is non-binding and therefore just as it can be unilaterally assumed it 

can be unilaterally abandoned. It is this aspect that gives us particular 

trouble in dealing with any proposed freeze. In this respect it is analogous 

to moratoriums, as other speakers have pointed out, and as I have said, as 

history since the Second World War has demonstrated. Perhaps this is not of 

itself a sufficient reason to reject freeze proposals. 

What is undeniable, however, is that a freeze proposal, particularly 

a comprehensive one, as this is, prejudges all the complex technical scientific, 

political, legal, and even economic issues, as well as the military issues, both 

strategic and tactical, both offensive and defensive, all the issues that 

are involved. 
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Such a proposal must necessarily be based on an assumption of total 
. 

equilibrium, both in the specific sense and in its overall ambit, otherwise it 

would necessarily prejudice the position of one party in relation to the other. 

I wonder if anyone here can make that kind of judgement on all the aspects 

entailed in the kind of arms control negotiations that are going on either in 

the Committee on Disarmament or in the bilateral negotiations in Geneva. 

The very fact that those negotiations are taking place shows the need for them. 

Thus, while we have considerable sympathy with the motives of those 

proposing a freeze -we have considerable difficulties, overriding difficulties, 

with the practical problems it would pose. We fear, indeed, that it could 

be a destabilizing rather than a stabilizing measure. 

For those reasons, among others, while the draft resolution before us 

might well be looked upon as a useful, albeit perhaps partial, ~tatement of 

objectives or checklist for a negotiated and verifiable arms control agreement 

of major import, we do not find it possible fo support. such proposals as 

freezes, other than as part of a negotiated treaty commitment. 

In closing I would like to refer to the well-known Canadian provisions 

on certain types of freeze, for example, a negotiated freeze of technology, 

a negotiated freeze of the production of fissionable weapons material, so 

it is not the word "freeze" that f'rightens us or the notion of a freeze 

that troubles us. It is the particular type of freeze proposal with which 

we have to deal, and while we sympathize with the objectives and the honesty 

of purpose of the proponents we are unable to support it. 
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~e CHAI]r,lili~~ That concludes our consideration of draft r~solution 

A/C.l/37/L.3/llev.2. Ue turn novT to c1raft resolution A/C.l/37/L.4/RE'v.l~ 

under agenda item 133. 1'Review and implementation of the Concluding 

Document of the twelfth special session of the General Assembly", 

on the topic of ''Convention on the Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear Weapons;,. 

This draft resolution has 21 sponsors and was introduced by the representative 

of Inclia at the 33rd meeting of the First Committee , on 15 Hovember 1982. 

I call on the Secretary of the Committee to read out the list of 

sponsors. 

~1r. RATHORE (Secretary of the First Conuni tteE"}: Algeria~ Argentina, 

Bahamas, Bangladesh, Bhutan, Congo, Cyprus , Ecuador", EGypt ~ Ethiopia., Ghana, 

Guyana_ India, Indonesia, Jamaica, Madagascar, Mali, JUgeria, Romania, 

'!ugoslavia and Zambia . 

The CHAIRMAN: I call now on the representative of Sweden, 1vho wishes to 

speak in explanation of vote before the vote. 

il'r.!. C. LIDGARD ( 81veden) : The Swedish Government attaches the greatest 

importance to measures aimed at preventing the use of nuclear weapons. In fact, it 

is vital for the very survival of mankind that such weapons are not used. There 

is also e. logical link between non-use and non··proliferation of nuclear 

vreapons that must be kept in mind. 

It is my Government's fir.m belief that more resolute efforts to achieve 

nuclear disarmament are urgently needed. This should be accomplished through a 

process of cradual and balanced ;r,eg.uctions in nuclear vreapons, with the aim 

of their total elimination. I-1easures on non-use have their natural place 

in this context. 
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(Mr. C. Lidr;ard. Sweden) 

Sw~den entirely shares the objectives of this draft rPsolution. It also 

shares the opinion that nuclear war most probably would have such effects 

as to constitutE=> a crime against humanity. As the> fifth prPambular parar:.;raph 

is worded~ it makes a precise interpretation of the Charter of the United 

!-lations which can b~ conte-sted from a leeal standpoint. Ue would) therefore:

have preferred to have the fifth preambular paragraph, or parts of it~ 

dE'!let("d. Unfortunately~ such a deletion w·as not possible to achieve. 

\-lith that E"xplicit reservation my deleGation has nevertheless found 

the general thrust of the draft resolution so important that it has decided 

to vote in favour. 

The CHAIRMAN~ The votinG procedure on draft resolution 

A/C.l/37/L.4/Rev.l will now begin. 

A recorded vote has been requested. 

ll_r~corded vot~_ ~ras taken. 

,tn :favour: Afghanistan~ Algeria., .Angola, Argentina, Bahamas, 

Dahrain, Bangladesh; Benin, Bhutan~ Bolivia, Brazil~ 

Eulc;aria, Burma, Burundi~ Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 

Republic, Central African Republic~ Chad, Chile, China, 

Congo, Cuba, Cyprus" Czechoslovakia, Democratic Ye-men, 

Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, E~J.Pt, Ethiopia, 

~iji, Gabon, German Democratic Re-public: Ghana, 

Guatemala, Guinea, Guyana; Hungary, India" Indonesia, 

Iran (Islamic Republic of)~Iraq, Ivory Coast; Jamaica, 

Jordan, ICE>nya, Kuwait, Lao People's Democratic Republic, 

Lebanon, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, 

J:.lalaysia, Haldi ves ~ Nali , Nal ta. I.Iauri tania, Mexico , 

Mongolia, T:-·Iorocco, Mozambique:- l'Tepal, Nicaragua~ Nicer, 

Nigeria~ Oman~ Pakistan:. Panama., Papua New Guinea, Peru, 

Philippines, Poland" Q,atar, Romania~ Rwanda, Saint Lucia, 

Saint Vincent and th~ Grenadines~ Sao Tome and Princip~, 

Saudi Arabia~ Senegal, Sierra Leone. Singapore, Somalia, 

Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname< Sveden, Syrian Arab Republic, 
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Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tum.sia, Uganda; 

Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics, Unite-d .Arab Emirates:. United Republic 

of Car!leroon, United Republic of Tanzania" Uruguay, 

Venezuela, Viet !Jam, ~emen:. ~ugoslavia:. Zambia 

Australia_ BE'lgium., Canada, Denrua.rko 'Prance J Germany, 

Federal Republic of, Ice lanc1, Italy, Luxembourg, 

Hetherlanc1s .J New Zealand, Norway" Portugal, Spain 1 

Turkey, United Kinr;dom of Great Britain and Northern 

Ireland United States of America 

Abstainin~: Austria, Finland, Greec~:> .J Ireland, Is rae l.J Japan, J:.1alaw·i, 

Pararruay, Zaire 

Draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.4/Rev.l vras adopted by 103 vote-s to_.;t-7, 

with 9 apstenti.P~··:: 

Jhe CHAIRiviAli: I now call on those representatives vrho vrish to explain 

their vote.after the vote. 

J:.Ir. HEGALOKONOMOS (Greece>) · My country has always been in favour of 

both nuclear and conventional disarmament. He therefore vrould have been in favour 

of the ideas expressed in the draft resolution contained in document 

A/C.l/37/L.4/Rev.l if this teJ~ had foreseen a prohibition of 

any use of force? save in the common interest. In our opinion.; that would 

havP been more consistent with our Charter. 

lie firmly believe that if an int~:>rnational forum is to nee;otiate the 

conclusion of a convention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear 1-reapons) 

that could be interpretect as ro.E'a.nine; that the use of other, conventional) 

vreapons is legal and permissible. 

'' Subsequently the delegations of Colombia and Costa Rica advised the 

Secretariat tha.t they ha.d intende-d .to votP in favour. 
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(~~. Megalokonomos 2 Greece) 

That is why my delegat1on had to abstain in the voting on th~ resolution 

just adopted, having, of course~ in mind not only the afor~mentioned 

juridical considerations but also the real dangers represented today and in 

the every-day life of ell nations by conventional vreapons. 

Hr. 0 • CO~OR_ (Ireland) ~ The total opposition of Ireland to any 

use of nucl~ar weapons scarcely needs statine in this Committee. Our 

position is clear. In our statera.ent durine; the general debate in this 

Committee we emphasiz~d that~ 
11

• • • we want to see the firebreak which novr exists between the use of 

nuclear weapons and that of any other kind of weapons strengthened in 

every vray possible, because 1ve consider that the use of nuclear 

vreapons in any circumstances vrould be the ultimate madness. n 

(A/C.l/37/PV.21, p. 53) 

In these circumstances, it was with GTeat regret that we felt obliged 

to a.bstain in the voting on the draft resolution contained in docUil'lent 

A/C.l/37/L.4/Rev.l. The present draft reaffirms in its fine~ pr~ambular 

paragraph resolutions which IrelanCI. 1·ras unable to support. As we indicated 

at the time, we had difficulties regarding the approach adopted in those 

resolutions. 

Jhe CHAiffi.JAI~: That concludes the Colili!littee 1 s action on draft resolution 

A/C.l/37/L.4/Rev.l. 

The- Committee 'tvill now turn to the draft resolution 

contained in document A/C.l/37/L.6, under agenda item 138, 11Immediate 

cessation and prohibition of nuclear-1-reapon tests". This draft resolution. 

has 10 sponsors and was introduced by the representative of the Union of 

Soviet Socialist Republics a.t the 29th meeting of the 'First Committee~ 

on 9 November 1982. I now call on the Secreta~J of the Committee to read 

out the list of sponsors. 

Mr. RA2.1JIORE (Secretary of the 'Pirst Committee) ~ Bulgaria, Byelorussian 

Sovi~t Socialist Republic, Czechoslovakia~ German Democratic Republic" Hungary, 

Mongolia:. Poland, illa'ainian Soviet Socialist Republic~ Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics and Viet Nam. 
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The CHAIRMAN: The Committee will now take action on draft 

resolution A/C.l/37/L.6. 

I call on the representative of China, who wishes to explain his vote 

before the vote. 

1~. LIN Cheng (China)(interpretation from Chinese): Many peace

loving countries out of a desire to oppose the nuclear arms race and prevent 

nuclear preliferation hope to see the early realization of a comprehensive 

nuclear test ban. This is fully understandable. It is our conviction that 

the cessation of nuclear tests should be a component part of a comprehensive 

nuclear disarmament process and should be carried out in close link with 

concrete nuclear disarmament measures in order to have some effect on halting 

the nuclear arms race. If there is only a cessation of tests but no 

cessation of the improvement and production of nuclear weapons, accompanied 

by subEtantial reduction, nuclear disarmament cannot be realized. 

Today when the nuclear technology of the States with the largest 

nuclear arsenals has developed to the point that their emphasis is on 

raising their target precision and prevention-alert ability, a mere 

cessation of tests is certainly of no use in stopping the nuclear arms race. 

The 19-year history since the signing of the partial test~ban Treaty fully 

demonstrates this point. 

As a nuclear State, China shoulders an unshakable responsibility and 

obligation towards nuclear disarmament. At the second special session of 

the General Assembly devoted to disarmament, China proposed that when the 

two States with the largest nuclear arsenals have stopped the testing, 

improvement and production of nuclear weapons and have reduced by 50 per cent 

their arsenals of all types of nuclear weapons, then all nuclear States 

should stop nuclear tests and cease to improve and produce nuclear weapons. 

They should then reduce their own nuclear weapons according to reasonable 

proportions and procedures. We deem this to be a reasonable and feasible 

way for the realization of a comprehensive ban on nuclear tests and for 

nuclear disarmament. 
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(Mr. Lin Cheng 2 China) 

Now, a nuclear Povrer with the largest nuclear arsenals has submitted a 

proposal requesting the elaboration of a treaty prohibiting nuclear tests 

which has no connection whatsoever with nuclear disarmament; and it asks 

all nuclear States not to conduct any nuclear explosions pending the conclusion 

of such a treaty. It is worthy of note that that country not only has already 

conducted close to 500 nuclear test explosions but also this year alone has 

conducted more than a dozen nuclear tests. It has not slowed its pace in the 

nuclear arms race in the least. 

In the past that country also made use of the so-called moratorium on 

tests, but facts show that that was for it but a pause between a number 

of nuclear tests, its purpose being.for it to consolidate the achievements 

it had already gained in tests and to make better preparation for future 

tests. 

Today when that country is feverishly pushing its nuclear arms race, 

maintaining its nuclear hegemony and fighting for its nuclear superiority, 

its submission of a draft resolution on the prohibition of nuclear-weapon 

tests cannot be taken to indicate a genuine desire for disarmament, nor is 

this in the interest of nuclear disarmament. 

On the basis of the aforementioned position that I have just stated, 

the Chinese delegation will vote on the various draft resolutions on the 

prohibition of nuclear tests. We cannot but vote against draft 

resolution A/C.l/37/L.6. 

The CHAIRMAN: The voting procedure on draft resolution A/C.l/37 /L.6 

will now begin. 

A recorded vote has been requested. 
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A recorded vote was taken. 

In favour: 

Against: 

Abstaining: 

Afghanistan, Algeria, .Angola, .Argentina, Austria, 

Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, 

Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet 

Socialist Republic, Central African Republic, Chad, 

Chile, Colombia, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, 

Democratic·Yemen, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 

Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, German Democratic 

Republic , Ghana, Guinea, Guyana, Hungary, India, 

Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of'), Iraq, Ireland, 

Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's Democratic 

Republic, Liberia, Libyan .Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, 

Malaysia, Mali, Malta, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, 

Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaraeua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, 

Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, 

Romania, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the 

Grenadines, Sao Tome and Principe, Senegal, Sierra Leone, 

Singapore, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Sweden, 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' Cameroon, United Republic of' Tanzania, 

Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire 

China, France, United Kingdom of Great Britain and 

Northern Ireland, United States of' America 

Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Germany, Federal 

Republic of, Greece, Guatemala, Iceland, Israel, Italy, 

Japan, Lebanon, Luxembourg, Malawi, Netherlands, 

New Zealand, Norway, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, 

Portugal, Saudi .Arabia, Somalia, Spain, Turkey 

Draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.6 was ado-pted by 98 votes to 4, with 24 abstentions. 
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The CHAIPJv.IAN: I shall now call on representatives who wish to explain 

their vote after the vote. 

Mr. CHAN.AN.I\. (India): India voted in favour of draft 

resolution A/C.l/37/L.6 in accordance with its consistent and long-standing 

support for the urgent conclusion of a treaty on a nuclear test ban. However~ 

our affirmative vote does not in any way constitute an endorsement of the 

basic provisions of a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of 

nuclear-iveapon tests submitted by the Soviet Union at this session. The 

Committee on Disarmament, which is undertaking multilateral negotiations on a treaty 

on a nuclear test ban, must take into account all existing proposals and 

future initiatives which should be treated on an equal footin~. 

As far as India is concerned, it has been our consistent position that 

a treaty on a nuclear test ban must aim at the general and complete 

cessation of the testing of nuclear weapons by all States, in all environments, 

for all time. Pending the conclusion of such a treaty, the nuclear-

~reapon States should suspend all testing of nuclear weapons. 

Mr. CARASALES (Argentina)(interpretation from Spanish): The 

delegation of Argentina voted in favour of draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.6 

because its language is consistent with the basic principles of the Republic 

of Argentina in this matter. However, with reference to its operative paragraph 2 

which would refer to the Committee on Disarmament the text of a treaty submitted 

by the Soviet Union, our delegation considers it altogether procedural in nature 

and our approval of the draft does not mean that we agree with each 

and every fundamental provision of an eventual treaty, as contained in 

the draft of a treaty to be transmitted to the Committee on Disarmament 

for its consideration. 
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Mr. NOIRFALISSE (Belgium) (interpretation from ~rench): The Belgian 

delegation has just abstained from voting on draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.6 

and it ldll also abstain from voting on draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.32/Rev.l. 

It will vote for draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.40. These positions taken by 

my delegation result·from our· determination to work in the most 

effective possible vray to attain the goal of the prohibition of all nuclear

weapon tests. Some of the proposals do not fit as closely as we could wish 

within the context of achieving that goal. vTe have serious doubts about 

the possiblity of distinguishing between weapons tests and tests for 

peaceful purposes. The goal of a comprehensive test-ban seems to us to 

be more in the interests of the international community and more in 

accordance with the experience of the last t1vo years as reflected in 

communication CD.l30 addressed by the three nuclear-weapon States to the 

Committee on Disarmament in Geneva. The verification of a comprehensive 

test ban is still one of the main problems to be settled. That is clearly 

demonstrated by the basic provisions of a treaty on the complete and general 

prohibition of nuclear-vreapons tests introduced last month in the General 

Assembly by the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Soviet Union, 

Mr. Gromyko. 

That was in fact the task that the Committee on Disarmament decided 

to undertake when it set up a working group to deal with that issue. 

The few hours that the working group spent on that difficult question 

during August of this year made it impossible for them to do more than 

touch on the problem. He therefore hope that the Committee on Disarmament 

can study the issue in greater depth with a view to determining the 

possibilities for agreement without delay. 

When Belgium is 'tvorking in the Committee on Disarmament next year, 

it will certainly give special attention to all proposals made on the 

question of the verification of a comprehensive nuclear-test-ban or 

that relate to that issue. 
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Mrs. de BARISH (Costa Rica) (interpretation from Spanish): Costa Rica 

supports the underlying principle of draft resolution A/C.l/37/1.6 on the 

immediate cessation of nuclear-weapon tests. However, it did not take part 

in the vote, because at a time when the two major Powers are preparing for 

talks in Geneva on the same subject, and the Committee on Disa~ament is 

conducting negotiations on this delicate matter, the proposal from one of 

the two negotiating. parties has a somewhat unilateral aspect4 Nevertheless, 

the delegation of Costa Rica supports every effort to bring about the 

cessation of nuclear tests. That is reflected in our request to the sponsors 

of draft resolution A/C.l/37/1.32/Rev.l, entitled "Cessation of' all test 

explosions of' nuclear weapons", to accept Costa Rica as a sponsor. The other 

sponsors of' that draft resolution are: Ecuador, Ireland, Kenya, Mexico, 

Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Venezuela and Yugoslavia. We think that a 

proposal from neutral countries not in possession of' nuclear weapons is more 

worthy of our support. 

Mr. GARCIA MORENO (Colombia) (interpretation from Spanish): MY 
delegation is in complete agreement with the observations made by the 

representative of Argentina in relation to draft resolution A/C.l/37/1.6. With 

those observations in mind, my delegation voted in favour of' the draft resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN: That concludes the Committee's consideration of' 

resolution A/C.l/37/1.6. 

The Committee will now consider draft resolution A/C.l/37/1.12/Rev.l 

under agenda item 50, entitled "Review of' the implementation of the recommendations 

and decisions adopted by the General Assembly at its tenth special session". 

This draft resolution has six sponsors and was introduced by the representative 

of Mexico at the 27th meeting of the First Committee on 5 November 1982. 

I call on the Secretary of the Committee to read out the list of sponsors. 
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Mr. RATHORE (Secretary of the Committee) ; The sponsors are: Colombia~ 

Ghana, Indonesia, Mexico, Sweden and Yugoslavia. 

The CHAIRMAN: I call on those speakers who wish to explain their 

vote before the vote. 

Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation 

from Russian): T~e Soviet Union responds with understanding to the concern 

expressed by many delegations in the United Nations over the absence of any 

progress in the talks to limit and reduce strategic arms and to limit and 

reduce arms in Europe, talks that the Soviet Union is conducting with the 

United States. It appears that that concern is reflected in draft resolution 

A/C.l/37/L.l2/Rev.l now before the Committee. The reason for this situation 

in the bilateral talks has been explained in statements made both by Soviet 

leaders and also by Soviet representatives here in the United Nations. 

The Soviet Union for its part has declared on more than one occasion that 

it is doing everything possible to make progress at these talks. It intends 

in future to continue to give its evaluation, in accordance with its principles 

on the situation at the talks in the manner it deems appropriate. However, 

in view of the nature of the talks, and of paragraph 114 of the Final Document 

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

devoted to disarmament, we cannot take it upon ourselves to accept the obligation 

to deal with the situation as reflected in operative paragraph 1 of this draft 

resolution, nor can we support operative paragraph 3 of the draft resolution. 

In view of what I have said, the Soviet delegation will abstain from 

voting on draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.l2/Rev.l. 

Mr. CROMARTIE (United Kingdom): The United Kingdom delegation attaches 

the highest importance to the success of the INF and START negotiations, which 

are at the heart of the world's efforts towards cessation of the nuclear arms 

race and disarmament.-- I_ am c~nfident that this view is widely shared, both 

in this Committee and in the world outside. 
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(Mr. Cromartie, United Kingdom) 

MY delegation has therefore considered the proposal before us.primarily 

against the touchstone whether it will promote the success of the negotiations. 

lve do not believe that h; will do so. 't'Te do not believe that it is helpful and, 

indeed, we consider that it may be positively harmful to request the participants 

in such sensitive negotiations to transmit joint or separate reports to the 

General Assembly by arbitrary dates, nor do we believe that it is necessary to 

remind the negotiating parties that the vital interests of all the peoples of the 

world are at stake in this question. 

ive> have recently heard an admirably full account of the position in the 

negotiations given to this Committee from the standpoint of the United States 

by the Director of the .Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Mr. Rosto1v ~ in his 

statement of 27 October and the corresponding statement from the Soviet standpoint 

made by Ambassador Petrovsky. There have also been speeches made at the highest 

level on both sides in other forums. We have every confidence the.t the 

negotiating parties will continue to keep the General Assembly appropriately 

informed of the progress of the negotiations and we are content to leave it to 

their good judgement as to when and how this should be done. ive believe that 

these considerations might well justify a negative vote, but as the draft 

resolution is addressed directly to the parties involved in the INF and START talks, 

my delegation will abstain. 

Mr. de LA GORCE (France) (interpretation from French): The French 

delegation will have to abstain in the vote on draf't resolution A/C.l/37/L.l2/Rev.l. 

Ue do so with regret because we would have liked to support this initiative 

relating to the primary responsibility of the United Nations in the area of 

disar.ma.ment and the provisions of the Final Document indicating that the United 

Nations should be kept appropriately informed of negotiations. 

In this case~ under the terms of draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.l2/Rev.l, these 

principles in which the ~ench delegation firmly believes would be applied in a 

manner which we> feel would go beyond what could normally be e>xpected in the area. 

of information on negotiations under way. This refers to the request for a 

report, jointly or separately, and the setting of a. deadline for submission of 

the report and also the reference to consideration of the report by the General 

Assembly, which would lead one to believe that the negotiations under way could 
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(Mr. de la Gorce, France) 

be the subject of debate in the Assembly. These provisions, we feel, do not 

sufficiently take into account the actual conditions under which any negotiations 

take place or of the need not to affect their progress, a need that is explicitly 

recognized in the Final Document. 

Mr. NOffiFALISSE (Belgium) (interpretation from French): Belgium will 

abstain in the vote on draft resolution A/C.l/37/1.12/Rev.l, which is now to be 

put to the vote. We regret that the Committee has to take a position on such an 

important matter as negotiations under way on strategic nuclear weapons and 

medium-range nuclear missiles without every effort being made to arrive at 

consensus. We would have hoped that delegations could have taken the necessary 

time to negotiate a meaningful text acceptable to all, particularly to the parties 

to the START and INF negotiations. These talks are of universal significance. 

Our Governments and public opinion are anxious to ensure the success of these 

talks and follow them with great interest. 

Belgium fully supports paragraph 114 of the Final Document which requests 

that the United Nations be kept duly informed of all disarmament measures. But 

the Final Document also states that this information should be without prejudice 

to the progress of negotiations. This is the danger we see in draft resolution 

A/C.l/37/1.12/Rev.l. Belgium would hope that despite this vote consultations can 

still be held in such a manner that the General Assembly in plenary meeting can 

adopt a text that would express support for the negotiations rather than be 

prejudicial to them. 

The CHAIRMAN: We shall now begin the voting procedure on draft 

resolution A/C.l/37/1.12/Rev.l. 

A recorded vote has been requested. 

A recorded vote was taken. 

In favour: Afghanistan, .Algeria, Angola, .Argentina, Austria, 

Bahamas , Bahrain, Bangladesh, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, 

Brazil, Burma, Burundi , Central African Republic , Chad, 

Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cyprus, 
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Against: 

Abstaining: 
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Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 

Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Gabon, Ghana, Guatemala, 

Guin~a, Guya.na, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), 

Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Jorde.n, Kenya, 

Kut·rai t, Liberia, Li bya.n Arab Jamahiriya., Madagascar , Malawi , 

Male.ysie., Maldives , Mali, Malta, Mauri ta.nie., Mexico, 

Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Nig~r, Nigeria, Oman, 

Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Pe.raguay, Peru, 

Phil.ippines, Qatar, Roma.nia, Rwanda, Saint Lucia, 

Saint Vincent and the Grenadines , Sao Tome and Principe, 

Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra. Leone, Singapore, Somalia, 

Sri Lanka., Sudan, Suriname, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, 

Thailand, Togo, Trinide.d e.nd Tobago, Tunisia, Uganda, 

United Arab Emirat~s, UnitPd Republic of Cameroon, 

United Republic of Tanzania, Urugue.y, Venezuela., Yem~n, 

Yugos~avia, Zaire, Zambia 

United States of America 

Australia, Be~ium, Bulgaria, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist 

RP.pub~ic, Canada, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, France, 

German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Rf>public of, 

GrAece, Hungary, Ice-land, Ita~y, Japan, Luxembourg, 

Mongo~ia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland, 

Portugal, Spain, Turkey, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, 

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Kingdom of 

Great Britain and Northern Ireland 

Draft reso~ution A/C.~/37/L.l2/Rev.l was adopted by 99 votes to 1 2 1dth 

28 abstenti~. 

The CHAIRMAN: I shall now call on those representatives 1dshing to 

exp~ain their vote after the vote. 

l':ir. FIELDS (United States of America): The United States delegation 

deeply regrets that tor the first time in its memory a draft resolution dealing 

with the most important subject of United States-USSR negotiations on nuclear 

arms was put to a vote despite the evident absence of consensus on it. 
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(Mr. Fiel.ds, United States) 

As• in previous years-, we had been ready:~. "tdUing to work with the sponsors 
' ' ,• '.· 

to ac.aieve a. consensus resolution that al.l. of us could support. The 

UnJ.i:ied States is committed to the principlE~! stated. in para.gre.ph 27 of the- Final 

Document adopted at thP first SPecial. session on disar.mament and cited in the 

preemble of draft resolution A/C .1/37 /L .12/Rev .1. The Final. Document states that: 
11the Unite>d Nations should b~ kept appropriatE'll.y informed of al.l. steps 

in th:i.s fiel.d, whether unil.atPra.l., bUatera.l., regional. or mul tUatera.l, 

,.Jithout prejudice ~o the progress of' negotiations". (resolution S-10/2) 
I 

lYe f'irml.y bel.ieve, however, that this principle is an indivisible onE", that 

the timing and scope of' rmy information on such steps must not be arbitrary, 

but rather appropriate from the standpoint of' what we trust is the general wish 

of' all United Nations Members to adve.nce rather than prejudice the progress of' 

these. sensitiv/negotiations, ~or should this principle- be applied selectively 

onlY to bilateral. negotiations between specific States. 
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( l\1r • Fields ~ United States ) 

lTe fUlly understand and appreciate the great interest of the world community 

in tbe Geneva negotiations bet1·reen the United States and the Soviet Union on 

strategic arms· reductions and on intermediate-range nuclear forces. The result 

of those negotiations 1cill have a profound effect on world stability and indeed 

on international security. VTe have therefore endeavoured to provide this Committe~ 

and through it the General Assembly of· the United Nations, with as much information 

on those neGotiations as 1rould be consistent 1-rith the principle I have already 

mentioned and 1rith our mutual understanding with the Soviet Union on the 

confidentiality of those negotiations. In his statement on 27 October in this 

Committee, l1:Tr. Eugene Rostow, Director of the United States Arms Control and 

Disarmament Agency, the senior official in the United States Government responsible 

in ·this field, gave an· authentic, official and as extensive a description as 

possible under present circumstances of the United States approach in the Geneva 

nuclear-arms ne~otiations~ as well as of the correct state of affairs there. 

Ilis information on this subject covered seven pages, in document A/C.l/37.PV/l3. 

He intend to continue our endeavours in this regard in the future as vrell. In so 

doing, ho't·rever, we shall allrays be mindful of the need to safeguard our paramount 

objective, that of achieving successful results in those negotiations. As 

experienced and vrise diplomats and negotiators, representatives in this Committee 

lmm-r that in any negotiations, especially those on a highly complex and sensitive 

matter dealing with national security, there is always a trade-off between 

publicity and progress in negotiations •. As I mentioned earlier, in the Geneva 

talks the t1ro negotiating parties have agreed upon confidentiality necessary for 

real progress towards agreement. The United States did not enter those talks to 

propagandize the issues involved nor do we intend to play to the galleries and 

public forums. Ue entered those tall~s to seek real, verifiable and militarily 

sisnificant arms reductions. 

It is for these reasons that the United States cannot undertake in advance 

to provide information on the Geneva negotiations in a specific format or by a 

specific date. The nature and the timing of any information that could be 

released 't-rill clearly depend upon the status of those negotiations. Frankly, 

1-re hope that by l September of next year the respective delegations 'trill have 

their hands full hammering out areas of agreement • He do not believe that anyone 

1vould ..,rish to see their energies diverted to the preparation of reports which, 

apart from the risk they could entail for future progress, 1-rould also undoubtedly 



AU/16 A/C.l/37/PV.40 
67 

(1-!Jr. Fields~ United States) 

be difficult and time-consuming projects. Neither my Government nor anyone in 

this room~ I am sure, doubts the commitment of the peoples of the world to 

securing a lasting peace. The substance of draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.12/Rev.l 

and the manner in ¥Thich the draft resolution has been handled since it was first 

announced raise, hO't-Tever ~ questions as to h0"\'1' delegations represented here seek 

to achieve that GOal. 

The question 'tve are faced 1ri.th is not the objective itself, but the means by 

'tvhich 't·Te seek to achieve it • r,zy- Government does not believe that solemn calls 

for reports by deadline and for their subsequent debate is the means to achieve 

that vital end. The negotiations addressed in this draft resolution cover a 

subject recognized by all to be of the utmost importance and sensitivity. These 

negotiations are, by the very nature of the forces they seek to restrain, complex 

and difficult. By their very nature they require a degree of confidentiality. 

No serious advocate of progress in these negotiations should vTillingly pursue a 

course that could prove prejudicial or harmful to the progress of those 

negotiations • M;y Government cannot in good conscience accept such a course • 

For those reasons my Government was unable to support this draft resolution and 

't'l'e did so 1-Ti th a heavy heart • 

In conclusion, the United States delegation cannot but reiterate its 

Government's sincere regret that the unfortunate approach embodied in this 

draft resolution has prevented consensus this year. He stand ready to vrork 

tovrards consensus on these vital subjects in the future. 

Sadly, this option has been foreclosed to the Assembly in its thirty-seventh 

session. 

Hr. SIBAY (Turkey): Though vTe agree with some of the sentiments 

expressed in draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.12/Rev.l, 1-1e abstained from votinp: 

on it • The United States and the USSR are involved in extremely serious 

negotiations concerning the "1-TOrld community at large and all of us individually 

as sovereign States. They have, on various occasions, presented their basic 

positions and the details of the proposals they have been exchanp:inp:. This has 

been done at various levels, including their respective heads of State and in 

many different forums. Ue are confident that they vTill do the same when they 

deem it possible and "l·rhen the extremel,y diff'icult and sensitive nep.:otiations 

that they are conducting allow them to do so. 
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~1is being the case, it is indeed doubtful that the action urged in 

operative paragraph 1 vrould contribute to the negotiating l;)rocess or in anv 

meaningful 1-1ay respond to satisfying the public interest in the intermediate-range 

nuclear forces and strate~ic arms reduction ner;otiations. 

I1r. C.ARASALES {Argentina) (interpretation from Spanish): The delegation 

of Argentina voted in favour of the draft resolution contained in document 

A/C.l/37/L.l2/Rev.l, consistent 1-Tith what we said during the general debate 

about the need for multilateral bodies vrith competence in the area of 

disarmament to have adequate information regarding the pro~ress of the 

negotiations that are taking place in Geneva. They should not have to rely 

solely on information in the press or on speeches which are frequently suspected 

of being biased. They must have appropriate information and my delegation 

continues to believe that it is possible for multilateral bodies to receive 

adequate information 1rithout this prejudicing the confidential~ delicate nature 

of negotiations or their propress. 

The draft resolution that we have adopted has to do with the General 

Assembly, but I 1muld express the hope that bilateral negotiators lrill also 

find a way to provide adequate information to the multilateral negotiating body 

in Geneva, the Committee on Disarmament • Nuclear disarmament and the cessation 

of the nuclear-arms race is one of its agends items and it is vital that that 

body should have reliable information on 'tvhat is happening in the bilateral 

framework. 
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Mr. WEGENER (Federal Republic of Germany): My delegation 

abstained~ for the same reasons as the delegations of the 

United Kingdom; France, Belgium and Turkey~ to cite only those. 

Obviously, we are torn between two conflicting interests - the interest 

of the international community in being as fully informed as possible about 

these vital negotiations and the interests of the negotiators, who need 

confidentiality to assure the orderly conduct of negotiations. My 

delegation fUlly understands that the two negotiating parties give a 

high place to the principle of confidentiality. It is also mentioned, 

of course, in paragraph 114 of the Final Document of the Tenth Special 

Session of the General Assembly, which says that information should be 

given to the United Nations without prejudice to the progress of negotiations. 

The two negotiating parties have given very detailed and complete 

information during this very session. Here I specifically cite the speech 

of the United States representative, Mr. Rostow, who set out his country's 

position in a particularly elucidatory manner. 

Mr. ROSS IDES (Cyprus) : My delegation fully understands the 

po.sition taken by the United States and the Soviet Union on this serious 

matter, which is the subject of very delicate negotiations. However, 

we voted for the draft resolution because we believe that it will bring 

to the forefront what is happening in the negotiations which, in over 

30 years, have led to no reduction in armaments. Indeed, the arms 

race has been escalating. 

The draft resolution recalls that at the second special session of the 

General Assembly devoted to disarmament the Member States reiterated 

"their solemn comm.itment11 to implement the Final Document of 1978, which 

emphasized the need for co-operation and negotiation between the Soviet Union and 

the United States. '?hat is the purpose of th~t co-operation and those negotiations? 

It is to make the United Nations system effective, to ensure that the 

resolutions of the Security Council are implemented, as the Charter 

intends. That is the field where the Soviet Union and the United States 

should negotiate first, ~r.reeinG to co-cperate to render the United Nations 

effective. In that way they would proceed effectively towards disarmament. 
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We understand the difficult position of those Powers. International 

security cannot be preserved if one disarms in a vacuum. One cannot disarm 

while the arms race goes on. 

How can one stop the arms race? It cannot be stopped in a world of 

anarchy and insecurity. It can be stopped only if one provides an alternative 

to security from armaments~ an alternative meeting the requirements 

of the system of international security provided for in the Charter. 

The Final Document emphasized prominently that one must first provide 

order and security through ccmpliance with the system of international 

security laid down in the Charter, then proceeding to a speedy, substantial 

reduction in armaments. 

There will be no system of international security, and there can be 

no agreements on disarmament, if we proceed to a substantial reduction of 

armaments without first complying with the call in the Final Document for 

co-operation between the Soviet Union and the United States in rendering 

effective the security system provided for in the Charter. That system 

is based on the effective implementation of Security Council decisions, 

but, as we have seen recently in Lebanon, many of those decisions are 

contemptously ignored. 

We voted for the draft resolution because it emphasizes that the 

Soviet Union and the United States cannot negotiate successfully to reduce 

armaments while the arms race is going ·on. It will continue so long as 

there is no security and order in the vrorld, which can be brought about 

by compliance with the Charter. It is in that respect that we ask those 

Powers to co-operate - to co-operate to render the United Nations effective 

as an instrument .of international security and peace, as provided for in 

the Charter. When that happens, everything will fall into place. 

Without such co-operation it is futile to tr,y to agree on reducing 

armaments, when one increases armaments through the arms race and one cannot 

stop the arms race unless there is international security. That is why 

we voted for the draft resolution. 
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We understand very well that tbe major Fowers do not want to disclose 

what is happening in the negotiations. Ue do not want to disturb them in 

any way. We wish only to urge them to co-operate substantially to make 

the United Nations an effective instrument of international peace and 

security, as the Charter intends~ instead of remaining an instrument -that 

cannot implement its own decisions. 

Mr. MEGALO!<:ONOMOS (Greece) : In voting on the draft resolution 

A/C.l/37/L.l2/Rev.l, our delegation found itself bet~een tw~ stools - understahding 

the need for adequate information but also wanting the success of delicate 

negotiations of such importance for' mankind. After seeing the reaction of 

the two protagonist Powers, we were induced to abstain, because, even if 

it is only a remote possibility, we should not like to do anything to prejudice 

the negotiations. 

Mr. TALIANI {Italy) (interpretation from French): The Italian 

delegation abstained in the vote on draft resolution A/C.l/37/1.12/Rev.l. 

While we appreciate what motivated the drawing up of the draft resolution, 

we regret that on issues of major importance, such as those with which it 

deals, the Committee was not given an opportunity to express itself on a 

text which could have been adopted by consensus. 

MY delegation confirms its support for the position expressed in the 

Final Document of the Tenth Special Session of the General Assembly, which 

called for adequate information to be given to the United Nations on 

progress in disarmament negotiations in any forum and also said that the 

negotiations should not be hampered in any way. l'le regret that the draft 

resolution does not meet those requirements, for the reasons given by many 

other delegations. That is why my delegation felt that it had to abstain. 

The CHAIRMAN: That concludes action on draft resolution 

A/C.l/37/L.l2/Rev.l. 

I now call on the Secretary of the Committee. 
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~~. RATHORE (Secretary of the Committee): The following countries 

have become sponsors of draft resolutions: A/C.l/37/L.6, Hongolia, 

Czechoslovakia and Hungary; 1.9, Ghana; L.l2/Rev,l, Ghana; 1.17, Senegal, 

Kuwait, Ghana, Liberia and the United Republic of Cameroon; L. 23, Ghana; 

L.26, the German Democratic Republic; 1.27, Colombia; L.35, Egypt and Colombia; 

L.36, Ecuador; L.39, the Bahamas and Yugoslavia; L.41, Costa Rica; 1.42, the 

Bahamas and Zaire> 1.L}4, Colombia: L.45, the German Democratic Republic and 

Costa Rica~ L.46, Romania~ L.48, Indonesia and Romania; L.50, Ghana,; L.51, 

Ghana; 1.52, Ghana; L.53, Ghana; 1.54, the Federal Republic of Germany and 

Colombia; L.55, Liberia and Algeria; L.56, Colombia and nomania; L.59, Liberia; 

L.6o, Romania and Ghana; 1.61, the Federal Republic of Germany; L.62, Ghana, 

L.63, Colombia~ L.64, Romania, Colombia and Gha~a) and L.67, llivanda. 

The CHAIRl'IAN: I should like to inform the delegation of the 

Federal Republic of Germany that its country vras inadvertently omitted 

from document A/C.l/37/1"67. I have therefore asked the Secretariat to 

issue a corrigendum, which should qe available before the end of the day. 

The meeting rose at 1,20 p.m~ 




