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The meeting was called to order at 10.20 a.m.

AGENDA ITEMS 46 TO 65 AND 144 (continued)
CONSIDERATION OF AND ACTION UPON DRAFT RESOLUTIONS ON DISARMAMENT ITEMS
The CHAIRMAN: In accordance with the programme of work and iime-tab'e,
this morning the Committee will beqin taking action on the draft resolutiona and
the draft decision submitted under agenda items which appear in clusier 1. These
draft resolutions and the draft decision are listed in the informal paper which was
distributed to the Committee on Thurasday, 6 November 1986, as follows:

A/C.1/41/L.7, L.11/Rev.1l, L.30, L.57, L.62, L.63, L.70 and L.74.



FMS/3 A/C.1/41/PV.137
6

(The Chairman)

Before proceding to take action on them, I rhould like to remind delegations
once again of the following procedures. As far as action on each individual
cluster 18 concerned, delegations will first have the opportunity to make any
atatement they regard as necessary with respect to the draft resolutions in that
civster, other than explanation of vote. Subseauently, delegations wishing to
expiain their positions or votes on any or all of the draft resolutions in a
particular cluster before a decision is taken will be able to do so. After the
Committee has taken a decision on the draft resolutiona contained in a given
cluster, delegations wishing to explain their positions or votes will be able to do
80.

1 urge delegations, to the extent possible, to make a consolidated statement
and explanation of vote or position on draft resolutions in a given cluster.

Most of the draft resolutions submitted under disarmament agenda items have
already been introduced. However; it is my understanding that the sponsors of some
of the remaining Araft resolutions may wish to introduce them. Accordingly, it is
my intention, at each meeting, before proceding to the stage of taking action on
draft resolutions, to allow deleqgations wishing to introduce any remaining draft
resolutions to do so.

Mr. HUSSAIN (Maldivas): It was only last year that the United Nations
marked its fortieth birthday. The theme chosen by the Organization to celebrate
that important event was “"United Nations for a better world®. Heads of State or
Government and other dignitaries who participated in that commemorative session
expressed their firm commitment, on behalf of Member States, to strengthen our

Organization and make it a more viable body.
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(Mr., Hussain, Maldives)

We helieve that we must sse that important undertaking as a collective
reasponsibility. We are aware that our Organization derives its strength and
{nherits its weaknesses, if any, from the decisions of {its Member States.

Therefore the important responsibility undertaken by the Secretaiy-General as the
executive head of the Organization must surely also derive from the decisions of
the Assembly.

My delegation is convinced that the vital task for the membership of this body
must be to endeavour to strengthen the Organization through its decisions in order
to achieve the fundsmental nbjectives for which the United Nations was founded.
our decisions, therefore, must be relevant, and the action Member States are
expected to take must be pnasible and realistic. The effective functioning of this
body depends entirely on the wisdom and clear-sightedness of Member States.

In the light of those crucial undertakings and our commitment to forge ahead
with the agenda of our Organization, my delegation helieves that there is a need
for rethinking and rectification. The fact is that most of the important topics of
our deliberations ve been repeated over a number a years. similarly, the
numerous decisions and resolutions have also heen repeated over a number of vyears,
for reasons that are clear to us all.

Maldives believes it ie therefore not inappropriate to focus our attention
more directly on the wisdom enshrined in most of these draft resolutions. Tt is
alsc important for us to gear ouv action towards more fruitful ends. The wisdom
that a situation remains constant that is reflected in our repeated draft
resolutions ought not to be accepted. Changing political situations, geographical
regroupings and new political confidence-building measuree must be accommodated, as

a progressive measure, in our subseauent draft resolutions.
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(Mr. Hussain, Maldives)

The subject of the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia
has always been an important auestion, to my delegation in particular, to the
peace-loving countries of our region and to the rest of the world in general. My
country, & small and peace-loving nation, is vulnerably situated in the heart of
the South Asia region. We derive our strength from our firm resolve to remain
non-aligned and peace-loving. We fortify our stand through adherence to
univers: 11y accepted principles and norms. We believe that our clear record stands
as testimony to our positive contribution to peace.

The vital subject of the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South
Asia, which we have followed very closely, is 2 long-standing proposal. Maldives
believes that th- experience gained in its 20-year me bership of the United Nations
has taught it that the time is now ripe to look agai~ =i tha draft resolution on
this subject, wi.ich originated as long ago as 1974. Although draft resolutions on
the subject have continued éo be adopted by an overwhelming majorlty, there is
ample room for revision and improvement. The strength of support for these draft
+esolutions has continued to provide clear testimony t ., the importance attached to
an issue which is crucial both to the region and to the world.

We subscribe to the view that the establishment of s nuclear-weapon-free zone
in South Asia would go a long way towards strengthening the security of the States
of the region against the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons. We cannot
afford to be complacent about the nuclear future with which the world is threatened.

In this connection, my delegation finds that certain parts of draft resolution
A/C.1/41/L.20 do not conform to the overall >bjectives and purpose of the draft
rosolutioﬁ. Our understanding is that the draf- resolution is aimed at enhancing
the region of South Asia and making it a rzone of peace and security, free from

nuclear weapons. We feel that the achievement of such a broad objective
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(Mr. Hussain, Maldives)

requires the development of a concept which ims simple, straightforward and at the
same time guneral in its apy :ation.

At this stage, when differences of opinion exist among some of the Governments
concerned, the option of consultations on the issue must be kept open. Some of the
amendments submitted by Maldives are therefore aimed at removing those parts of the
draft resolution which in our opinion are impediments to the widor application of
the draft resolution. Those parts also sometimes cause miginterpretation of the

purpose of the draft resolution and act as obstacles to closer consultations among

the countries concerned.
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(My. Hussain, Maldives)

Some of the amendments, on the other hand, are merely editorial improvements,
which, we believe, would make the text factual and more precise. More
specifically, in operative parag-aph 4 the suggestion is made that the
Secretary-General should communicate with the States in the region and other
concerned States in order to find out their views on the matter and explore the
best possibility for promoting efforts towards the establishment of a
nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia. That suggestion is made because we feel
that the present text does not provide suffi-iently ample scope foi any positive
efforts to rescue the concept from its stalemate,

Mr. GARCIA ROBLES (Mexioco) (interpretation from Spanish): I have tue

honour to introduce three draft resolutions. The first, draft

resolution A/C.1/41/1.18, deals with agenda item 61 (c), “World Disarmament
Campaign,” and is sponsored tyy\t‘ho delegations of Bangladesh, Egy t, Indor..sia,
Pakistan, Peru, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Venexuela, Yugoslavia and Mexico.

The draft resolution begins by recalling that in the Final Document of the
ficrst special session of the Genaral Assembly, devotad to disarmament it was stated
that is is essential that

"not only C>vernments but also the peoples of the world recognize and

understand the dangers in the present sitvation,” "3-10/2, para. 15)

and it stressed the importance of mobilising world public opinion on behalf of
disarmament.

The following preamtular paragraphs refer to all the main resolutions of the
General Assembly and reports of the Secretary-General on the subject.

The nine operative paragraphs are self explanatory, and I shall therefore
simply commend them to delegati-n.: and stress the statement made by the

Secretary-General on 24 October 1984 that tho co-operation and participetion of al’
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(Mr. Garcia Robles, Mexico)

States, as expressly recommended by the General Assembly, required having adequate
funds made available for the Campaign, and that, consequentlv,

“"the criterion of universality also applies to pledges, since a campaign

without world-wide particiration and funding will have difficulty in

reflecting this principle in its implementation.”

Thus the draft resolution repeats the terms of Genaral Assembly re.olutions
adopted in 1984 and 1985, reiterating the Assembly's regret

"that most of the States which have the largost military expenditures have not

so far made any financial contribution to the World Disarmament Camnaign."
Those States, as well as those that have not yet announced any voluntary
contribution to the Campaign, will have a new opportunity to do so at the fift..
United Nations Pledging Conference for this purpose, which has been provided for in
operative paragraph 5 of the draft resolution.

The second of the three draft .'esolutions I should like to introduce is
contained in document A/C.1/41/L.64 and was sponsored by the delegations of India,
Pakistan, Peru, Sweden and Mexico. The preambular portion recalls several General
Assembly resoluticns on the dangers of nuclear weapons, whose mere existence, as
pointed cut at the first special session of the General Assembly, devoted to
disarmament, poses a threat to the very survival of mankind.

It goes without saying, as the draft resolution specifically states, that the
nuclear-arms freeze we wish to implement is not an end in itself but, in its own
wording,

"would constitute the mﬁlt effective first step to prevent the continued

increase and qualitative improvement of ex!(sting nuclear weaponry during the

period when the negotiations take place”.

We believe that the third preambular paragraph deserves particular attention.
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(Mr. Garcia Robles, Mexico)

It quotes from Declarations adopted by the six leaders who joined in the spe
initiative in the interests of peace and disurmament represented by the
Declarations of Nelhi and Mexico. The Delhi Declaration of 28 January 1985 states,
as the draft resolution notes:

*A halt to the nuclear-arms race is at the present moment imperative. Only

thus can it be ensured that nuclear arsenals do not grow while negotiations

proceed.”
With regard to the Mexioco Declaration of 7 August 1986, the draft resolution notes
that ‘n that Declaration it was strassed that the six leadeis

“continue tc urge that what has so far been a unilateral moratorium by one of

th: two mrjor nuclear States should soon become at least a bilateral

morator fum. "

The third and last draft resolution I am introducirg this morning appears in
document A/C.1/41/L.36, lpon-loud by the delegations of Bangladesh, India,
Pakistan, Sweden and hMexico. The draft resolutions refers to agenda item 62 (o),
and is entitled "Climatic effects of nuclear war, including nuclear winter”.

The draft resolution notes that the conclusions of some of the studies
compiled by the Secretary-General in conformity with General Assembly resolution
39/148 F confirm that nuclear winter and other climatic effacts of nuclear war pose
an unprecedented danger to all nations, even those far removed from the nuclear
explosions, which would add immeasurably to the previously known dangers of nuclear
war.

In the operative section of the draft resolution the General Assembly, after
reiterating to the Secretary-General its appreciation for the compilation of
excerpts on the climatic effects of nuclear war, regrets the fact that, because of

the current financial crisis i the United Nations, the Secretary—-General has had
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(Mr. Garcia Robles, Mexico)

to defer to 1967 the meeting of the Group of Consultant Experts called for in
resolution 40/152 G. 1In operative paragraph 3 the draft resolution
"once again requests the Secretary-Genral, with the assistance of a group of
consultant experts chosen by him, bearing in mind the advisability of wide
aeographical representation and of their qualifications in a broad range of
scientific fields, to cairy out a study on the climatic anvd potential physical
effects of nuclear war, including nuclear winter, which will examine, inter
alia, its socio-economic consequences. That study would take into account the
Secretary-General's compilation and the source documents from which it was
orepared, together with any other scientific studies which may be relevant®.
The last two operative paragraphs reqrest the Secretary-General to transmit
the study concerned to the Generil Assembly in due time for consideration at its
forty-second session in 1987 and decides to include in the provisicnal agenda of
that session the iten entitled "Climatic effects of nuclear war, including nuclear

winter: report of the Secretary-General®.
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Mr. AKPLOGAN (Renin) (inteirpretation from French): I have the honour to
introduce two draft resolutions on behalf of the African Group.

The first, draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.25, concerns the implementation of the
Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa. It reflects the Adesire that has
been expressed by African States since the beginning of the 1960s that the African
continent be made a nuclear~weapon-free zone.

At its first ordinary session, held in Cairo from 17 to 21 July 1964, the
Assembly of Heads of State and Government of the Organization of African Unity
adopted the Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa and appealed to all the
States of thc world to abide by it. In its resolution 2033 (XX), adopted at its
annual session in 1965, the General Assembly endors:d that Declaration and urged
all States not to transfer nuclear weapous, sclientific data or technological
assistance to the national control of any State, either directly or indirectly, in
any form which might be used to assist such States in the manufacture or use »f
nuclear weapons.

For some years the denucloarization of Africa has been on the agenda of the
United Nations Disarmanent Comaission. There is not yet unanimity on the subject
in that Commission. The principal difficulty is the very worrying matter of the
nucleur capability of South Africa and the co—opetaé:lon ol certain Western
countries with the racist apartheid régime of South Africa in the nuclear field.
Sou.. Africa's nuclear capability is a real threat to the achievement of the
objective of the denuclearlzing of Africa and constitutes a serious danger not only
to the security of African States but also to international peace and security.
Therefore draft resolution A/41/L.25 has two parts: part A, "Implementation of the
Neclaration”, and part B, “"Nuclear capability of South Africa®.

In the firsc preambular paragraph of part A the General Assembly recalls the

Declaration on tha Denuclearization of Africa adopted by the Assembly of Heads of
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{(Mx. Akplogan, Benin)

State and Government of the Organization of African Unity at its first ordinary
seazsion, held in Cairo from 17 to 21 July 1964.

In operative paragraph 1 it calls urgently upon all States to consider and
respect the continent of Afri-:a and {ts surrounding areas as a nuclear-weapon-free
zone.

In paragraph 5 it calls upon all Stat's, corporations, institutions ard
individuals o desist from further collaboration with tha racist rég.me of South
Africa that wmay enable it to frustrate the objective of the bDeclaration on the
Denuclearization of Africa.

In paragraph 9 i: requosts the Secretary-General to render all necessary
assistance that the Organization of African Unity may seek towards the
implementation of its solemn Declaration on the Denuclearization of Africa.

In the preamble to part B, the General Assembly takes note of the report of
the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research entitled "South Africa's
nuclear capability®, undertaken in co-opuration with the Department for Disarmament
Aftfairs of the Secretariat and In consultation with the Organization of Africaa
Unity. It expresses regret that despite the threat South Africa's nuclear-weapon
capability constitutes to internatjonal peace and security and, in particular, to
the realization of tne objective of the Declaration on the Denuclearization of
Africa, the Disarmament Commission has, once again, in 1986 falled to reach a
consensus on this important item on its agenda.

In the operative pari the General Assemb y notes the actions taken recently by
Governments with regard to South Africa‘'s nuclear capability, calls upon all
States, corporatione, institutions or individuals to terminate forthwith ail forms
of wmilitary and nuclear collaboration wi'h the racist régime, and demands once
again tuat South Africa submit forthwith all its nuclear installactions and

facilities to inspection by the International Atomic Energy Agency.
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(Mr. Akplogan, Benin)

We balieve that, in the light of the importance of the denuclearization of
Africa, draft resolution L.25 should be examined seriously by all delegations.

I also have the honour of introducing on behalf of the Acrican Group acaft
rerclutior. 8/C.1/41/L.32, on the creation of the United Nations Rsgional Centre for
Peact ¢nd Disarmament in Africa as part of the mobilization of the support of world
pvblic opinion for the World Disarmament Campaign.

In the second preambular paragraph the General Assembly takes note of the
report of the Ministerial Meeting of the Co-ordinating Bureau of Noun-Aligned
Countries h.1d at New Delhi from 16 to 19 April 1986, in which the Ministers
reaffirmed the need to strengthen the role of regional bodies in mobilising support
for the World Disarmement Campaign and the realization of its objectives and, in
that context, welcomes the establishment at Lomé, Togo, of the United Nations
Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in Africa.

In operative paragraph v1 the General Assembly welcomes the establishment on
1 January 1966 of the United Nations Regional Centre for Peace and Disarmament in
Africa. In paragraph 2 it welcomes also the promptness with which the
Secratary-General has taken the necessary administrative steps to ensure the
functioning of the Centre and requests him to continue to give the Centre all
necessary support. In paragraph 4, it appeals again to States Mesbers and
international, governmental and non-governmental organizations to make voluntary
contributions to the Centre.

In the licht of the iaportance of this question, we think that draft
resolution L.32 should be approved by consensus by the Committee.

Mr. EKEUS (Sweden): I . a speaking to introduce draft resolution
A/C.1/41/L.45, on naval armaments and disarmament. I do so on behalf of Australia,
Austria, China, Pinland, France, Iceland, Indonesia, Mexico, the Netherlands, Peru,

S8ri Lanka, Yugoslavia and my own country, Sweden.
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(Mr. Bkeus, Sweden)

Last ycar the General Assembly requested the Disarmament Commission to
consider the issuea ocontained in the United Nations study on the naval arms race
(A/40/535) with a view to facilitating the identification of possible measures in
the field of naval arms reduction and disarmament, pursued within the framework of
progress towards general and complete disarmament, as well as confidence building
measures in this field. In so doing, the Disarmament Commitsion was asked to take
into account also all other relevant proposals.

During its 986 session the Disarmament Commission began consideration of the
issue. The work resulted in a number of substantive findings and recommendations

on the subject.
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(Mr. Fkeus, Sweden)

Those are contained in the working paper by the Chairman. " »y met with the
approval of all delegatior participating in the substantive consultations and in
their view could form the basis of further deliberations on the subject. From this
report I wish to auote the following:

*"pParticipants in the consultations concurred that efforts in the areas
under examination should be governed by certain basic principles. It should
be understood that the accumulation and aqualitative development of naval
forces and naval arms systems were part of the overall arms race; therefore
any efforts directed towards arms limitation. Jisarmament and
confidence-building measures at sea should proceed as an integral par® of the
overall objective of halting and reversing the arms race in general and in
accordance with the disarmament strategy set out in the Final Document ...”"

(A/CN,.10/83, para. 9).

Howaver, this should not preclude the possibility of trying to resolve
specific problems of naval disarmament or to agree on confidence-building measures
in the naval envircnment that might be identified and would be generally
acceptable. Furthermore, it was understood that, inter alia, the following
principles should guide future work.

rivet, disarmament measures shoull be balanced and should not diminish the
security of any State. As naval forces were not independent of other military
forces, they should be considered in the general military context. There was no
such thing as an independent naval balance of parity. Disarmament measures in the
maritime field should thus be balanced in that general sense.

Secondly, these facts, combined wi h *he differing geographical situation of
SBtates, could raguire multilasteral measures of reatriction of naval torces and
weapons to be numerically asymmetrical in order to meintain an overall military

situation in balance.
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(Mr. Ekeus, Sweden)

Thirdly, because of the comprehensive nature of the United Nations Convention
on the Law of the Sea, such measures should not take the legal form of amendments
to the Conventicn; they should be embodied in separate legal instruments in harmony
with the Convention.

Pourthly, as in all arms control and disarmament, appropriate, universal and
non-discriminatory verification and complaints procedures were essential for the
proper implementation of agreed measures.

Against that background participants began consideration of measures of naval
arms limitation and disarmament as outlined in the study and grouped under the
following headings: quantitative restraints, aualitative or technological
restraints, geographic and/or mission restraints, and confidence-building measures.

Varying views were expressed in the written submissions of Governments and in
the statements of delegations on the desirability and practicability of such
measures. Specific mention was made of certain possibilities for measures in the
regional context and the positive prospects for extending cont (dence~-building
measures at sea. In this contex. the possibility could be pursusd of negotiating a
multilateral agreement corresponding to the existing bilateral agreement between
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America on the
prevention of incidents on and over the high seas. Among other issues raised was
the need to consider the updating of the laws of sea warfare.

The auestion of appropriste forums in which further action and eventual
negotiations might take place, whether at the bilateral, regional or miltilateral
level, including consideration by the Conference on Disarmament, was also raised.
Participants falt that the Disarmament Commission should give rurther considsration

to this iltem at its next substantive session.
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Draft rasolution A/C.1/41/L.45 is of a procedural nature. It requests the
Disarmament Commission, under an agenda item entitied “Naval armaments and
disarmament®, to continue, at its forthcoming session in 1987, the substantive work
it has at last bequn and to report on its delibarations and recommendations to t*e
Genaral Assembly at its forty-second pessjion.

Therefore I wish, on behalf of my own delegation ane the delegations of the
other sponsors, to commend this draft resolution for the full support of the
Comnittee.

The CHAIRMAN: The Committ ~e will now take action on the draft
resolutions listed in cluster 1. First, I call on the Secretary of the Committee,
who has an announcement to make.

Mr. KHERADI (Secretary of the Committee): I have tc inform the Committee
that the following delegations have become co-rponsors of the following draft
resolutions: A/C.1/41/1.2, éhe German Democratic Republic; A/C.1/41/L.30, Liberia;
A/C.1/41/L.43, Japan and the Federal Rezublic of Germanyj} A/C.1/41/L.58,
Philippines; A/C.1 .60, Argentina; and A/C.1/41/L.27, Greece.

The CHAIRMAN: I now call on those delegations that vish to make
statements on draft resolutions in cluster 1.

Mr. BAYART (Monaolia) (interpretaticn from Russian): Since we now have
to vote on the draft resolutions, I should like to express very briefly Mongolia's

views on the matters dealt with in draft resolutions A/C.1/41/%.7 and L.57.
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(Mr. Bayart, Mongolia)

Draft resolutfon A/41/L.7 concerns the prohibition of radiological weaponr and
the protection of nuclear targets against attack. This subject has long been ripe )
for discussion and the solution of thie problem is long overdue. The idez that it
is a mecondary, purely academic matte: should not be allowed to serve as a pretext
for further delay. Recent events, particularly ths sccident at the Chernobyl
nuclear power plant, have made that task a very urgent, high-priority one. That
accident has shown the threat posed by the an rgy of the atom if !t gets out of
control even temporarily. The recent special session of the General Conference of
the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAFA) adopted an important decision that
reflected broad support for the programme proposed by the Soviet Union for the
creation of an international régime for the sate davelopment of nuclear energy. A
major contribution to the development of practical measures for the establishment
of such a régime should be made by tha convention approvad rt the special session
Oon early notfication of nuclear accidents &nd any other dangerous situatione,

However, that is just one aspect of the matter. There is another very
important aspect of the problem, and there the Conference on Disarmament must make
a weighty contribution. That is precisely what the draft resolution appeals for.

I refer to the prohibition nf the use of radioactive maierials for hostile purposes
both by the use of radiological wespons and by attacking nuclear targets.

Our approach to solving thoze prohlems remains flexible and constructive. We
are ready to agree to any kind of solution to these problems provided .bhat thare is
no further delay. We want to see serious husinessiike negotiations on those topics

at the Conference on Disarmament. Therefore we support draft resolution A/41/L.7
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As for draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.57, Mongclia supports it also. It is our
belief that the strengthening of international security, as well as disarmament, is
seriously threatened not only by nuclear armament but also by the production of
other means of mass destruction and the build-up of conventional weapons - all of
which are dangerous phenomena.

Mongolia has taken an active part in the work on the conclusion of a
Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain C. rentional
Weapons which May Be Deemsd to Be Excessively Injurious or to Have 1 :Aiscriminate
Effects. It was among the first to sign and ratify it, as well as it annexed
Protocols. We believe that this Convention should serve as an effective instrument
for the limitation of armaments and should facilitate the holding of negotiations,
in accordance with the provisions in the Pinal Document of the first special
session of the General hssembly devoted to disarmanent, for further steps to limit
or prohibit other forms of conventional weapons.

In essence, this is being hindered by foot-dragging on the part of many
States, including nuclear States, in the process of ratifving the Con—ention. They
should heed the appeal contained in paragraph 3 of this draft resolution.

Mongolia has traditionally been in favour of ensuring the effectiveness and
universality of international treaties. We think that the more States are covered,
the more these treaties and agreements will be consolidated and will do a great
deal to facilitate work to conclude new agreements in the field of limiting the
arms race uand disarmament.

Mr. PISCHER (Uruguay) (interpretation from Spaisish):  In the very broad
context of 74 draft resolutions on which this Committee is to decide, it ia of
priority importance for our delegation to lend support to and to sponsor endeavours
for the consideration of the role of the Un‘ied Wations in the field of

disarmament - a question that has been recast on the basis of the very happy
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initiative of the delegation of Cameroon. We understand that that draft resolution
has a direct Learing on all the other initiatives to be considered here. 1In this
regard, we wish to highlight the four ideas that lcd to our co sponsoring it.

The first idea is that the role of the United Nations in the area of arms
limitation and reduction {8 framed within the greater problem of the effective
operation of the entire collective Becurity system at the international level.
Throughout rescent history, we have been noting that the function described in
Article 26 of the Charter has gradually been relegated to a secondary rcle, giving
rise to the very deficiencies preventing the Organization from playing a more
decisive role in the maintenance of international peace and security. That is but
a reflec! ion of this latter point. Thus it i8 necessary to work with realism,
determination and clarity of purpose in looking to the next immediate steps leading
to a strengthening of the United Nations in the field of disarmament.

The second idea is, in our view, a pre-condition for carrying out this task in
future: the prior and urgent need to reform procedures and modalities for action
in the competent organs of the sys*em, in order to overcome the factors that have
led it to become inoperative. It is essential that United Nations statements on
disarmament, especially those of this Committee, have the greatest possible impact,
be it on governments or, in particular, international public opinion. It is also
essential for resoiutions to be such as to lead to effective action. Hence we are
greatly concerned over the multiplication and proliferat{on of draft resolutions on
disarmament to be considered by the Committee from year to year. The fact is that
we do not see this trend subsiding at all. There i1 repetition of ideas,

:wer lapping initiatives, frequently competing one with another, but it is also of
concern that so many of these initiatives - not to say all of them - are expected
to be implemented according to a style that negates their effective impact, laden,

as they are, with “Noting® and "Taking into account®™ in preambular paragraphs that ;

S
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lend them a formal structure going beyond the decision-taking power the
Organization dces not today enjoy in international reiatlonn. ‘The large number of
draft resolutions again this year further highlights the responsibility we all
share in carrying out this necessary reform.

Thirdly, we think that in order to strengthen the role of the Organization in
this field we shall have to broaden and deepen the information on disarmament and
its various aspects, whether on the status of armaments or on arms nedotiations.
It 18 an undeniable fact that to date such luformation ir sporadic and incomplete;
hence, in order to have a better understanding of these vital issues, we must
resort to experts and to specialized private sources, some of which, may I say in
passing, do undertake laudable efforts, as in the cose of the Stockholm
International Peace Research Instltute (SIPRI)

If the United Nations wishes to play a more igqniticant role in this field, it
nust have more accurate and precise knowledge of it, and it must begin taking
effective decisions.

States participating in the most decisive negotlations muat report on a
regular basis on those negotiaticrs and on all those aspects that do not « lrectly
affect thelr prog.ess or viabiiity.

My delegation expressed the hope in the Disarmament Commission this year that
the Secretary-General in future should be able to present annual reports on the
disarmament process as a whole and on its various aspects - on negotiations heling
carried ocut in the relevant organs of the United Nations, as well as elsewhere.

Lastly, we understand that, given its very nature and mandate, the United
Natlonas is in a position immediately to broac . its role with reqard to
internatinnal verification of compliance with the obligations States may agree on
at different levels and in various circumstances with reqgard to the liaitation and

reduction of armaments.
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In the light of the historical experience of the last 40 years, States Members
of the Organization must ncw dedicate themselves to ensuring the definitive

incorporation into the system of the principle of verification and its integral

part in any disarmament agreement.
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It is lmporiant to affirm this principle more strongly in practice and through
cpecific activitises. We bulieve that the Secretariat, and its various sections,
and the expert consultants, should make a wystematic study and compilation of the
varjoue verific:tion mechanisms and procedures that could be established acoording
to the nature, mnoope and purpose of the various disarmament measures, with an
indication nf thiir feasibility and their advantages and disadvantages.

In additior, we believe thut .lie United Nations should participate actively in
multilateral provisions and arrangements for international verification. We fully
support the suygrstions made by the Secretary-General in his annual reports of the
lagt tw. years. Serious thought #i..uld be given to extending the Orqanization's
activitiey to include mmchanisms and specific procedures for affective
international control, such as “he establishment of seismic stations, and
participation in on-site inspections or in satellite observations.

The CHAIRMAN: I now call on the SBecretary of the Committee.

Mr. KHERADI (Becretary of the Committee): I have just been informed that
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics has bacome a sponsor of draft resolution
A/C.1/41/L.2.

The CHAIRMAN: We shall now proceed to take action on the draft
resolutions listed in cluster 1, beginning with draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.7,
entitled “General and complete disarmament®. This draft resolution wae introduced
by the representative of Cuba at the 33rd meeting of the First Committee on 5
November 1986, The sponsors are: Australia, Cuba, Hungary, Japan and Swedcn.

It has been requested that the draft resolution be : opted without a vote. If

I hear no objection, I shall take it tha* the Committee wishes to act acoordingly.

Draft resoiution A/C.1/41/L.7 was adopted.
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The CHAIRMAN: We shall next take up draft resolution

A/C.1/41/L.11/Rev.l, entitled "Review of the implementation of the vecommendations
and decisions adopted by the General Assembly at its tenth gnecial session®™. This
draft resolution was introduced by the representative of the United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland at the 28th meeting of the First Committee on 31
Octoberr 1986. The spunsors are: Cameroon, Denmark, France, Federal Republic of
Germany, Norway, Portugal and the nited Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
lreland.

It has been requested that the draft resolution be adopted without a vote. If
I hear no objection, I shall take it that the Committee wishes to act accordingly.

The draft resolution was .dopted.

The CHAIRMAN: The third draft resolution before us in cluster 1 is
A/C.1/41/L.30, entitled “Review of the implementation of the recommendations and
decisions adopted by the General Assembly at its tenth special session™. This
druft resolution wae introduced by the representative of Australia at the 34th
meeting of the First Committee on 5 November 1986. The mponsors a.e: Australia,
Burma, Crmeroon, Ecuador, Federal Republic of Germany, Hungary, Liberia, Peru,
Poland and Uganda.

Again it has ' een requested that the draft resolution be adopted without a
vote. If I hear no objection I shall take it that the Comnittee wvishes to act
accordingly.

Draft resolution A/C.1/41/1.30 was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: We now come to draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.57, entitled

"Convention on Prohibitions or Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional

Weapons Which May Be Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate

i
!
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Effects®. Th e dcaft resolution was introduced by the representative of Sweden at
the 33rd meeting of the First Committee on 5 November '986. The sponsors ares
Austral (a, Austria, Belgium, Cuba, Denmark, Finland, France, Greece, Ireland,
Italy, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Sweden, Viet Nam and
Yugoslavia.

It has been requested that the draft resolution be adopted without a vote. If
I hear no ocbjection I shall take it that the Committee wishes to act accordingly.

Draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.57 was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: We come next to the draft decision contained in document
A/C.1/41/L.62, entitled "Peview of the implementation of the recommendations and
decisions adopted by the General Assembly at its tenth special session”. This
draft decision was intrcduced by the representative of Mexico at the 34th meeting
of the First Committee on 5 November 1986. The sponsors are: Algeria, Argentina,
Australia, Bulcaria, China, ilungnry, Inuonesia, Mexico, Mongolia, Sri Lanka, Sweden

and Yugoslavia.
It has been requezted that the draft decision be adopted without a vote. If I
hear no objection 1 shall take it that the « mmittee wishes to act accordingly.

The draft decision in document A/C.1/41/L.62 was adopted,

The CHAIRMAN: Next we come to draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.63 entitled
"wor 1d Disarmament Conference”. This draft resolution was introduced by the
representative of Sri Lanka at the 35th meeting of the First Committee on
6 November 1986. The sponsors are: Peru, Polan!, Spain and Sri Lanka.
It has been requested that the draft resolution be adopted without a vote. it
1 hear no objection, I shall take it that the Committee wishsa to ac! accordingly.

Draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.63 was sdopted.
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The CHAIRMAN: We turn now to draft -esolution A/C.1/41/L.70, entitled

*"General and complete disarmament: Review of the role of the United Nations in the
field of disarmament™. The draft resciution was introduced by the representative
of Cameroon at the 35th meeting of the First Cc ittee, on 6 November 1986. The
sponsors are: Antigua and Barbuda, Australia, Austria, Bahamas, Barbados, Belgium,
Belize, Bo'ivia, Botswana, Burundi, Cameroon, Canada, Cape Verde, Central African
Republic, Chad, Colombia, Comoros, Congo, Costa Rica, Cdte 4'Ivoire, Dominican
Republ ic, Rcuador, Equatorial Guinea, Fiji, Gabon, Federal Republic of Germany,
Ghana, Greece, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Xenya,
Liberia, Madagascar, Malaysia, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Panama, Papua Naw
Guinea, Philippines, Portugal, R nda, Saint Christopher and Nevis, Saint Luclia,
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Sawoa, Sao Tome and Principe, Sierra Leone,
S8ingapore, Somalia, Sudan, Suriname, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Uganda,
Uruguay, Vanuatu and Zambia.

It has been requested that the draft resolution be adopted without a vote. If
there is no objection, 1 shall take it that the Committee wishes to adopt the draft
resolut on,

Draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.70 was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: The final draft resolution in cluster 1 is in document
A/C.1/41/L.74. 1t is entitled "Review of the implementation of the recommsndations
and decisions adopted by the General Assembly at its tenth special sessior: S8tudy
on deterrence”. The draft resolution was introduced by the representative of India
at the 3lst meeting of the First Committee, on 5 November 1986. 1Its sponsor is

India.
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It has been requested that the draft resolution be adopted without a vote. If
there is no objection, I shall take it that the Committee wishes to adopt the draft
resolution.

Draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.74 was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: I hope we shall be able to go through the draft
resolutions in other clusters with similar speed.

I call now on delegations wishing to explain their position after the adoption
of decisions on all draft resolutions in cluster 1.

Mr. TEJA (India): With reference to draft resoiution A/C.1/41/L.11/Rev.1
on United Nations disarmament studies, which has just been adopted, my delegation
would like to place on record its reaffirmation of the value of those studies as a
useful means by which important issues in the fleld of disarmament can be addresse”
in a comprehensive and detaiicd matter.

Paragraph 96 of the Final Document adopted at the tenth special session cf the
General Assembly, devoted to disarmament, stated that taking furthe: steps in the
field of disarmament and other measures aimed at promoting international peace and
security would be facilitated by carrying out studiaes. The Advisory Board on
Disarmament Studi s has identified three specific objeccives for such studies,

n mely, to assist ongoing negotiations, to identify new areas for negotlations, and
to promote public awareness of the problems involvid in the arms race snd
disarmanent .

Those objectives continue to be relevani.. We believe that the appraisal of
the sublect of studies referred to in Araft resolution A/C.1/41/L.11/Rev.1l will be
conducted with a view to enhancing the value and relevance of United Nations

atudies in the field of disarmament and to further improving their content.
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I wish now to speak about draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.30. The delegation of
Indias suppo:ted the consensus in the Committes on the report of the Disarmament
Commivsion referred to in that draft resolutica on the urnderstanding that the
Commission should, as a deliberative body subsidiary to the General Assenbly,
continue to consider and make recommendations on various problems in the field of
disarmament and to follow up the relevant declsions and recommendations made by the
General Assembly at its special sessions devoted to disarmament. While we
appreciats the progress made by the Disarmament Comsnission on a few of the items on
fits agenda, it is a matter for regret that, on a large number of other priority
i.sues on its agenda, such as the consideration of various aspects of the arms
race, particularly the nuclear-arms race and nuclear disarmament, there has been
little progress.

As regards draft resolution A/C. 1/41/L.70, on the review of the role of the
United Nations in the field of disarmament, just adopted by the Committee, we note
that no substantive progress has been made in disarmament, especially in recent
years. My delegation would like to underline that the absence of progress in
disarmament has resulted from political problems encountered by various
multilateral disarmamant forums under tha aegis of the United Nations, and not from
any institutional limitations. For any positive, forward movement in this area,
apart from the collective commitwent of an overwhelming majority of the States
Members of the Organziation, a commitment from the militarily significant States,
particularly the nuclear-weapon States and members o° il itary alliances, is an

absolute precrequisite.
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Al.ng with the absence of progress in disarmament there Las been a
corresponding increase in tension and conflicts. There has been a resurgencs of
the arms race and an overall detarloration In the nituation relating to
international peace and security. The latter aspect is related not only to the
disarmament machinery of the United Nations but also to the entire United Nations
system and the international climate itself. The role of the United Nations in the
field of disarmament would necessarily have to be reviewed in this context.

Mr. IOWITZ (United States of America): The United States delegation is
pleased to join in approving the Acvaft resolutions in cluster 1, on which the First
Committee has just voted,

With regard to draft resolution A/C.i1/41/L.7, concerning the work of the
M Hoc Committee on Radiological Weapons of the Conference on Disarmament, wy
delegation has again joined in the consensus adoption of that draft resolution., In
doing 80, I want to recall that the objective of the United States Government is an
effective ban on radioclogical weapons., As we Aicated at the Conference on
Disarmament, the United States is seeking to :dentify verification measures that
will deter a potential violator and will enable parties to verify compliance with a
radiological-weapons ban. The United States is continuing to study pousible
measures. Our substantive position is still embolied in the 1979 United
States-Union of Soviet Socialist Republics joint elaments as modified by the aqreed

compliance provisions introduced in 1983.
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We continue to believe that the question of additional legal protection
against attacks on nuclear facilities should be considered separately from the
guestion of a radiological-weapons ban.

Concerning draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.30, tranamitiing the report of the
pDisarmament Commission, my delegation notes that at this point the Commission's
agenda is not yet set. There may eventually be one or more items inscribed on it
that are not acceptable to my delegation. For .--“mple, last year we opposed
inclusion of the naval-arms race itom. Consequently, my delegation helieves that
each agenda item should be addressed on its own merits.

With regard to the draft decision dealing with the comprehensive programme of
disarmament, contained in A/C.1/4./L.62, we have joined in the consensus adoption
of that draft resolution, as the United States has done in previous years. The
United State will continue to work in the Conference on Disarmament towards the
goal outlined in the draft decision set out in L.52. My delegation appreciates
that when the Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Comprehensive Programme of
Disarmament at the Conference on Disarmament, the representative of Mexico
Ambassador Garcia Robles, introduced draft resolution L.61 in the First Committee,
he reiterated the common understanding that there would not be a special resumed
forty-~first session of the General Assembly exclusively for the consideration of
this item. Thus, additional financial implications would be avoided.

Mr. NUNEZ MOSQUERA (Cuba) (interpretation from Spanish): My delegation

takes note of the procedural nature ot the draft resolution on the atudy on
deterrence we have just adopted and we joined In the consensus in favour of that
draft resolution. Nevertheless, we chould like to comment on it briefly.

The study on deterrence reflecte the views of various separate experts who
submi tted individual papers, and we think that this makes the study ry aer, putting

as it does before Mamber States a full picture of all the ideas on deterrence.
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However, some of those ideas claim to regard deterrence as a guarantee of
peace and security, whereas nothing could be farther from the truth. Detarrence
emerged as a result of the policy of those who, at the end of the Second World War,
hau acquired the capability of producing nuclear weapons and had drawn «p schemes
to use that capability as a means of intimidating others and pursuing and imposing
on others their own policies based on strength. That is tantamount to guaranteeing
the security of a few to the detriment of the security of all.

However, there is no alternative to nuclear disarmament and nuclear Jdaterrence
is an extremely dangerous concept, &s was mentioned by the Heads of State or
Government of countries members of the Non-Aligned Movement at their recent summit
meeting at Harare, when they recalled that:

“"Thue idea that world peace can be maintained through nuclear deterrence, a

doctrine that lies at the root of tha continuing escalation in the quantity

and quality of nuclear weapons and which has, in fact, led to greater
insecurity and instability in international relations than ever before, is the

most dangerous myth in existence." (A/41/6%7, p. 24)

My delegation fully shares that view.

The CHAIRMAN: We have thus oconcluded our cgonsideration of draft
resolutions under cluster 1.

The Committee will now take action on draft resolutions in cluster 2. Before
taking up that cluster in its entirety, however, I should like to inform members
that because of ongoing consultations the following draft resolutions in cluster 2
will not bs taken up and the Committee will postpone action on them: draft
resolutions A/C.1/41/L.1 and L.73. We shall defer action on those draft
resolutions for the time being.

Before cal’ing upon those delegations that wish to make statements on draft

resolutions in cluster 2, I call upon the Secretary of the Committee.
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Mr. KHERADI (Secretary of the Comm'“tee): [ have a further announcement
to make with regard to additional sponsors in connection with the following draft
resolutions: A/C.1/41.L.2, the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, the
Byelorussian Soviet Soc alist Republic and Poland; A/C.1/41/L.73, Malaysia; and
A/C.1/41/1..61, Bolivia.

Mr. DOLEJS (Czechoslovakia): The main purpose cf my brief statement
today is to introduce draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.2, under agenda item 60,
*Compliance with arms limitation and disarmament zgreements,” which is sponsored by
the delegations of the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, the German
Democratic Republic, Poland, the Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics and Czechoslovakia.

The fundamental importance of full implementation and strict observance of
agreements on arms limitation and disarmarent has been generally recognized.
Similarly, there has been unanimity of views within the United Nations as to the
crucial role of arms-limitation and disarmament agreements in the strengthening of
international peace and security as well as increasing confidence. It was on nat
basis that General Assembly resolution 40/94 L was adopted last year with
considerable support by delegatiors belonging to all groups.

Since last year, however, the reasons for keeping the issue of compliance high
ca the agenda of the United Nations have become even more convincing. It is the
firm view of the sponsors of draft resolution L.2, as reflected in their draft,
that at the present critical juncture, when the goal of concluding new disarmament
agreements is especially urgent and real prospects are opening up for significant
orogress in that directica, there is an increasingly urgent need for strengthening

the legal basis of the arms-limitation and disarmament process.
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That must include, above all, strict compliance by Btates Parties with the
existing treaties and agreements in this area. Faithful observance of disarmament
treaties derives, of course, from general principles of international law and the
United Nations Charter. Notwithstanding that, the sponsors of the draft resolution
believed it justified to underline the particular importance of strict compliance
with arms-limitation and disarmament agreements as an essential element of trust in
the nuclear and space age.

One of the fundamental approaches to disarmament consists, therefore, in
securing full confidence in the reliability of compliance with whatever obligations
th ates Parties may assume under specific agreements. Such confidence, in our
view, has to be engendered through adequate procedures for redress, first of all
those contained in the agreements themselves, as well as through the clear
awareness of the importance attached to the issue of compliance by the whole
international community. Accordingly, in paragraph 1, draft resolution L.2 urges
all States parties to arms limitation and disarmament agreements to implement and
comply with the entirety of the provisions subscribed to, in accordance with the
procedures envisaged by the respective agresments.

Another key provision of the draft resolution contains an appeal to all States
parties to arms limitation and disarmament agreements, regardless of their scope,
1o refrain from any actions which would lead to undermining or clrcumventing such

agreements.
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Fur thermore it appeals to all States to support efforts aimed at strengthening
the status of arma limitation and disarmament agreements and ensuring their full
implementation and strict observance.

After consulting a number of delegations, the sponsors .ave ayreed to delete
in its entirety operative paragcaph 4, which is not directly rela.ed to the issue
of compliance with disarmament agreeme.ats. It is therefore requestaed that action
be taken with regard to draft resolut 'on L.Z as now amended.

Thus, as can be seen, the sponsors of the druft resolution have e(:rted
genuine efforts to elaborate a rational and positive approach to the issue of
compliance under present conditlons which, if adopted, would oconstructively serve
the goal of securing the full implementation of arms limitation and dirarmament
agroements by «ll States parties without unduly interfering with the oparation of
thogse agreements or with the sovereign rights of States, both those that are
pa: ties to them and those that are not. It is Lonsequently our belief that
delegations might consider adopting this draft resol:tion without a vote.

We have caretully studied also ths other draft resolution oa this wubject
contained in document A/C.1/41/1.43, which, with one or two minor exceptions,
repeats the text of last year's resolution 40/94 L. This d-aft, while not
re lecting some of the ideas contained in L.2, puts greater emphasis on
consideration of the implications of non-compl iance with arms limitati . an'
disarmarment agrasements for international security, as well as for the prospects for
further efforts in the field of disarmament. Although there are necessarily
several overlapping provisions, such as those stru==ing the particular {mportance
of strict compliance with arms iimitation and disarmament agreements, it would in
our view seem rational and justifiable to consider both draft resolutions on a

mutially complementary basis, rather than a competitive one.
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In view of this possibility, we think it regretable that our readiness to
strive for a balanced and full-fledged joint approach to the issue of compl iance

has not been reciprocated so far.

Mr. BALACHEV (Bulgaria) (interpretation from Russian): I had intended to

speak in connection with the concrete results of the consultations going on between

the sponsors of the two draft resolutions on agenda item 62, As you Sir, have
said, those consultations are still under way.

In connection with their possible ocutcome, my delegation wishes to reserve its
right to make a statement befcre the voting on the two draft resolutions.

Mr. TAYLHARDAT (Venezuela) (interpretation from Spanish): I wish briefly

to comment on draft resolutions L.2 and L.43, which are, in a way, par;llel drafts.

My delegation intends to join in the consensus on the two draft resoluticns sc
that they may be adopted without a vote. I must say that the announcement jﬁst
made by the delegation of Czechoslovakia that pardgtaph 4 has bgen deleted from
that draft makes this easier for us.

I would observe that the two drafts are of particular importance because, as
we all know, difficulties have arisen with regard to the application of certain
bilateral treaties on disarmament as a result of the interpretation some have made

of certain of their provisions. In our view those treaties should be strictly
observed and should not be weakened through unilateral. interpretations concerning
the scope of some provisions,

We should also like to stress the view we voiced last year when considering
draft resolution L.66, which later became resolution 40/99. On that occasion we
said that our delegation felt that the scope of that draft, which is today L.43,
was not limited to bilateral agreements or treaties relating to disarmament and
that it also covered all agreements, treaties or other intétnational instruments on

disarmament, including, of course, those agreed upon multilaterally.
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With reference tc the latter, we know that some of their provisions have not
been .ully complied with by certain Htates parties to them; an exrmple is the
nuclear non-p:toliferation Treaty, some of whose provisions continue to be dead
letters owing to lack of compliance by some States that have ratified it.

That explains the importance we aitach to draft resolution L.43. We are
pleased to note that draft resclution L.2 expressly refers not only to bilateral
treatles but also to muli.“lateral, regional and world-wide multilateral treaties.

In conclusion I w uld observe that, while we also appreciate the spirit in
which the drafter of L.2 worked, we have soms doubts as to the statement made in
the seconc preambular paragraph, acoording to which at the present critical
juncture there are prospects of concluding agreements on reducing anud eliminating
nuclear weapons. I think that that is overly optimistic bearing in mind the
existing situation

However, as indicated et the outset, Venezuela vill join in the consensus on
the two draft resolutions so that they may be adupted without a vote.

Mx. ZHARKOV (Union of Sovie* Socialist Republics) (interpretation from
Ruasian): In connection with the voting on draft resolution L.10, the Soviet
delegation would make the following points.

The Soviet Union is convinced of the naed for an exchange of information and
data about armaments and armed forces in the process of negotiations and the
implementation of concrete measures on the basis of agreements that have been
concluded. Such an exchange of data is nc included, although it 18 desirable and
feasible, as is shown by our experie.ice regarding a number of agraem, ..s in the
fleld of the limitation and reduction of armaments and confidence-buiic 'ng.

The USSR Is in favour of the consideration of mutually acceptable solvtions to
the problem of openness. Re_ent evidence of that has beer provided by the

successful conclusion of the first stage of the Stockholm ( nferenc-e.
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As Membars know, rhere was agreement in particular on major military meas:res,
in such spheres as early notification of military activities, 1and troops, exchange
of anniual plans for such activities, invitations for observers, veritication of the
implementaticn of agreewents achieved, which included holding on-site inspections.
An important contribution to the achievement of agraement on those problems was
made by the Soviet Union and other socialist countries.

We shoula not forget that that group of countries which has paid lip-service
to openness in military activites did not in stockholm give its consent to
confidence-building measures of independent military activities for air and naval
forces —~ that is, for two major forms of armed forces which represent a particular
threat to the security of European States. As far as dcaft resolution L.10 is
oconcerned, unfortunately the providing of information about military po>tential in
practiocs is not linked with concrete measuras for disarmament. We do not agree
with that approach ana we gshall therefore abstain in the vote on I 10.

We are convinced that the exchange of information should not be dissociated
artificially from concrete disarmamsnt wmeasures and the strengthening of security,
especially since it cannot be represented ax an individual pre-conditicn, as was
stated wrongly in paragraph 3, which discusses machinery for reporting of military
of expenditures. We are against those matters being exploited for non-productive
purposes, as a pre—cc dition for progress in other ~reas with regard to
strengthening security, limiting armaments and disarmament.

The reason for the lack of progress in the field of disarmament is by no means
because of the lack of information about military potentials; rather, it is because

of the absence of 1itical will for limiting and reducing armaments.
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When the political will for easing tensions and improving the international
climate comes to exist, with regard to questions o disarmament, it will then be
possible to come Lo agreeament even in di fficult circumstances, &s Stockholm proved
on~e again.

The CHATRMAN: There are no other representatives wishing to speak in
explanation of vote before the voting.

1 wish to inform ths Committee that 1 have received requests from the sponsors
of the other draft resolutions uvnder cluster 2 as well to defer taking a decision
on them because of ongoing consultations.

Therefore, we are not in a position today to teke « .claiors on the draft
resolutions in cluster 2. 1In this ccnnection, 1 would kindly request delegations
to speed up informal consultations. If on the very .irst day of our beginnin, to
tase action on draft resolutions we start by deferring a whole cluster, then I fear
we might not be in a position to conclude our work as agreed when we began our
substantive work.

Hence I appeal to sponsors to conclude consultations as soon as possible this
f .ernoon, 8o that we may be in a position to take up action on cluster 2 tomorrow.

The Committee will now take action on the draft resolutions listed in
cluster 3. Before doing so, 1 should like to inforn members that, because of a
note that should be prepared by the Secretariat concerning the draft resolution
contained in A/C.1/41/L.9/Rev.1l, we have to defer taking a decision on that draft
resolution.

I shall now call on those members who wish to meke statements on draft

resvlutions in cluster 3.

Mr. de la BAUME (France) (interpretation from French): I have the honour

to refer to the draft resolution submitted by my delegation in A/C.1/41/L.38, on

chemical uand bacteriological (biological) weapons.
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In introducing this text, the French authorities have two main concerns in
minds formally to mark the fundamental importance we attach to strict observance
of the 1925 Protoool, of which France is a dapositary, and to stress the usefulness
of inquiry proocedures available to the Secretary-Gene al under previous resolutions
in the case of alleged use of chemical weapons.

As we highlighted in our text, the international community is at present faced
with the risk of proliferation of chemical weapons. We must prevent that danger
while awaiting the oonclusion of the negotiations at Geneva on a convention on the
complete and effective prohibition of the development production and stockpiling of
chemical weapons. BREfforts to thut end have already been undertaken at the national
level, and it seemed uueful to us both to take note of them and to support them.
Hence the emphasis in our text on national msasures on controllino the transfer of
chemical substances, viich have alresdy been adopted by several Member States, and
on the institution of co-operation between the principsl chemical-producing States
aimed at drawing up and publishing itexized lists of products that especially lend
themselves to use in the production of chemical warfare agents.

However, we nots that those provisions have given cise to doubts and questions
on the part of variouu Member States with regard to the appropriateness of
emphasizing that aspect - which we believe essential - of strict monitoring ot
exports of chemical substances that especially lend themselves to use in the
production of such weapons. We listened to those comments carefullyj; but we have
made it clear that it was not cur intention to attempt to establish a system of

monitoring and contrul of chemical substances that might appear unbalar ed.
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Nevaertheless, it seems to us that an additional effort at clarification on our
part and consultation is necessary if we wish to ensure for our initiative the
attention it decerves. Naturally, wa shall pursue ic vigorously in the coming
wonths. PFor the moment, we believe if preferabls not to put our draft resolution
A/C.1/41/L.38 to a vote. Of course, depending on the circumstances we shall come
back next year to this subject, which is of great ooncern to the international
community.

Mr. KATEKA (United Republic of Tanzania): In our statement during the
general debate, my delegation ex'ressed its concern at the proliferation of draft
resolutions in the Pirst Committee. I wish to reiterate that concern. The
representative of Australia mad. 1 very important statemant, addressing the iszsue
of draft resolutions, but nobody seems to have received the message. The irony of
it all is that we all seem to complain about the many draft resolutions before the
First Committee, but we do nothing about it. If anything, /e compound the
situation by sponsoring soveral 'dtatt resolutions on the same issue. An example is
to be found in cluster 3 concerning chemical and bacteriological weapons, which we
are now considering. Some sponsors of draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.12 are also
sponsors of A/C.1/41/L.4%6; some sponsors of draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.55 are also
sponsors of A/C.1/41/L.56. There is also draft resolution A/C.1/41/1.38, which was
just introduced, and I wish to thank the representative of France for not insisting
on its being put to a vote. That is a good example that should be emulated by
other sponsors.

Why could not all the sponsors of draft resolutions on this question of
chemical weapons get together and agree on one draft? Do wve have to continue with
competing texts on 'he same subject-mattwr? If genuine efforts had been made, we
would have had 13 draft resolutions, if we go: by clusters) or at most 20, if we 10

by agenda items -~ instead of & to al of 74 draft resclutions.
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As an expression of its disapproval of this absurd and untenable state of
affairs, my delegation has found it difficult to sponsor Araft resolutions in the
First Committes. We have made one sxception by sponsoring draft resolution
A/C.1/41/L.33,

Tanzania had thought of not participating in the votes “akiryg decisions on
draft resolutions before the Committee. This would be a way of expressing our
concern at what is going on in the Committee, that is, trivializing very important

matters concerning the survival of mankind by trying to outwit one another at

drafting unhelpful draft resolutions.

If the situation does not improve, we may be forced to carry out this protest
at future s.ssions of the General Assembly, even if this sounds like a d4i~"ant cry,
or is a cry in the wiiderness.

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

Russiaw): The Soviet delegation would like to explain its views in connection with
the adoption of the decision on the item on chemical and bacteriolojical
(biological) weapons.

In Geneva the work of the Conference on Disarmament to come to an agreement on
a convention banning chemical weapons has reached a at&ge that requires of States a
particularly responsible but careful approach to negotiations, and also the
necessary political will and readiness, not just in words but in actual deeds, to
facilitate the early conclusion of a convention. Guided by this approach, the
Soviet Union, as members will recall, put forward a number of very far-reaching
proposals taking into acoount the positions and interests of a wide range of States
and helping the Conference to reach the point of practical agreements on quest.ions

which only yesterday seemed irresolvable.
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This relates to questions of destroying stockpiles of chemical weapons and
facilities for their production, the production of chemicals for civilian and
commercial purposes and problems of verification, including the creation of
appropyr iate machinery for establishing data within the framework of a future
convention, and a number of other points.

The early conclusion of a convention on the total prohibition of chemical
weapons was facilitated by efforts to prevent further spread of those weapons,
including by means of carrying out national verification measures on the export of
chemical substances that might lend themselves to use for military purposes.

The measures of the Soviet Government on this are well known. Thus the
efforts of the Soviet Union have led to a considerable broadening of the basis for
the adoption of mutualliy acceptable solutions and decisions,

With regard to the Adraft resolutions submitted on this agenda item, the Soviet
delegation would like to say frankly that we see a clear imbalance, and sometiwes
an actual tendentiousness, in draft rasolution A/C.1/41/L.55; and we are convinced
that, for the purposes of an early solution to the problem of the prohibition of
chemical weapons, the most appropriate are draft resolutions A/C.1/41/L.12 and
A/C.1/41/L.56. However, in the light of the urgent need for consolidsting the
progress that has emergel in resolving the problems of prohibiting chemical weapons
and creating appropriate circustances and conditions for further progress, the
Soviet Union has deemed it necessary to vote in favour of all draft resolutions
submitted on this agenda itew.

However, we confirm our negative attitude towards Genaral Assembly resolution

40/92 C and its provisions relating to the activities of a group of experts.
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The CHAIRMAN: Since no other delegation wishes to explain its vote
before the voting. wa shall now proceed to take decisions on the draft resolutions
listed in cluster 3, beginning with the draft resolution contained in document

A/C.1/41/L.12, entitlsd “Prohibition of chemical and bacteriological weapons®”,

under agenda item 59, "Chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons”.
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The draft resolution has 12 sponsors and was introduced by the representative
of the German Democratic Republic at the 29th meeting of the First Committee on
3 November 1986. The sponsors are: Afghanistan, Angola, Bulgaria, the
Byelorussian 8oviet Socialist Republic, Czechoslovakia, the Garman Democratic
Republic, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, the Ukrainian SSR, the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics and iet Nam.

A recorded vcie has been requested.

A reoorded vote was taken.

In favours Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, B:hrain, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia,
potswana, Bulgaria, Burkina Fa.o, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet
SBocialist Republic, Cameroon, 'entral African Republic, Chad,
Colombia, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen,
Egypt, Ethiopia, Gabon, German Democratic Republic, Ghana,
Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, Indonesia,
Iran (Islamic Republic of), Irag, Jurdan, Kenya, Lao People's
Demociatic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,
Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Mexico, Mongolia,
Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan,
Panama, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saudi
Arabia, Senegal, Slerra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Sudan,
Suriname, Syriasn Arab Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and
Tobago, Tunisia, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Union of Soviet Socialist Repubiics, United Arab Emirates United
Republic of Tanzania, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugosle .a,
Zambia, Zimbabwe

Mainsts Belgium, France, Germany, Federal Repubiic of, Greece, Italy,
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, Turkey, United Kingdom
of Great Britain and Northern . reland, United States of America

Abstaining: Argentina, Australia, Austria, 3jahamas, Barbados, Brazil, Brune i
Narussalam, Burma, Canada, Chile, China, Comoros, Cdte 4a'Ivoire,
Denmark, Djibouti, Bcuador, Finland, Haiti, Iceland, India,
Ireland, Israel, Japan, Malawi, Morocco, New Zealand, Norway,
Paraguay, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Uruguay

Draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.12 was adopted by 83 votes to 12, with
31 abstentions.*

*Subsequently the delegations of Kuwait and Zaire adv. .d the Secretariat that
they had iniended ro vote li: favourj the delagations of Greece and Gabon had
intended to abstain.
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The CHAIRMAN: As the representative of France has informed us, draft
resolution A/C.1/41/L.38 will not be put to a vota.

Therefore, the next draft resolution before us is A/C.1/41/L.5%%5, under the
item "Chemical and bacteriological (blological) weapons®. It was intrcduced by the
representative of the United States of America at the 26th meeting of the Committee
on 30 October 1986 and has the following 28 sponsors: Australfa, DBelgium, Canada,
Colombia, Costa Rica, Cote d'Ivoire, Denmark, Ecuador, the Federal Republic of
Germany, Greece, Iceland, Italy, Japan, Kenya, the Netherlands, New Zealand,
Norway, Phili ‘ines, Portugal, Samoa, Sierra Leone, Upain, Sweden, Thailand, the
United Kingdom, the United lcates of America, Uruquay and Zaire.

A recorded vote has been requested.

A recorded vote was takgﬁ.

Ir iavours Australia, Austria, Bahrain, Barbados, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan,
Bo} ivia, Botswana, Brunel Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi,
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republi., Cameroon, Canada, Central
African Republic, Chai, Chile, China, Colombia, Comoros, Clte
d'Tvoire, Czechoslovakia, jemocratic Kampucea, Danmark,
Djibouti, Ercuador, Egypt, rin)and, France, Gahon, German
Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece,
Guatemala, Guinea, Guyana, Haiti, Hungary, Iceland, Indonesia,
Iran (Ialamic Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan,
Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lehanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Luxembourg,
Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mr ritius, Mex‘'co,
Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlanda, tew Zealand, Niger,
Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines,
Polsnd, Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Samoa, Saudi Arabia,
Sc¢negal, Sierra Leone, Singapo:e, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka,
Sudan, Suriname, Sweden, TL.iland, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago,
Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Northern lreland, United Republic of Tanzania, United
States of Amerlica, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Zambia, Zimbnbwe

Against: WUk
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Abstaining: Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Bahamms, Braxil, Burkina Paso, Congo,
Cuba, Cyprus, Fthiopia, Guinea-Bissau, India, Lac People's
Democratic Repu* 'lc, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar,
Nicaragua, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia

Draft rssolution A/C.1/41/L.55 was adopted by 103 votes tc none, with
18 ahstentiona.*

The CHAIRMAN: The next draft resolution beforo us is A/C.1/41/L.56,
under the item "Chemical and bacterinlogical (biclogical: weapone”. This v .ft
resclution has 23 sponso.s and was introdiced by the representativa of Poland at
the 35th meeting of the Committee on § November 1986. 7he sponsors sret
Argentina, Australirs, Belgium, Cunada, Denmark, the German Democratic Republic, the
Pederal Rspublic of Germany, Greece, Indonesia, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Kenya,
Mon jolia, the Netherlands, No:way, Poland, Spain, Swoden, the Ukrainian SSR, the
United Kingdom, Uruguay and Viet Nam.

A requesi has been made for the draft resolution to be adopted without a
vcte. If I hear no objection, I shall take it that the Committee wishes to act
accordingly.

Draft resclucion A/C.1/41/1..56 was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN: I shall now call on those delegations wishing to explain
their votes after the decisions have been taken on all draft resolutiona in
cluster 3.

Mr. L. BE_AI TRUNG (Viet Naw): The delegation »f Viet Nam wishes to

ex; "ajn its votes on some of the draft resolutions contained in cluster 3, whi.h

h:ve just been adopted by the Commit.tee.

*Subsequently the delegation of Oma: ad :sed tha Secretariat that 1t had
intended to vote in favour.
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The Genava Protocol for the Prohibitlon of the Use in War of Asphyxiatir ,
Poisonous or other Gases and of Bacter iological Methods of Warfaire was siqued as
far ba_< as 1925. Yet, for the past six decades since its signing, markind has
continusd to be subject to ‘‘ve use of chemical weapons. Still €resh in our remory
is the chemical warfare carried out againat the Vietnamese people for more thun a

decade, from 1961 to 1971.
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What is more, at present there are danqeroits plans not only to utllize the
chemical weapons arser.ala existing in the world, but also o deploy chemical
weapons on the territory of other countries and to produce new typer of chemical
weapons, cuch a3 the extremely dangerous binary weapon- . We share the universal
view tha completely to exclude the possibility of the use of chemical weapons
requl.es, 1icst, "he conclusion and implementation at the earlisai date of a
convention on the prohibitlion of the development, production and stockpiling of
chemical weapons and on their destruction. 1Tt requires, secondly, that all States
refrain from any action that alight impede the negotiation of such a convention,
and, thirdly, strict observance of the 1525 Geneva Protocol.

As a victim of the barLarous use of “hemical weapons, Viet Nam unreservedly
and unequivocally supports the prohibition of the use of all chemical weapons and
their destruction. Viet Nam ls party . both the 1925 Genevs Protocol and the 1972
Convention on bacteriological weapons, and has scrupuloualy complied with those two
legal instruments. We are among the sponsors of two draft resolutions on chemica:
and biological weapons, A/C.1/41/L.12 and L.56, just adopted Ly the Committee.

As regards draf: resolution A/C.1/41/L.55, it fail:s to address one of the
essential requiremencs for promoting the process leading to the complete
elimination of the posaibility of the use of chemical weapons, namely, that all
States shouldu refrain from any action that might impede that process. Furthermore,
the reference in paragraph 4 of that draft resolutlic. to establishing facts ir
cases of reports o the usc of chemical weapons without dei!aing the criteria for
determinin: the authenticity or reliability of tne ~rigins of such repurts invites
the danger of the draft resolution being misu.ed to further slanderous purpirses or
o create artificlal obstacles to nagotiations on the alimination of chemical

weapona, Therefore, we cannot go along with draft resolution A/C.1L/4L/L.55.
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Mr. CAMPORA (Argentina) (interp-etation from Spanish): The delegation of

Argentina considers that the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development,
Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and on
Their Destruction is sufficiently broad, and we do not think it necessary at this
stage to adopt machinery or principles that coul® ~onfuse the talks under wavy in
the Conference on Disarmament. We do not support initiatives that could involve a
discriminatory or partial approach, such as those that wouid create outside the
Convention non-proliferation régimes or areas of limitation. No countries should
be authorized to carry out international policing of the transfer of chemicals;
only international and national means of verification created under the Convention
can monitor compliarce with cobiigations undertaken by its States parties. we
maintain that the Convention must be universal, comprehensive and permanent.

For those reasons the delegation of Argentina abstainea in the votes on draft
resolutions A/C.1/41/L.12 and L.55.

Mr. NUNEZ MOSQUERA (Cuba) (interpretation from Spanish): My delegation

wishes to explain its positive vote on draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.12, just adopted
by tl is Conmittee. My delegation considers the prohibition of chewical weapons to
be a matter of urgency, and believes it necessary to intensify current negotiations
to that end. In that oontext, we are deeply concernod‘at the obstacles to the
achievement of that goal created by the development and pr: duction of new chemical
waapons, such as bhinary weapons. We join in the draft resolution's appeal to
States to refrain trcm any action that could impede negotlations on the prohibition
of chemical weapors ané¢ to conduct negotiations on the subject in good faith.

While we praise the initiatives of some co atries to establish
« hamical-wveapon-free zones, where chemical wsapons would not be depliyed on the

terricory of States, we consider that the chaitacteristics of each cegion should be
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tiken into ac...unt. Such measures are feasible in regions with a high
concentration of chemical weapons. 1In the case of Latin America and the Caribbean
we must consider not only the countries of the region but also other countries that
are not part of the region but are very close to it, that have colonial Territories
in the rejion, that possess large arsenals of chemical weapons, including binarv
weapons, snd that pursue a constant policy of aggression and hostility against
countries of che region, against which they could use or threacen to use chemical
weapons. It was with that in mind that we voted in favour of draft resoclution
A/C.1/41/L.12.

My delegation abstained in the vote on draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.55, because
that text represents a partial approach to the problem of chemical weapons and,
inter alia, because it makes 1o reference to certain basic difficulties encountered
in the negotiations on the prohibition of chemical weapons, specifically to the
obstacles placed in the way of those negotiations by the production of binary
chemicai weapors.

Mr. STEPHANOU (Groeece): My delegation would lixe to explain its vote on
draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.12. A& we have reiterated on various occasions, Greece
advocaten the conclusion of an agrmement on the total prohibition of chamical
weapons. Pending the conclusion of such an agreenent, the Greek Government
supports proposals and initiatives for the establishment of chemical-weapon-free
zones, specifically in the Balkans, which we view as a step towards the conclusion
of an international agreement.

tGreece al:stained in the vote on draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.12, because,
taking into account the stage recently reached in the ongoing negotiations in the
Conference on Disarrament at Genaeva, the wording 2f the operatlive part of the draft
resolution seems t« vs to be exceedingly constraining on the iegotiating parties to

the Treaty, and therefore counter-productivuy.
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Mr. SALLES (Brasil): I wish briefly to explain our vote on draft

resclutions A/C.1/41/L.12, L.55 and L.56. My delegation joined the consensus on
draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.56 as proof of our full support for the ongoing
negotiations within the Conference on Disarmament on a multilateral convention on
the prohibition of chemicai weapons and on their destruction.

As regards draft resolution A/C.1/41/L.12, although some modifications, that
improved the text were introduced, it favours concepts such as that of
chemical-veapon-free zones, and singles out certain types of chemical weapons for

restrictions.
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My delegation does not feel that those elements would facil’ cate
neyotiations. We have acoordingly abstained in the voting on that draft vesolution.

We hare also abstained in the voting on draft resolution ~/C.1/41/L.55. It i=s
our considecred judgement that the formulations which were added this year to its
previous text would promote a régime which could end up having the same
characteristics ar those that have taken shape thanks to the discriminatory
operation of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. e think in
this regard that efforts should concentrate, first and foremost, on a comprehenaive
chemical-weapons ban and on the complete elimination of such weapons from existcing
arsen.la, rather than highlighting partial measures.

Mr. BUTLER (Australiaz): Australia abstained in the vote on the draft
resolution on chemical weaponm, A/C.1/41/L.12, introduced by the delegation of the
German Damocratic Republic. Australia is strongly in favour of and has actively
worked for the prohibition of chemical weapons. Draft resolu:ion %.12, however,
does not meet our concerns in meveral respects. First, i(1e draft resolution is, in
our view, deficient ir that it singles out new types of chemical weapons for
non-production and non-deployment when, in fact, those weanons will be covered by
the new convention. Indeed, the call in paragraph 3 for States to refrain from
producing and deploying new types of cnemical weapons is not a verifiable measure
without a strioct verification system of high standard, whict will hare to be
negotiated as an integral part of a comprehinsive chemical-weapons convention.

Secondly, the draft resolution, in specifying the prohibitions to be included
in the scope of the convention, does not refer to th» nrohibition on the use cf
chemicai weapons. In this respect, draft resolution L.12 is incompatible with tbhe
correct descriptlion of the scope of the convention contained in draft resolutlons

A/C.1/41/L.55 and L.56.
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Thirdly, we have taken careful note of the refererces in draft resolution L.12
to chem. cal-weapons-free zones, particularly in the light of recent proposals in
this regard. We adhere to the view that the problems involved in negotiating an
equitable and verifiable treaty establishing a chemical-weapone-free zone,
particularly in relation verification of compliance with such a treaty, are no
less than those involved in negotiating a comprehensive global ban on chemical
weapons. Negotiations on such a bwn are under way in the Conference on Disarmament
in Geneva.

The Australian Government is encouraged by the increased pace which has been
evident in the work of the chemical weapons Committee this year, and the progress
which has been recorded. We believe that priority should be given to the
conclrgion of those negotiations, which of "er the best hope for reaching
international agreement on a comprehensive chemical-weapons convention and which
would make regional chemical-free zones unnecessary.

For those reasons, Australia will continue to give its full suppoirt to the
impcrtant cndeavour currently uncer way in Geneva.

Mr. van BOHEMEN (New Zealand): New Zealand cosponsoraod draft resolution

A/C.1/41/L.56 concerning the use of chemical weapons 1n violation of the Geneva
Protocol of 1925, We were also pleased to join in the adoption by consensus of the
draft regsolution concerning the neqo ..ation of a comprehennive chemic.al-weapons
convention in the Conterence on Disarmament.

[ wish to explain New “ealand's vote on Jraft resolutin A/C.1/41/L.12. WNew
“ealand abstained in the voting on that Araft resclution, as we have done in prior
years. Many of the elemants in the text ai - clearly unobjectionable - namely, the
paraqraphe seeking to encourage the negotiatiou: In the Conference on Diaarmament.
But those aspects of the draft resolution are alreaay covered ia draft

resoiution L.56, which was adopted by consensus.

N g RN, A AN
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The main elements in draft resclution L.12 not covered in L.56 are the
unbalanced references to the development and deployment policles of one of the
major military alliances possessiug large arfenals of chemical weapons. The draft
resolution ignores the policles of the other major alliance that have led to the
accumulatlion of extremely .arge stockpiler of chemical weapons. Accordingly, we
regard the draft resolution as unnecessary and unbalanced, and hence, we abstained.

The CHAIRMAN: We have now concluded taking action on draft resolutions
listed in cluster 3, for today. We have deferred action on draft resolution
A/2.1/41/L.9 for the time being. it is my understanding that this afternocon the

first subject will be tih: consideration of and the taking of action upon the draft

resolutions in cluster 4.

The meeting rose at 12.40 p.m.




