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

AGENDA I'rEMS 31, 24, 3!1) 36, 37, 38, 39, 4o, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, lf-8 .• 

120, 122 and 126 (continued) 

Mr. PASTINEN (Finland): IY.r. Cha:'rman,, speaking from this seat last 

':'hursuoy c<S the Cha il• na n o f t he Ad Hoc Gro ;.lp of ~ui:::.lified Governmental ~xperts for 

the Study of the Question of Nuclear-Heapon-Free Zones, Professor Korhonen 

conveyed his congratulations to you. un be hR lf of the Finnish delegation, 

I should lik2 now to join in the expressions of appreciation and respect 

which have been directed to you from all quarters. In the particular case of 

the Finnish delegation, I should like to add to these the sentiments of 

admiration ac.d esteem based on the experience of a great many years during 

\vhich the Finnish delegation has had the gocd fortune to work closely with you 

on a variety of United Nations matters. 

It 1va.s the original intention of my delegation to !;peRk ou.ly once 

in the generc:.l debate on disarmament. He were planning to say ·v;hatever we 

had to say at one go, as it were. The importance and the great number of 

disarmament items on our agenda, rather than any inflated opinion of the 

importanc2 of our own views, led us, however, to revise our plans. Therefore, 

my .s tatement this morning will deal only with three major areas and questions~ 

First , the e;eneral politica l framework vrithin which the disarmament negotiations 

have to evolvej secondly, the problems of nuclear proliferation, particularly 

in the light of the Non-Proli:fera tion Treaty Review Conference; and, thi:c.Hy, 

the que s tion of nuclear-lveapon-free zones and the comprehensive study on ti:1em. 

That bej.ng the case , the Finnish delegation 1vill have to ask to be allowed 

t o s peak again at an appropriate later stage in order to state the views of 

my Gove:cnment on a number of other important arms control and disarmament issues, 

su<.:L n.~; nuclear disarmament, the SALT negotiations, banning of nuclear-weapon 

tests, c:hr-;rnj.cal v:eapons, environmental warfare and so on. 

vle shall i n due time, Mr. Chairman, have to seek your guidance about the 

timing of our second s t a.teme nt in a way that would be helpful to your efforts 

to conduct the business of ·thi s Committee as expeditiously and as efficiently 

as possible. 

I now ccme to w;1 st ato m-:nt thi s morning. 
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It is to state the ubVitlu::: to say that dise.rmament cannot be viewed in 

isolation. It is part and parcel of the political precess and, as such, subject 

to the same forces and influences as international politics in general. At a 

time when the world is moving frcm confrontation and conflict towards negotiation 

and detente, disarmament remains a crucial pursuit in the quest for a more 

stable and peaceful world ord.er. 

With this in mind, ~ecent political developments should give us cause 

for hope. The third stage of the Conference on Security and Co-oreration in 

Europe signified not only a codification of the political detente in Europe 

at the hi ghest political level. The polit~cal will which came to expression at 

that Conference -- the Helsinki spirit -- shf)uJ.d open up nel? possibilities for 

arms control and disarmament in Europe. In the J:t'ina l Act of the Conference 

the participating States themselves recognized Uzd.r intere st s in efforts aimed 

at lessening ffij_li te.ry confrontatJon and prornottng disarmament which are 

designed to complement pol:iti.cal detente in Europe and to strengthen their 

security as stated in the Fin&l Act. 



MP/dk A/C.l/FY .2075 
6 

(Mr. Pastinen, Finland) 

While the spirit thus has changed, the tools of confrontation and 

conflict remain. Europe today still is the scene of the most deadly 

concentration of large standing armies and sophisticated weapons, both 

conventional and nuclear, that the world has ever known. B~t more than 

ever, the guns of Europe are aimed at the shadows of the paot. 

It was against this background that the President cf Finland in his 

speech at the Helsinki Conference expressed his conviction that: 

"It is imperative that we devote, to an increasing extent, our 

faith in the future and our activities to the consideration of 

disarmareent. We believe that the contribution made even by the 

present Conference" he went on to say -- 11 to the promotion of 

detente has brought us nearer the day when the idea of far-reaching 

international disarmament is not only a remote prospect but an integral 

part of our co-operation. This belief is not just a wishf~l dream of 

a small country not belonging to any bloc. It is based on the 

consciousness that, rather than. any system relying on the use of force, 

the co-operation initiated by us is the best guarantee of security. rr 

While all the States that participated in the Conference on Security and 

Co-operation in Europe have not' only an interest but also a duty to see to it 

that these aims are translated into reality, in the first instance the burden 

of proof falls on those who are engaged in the Vienna negotiations on 

reduction of forces and armaments in Europe. These negotiations are now 

entering their third year without any substantive results yet in view. 

We are fully aware of the complexity of the subjects discussed in Vienna , 

but we cannot hide our deepening concern about the standstill that seems to 

prevail there. In the aftermath of the Conference on Security and 

Co-operation tn Europe we are certainly entitled to expect that the 

standstill be broken and that at least initial results be achieved. 

My delegation is not in general in favour of deadlines of one kind or 

another. In this particular case, however, it would seem to us that the 

already agreed preraratory meeting to be held in Belgrade. in June 1977 for 

continuing the multilateral process initiated by the Conference on Security and 

Co-operation in Europe provid.es a natural time frame for efforts in Vienna. 
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The effects of detente in Europe are not restricted to that continent 

alone: in their declaration adopted in Lima, Peru, the Foreign Ministers 

of the non-aligned countries considered that the Conference on Security 

and Co-operation in Europe 1tTill have a positive impact on the solution of 

problems deriving from the cold war and other international problems. They 

particularly identified the danger of nuclear confrontation as one of these 

problems. 

The prospects of detente in global dimensions have also been strengthened 

by the termination of the cruel conflict in Indo-China nrd the fact that for 

the first time after the Second \{orld War no open warfare exists between 

States. Disarmament is an integral part of detente, and these developments 

should provide new opportunities and_ a new impetus toward progress in 

disarmament negotiations. 

Yet, the reality i s different. While the process of detente has 

scored impressive gains in Eu.ro:r:e as v.-ell as on a global ccale, 

disarmament negotiations have somehow fallen out of pace. For the last 

three years there has indeed been a distinct lack of dynamism in ~his field, 

at least as measured by the yardstick of agreements achieved. This is all 

the more strange, since in histori~al terms the trend away from confrontation 

and toward political co-operation -- that is , detente -- first emerged in the 

disarmament negotiations of the early 1960s. It is all the more deplorable 

vlhen we keep in mind that the General Assembly has solemnly declared the 

1970s the Disarmament Decade a.nd that we are at present engaged in the 

mid-term review of the recade on the initiative so opportunely taken by our 

Nigerian colleague at the last AssembJ_y Bession . 

Against this backgroundJ in our view, this Assembly would do well to 

consider whether ways and means could not at last be found to expedite the 

l ong drawn-out process for convening a 'vorld clisarrr.mr:ent confe r ence --

an idea which the Finnish delegation has cons istently supported. vJe have 

considered: and continue to consider, that a world disarmament conference, 

under the necessary and. generally accepted req_uirements, -vwuld. provide the 

international community with an opportunity for a ge neral review of the 

disarmament field in its entirety, for a reaffirmation of the goals for 
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disarmament in political terms, and for charting the course and fixing the 

priorities for future negotiations. At this time, it would seem to us, 

further, that a world disarmament conference might well serve to instill 

a new sense of dynamism, and to provide new im~etus and insriration to our 

work in thip field. 

When I s~eak about lack of dynamism, I do not mean lack of' activity. 

Disarmament negotiations have been continued as intensively as ever, be it 

in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, at the Strategic Arms 

Limitation Talks, in Vienna or in other forums and other •ontexts. As before, 

these negotiations have been concentrated mainly on the efforts to strengthen 

existing restraints, or devising new ones, on nuclear weapons and other weapons 

of mass destruction, whether biological, chemical, environmental, or indeed 

entirely ne1v types of such weapons, as suggested by the Soviet Union at this 

Assembly session. While we should not ignore the destructive potential of 

conventional weapons and the continued increase of their production in the 

world, we in Finland continue to believe that the focus on weapons of mass 

destruction is a correct one. Consequently, all efforts to guard against 

the risks inherent in the very existence of such weapons have our support. 

In this respect, the Finnish Government considers the nuclear 

Non-Proliferation Treaty as a cornerstone in the international efforts 

to contain nuclear weapons. Last year, my delegation spoke at considerable 

length about the Treaty in the perspective of the then approaching revie•-.r 

conference. Though the importance of the Treaty would, as such, warrant 

constant emphasis, I shall not repeat our arguments from last year. 

Suffice it to say that the Finnish Government continues to believe that, 

as a means to avert the danger of nuclear war, the Treaty serves the 

general interest of the international community as a whole, while it also 

responds to the particular security interests of each of its component 

Member States. We further believe that the Treaty is the best available 

instrument for promoting those interests. 

The main purpose of the Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference was 

to strengthen the Treaty and to ensure its better implementation. In this 

respect, the Conference achieved what it realistically could be expected to 

achieve. The Treaty took an important step forward towards a more universal 

application through the adherence of eleven new States, including the five 

Euratom countries; and further ratifications and accessions, we believe, can be 
expected. 
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The Final Declaration of the Non-Proliferation Treaty :1\"FT) Review 

Conference is essentially a political document. Its main thrust is the 

reaffirmation by the parties of their strong support for the NPT and 

their continued dedication to its principles and objectives; yet it is 

also a document of considerable substantive content and simultaneously an 

action programme for the future. It not only e rr.bodies an 

assessment of the parties on how the Treaty has so far fulfilled its role 

but also gives rather precise and detailed guidelines on how it could be 

better implemented in the future. Many of the participants - per:taps e'Ten 

most of them - would have liked the Conference to have gone further, to 

have taken more decisive action on a number of questions. That is 

particularly true of the implementation of article VI of the Treaty, and 

my delegation wishes to take this opportunity to pay .tribute to the sincerity 

of effort of those delegations which tried to achieve this by way of 

additiona : protocols and other proposals which, however, failed to achieve 

a consensus. 

Yet, on balance, the Final Declaration of the NPT P.eview Conference 

is a very worthwhile document. The consensus achieved on it is in a large 

measure due to the courage of ir_itj_ative and the rr.atu.rity of political 

,jt~. dgrrer..t of the President of the Conference, Mrs. Inga Thorsson of Sweden. 

The Final Declaration is above all a demonstration of the unity of purpose 

n.tror.g the parties to the Treaty to strengthen the non-proliferation regime. 

More than before, the NFT can be seen today as a part of the law of nations, 

a norm of :.'xte r r.at icr.a: life, which benefits all nations, party and non-party 

alike. 

But the business of strengthening the NFT cannot be laid to rest with 

the conclusion of the Review Conference and the adoption of its Final 

Declaration; nor can further efforts await the next Review Conferenre in 

1980. The demand is for constant and co-ordinated action by all parties to 

the Treaty. 

One of the m'=!. jor targets for such action is the strengthening of the 

International Atomic Ene:rgy Agency (IAEA) safeguards in accordance with 

article III of the NPT. We note with special appreciation the determined 
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stand taken on this issue by the Director-General of the IAEA, 

Dr. Sigvard Eklund, both during the Pev ~. CI-.' Conference and at the recent 

General Conference of the IAEA. Whether that action will succeed depends 

in a decisive manner on the future application of article III, paragraph 2, 

of the NFT concerning the common export requirements relating to safeguards. 

As advocated by Dr. Eklund and by an overwhelming majority of the parties 

at the Review Conference, the exporting countries could and should require 

adherence to the NFT or other arrangements involving the app :.ication of 

safeguards to the complete fuel cycle of the importing countries as a 

condition for supply. Such a requirement would accord fully not only with 

the spirit but also indeed with the letter of the NFT. This, more than 

anything else, amounts to a test of the real intentions of the major 

supplier countries, parties to the NFT, to use the Treaty for the purposes 

it was originally intended to be used for. It will be a test of their 

willingness to recognize their own overriding interest in preventing 

proliferation of nuclear explosive capacity, be it at the expense of soree 

other more transitory considerations. 

Since, however, such considerations do exist and were expressed at the 

Review Conference, the Finnish delegation put forward at the Conference a 

suggestion that common export requirements should be complemented by common 

import requirements. The idea was, and still is, that parties to the NFT 

could also consider committing themselves not to import nuclear materials and 

other equipment from countries which are not parties to the NFT, or which have 

not accepted the NFT safeguards, or whi~h have not otherwise shown that they 

act as if they were parties to the NFT in respect to their supply policies. 

It may well be that full implications ef this suggestion were not sufficiently 

taken into account during the Conference. Be that as may, the Finnish 

Governreent intends to pursue this suggestion) in co-operation with others, 

during future negotiations on the strengthening of NFT safeguards, in which 

we shall actively participate. 

In last year 1 s debate my delegati on referred to the possibillty of 

supporting action for the NFT outside the immediate realm. of the Treaty itself. 

One of such means is obviously the concept of nuclear-weapon-free zones 1-1bj ch, 
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in addition to its other merits, is a valuable complementary instrument for 

seeking the same ends as the NFT within a different frame ·work. The Treaty 

of Tla.telolco remains the most encouraging example of the possibilities of 

the concept of nuclear-weapon-free zones. 

Pecently, there has been a remarkable revival of interest in nuclear

weapon-free zones, and that interest continues. Altogether eight of the 

disarmarrent items on our agenda deal with such zones, the newest being the 

proposal by Fiji, New Zealand and Papua New Guinea on the establishment of 

a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the South Pacific. 

The situation prompted the 3'inr.ish delegation at the last ~eneral Assembly 

session to take the initiative which led to the adoption by the Assembly of 

resolution 3261 F (XXIX), instituting a comprehensive study on the question 

of nuclear-weapon-free zones in all its aspects. In introducing that draft 

resolution last year the Finnish representative expressed the hope that the 

study would clarify the concept of nuclear-weapon-free zones as such and 

provide such assistance and guidance as might be needed and asked for by 

any group of countries in the future. The same idea is reflected in the 

fifth preambular paragraph of resolution 3261 F (XXIX), by ·Hhich the Assembly 

considered that further efforts concerning nuclear-weapon-free zones would 

be enhanced by a comprehensive· study of the q_u.estion in all its aspects. In 

other words, the aim ll'as not an academic· exercise b nt a practical study: 

that is to say, to be of assistance to those 'i\ho are interested in nnclear

Heapon-free zones by analysing both the opportunities and the problems 

connected with them. On the other hand, a·s ll'e made clear at the time, it 

Has not our intention to link the study, either in time or in substance, Hith 

any concrete consideration regarding the establishment of any such zone 

under consideration at present or contemplated earlier. 

The study has now been completed. It Has introduced in this Committee 

at its 20'{3rd rrecting by the Chairman of the Ad_!!oc Group of Qualified 

Governmental ~xperts which prepared it. It is submitted for the consideration 

of tte Assembly, 1/)gether with the comments of the CCD. The Finnish O.elegation 

has initiated consultations with other delegations with a view to the 
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~ormulation of an appropriate resolution on the matter. We hope that a 

draft will in due time be adopted by consensus) as was the case with 

resolution 3261 F (XXIX)) which initiated the study. 

On behalf of the Finnish Government I should like at this time to 

offer some brief comments on the contents of the study) but before doing 

so let me pay a tribute to the experts who pR~ticipated in the work of the 

Ad Hoc Group and to the representatives of the United Nations Secretariat) 

the IAEA and other [international organizations who contributed to it. 
I 

We in Finland are~: of course) gratified that the chairmanship of the Group 

was entrusted tote Finnish expert. 

It is our imp 
1

ession that the study is indeed comprehensive and that 

it covers all the aspects of nuclear-weapon-free zones as envisaged in the 

General Assembly resolution. The concept of nuclear-weapon-free zones will 

henceforth be firmly anchored among the arms control and collateral 

disarmament measures designed to avert the threat of nuclear war and ultimately 

to promote the goals of general and complete disarmament. 
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The experts were able to reach a consensus on several important principles 

relating to the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones, as appears from 

chapter III, paragraph 9 of their report. Though most of these principles are 

self-evident, and contain no novelties as such, this is the first instance 

that they have been authoritatively formulated on the international level and for 

the purpose of universal validity. 

One of the most essential questions on which consensus was reached relates 

to the security of the states belonging to nuclear-vleapon-free zones, which 

obviously must be a basic premise for the consideration of the establishment of 

any such zone. In the words of the report, (A/10027 /Add .1) the purpose of a 

nuclear-weapon-free zone is 
11 

••• to spare the nations concerned from the threat of nuclear attack or 

involvement in nuclear war ... 11 (chap. III, para. 1, p. 38) . 

It goes on to say 
11 

••• that their vital security interests would be enhanced and not 

jeopardized by participation. 11 (chap. III, para. 3, p. 39) 

and yet again, that 
110ne of the principal objectives of the establishment of a nuclear 

weapon-free zone is to increase the security of its prospective member 

States." (chap. IV, para. 15, p. 50) 

It is also significant that the experts were able to reach near unanimity 

on the term "nuclear weapon" and also on the conclusion that the principle 

of nuclear-weapon-free zones prohibits not only nuclear weapons but also any 

other nuclear explosion device in the area of the nuclear-weapon-free zone, and 

that access to the potential benefits of the peaceful nuclear explosions must be 

through international procedures consistent with article V of the NFT. 

The vast majority of the experts consider that for the purposes of 

preventing further proliferation of nuclear weapons, and thereby reducing the 

danger of nuclear war, the idea of the nuclear-weapon-free zone and the NFT 

complement and support each other. While we accept this, we also agree with 

those experts who consider that the concept of the nuclear-weapon-free zones 

has purposes beyond the scope of the NPT. This indeed becomes clear from the 

NPT itself which, in its article VII dealing with the nuclear-weapon-free zones 

speaks of 11total absence of nuclear weapons 11
• The restraints of a nuclear

weapon-free zone therefore go further than the NPT by also excluding from 



MH/sg A/C.l/PV. 2075 
17 

(Mr. Pastinen, Finland) 

the terri tory compris;i.ng the zone nnr: lear weapcns p~s se ssed or contr olled 

by extrazonal States. The Finnish delegation feels that this basic distinction 

betw een the NPT and the concept of the nuclear-weapon-free zone should have 

received even greater emphasis in the report. 

The experts now say that 
11 
••• the success of a nuclear-weapon-free zone would depend upon common 

agreement that the development and posses sion of nuclear ·weap ons by 

any member would be perilous to the area as a whole." (chapter III, 

para. 4, p. 39) 
This is true as such, but it should ha':e been fur the-r clar i f ied i n onr minds, 

by a statement that any presence of nuclear weapons is perilous to the area. 

Since the basic purpose of any nuclear-weapon-free zone is to enhanr.e the 

security of the States belonging to it, it is natural that the question 

of security guarantees by the nuclear weapon States beyond those envisaged 

in Security Council resolut ion 255 (1968 ) becomes ce ntral in any 

discussion of the nuclear-weapon-free zone. This is clearly reflected in 

the report of the Ad Hoc Group. 

As far as the Finnish Government is concerned, we concur in principle 

in the conclusion of most experts that any arrangements for the establishment 

of a nuclear-weapon-free zone 

" .•• must provide for appropriate guarantees by the nuclear weapcn 

States not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against members of 

the zone." (chapter III, para. 9, p. 41) 

This conclusion in fact is only a logical extension from a number of other 

statements in the report adopted by consensus, such as the one 

saying that the purpose of a nuclear-weapon-free zone is 

·" .•• to spare the nations concerned from the threat of: nuclear attack ••• 11 

(chapter III, para. 1, p. 38) 

We regret therefore that no consensus could be reached in the Ad Hoc 

Group on the acceptance of the principle relating to the security guarantees. 

We regret this absence of consensus all the more, since we feel that it is 

not due to any irreconcilable controversy on the principle itself, but rather 

to a reluctance on the part of the nucle ar-weapon States to commit themselves 

in advance to a generalized and abstract undertaking with possible claims 

for its instant and automatic application in all cases. The latter again, 
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we believe, was not really the intention of those who insisted that the 

principle of security guarantees is indeed essential to the concept of the 

nuclear-weapon-free zones . 

In the f inal a na l ys is , therefore, the dif f erences on thi s crucial 

question may well be more apparent than real. It seems to be particularly 

so since the balance of rights and responsibilities between the zonal States 

and extrazonal States -- of which the security guarantees is an essential 

element -- has to be defined in each case separately in negotiations where 

all interested parties obviously would fully have to participate. 

That concludes my statement for this morning, but as I indicated earlier, 

the Finnish delegation will speAk aga in in this deba t e at an ap pr opr iate 

stage. 

The CHAIRMAN: I thanh. t he r epresentative of Finland f or hi 2 most 

generous a nd k ind r ema r ks about me . In Mr. Pa stinen'2 remarks re gardinc; ot her 

opportunities for his delegation to 2pea k , let me sa y that that vlilll e na turally a 

welcome opportunity to hear the Finnish delegation speak again. And I will inform 

the Committee about something we are thinking of in order to speed up the 

debate in the Committee and to ue0 all the time available to ~s. As a 

matter of fact, despite all the urging and the lobbying we do sometimes, 

we do not have any speakers for this afternoon's meeting, and we are compelled 

to cancel that meeting. And this is the situation which, if it has to occur, 

will be a very unhappy one. We may not conclude our work on time, though 

you know it is our hope to be able to complete our work ahead of time. 

This is our objective. Nevertheless, I will put some views to the Committee 

later on with regard to that. Perhaps we could do something more efficient 

in the following meetings. I now call on the representative of Iran, 

Ambassador Hoveyda, Chairman of the Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament 

Conference. 
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Mr. HOVEYDA (Iran), Chairman of' the Ad Hoc Committee on the World 

Disarmament Conf'erence: It is indeed an honour f'or me to address the First 

Committee again in my capacity as Chairman of' the Ad Hoc Committee on the 

World Disarmament Conf'erence in order to introduce its report. 

I am pleased to be able to say that, against some odds, the Ad Hoc Committee 

was able to submit to the General Assembly a consensus report in conf'ormity with 

its mandate. Bef'ore dwelling on the content of' this report, allow me to touch 

brief'ly upon some procedural aspects of' the work of' the Committee. The Committee 

was guided by the mandate entrusted to it in resolution 3260 (XXIX) of' the 

General Assembly. By this resolution, the General Assembly invited all States to 

communicate to the Secretary-General their comreents on the main objectives of a 

world disarmament conference in the light of' the views and suggestions compiled in 

section II of the summary annexed to the 1974 report of the Ad Hoc Committee. By 

the same resolution, the General Assembly decided that the Ad Hoc Committee should 

resume its work in accordance with the procedure established in General Assembly 

resolution 3183 (XXVIII) and that, in discharging its assigned task, the Ad Hoc 

Committee should give priority to the preparation, on the basis of' consensus, of an 

analytical report, including any conclusions and recommendations that it might 

deem pertinent concerning the comments received from States. 

As you know, the composition of the Ad Hoc Committee follows a somewhat 

unusual pattern. In addition to 40 States appointed to serve on the 1\d Hoc 

Committee as members, the nuclear Powers have been invited to co-operate or 

maintain contact with the Ad Hoc Committee with the same rights as other members. 

Under this procedure, France, the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union 

participated in the work of the Committee while China and the United States 

maintained contact with it through its Chairman. 

The Ad Hoc Committee, in its deliberations, had before it the replies 

received from States (A/AC.l67/l and Add. l-5 and A/10068, 10069, 10083, 10090, 

10098) pursuant to paragraph l of resolution 3260 (XXIX), as well as the 1974 

report of the Ad Hoc Committee to the General Assembly (A/9268) to which were 

annexed the detailed views of States on all aspects of convening a world 

disarmament conference. 

At its meeting on 4 April, the Committee decided that the Working Group 

established in 1974 as an open-ended body should resume its work vith the aim of 

preparing the draf't report of the Committee. The Working Group held meetings 

between 4 June and 18 July under the able chairmanship of the Rapp9rteur of the 

Committee, Mr. Antonio Elias of Spain. 
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A third feature of the report is the link between the objectives and 

other aspects of a world disarmarrent conference, notably the conditions under 

which such a conference could be convened. This stemmed from the position 

adopted by several Governments to the effect that the objective of the 

conference cannot be considered in isolation from the whole set of conditions 

under which a meaningful world disarmament conference could be convened. 

Part II of the report originates from this mode of thinking. 

Given the aualytical nature of the report, the Ad Hoc Committee has 

attempted to sum up in its conclusions the salient points and to draw soiTe 

inferences from the emerging trends. 

But before attempting to elaborate on these conclusions, I would like to 

make a cautionary remark. The conclusions of the report of the Ad Hoc Committee 

are the result of extensive and painstaking negotiations and represent a very 

delicate balance that cannot and should not be tampered with. Any elaboration 

on my part of these points should not, therefore, be construed either as an 

attempt to disturb this balance or as indicating any preference for one idea 

over another. 

I feel duty-bound, nevertheless, to offer certain clarifications because 

I recognize that, because of the nature of the problems and the particular 

circumstances surrounding negotiations, delegations not involved in the work 

of the Ad Hoc Committee might find some areas of obscurity, which is not 

uncommon in docuwents of this nature. 

With one exception, the conclusions deal mainly with what I have already 

described as the two different approaches to a world disarn~ITent conference: 

one that would lead to a world disarmarrent conference with loftier goals, and 

the other to a conference the aim of which would be limited to expediting the 

process and streamlining the machinery of disarmament. 

In its third conclusion, the report takes note of the opinion that the 

conditions required for the convening and the success of a conference of 

the first type, might not of necessity be applicable to a less ambitious 

type of conference . 
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One of the arguments frequently made -- and with some justification in 

my opinion to discourage an early convening of a world disarmarrent 

conference is what has been described as the inadequacy of the political 

conditions for the successful conclusion of a world disarmament conference. 

It has been said that a ~Drld disarmament conference can raise expectations 

that it cannot fulfill. It can readily be seen that this argument loses much 

of its attractiveness when applied against a conference with limited objectives. 

For obvious reasons the report has not gone as far as trying to make a 

case for this type of conference. But it seems to be the feeling of some 

delegations that if the idea of a world disarmament conference has any 

chance of getting off the ground, it must opt for limited and essentially 

auxiliary objectives. 

The Committee has avoided any undue optimism. In the same paragraph 

where this opinion has been expressed or I should rather say where this 

hint has been dropped -- the opposing viewpoint has also been expressed to 

the effect that, barring the realization of certain pre-conditions, there 

could be no world disarmament conference or preparatory work for it. This 

approach assumes particular importance in the light of the subsequent 

paragraph, wherein the participation of all nuclear Powers and militarily 

significant States in any type of conference is portrayed as an essential 

condition. 

Finally, the last conclusion of the report deals with the result of 

contacts made by the Ad Hoc Co1nmittee with the nuclear Powers in discharge 

of its mandate under paragraph 2 (b) of resolution 326o (XXIX). As a 

result of such contacts, it was made clear to the Ad Hoc Committee that the 

respective positions of these States on all aspects of the convening of a 

world disarmament conference remain unchanged. 

These were some clarifications that I felt I should offer in introducing 

the report of the Ad Hoc Committee. As I have indicated already-- and I do 

not want to overstress the point -- these clarifications can neither add to, 

nor detract from, the actual language of the report, which is the product 

of a difficult ,and delicate compromise. 

/ 
I 
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The Ad Hoc Committee also explored the possibilities of including in 

its report recommendations of a substantive nature. This, however, did not 

prove possible. The Ad Hoc Committee therefore confined itself to making a 

single recommendation of a procedural nature. In this reconrrnendati on the 

Ad Hoc Committee has suggested to the General Assembly that it examine the 

advis ability of the continuation of its work under an appropriate mandate. 

By having carefully chosen neutral l anguage, the Ad Hoc Committee has 

refrained :from influencing a decision which it r egarded as essentially the 

prerogative of the General Assembly a.lone. 

As a whole, the report of the Ad Hoc Committee r eflects the current 

state of thinking within the international community on a world disarmament 

conference. While the Ad Hoc Committee has been careful not to overstep the 

nar row confines of its mandate, it has been thorough and probing in its 

search :for solutions that could assist the Assembly in charting a course 

for the future. I commend this report to your attention. 

The CHAIRMAN: I thank Ambassador Hoveyda, the Chairman of the 

Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Conference, for his statement and 

for his introduction of the report of that Co1nmittee. May I express to him 

the admiration of the Chairman and of the entire Committee for the work he 

has per:forwed in his capacity as Chairman and for the report submitted to this 

Comnittee. I know under what difficult circumstances Ambassador Hoveyda has 

conducted the work and the consultaticns of the Ad Hoc Committee. He ha.s 

done all this with due diligence and the care and dedication that have 

always characterized his work. 

Again, may I thank Ambassador Hoveyda on behalf of this Committee and, 

through him, extend our appreciation to the members of the Ad Hoc Co~nittee as well. 

Mrs. THORSSON (Sweden): Mr. Chairman, may I first of all ~ake this 

opportunity to congratulate you on your chainr.a:r:.ship of this important body 

of the United Nations. May I also pay you my highest personal respects and 

express the :fullest confidence of the Swedish delegation in your ability to 

conduct our disarmament debate in such a way that this session of the General 
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Assembly can, in retrospect, be said to have contributed effectively to 

promoting the cause of disarmament throughout the world. It might not be 

necessary to state the self-evident fact that this is indeed very badly 

needed. 

/ 
l 
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A few weeks ago the Foreign Minister of Sweden stated before the General 

Assembly that in his opinion disarmament represents the area where the United 

Nations has made least progress during its three decades of existence. This 

evaluation is an expression of frustration which I know is acutely felt by 

many of us present in this room, and it calls for serious rc; fl .-cctiun r1 L o1 ~t 

our present situation. 

Hopefully, this commonly shared concern about the gravi t y of t he s ituation 

might provide an impetus for renewed efforts. Let me recall that in his 

statement celebrating the tb il ti_etb E:nniversal'Y of the 2icnine; of t Le Unibo( 

Nations Charter, the Secretary-General said, inter alia, the following : 

"I address a most urgent appeal to all nations, great and small, 

nuclear and non-nuclear, to exercise unilateral restraint, to slow down 

their arms races, and to limit the traffic in arms. At the same time 

they should urgently, and as a matter of priority, broaden the scope 

and intensify the pace of their efforts to negotiate truly effective 

arms control and disarmament agreements. Unless they do so, human sur vi va l 

e; e 1·iell a s h w:an ,,,c lf:ue ~~.~ l l l~ in [';-rave: ,jeo pa rcl:r ". (Pre ss relea se f:.G /f:.M/2207) 

~fuat lessons have these past 30 years provided? First, although we have 

been spared another world war, every day of thm period saw a war somewhere in 

the world. It has been estimated that the total duration of these conflicts 

in the years 1945-1969 exceeded 250 years, causing incalculable sufferings, 

devastation, human and material losses. 

Further, disarmament negotiations during the post-war period have not 

been much more successful tban they were in the 1930s one decis ive difference 

being the vastly more comple x and dnnger:.J Uf' situation in the weapons field 

today. We have survived in the nne l eR:' age so far not t brough any agreed 

concept of international order, but through crisis diplomacy and that uncanny 

substitute for a concept of order known as the balance of power. 

In the age of nuclear weapons only one breakdown could result in a 

:atost1 uphe leading to the destruction of civilized human life in much of the 

world. It is tragic that several opportunities were lost during the po:::t-'.· n 

period to lay a foundation for real disarmament measures and a new international 
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order. I am thinking, for instance, of the fate of the Baruch proposal in 1946 

for an international regime for the management of fissile material. The 

negotiations preceding the non-proliferation Treaty in the middle of the 1960s 

also come to mind. 

The situation today is well documented and it is hard tn contribute any 

new facts in this forum, be it in terms of the increc::iLle 1va:::te of re:::ourcc;s 

in the armaments field or the capacity of destruction raised beyond imagination. 

But let us agree that multilateral disarmament negotiations are at a deadlock. 

Where could that lead us? Will it paralyse our capacity for action? Or will it 

provide opportunities for ne1v initiatives? 

There are some positive signs in the dark picture I have painted. One 

is the growing determination of the developing countries to have a decisive 

influence on their own future. My Government welcomes this new trend in world 

politics, which cannot avoid having its ramifications in the disarmament field. 

The statement on disarmament by the recent Lima meeting of Foreign Ministers 

representing the non-aligned countries confirms this development. 

The international community as a whole has a common stake to find joint 

and reasonable solutions to the proble: .. s ::;i c is:::ac.ar,.ent. This is evident not 

least in the light of the enormous resources, particularly human resources, 

wasted on armaments, which could have been put to work for economic and social 

development. Thus, all states and the entire international community have 

the duty to press for energetic endeavours and to contribute to the success of 

disarmament efforts. 

In this task a widening of the definition of national security to encompass 

also progress in the social, economic and cultural fields appears to be one 

of the few ways to break the dead lock of disarmament. This important aspect 

was emphasized by the representative of the l:nitec Etates to the Conference of the 

Committee on Disarmament (CCD) in a statement before that forum in April this 

year. At the same time it must be clearly understood that the main 

responsibility for taking concrete steps towards real disarmament lies with the 

super-Powers. 

My Government has expressed its sat is fact ion that the United states and 

the Soviet Union have started a process of negotiations to reach agreement on 

strategic arms limitation measures. 

/ 
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I certainly do not underestimate the difficulties involved in such a 

process, without disturbing the delicate strategic balance. We cannot c·.J: 

express our regret, however, that the agreements reached so far do n0t represent 

a contribution to disarmament. On the contrary, they permit further increases 

in already formidable strategic missile forces and almost unlimited 

possibilities for qualitative developments aimed at greater destructive 

capability. No reductions are yet foreseen. This situation may seriously 

obstruct the chances of achieving effective disarmament measures with regard 

to nuclear weapons. Indeed, it constitutes a clear defiance by the super-Powers 

of nrtic le VI of the non-proliferation Treaty. 

A particular problem lies in the fact that no attempt at all has been made 

to reduce the prestige of nuclear weapons in international relations. As I 

have stated before in the ccr , t he politicnl status value attached to the 

possession of these weapons is one main reason for the resentment felt by 

several non-nuclear-weapon States against nuclear-weapon States for refusing 

to give up something themselves which they try to keep others from acquiring. 

The outcome of the recent non-proliferation Treaty Review Conference clearly 

demonstrates that the international community cannot afford further delays in 

nuclear disarmament. The international community stands at a crucial turning 

point in the non-proliferation issue. If the non-proliferation regime, which 

my Government has always strongly supported and will continue to ::;upp·Ht, is to 

survive,the two leading great Powers must urgently make definite nuclear 

disarmament commitments coupled with appropriate undertakings not to use or 

threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon states parties to 

the non-proliferation Treaty. 

Our ability to create an effective barrier against the f art her 

proliferation of nuclear weapons also depends on the condition that the peaceful 

use of nuclear energy -- everywhere, (I repeat "everywhere") and thus also in 

the nuclear-weapon states -- is subjected to as efficient measures of 

international safeguards as possible. Furthermore, States, which have not done 

so, must now adhere to the non-proliferation Treaty. I will discuss these latter 

aspects in the following paragraphs. 
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The high priority attached by the Swedish Government to reaching effective 

measures to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons was again underlined 

in tpe Government statement presented by the Prime Minister of Sweden at the 

opening of the Swedish parliament on 15 October 1975. 

As I said, it is obvious that we now stand before a turning point. 

The way we act or fail to act will have far-reaching consequences. If the 

present situation gives rise to pessimism or even alarm, this must not lead 

to apathy. I am convinced that the problem of nuclear weapons proliferation 

can still be dealt with successfully, provided that enough stringent measures 

are taken. We cannot passively just accept a process whereby nuclear 

explosive capabilities are spreading at an ever increasing rate without 

adequate safeguards being applied. 

In my view, the single most effective measure, failing a universal 

adherence to the non-proliferation Treaty, would be to start implementing 

now the recommendation of the Ncn-Frcliferation Treaty Review Conference 

calling for a strengthening of common export requirements relating to 

safeguards. The recommendation proposes to extend the application of 

safeguards to all peaceful nuclear activities in an importing State not 

party to the non-proliferation Treaty. Sweden is prepared to participate 

actively in efforts aimed at this goal. The interests of preventing a 

further proliferation of nuclear weapons must prevail over commercial 

interests. And I cannot emphasize this point strongly enough: the 

interests of preventing a further proliferation of nuclear weapons must 

prevail over commercial interests. It is high time to take action. 

An indication of the utter seriousness of the situation is the statement 

by the Director General of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), 

Dr. Sigbard Eklund, at the recent General Conference of that organization, 

which will be charged with much of the responsibility for the follow-up of 

the Non-Proliferation Treaty Review Conference. In his statement the 

Director General ssserted the following: 

I 
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I might also add that the Swedish CCD delegation last August proposed 

the convening of an expert u:eet.ing within the CCD in early March 1976 to 

deal with the remaining problems still considered to be in the way of 

the discontinuance for all time of all nuclear weapons test explosions in 

all environments. 
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In the area of peaceful nuclear expl?sions, valuable studies have been 

carried out by the IAEA and the CCD on the basis of last year's General 

Assembly resolution. The technical mandate of the IAEA to study this 

problem has been broadened and the IAEA Board of Governors has established 

an Ad Hoc Advisory Group which recently held its first meeting. The Group 

will consider a broad range of problems, among which the complex issues 

related to the special international agreement or agreements under 

article V of the non-proliferation Treaty merit particular attention. 

The CCD considered the arms limitation aspects of peaceful nuclear 

explosions during a meet ing of experts this sumrrer. 

It seems clear that further studies are necessary in these fields. 

My delegation hopes that the General Assembly this year will adopt a 

resolution of a procedural character, which should contain provisions for 

a continuation of the work of the IAEA and the CCD along the lines indicated. 

As is well known, the Ad Hoc Group of ~ualified Governmental Experts und~r 

the auspices of the CCD has transmitted to the General Assembly its study 

on the question of nuclear-weapon-free zones in all its aspects, a study on 

which my colleague, Ambassador Pastinen of Finland, so ably co1nmented earlier 

this morning. A Swedish governmental expert participated actively in the work 

of the Group. Detailed comments by m~r Government on the contents of the study 

were given in a Swedish statement in the CCD on 21 August. 

In this forum I should like only to state that the study has, in our view, 

provided a useful summary of the many views represented in the international 

discussion on nuclear-weapon-free zones. The study is now completed and a 

continued role for the CCD in this matter seems not to be called for at 

present. In our opinion, further work should now best proceed in connexion with 

concrete zone proposals. 

As regards the particular question of possible nuclear-weapon-free zones 

in Europe, my delegation finds that the report of the Ad Hoc Group does 

not constitute a fully adequate basis for a political exploration of the issues 

involved. The reason for this evaluation lies in the fact that several delicate 

and difficult problems in this context have either been disagreed upon or 

left out. 

I 
l 
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I wish to wind up this statement by making a proposal. Although the 

United Nations during its 30 years has for various reasons made little or 

no progress in the field of disarmament, the fact remains that disarmament 

is one of the fundamental objectives of this Organization. I have tried 

to point to the vital need for action both within and outside the United 

Nations. The Secretary-General has devoted much attention to this problem 

in the introduction to his annual report to the General Assembly (A/10001/Add.l), 

something which has been greatly appreciated by the Swedish Governrrent. 

I need not repeat here the contents of the observations of the 

Secretary-General. I can only say that my delegation agrees with him that 

a basic review ought to be carried out of the role of the United Nations in 

the disarmament field. This session of the General Assembly, convening on 

the thirtieth anniversary of the United Nations, should, in our view, decide 

to undertake such a review with the aim of strengthening the resources and 

the effectiveness of the Organization in the field of disarmament. 

The Swedish delegation has initiated informal consultations with other 

interested delegations on the best way to carry out the review which ve 

intend to propose. It seems to me that an intergovernmental committee, 

established by the General Assembly at this session, could well perform 

this task and report its findings and prcposals to the Assembly at its 

next session. 

~he precise composition of the committee could be left open for 

consultations. In our view, the committee should look into such matters as 

ways and means of improving the flow of information on disarmament and 

related matters from the United Nations to Member States and the public, 

possible new approaches for achieving a more comprehensive participation 

in the disarmament discussions of the United Nations ar.d other multilateral 

bodies, a possible improvement of the structure and procedures of the United 

Nations negotiation machinery, ways and means of strengthening the follow-up 

by the United Nations of disarmament agreements and so on. 

As my delegation sees it, such a committee should not be considered as 

prejudicing possible future decisions, for example, on a world disarmament 

conference -- on Vl'hi"~'- the Ad Hoc Committee, under the able chairmanship of 

Ambassador Hoveyda of Iran, has performed such arduous and excellent work. 
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Nor should it prejudice the convening of a special session of the General 

Assemtly on disarmament matters. The committee would, rather, provide material 

as a basis for both immediate decisions to strengthen the resources of the 

United Nations in this area,and decisions of a more far-reaching nature, 

for instance, the cocvening of a conference or a special session. 

My delegation intends to return to this matte~ as well as to take up 

certain other important i terns of our agenda, at a :1_at er stage of our debate. 

In conclusion, I want to say the following. It is my sincere belief that, 

besides carrying out Je tailed and, of necessity, highly technical step-by-step 

disarmament negotiations -- a process in which we shall always risk being 

overpowered by the military technological establishments -- we shall have 

to return to some basic and fundamental questions. I think that in doing so, 

the absurdity of the present situation will appear very clearly to us. 

Let me put forward some such questions. How is it possible that so many 

still believe in the myth that possession of nuclear arms means added national 

security an~prestige when all evidence and political wisdom points or should 

point to the opposite? vfuat is the rationality behind a situation where the 

two main nuclear Powers are constantly increasing their nuclear arsenals, 

which are already many times more than sufficient to extinguish not only 

themselves but also the rest of human civi l iza.tior .. ? Hhat does it mean to 

world economic and social development, that is, the welfare of individual 

human beings, that close to half of the world 1 s scientific and technological 

talent, knovlledge and resource s are used to cause devastation, suffering and 

death instead of development, welfare and human happiness? 

It is obvious to me that the situation calls for a redefinition of the 

concept of national security, a concept under the protection of which so much 

death, suffering and destruction has been caused to this frail planet and its 

poor human beings. In our interdependent time this concept will have to be 

redefined to encompass security for all in the broadest sense of that word, that is, 

human survival under fair and equitable conditions for everyone. 

If we should fail in efforts to gain wide acceptance of such a basic and 

concerted goal, it is my conviction that the law of averages is going to catch 

up with us and, eventually, end the human experiment. 

/ 
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That is the reason why I very seriously believe that we find ourselves 

at present in a position of new opportunities similar to those lost in the 

past to which I have referred. There is a chilling suspicion that if we do ·not 

make good use of them now they might prove to be the last ones. 

Disarmament problems must therefore, at this crucial moment, be finally 

brought out of their isolation, examined and negotiated as an integral 

and important part of the global issue of survival in our time. 

The CHAIRlfAN: I thank Mrs. Thorsson for her fervent appeal 

for disarmament; coming as it does from a woman during International Women's Year, 

I think that we men should heed it. 
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Mr. FLORIN (German Democratic FepubUc) (interpretation from 

Russian): We may note with satisfaction that there is a growing recognition 

of the need to take qualitative new steps towards disarmament. There can be 

no doubt that political detente has created the necessary conditions for this. 

On the other hand, we must supplement political detente with military detente 

in order to make the process of detente stable and lasting. 

The scientific and technological revolution, the result of which has 

been a mass of new discoveries and advances for the good of mankind, has 

also made it possible to bring about accelerated development and expansion 

of the production of weapons and weapon systems. At the same time, political 
_.. 

forces have increased in favour of using the results of the creative industry 

of mankind not for purposes of destruction but exclusively for purposes 

of the peaceful development and social progress of peoples. 

We therefore believe that the optimistic view which has been gaining 

ground is justified: that, in spite of the continuing resistance of certain 

forces, there has been noticed a turning point in the limitation of armaments 

and in disarmament. To make this trend a reality, we need the appropriate 

political will and action on the part of States. The United Nations should 

be the Organization to make a decisive contribution to this. 

On the agenda of this session of the General-Assembly the items connected 

with disarmament and the limitation of armaments are occupying ~ more 

important place than ever before, and in this we see evidence of an enhanced 

readiness to use all possible ways and means for attaining effective international 

agreements. In the struggle for the limitation of armaments and for 

disarmament there have emerged two major trends and tasks: on the one hand, 

there is the reduction and elimination of existing types and systems of 

weapons; on the other hand, there is the matter of prohibiting the further 

perfecting of existing weapons and the development of new ones. These two 

tasks are closely interconnected. Hitherto, efforts designed to bring about 

international agreements to limit and call a halt to the arms race have 

related fundamentally to existing military potential, and there is no doubt 

that this is something which must be continued more energetically and more 

effectively. 
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However, our experience shows how complicated it is to remove existing 

weapons from the arsenals of States. It would, therefore, be a tremendous 

step forward if we could prohibit the use of the advances of science and 

technology in the interests of developing and producing ever more dangerous 

types of weapons. The policy of disarmament must precede the possible results 

of scientific and technological development. We believe that the threat to 

mankind created by the arms race means that the path towards the attainment 

of general and complete disarmament must first of all be cleared of the 

dangers connected with weapons of mass destruction. 

New ideas concerning problems of the day, and at the same 

tirr.e forward-looking ideas, quite often arouse doubts as to their feasibility. 

For example, we remember what happened with the proposal to prohibit military 

or any other hostile use of means of affecting the natural environment. 

\ie noticed in what a restra iLed way this proposal was · received. The 

situation of the talks in the Geneva Disarmament Committee justifies our 

conclusion that in this area too practical results are possible in the near 

future. 

The USSR has now made a proposal for the prohibition of the development 

and production of new forms of weapons of mass destruction and new systems 

of such weapons. The adoption of that proposal would also create a r..ev7 

situation in the field of limiting armarrents and of disarmament. The purposes 

of the proposal go much beyond the fran~ework of the partial steps which have 

already been taken towards the reduction and elimination of weapons of mass 

destruction: they cover the development and production of new types of ·· 

weapons and weapon systems as a whole, and are not simply limited to selected 

fields. 

Furthermore, the proposal takes into account the urgent demand in the 

process of arms limitation and disarmamen~to deal, first and foremost, with 

weapons of mass destruction. These weapons threaten not only the lives of 

individuals, but the very existence of whole peoples and the environment. 

The proposal is necessary, too, because the development and further perfecting 

of all forms of weapons is, in the final analysis, designed to expand their 
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range and their destructive power. The conclusion of an international 

agreement prohibiting the development and production of new types of weapons 

of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons, of course, cannot replace 

measures to reduce and eliminate already existing military potentials. However, 

there is no doubt that such an international agreement would have a favourable 

effect in this area, too: it would meet the requirement which is being put 

forward ever more frequently by world public opinion, and also by the Conference 

to consider the implementation of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 

Weapons, which took place in May of this year, to prevent not only a growth in 

the total volume of weapons of mass destruction, and particularly nuclear 

weapons, but to put an actual end to their further qualitative perfecting. 

In the view of my delegation, the adoption of this draft resolution and 

the conclusion of an international agreement would be an important step towards 

the strengthening of international security and trust between peoples and States. 
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There is another aspect which we consider extremely important. The 

implementation of the Soviet proposal would release tremendous material 

resources and divert the work of thousands of scientists towards the 

peaceful development of science and technology. Everyone understands how 

advantageous that would be for the peoples in question, for international 

co-operation in the economic and Rcientific fields and also for the increase 

of assistance to developing countries. That would eliminate the obstacles 

to peaceful co-operati~n among States which naturally arise when the advances 

of science and technology are used for military purposes. In this connexion 

we should like to draw attention to the fact that this draft international 

agreement would not only ban the development and production of new types 

of weapons of mass destruction and weapons systems but, at the same time, 

make it incumbent upon the parties to promote scientific and technical 

co-operation in the interests of using the latest advances and discoveries 

of science and technology for peaceful purposes. 

A few day,. ago at this session of the General Assembly the Third Ccrr.mittee 

c.rprcved a resoluticn cc.lling fer the use cf the advances of 

science and technology exclusively for peaceful purposes in the interests of 

human rights, and nothing wculd satisfy that requirement more tnan the 

conclusion of the draft agreement under discussion here. 

Sometimes, as we know, the question is asked ¥hat new kinds of system~ 

of weapons should be banned? That question has already been cogently 

answered by the leader of the delegation of the USSR, Comrade Malik. Work 

on the definition and registration of possible new form!! e.nd sJ·stems of 

>,rea:pcns of rr.ass destructicn, as fnr as we can envisr>.ge them today, should be 

carried out in talks among experts within the framework of the C-er..eva Conference of 

the Committee on Disarmament. What we need today is a political decision of 

principle to prohibit entirely the production of new forms and systems of 

weapons of rrass destruction. That would make it possible for the experts 

to begin productive work. We should ask the Conference of the Committee on 

Disarmament to prepare an approp::"':'"J\tc international agreement. 
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~'he draft resolution submitted by the Soviet l!ni.on demons-trates the 

consistent efforts of the USSR and other socialist States to implement the 

well- kno1m peace programme. 

~e delegation of the German Democratic Republic supports the draft 

resolution in document A/C.l/L.7ll and will become a sponsor of it. 

I should like to make a few further comments on the Soviet proposal 

for the complete and general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests. That is 

a proposal which would satisfy a re~u~rerrent which is on the agenda, and 

has been on the agenda since the very existence of nuclear weapons, and has 

been reflected in many General Assembly resolutions and other important 

intergovernmental documents. The peace programme of the socialist States 

and the political declaration of the Algiers Conference urgently call for 

such a prohibition. The Treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in the atmoshpere, 

in outer space and under water of 5 August 1963 lays down as a binding 

objective 
It the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons 

for all time ... 11 (ENDC/100/Rev.l) 

That requirement is contained also in the Ncn-Proliferation Tresty. The 

neviewConference on that Treaty, held in May in Geneva, also strongly 

confirmed that requirement. Therefore the draft treaty on the complete 

and general prohibition of nuclear weapon tests submitted by the Soviet 

Union ~A/10241) has met with wide approval. Within the United Nations and 

also outside it, there has been repeated and detailed discussion on the 

question of the need for and urgency of such a step. I should therefcre like 

to confine myself to just a few aspects. 

~e conclusion of a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of 

nuclear weapon tests is not aimed against any Stat~ b~t is ~n keeping with 

the interests of all States and peoples. Such a treaty would remove the 

pernicious effect on the environment and on human health of tests in the 

atmosphere, and be a r.:ajor contribution to the limitation of armaments 

and to disarmament in the field of weapons of mass destruction. The cessation 

of all tests would also logically facilitate the cessation of the development 

and production of such weepcns, as well as their elimination from the arsenals 
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of States. The cessation of tests would, furthermore, counteract the 

proliferation of nuclear weapons. In this connexion I should like to say 

that my delegation shares the concern of many States about certain 

commercial actions with regard to the delivery of equipment and material 

in the field of the application of nuclear energy that might be detrimental 

in relation to the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. 'This applies 

particularly to cases where States act as partner States to those which are 

not parties to the Non-Proliferation Treaty. In this connexion my delegation 

would like to draw attention to the relevant remarks made by the United States 

Secretary of State in the general deba~e at this session, at the 2355th meeting 

of the General Assembly. 

In our view we should particularly avoid a situation where, contrary 

to United Nations decision.s, such deliveries assist the aggressive racist · 

regime in South Africa. Those deliveries have enabled it to produce atomic 

weapons. We should like with the utmost seriousness to issue a warning 

about that danger. It is the task of the United Nations to act in time to 

prevent that danger, and there is no convincing argument which can justify 

refusal to participate in such proposed action. 
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The possession of nuclear weapons car~not be 1,-i<:wed as the prerogR.tive of 

State sovereignty. This has been acknowledged not only by almost ~J1 States, 

parties to the nuclear weapon Non-Proliferation Treaty, but also by those who 

are ready to join nuclear-weapon-free zones. The exercise of State 

sovereignty in the interests of international security, and the prevention of 

nuclear war, means on the contrary a readiness to put an end to the arms race, 

in particular in the field of nuclear weapons, by means of concluding 

international agreements and calling a palt to the testing of these weapons, 

which would be a step towards this goal. 

life also stror::c;ly reject the view that before such. an agreement is 

concluded, an equal lev.el of arrr.amer,ts must be achieved. This would rr.ear: 

renouncing disarm.ament. We would like to remind you of some historical facts 

which support this. Fascist Germany refused to participate in any 

dis armament talks on the pretext ttat, m.s a first step, it was necessary to 

achieve an equal level of armaments. The result of this policy was the fascist 

aggressiop against the peoples of Europe and tte 50 million vi~tims in the ~econd 

W01f.d War. I must say that we are surprised at the fact that "t ':: t: United 

States representative, speaking in this Committee on 30 October, referred to the 

problem of control over the cessation of nuclear-weapon testing as bej_·Clg unresolved. 

In recent ye_a;rs, there has been a rapid development in science anrJ te~:r.nology 

in th::.s ~ield too. The use of means of national control, . provided for in 

other international agreements, has bE:Pn fully justifierl. Our very experienr:e 

confirms the fact that at the present time national means of detection of 

nuclear-weapon tests are quite adequate. ':lhe time bas come to gi ve up these outmoded 

and old-fashioned ideas. The path towards the early conclusion of a treaty on 

the complete and general prohibition of n~clear-weapon tests must not be blocked 

by the adoption of these outmoded positions. 

The delegation of the German Democratic Republic believes that the time has 

come when we must finally ensure the success of our efforts to briEg about tl:e complete 

and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests. We therefore support the draft 

resolution submitted by the Soviet Union in document A/C.l/L. 707, and wish to 

ar.r.ot.:.n(:e tpat the German J)emocratic Republic has become a co-sponsor. 
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Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation 

from Russian): 'IhP. Soviet Union has submitted for consideration by the General 

Assembly as an urgent matterthe proposal on the "Conclusio.n of a treaty on the 

complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests 11
• The purpose of 

this proposal, as was pointed out by th.e M.ini.ster of Foreign Affairs of the 

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Mr. A. A. Gromyko, in the general debate 

of the . .G~neral Assembly is: 
11 

••• to end ccmD~_et.el:y nuclear-weapon tests and tLus radically to lirr.it the 

practical possibilities for perfecting it further." (A/PV.2357, p. 58). 

The question of the prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests i.·s not a new one. 

It is inseparably connected with the c:reation of these ',veapons. Of course the 

most radical solution of the problems arising frcm the emergence of nuclear 

weapons would be their complete prohibi ticn and destruction. Proposals on 

this subject, as ~e know, have been repeatedly made by the Soviet ~nicn in 

the United Nations. On the initiative of the Soviet Union, the twenty-se venth 

session of the General Assembly decided to prohibit the use of force in 

international rela-ticns. at the same time permanently prLbi"titing the use 

of nuclear weapons. However, this decision, too, has not yet acquired the 

force of international law, anq the world still continues to witness the 

c0ntinuing nuclear-weapon race. 

Since, in view of U.e pusition of other nuclear Powers, difficulties have 

appeared in the way of the complete prohibition and liquidation of nuclear 

weapons, the gradual -- that is, a stage-by-stage -- approach to the solution 

of the problems of nuclear disarmament and the elimination of the danger of a 

nuclear war has become the only one practically feasible. This, of course, in 

no way rem(Nes from the agenda the historical task of achieving general and 

complete disarmament, including both nuclear and conventional weapons. 

In recent years, the first substantial steps han: been taken towards the 

curbing of the nuclear-weapon race, and these have had a positive influet:.ce on the 

improvement of the international climate. Treaties 1-1ere concluded on the 

prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests in three environments. on the non-proliferation 

of nuclear weapons, on the prohibition of the emplacement of nuclear and other 

weapons of mass destruction in outer space and on the sea-bed and ocean floor, 

as well as the Soviet-American agreements on the prevention of nuclear war and 

on the limitation of strategic v1eapons. 
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Despite these initial posit i ve stepsJ t he arms race cont inue s) the m:::.litar y 

arsenals of States are being .replenished with both nuclear and conventional 

weapcms, and nu~::..~;:ar-weapon tests still continue to be carried out. An 

impor t ar_t measure which would result in the suspension of this extremely 

dangerous process and c ont ribute to a dow nw e.r d t renu in t te curve of 

the a;rms raceJ would be the complete and general prohib ition of nuclear.-we apon 

tests. The position of the Soviet Union on this question is well known. 
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The Soviet Union for many years has been making considerable efforts to 

bring about the cessation of all nuclear-weapon tests. The Peace Programm~ 

adopted by the Twenty-fourth Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union 

paid particular attention to this question of considerable significance. The 

Programme stressed that the USSR was in favour of the cessation eve:~ywhere and 

by all of nuclear-weapon tests, including, of course, underground tests. 

In 1963, with the most active participation of the USSR, the Moscow Treaty 

was concluded which banned nuclear-weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space 

and under water. In 1974, at the high-level Soviet-American talks in 

Moscow, the Soviet-Unit~d States Treaty on the Limitation of Underground Nuclear

lveapon Tests was sigr..ed. Thus, one more step was taken towarus the complete 

cessaticn of all n~clear-weapon tests. However, it has so far not proved possible 

-l.;o resolve this extremely important ar_d urgent problem 

Consequently, at the present time our task is to reach a concrete 

international agreement on the prohibition of all nuclear-weapon tests, without 

exception, by all States. The Soviet Union has repeatedly made official statements 

about its readiness to come to agreement on such a prohibition. So the 

General Secretary of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, Leonid Brezhnev, 

stated in Warsaw on 21 July 1974, "The Soviet Union is ready, in particular, 

to conclude an agreement on the complete cessation of all underground nuclear

weapon tests". 

This position of the USSR enjoys wide support and understanding. It is 

shared by a large majority of States. The count:r:-ies of the socialist community 

are firm and consintent advocates of the complete and general prohibition of 

nuclear-weapon tests. 

The non-aligned countries also favour the com~lete and general prohibition 

of nuclear-weapon tests, as is proved by tr.e deciEicns of tr.eir Conferences 

held in Georgetown, Algiers and Lima. Thus, the Political Declaration of the 

Algiers Conference of Heads of State or Government of Non-Aligned Countries 

proclaimed: 

"The Conference declares itself in favour of general and complete 

disarmament, and especially ••• the total ces~ation of all nu~lear tests 

in all environments in all regions of the world". (A/933Ci__para. 72) 
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(i,Tr ls "'r =·~ ' , r'"1 r J<_•r•·u )· -:. .. ~-~--~..:.~L·:~ , __ __:_:.:.::~::. 

the Gener a l As serribl y in recent y·.:: ars he.~:> aclopted a ni;.mber of refJOl.L~"i;ic rw calling 

for the comprehe nsi ve prohibition of nu.elear-·"I·Ieapon tests. 

The Soviet proposal on complete and ger1eral prohibition o:f nt!clear -IW&~Jon tests 

has teen r;upported: '"'t the thirt :I.e th S!.jflf>iGE of the "C"nited :r-:atim:s Ger.eral 

Assembly , by represer:~:tat i ve:> cf t he soc5_alJ. ~;t [)te.tes and many non-- a J.i13m:d and 

"Hestern countries; and -v1e ivould lil:e to expres s our gratitude o.:;o them, 

To put an end, immediat2J.y a nd evt:rY'.vho:re ·' t.o alJ. nuclea:c-i·mapon tests by 

the -v10rld. This is an undeDiabl e fact. Uevert~'l'-'less, there are some peopl e 

l>ho not onl y oppose the cessation o:f' nuclear tests btrt a:::'e also attempting to 

is in the 5_ntcrests of the p80[J~J-"G . 'l'he.;r claim that Liley, if y::-x1 ph:ase; must 

Hell , -what a re ~<Je to say about ·this };::!.nd ot assert ion'? The gi st of these 

main fine::<l. a nd nnble ob,jc::ct iv7: 1 z~:::nera:1_ and c nupJ c-tr,; ct·i_,,·:>:>:i1nru.oilt, 

I n V''" per i.od af·i;e!.' Uv~ si gn i.ng and ccming i_ nto ±'r_._;:·ec o"J~ l:-c1C ~] D::;:~~~w Tl·t::a·ty; 

of nuc.:leo.J~ · i~c-:.:;t~ ~Ln a11 en v:L.::~ont11 (; nt:..l (yn l: t~r:! b:?tf3i .:.> of vih:-:~ t J ·.-:c 1

_ .. j_(.1 r.nli. a select.-L\;e 
~ 

app:L"c::-lc!ll t.o -t~hc f3clu ti Gt1 of .. ~..; l t ~ ~:·: rn:' ch~i c:~n ~ :!?ropo~::~ l ~ -~4e r(· [~L~:!J fo_t:· J6_l'· ti to 11 ~1 1 t 

propo~'a l s 
. . . 

;y .. ~., :t: ':( .. !··.:·) ill'! '· 
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This kind of proposal, of course, could not and cannot solve the problem of 

the cessation of all nuclear-weapon tests by everyone. They would lea.d only to 

the creation of one-sided advantages for some States to the detriment of the 

interests of others. The carrying out of such measures :would not only fail to 

pr•mote the strengthening of international peace and security, but in our view 

and we are firmly convinced of this -- would create grounds for complications 

and friction among States. We would like to stress particularly that in the 

course of actually bringing about concrete disarmament measures no harm should 

be done to the security of anyone at all. I should like to stress that: "anyone 

at all". This principle is an indispensable condition for successful progress in 

the field of arms limitation and disarmament, as well as in the field of 

the cessation of nuclear tests. Our task is to find ways of solving the 

disarmament problem ivithout jeopardizing the security of anyone at all, and for 

the benefit of all. 

With a view to the goal 0f complete and general prohibition of nuclear-weapon 

tests, the Soviet Union has prepared an appropriate international draft treaty which 

has been submitted for consideration by the General Assembly at its thirtieth 

session. 

This draft treaty provides for the prohibition of test explosions of nuclear 

weapons in all environments -- in the atmosphere, in outer space, under water 

and under ground. This obligation must be assumed by.all States, and, of course, 

by all nuclear Powers without exception. It is only with the participation of 

all nuclear States that _the task of complete and general prohibition of nuclear

weapon tests can be accomplished. That is precisely why our draft resolution 

provides that the treaty enter into force only after it has been ratified by 
.., 

a certain number of States, including all nuclear-weapon States. 
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Of great significance are the questions of control over compliance with 

the treaty. The Soviet draft provides that control over compliance by all 

States parties to the treAty with the obligations assumed by them not to carry 

out test explosions of nuclear weapons in any environment will be based on 

the use of mc:>dern na':ional technica1 means of :::ontrol, -toge-l::her with 

certain interrational procedures. The development of international co-operation 

in the exchange of seismic data among the States parties to the Treaty should 

be an important means of control. 

The Soviet delegation considers that the time has come to abandon the 

approaches and criteria of the past-- w~en tension 1 r:1 istr ust and suspicion 

prevailed in l'e lations 2Jlong states -- in matters of control over compliance 

with international agreements on disarmament questions. Of course, we cannot 

not fail to bear in mind the tremendous leap forward that has taken place in 

the field of science and technology and that has significantly extended 

possibilities for the use of technical means of control which guarantee 

full detection of nuclear tests in violation of the treaty. There is also 

another factor that must be borne in mind, namely, that a tremendous amount 

of positive experience has been accumulated in the use of nat :.anal technical 

means of control over compliance with the important agreements in the field 

of the limitation of strategic nuclear weapons. 

The Soviet draft treaty on the complete and general prohibition of 

nuclear-weapon tests provides that if any party whatsoever to the Treaty 

violates the obligations that it assumed not to carry out such tests, the 

Security Council of the United Nations must undertake an inquiry upon receipt 

of a complaint from the State which has ascertained a violation of the treaty. 

The general and complete prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests must not, 

of course, be allowed to create obstacles to the enjoyment of the benefits 

flowing from peaceful applications of nuclear explosions. Of course, the 

carrying out of peaceful nuclear explosions must be in conformity with the 

goal of the non-proliferation of nuclear -weapons. 

Non-nuclear-weapon states will benefit from the peaceful use of nuclear 

explusions in accordance with the provisions of article V of the Treaty on 

the Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. However, in the case of nuclear-weapon 
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states, the procedure for carrying out peaceful nuclear explosions will 

be established under a special ::tgreement which should be con c luded AS c~ 1 lic~ly 

as possible. In determining this procedure, due regard must be paid to the 

recommendations of the International Atomic Energy Agency, which is the 

most competent and qualif ied i~ternational organ for producing recommendations 

of this kind. The IAEA, as is T#e ll know n, is doing a great deal of work on 

the practical implementatic~ of the provisions of article V of the Treaty 

on the Non-1'-t'oliferatio:-J of Nuclear Weapons. 

As is pointed out in the Secretary-General's note, document A/10316, 

various agencies and organs are undertaking a broad and serious review of the 

question of peaceful nuclear explosions. This was mentioned, incidentally, 

in <c.e course of .:he debate in the Fir st Committee. 

The Soviet Union is carrying out a b road programme of scientific research 

and development on the ;::ea ceful t:::,es of nuclear explosions, and is accumulating 

data on the ecu10'I1ic ef fectiveness of this new technology and on safety measures 

in conductit'.C such explosirlas . The Soviet L'"nion is actively parttcipating; 

through IAJ<~!~, in the hd{ing of preparatory steps to provide services to 

non-nuclear countries in carrying out peaceful nuclear explosions pursuant 

to article V of the of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. 

As is we ll known, the Soviet Union has expressed its readiness to provide 

services on peaceful nuclear explosions t o non--parties to the non-pro liferation 

Treaty os we:l, r_;n conr]ition thot this will be done uncJer :::ppropriate control and 

on the basis of procedures worked out by IAEA. 

A relevant draft resolution, co-sponsored by a group of States including 

the Soviet Union, has been submitted in document A/C.l/L.707, for consideration 

by the First Committee. It calls upon all nuclear-weapon states to enter into 

negotiations not later than 31 March 1976, with a view to reaching agreement 

on the complete and general prohibit ion of nuclear-weapon tests, and to 

inform the thirty-first session of the General Assembly of the results of 

those negotiations. Consequently, we are calling upon the nuclear-weapon 

states, without further delay, to enter into negotiations with a view to 

finding a solution to this exceptionally important problem. 
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These are the considerations >vhich the delegatj_on of the ~ov1et Union 

deemed it necessary to put forv1ard in submitting, for the consideration of 

the United Nations General Assembly and its First Corr~ittee, its proposal 

on the conclusion of a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of 

nuclear-weapon tests. In submitting this proposal, the Soviet Union 

expresses the hope that it will be most carefully studied, in a spirit of 

goodwill, by all ~ember States of the United Nations. 

The Soviet delegat:ion is convinced that the decis}_on taken by the United 

Nations General Assembly at its thirtieth anniversary session on the questi.on 

of the conclusion of a treaty on the complete and general prohibition of 

nuclear-weapon tests will prove to be a significant contribution to the cause 

of progress in negotiations on disarmament problems. 

A complete ban on tests will be of the utmost importance for c LD"'t3 i ling 

the nuc lear -weapon race even further. The conclusion of ::>. -::reaty, the uraft 

of which has been introduced by the Soviet Union, Hould make it possible 

drastically to limit pra ctical possibilities for the f 1n ther pe rfection of 

nuclear weapons and prevent the emergence of n('nv gene rat ions of nuclear 

explosives even more powerful, more destructive and more sophisticated. 

/ 
( 
\ 
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The cessation of all nuclear tests undoubtedly would be a major contribution 

to averting the threat of a nuclear war, to curbing the arms race and to 

disarmament. This measure would be in the interests of all States, nuclear 

and non-nuclear, and promote the further development and intensification of 

international detente and the strengthening of peace. 

The CHAIRMAN: I apologize to the representative of Sweden, 

Mrs. Thorsson, for having failed to thank her for her kind and very friendly 

remarks about me. I should also like to announce that Derrocratic Yemen has become 

a co-sponsor of the draft resolution contained in document A/C.l/L.7ll. 

ORGANIZATION OF WORK 

The CHAIRMAN: As I mentioned earlier we have no speakers for this 

afternoon and we are compelled to cancel the meeting. As I look at the list of 

speakers for smbsequent days I notice that for tomorrow afternoon we have no 

speakers; for Wednesday afternoon we have only one speaker; for Thursday afternoon 

we have no speakers; for Friday afternoon we have possibly enough for a short 

rr.eeting; and for Monday, happily, we have also enough for perhaps a short meeting. 

I am sure that members will not wish this situation to remain as it is and 

will want to use the time available to inscribe on the list of speakers the names 

of those representatives who wish to speak. 

Nevertheless, I should like to think aloud and suggest some ideas that may be 

helpful in the organization of our work. First, I urge delegations wishing to 

introduce draft resolutions to do so at the earliest morrent. That will help 

\ ' other delegations to take a position regarding those drafts. Another idea that 
! 

comes to mind, if it meets with the approval of the Committee -- and I am not 

making a definite proposal at this stage but would like to consult with members 

and benefit from their advice -- is, for instance, to set aside perhaps two 

rr.eetings every week for the consideration of specific proposals, ideas and draft 

resolutions. That perhaps would be very helpful. It will mean an interruption 

in the general debate but we would be using all the time available to us in order 

to accomplish our task before the deadline. It may help delegations to consult 
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with their Governments on the new propos a] s and drai't reeolutions. It will also 

help delegations to consult among themselves. It will be a useful thing perhaps 

if we can interrupt our general debate every now and then in order to adJress 

ourselves to something specific. We could do that after consulting those 

delegations 1vhich have definite statements or proposals to make at a particular 

meeting. 

As an example at random, let us assurr.e that We set Thursday afternoon for 

the consideration of one of the new proposals, the one made by the Soviet 

delegation. We could perhaps hear some specific views then about that particular 

proposal. We could then set another date for the discussion of another proposal 

or for the item on the world disarmament conference when we would hear some 

specific views on that particular subject. That will give interested delegations 

an opportunity to express their views and it will help us to organiz~ our work. 

I am just throwing out these ideas in order to elucidate the reactions o:f 

delegations, preferably in private, and if anyone wisher3 to' give me their 

reactions to these ideas I shall be very happy to hear from them tomorrmv. 

The meeting rose at 1.15 p.m. 




