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The meeting was called to order at 10.10 a.m.

Agenda items 60, 61 and 63-81(continued)

Action on draft resolutions submitted on all
disarmament and international security agenda items

The Chairman: The Committee will proceed to take
action on the following draft resolutions: in cluster 1, draft
resolutions A/C.1/51/L.3 and L.27/Rev.1; in cluster 5, draft
resolution A/C.1/51/L.15, and associated statement
A/C.1/51/L.52 on its programme budget implications; in
cluster 7, draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.1/Rev.1; in cluster 8,
draft decision A/C.1/51/L.7; in cluster 9, draft resolution
A/C.1/51/L.38/Rev.1; and in cluster 10, draft decision
A/C.1/51/L.22 and draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.42/Rev.1.

Requests have been made to defer action on the
following draft resolutions until Monday: in cluster 1, draft
resolution A/C.1/51/L.28/Rev.2; in cluster 2, draft resolution
A/C.1/51/L.48 and L.49; in cluster 7, draft resolutions
A/C.1/51/L.11/Rev.1. Before the Committee proceeds to
take action on the draft resolutions, I call on the Director of
the Centre for Disarmament Affairs.

Mr. Davinic (Director of the Centre for Disarmament
Affairs): Members will recall that in my statement to the
Committee yesterday I indicated my intention of raising
with the budget office the question of pending financial
statements on several resolutions and of reporting this
morning on where we stand. I am happy to report that with
regard to draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.3, on the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, we have clearance
from the budget office to proceed with a statement on

financial implications, and in order to avoid any confusion
we shall put that in writing. However, at this point, in order
to enable the Committee to proceed to take action on this
particular draft resolution, I should like to state, for the
record, that should the General Assembly adopt draft
resolution A/C.1/51/L.3, no additional requirements would
arise under the programme budget for the biennium 1996-
1997.

Furthermore, I would like to state that, in connection
with draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.15, an appropriate
statement of programme budget implications has been
issued and the Committee may take action on that draft
resolution in the course of this meeting, should it wish to do
so. Finally, I would like to refer to draft resolution
A/C.1/51/L.38/Rev.1, entitled, “Consolidation of peace
through practical disarmament measures”. We have
consulted the budget office in order to determine whether
this particular draft resolution entails any additional
financial implications for the regular budget of the United
Nations, and we have been informed that that is not the
case. I would therefore like to state that in connection with
the request contained in this draft resolution, the Secretariat
will not incur any additional financial expenditures. If this
statement satisfies delegates, the Committee may wish to
proceed to take action on that particular draft resolution.

The Chairman: The Committee will take note of the
statement of the Director of the Centre for Disarmament
Affairs.

I call on the representative of Egypt to introduce draft
resolutions A/C.1/51/L.27/Rev.1 and A/C.1/51/L.28/Rev.2.
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Mr. Abdel Aziz (Egypt): Egypt, on behalf of the
Member States of the United Nations that are members of
the League of Arab States, yesterday submitted amendments
which came out today in document A/C.1/51/L.27/Rev.1.
These amendments were reached during intensive and
thorough consultations which took place during the last 10
days. They reflect a positive improvement, from the point
of view not only of the sponsors of the draft resolution, but
also of other delegations that participated in the elaboration
of this text and in our consultations.

The main change from draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.27
is that we merged the seventh and eighth preambular
paragraphs into the formulation now seen in the new text.
I must say that in the eighth preambular paragraph of
A/C.1/51/L.27/Rev.1 there was something omitted which
must be added. That preambular paragraph should read:

“Concerned aboutthreats posed to security and
stability by the proliferation of nuclear weapons and
other weapons of mass destruction in the region”.

A last preambular paragraph has also been added. It
reads:

“Noting the adoption of the Comprehensive
Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty and its signature by 132
States, including a number of States in the region,”
(A/C.1/51/L.27/Rev.1, tenth preambular paragraph).

It has been drawn to our attention that from the
grammatical point of view it might be preferable to say

“Noting the adoption of the Comprehensive
Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty by the United Nations
General Assembly”.

We think that this would make the text clearer by not
indicating that the 132 countries were the ones that adopted
the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty.

With regard to operative paragraphs 2 and 3 of
A/C.1/51/L.27, they have been merged and now appear as
one paragraph, namely paragraph 2 of A/C.1/51/L.27/Rev.1.
In the earlier draft a State had been mentioned by name in
these two paragraphs, but this mention by name
disappeared. I hope that this change — a drastic one, from
our point of view — will lead to positive results with regard
to voting on this draft resolution.

In conducting the informal consultations and in
working with all the delegations here in the Committee, we

were able to reach this language. We hope that this new
language — along with the changes which we in our group
consider drastic changes from our position last year and
from the earlier draft which appeared in A/C.1/51/L.27 —
will lead delegations to consider the possibility of voting in
favour of this draft resolution when we take it up on
Monday, as we propose, instead of today.

The second draft resolution is A/C.1/51/L.28/Rev.2.
The original draft resolution has already been amended by
my delegation, resulting in document A/C.1/51/L.28/Rev.1,
whereby we took three paragraphs out of our original
proposal in A/C.1/51/L.28. In A/C.1/51/L.28/Rev.2 we took
out an additional two paragraphs, despite the fact that these
two paragraphs were very dear to our hearts. However, they
caused one delegation some problems, and we did so in
order to work on the basis of consensus on this draft
resolution. The paragraphs deleted were the fourth and the
eleventh preambular paragraphs of A/C.1/51/L.28/Rev.1.

Operative paragraph 4 has been changed. In operative
paragraph 4 we returned to the text of operative paragraph
4 of last year’s draft resolution, with, I would like to say,
slight amendments. Last year’s text reads:

“Notes the importance of the ongoing bilateral
Middle East peace negotiations” (A/C.1/50/L.10,
para. 4).

We took out the word “ongoing” because we cannot say
that the bilateral Middle East negotiations are ongoing. Yes,
they are going on one track; but they are not going onward.
Unfortunately, they are going backwards. We therefore took
the word ongoing out. The text thus reads:

“Notes the importance of the bilateral Middle
East negotiations and the multilateral Working Group
on Arms Control and Regional Security in promoting
mutual confidence and security in the Middle East,
including the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free
zone”. (A/C.1/51/L.28/Rev.2)

The phrase “activities of the” appeared in the previous
draft resolution before the word multilateral. We took these
words out because the multilateral Working Group on Arms
Control and Regional Security has not met for the last two
years. Therefore, there are no activities of which to take
note. This draft resolution covers the period from last year’s
draft resolution to this year’s, and we do not think that any
activities have been taking place. That is why we dropped
these words as well.
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With these amendments this draft resolution is
identical to last year’s draft resolution, except for the two
slight amendments in operative paragraph 4. This, from our
point of view, shows how hard Egypt is working to
maintain the consensus on this draft resolution. Some
delegations have been saying that Egypt does not want to
adopt this draft resolution by consensus. Egypt does want
this draft resolution to be adopted by consensus, but it
wants it to reflect accurately the factual position on the
ground, not a meaningless consensus in which we just
repeat whatever happened 10 years ago.

I am sure that Members all noted that when we started
negotiations on A/C.1/51/L.28 we had six new paragraphs.
This current text does not have any new paragraphs. This
supports our view and our aim to achieve consensus on this
draft resolution. We hope that we can reach agreement on
these amendments. I know that there are still some
reservations on operative paragraph 4, but we hope that
maybe by the end of the day we will be able to reach some
kind of agreed formulation. We will take this draft
resolution and adopt it today by consensus.

The Chairman: I would like to ask the representative
of Egypt to transmit all the amendments to the Secretary of
the Committee in order that they may be correctly reflected
in the draft resolutions.

Does any delegation wish to make general statements
on draft resolutions in cluster 1, namely draft resolution
A/C.1/51/L.27/Rev.1 and A/C.1/51/L.28/Rev.2?

Mr. Yativ (Israel): I just want to say a few words in
response to the introduction by the representative of Egypt
of draft resolutions A/C.1/51/L.27/Rev.1 and
A/C.1/51/L.28/Rev.2.

Regarding A/C.1/51/L.27/Rev.1, our position now
remains as it has been every year. We do not consider any
change something that can contribute to a change in our
position. We consider the entire draft resolution to be
politically motivated, and therefore any change or
amendment is not acceptable to us.

I hope that later I will have an opportunity to explain
in a more elaborate way our position on this draft
resolution, but at this juncture I must emphasize that any
change in the draft resolution is unacceptable because the
concept of the draft resolution has been, in principle,
politically motivated, and this is something Israel cannot
accept.

With regard to draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.28/Rev.2,
today we have a new version, but the new version is still
not acceptable because it does not, in our view, reflect the
situation in the Middle East. As far as my Government is
concerned, the peace process is going on, the negotiations
are going on, and no deletion of a word from that draft
resolution will bring Israel to consensus on it this year. I
would like to repeat our position very clearly: any change
in the draft resolution, be it one word or more than one
word, will lead Israel not to join the consensus on it this
year.

Mr. Uluçevik (Turkey): I have just a simple
observation with regard to draft resolution
A/C.1/51/L.27/Rev.1. In the seventh preambular paragraph
the Committee notes that Djibouti and the United Arab
Emirates have become parties to the Treaty and that Oman
will become a party at the earliest date. Then, in operative
paragraph 1 we welcome the accession of Djibouti to the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons on 22
August 1996, as well as the decision of Oman, but we do
not welcome the accession of the United Arab Emirates to
the Treaty. If there is no particular reason for not
mentioning the United Arab Emirates, then we should
amend the draft resolution to do so.

If it is only a simple omission, I propose that, after the
word “Djibouti” we add the words “and the United Arab
Emirates” and continue “to the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons” and so on. Since I am
not aware of the date of accession of the United Arab
Emirates, I am not in a position to propose the inclusion of
that information.

Mr. Abdel Aziz (Egypt): First, the remarks of the
representative of Israel are not strange to me, so I shall not
comment on them at this stage.

Secondly, with regard to the remark just made by the
representative of Turkey, in fact the welcome here in
operative paragraph 1 is limited to Djibouti and the
intention of Oman because last year’s draft resolution had
already welcomed the accession of the United Arab
Emirates. However, we have no objection at all if the
representative of Turkey wishes to insert the United Arab
Emirates again. The more we welcome it the more
appreciated it is, and we could accept that proposal.

The Chairman: I think that problem is resolved.

I should like to inform the Committee that there has
been a request to defer action on draft resolution

3



General Assembly 24th meeting
A/C.1/51/PV.24 15 November 1997

A/C.1/51/L.27/Rev.1 until Monday. If I hear no objection,
I shall take it that the Committee decides to do so.

It was so decided.

The Chairman: If there are no general statements or
explanations of vote before the voting, the Committee will
proceed to take action on draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.3.

A recorded vote has been requested.

I call upon the Secretary of the Committee.

Mr. Lin Kuo-Chung (Secretary of the Committee):
Draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.3, “Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons: 2000 Review and
Extension Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and its Preparatory
Committee,” was introduced by the representative of Sri
Lanka on behalf of the States Parties to the Treaty on the
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons at the Committee’s
15th meeting, on 6 November 1996.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour:
Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Andorra, Angola,
Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Armenia, Australia,
Austria, Azerbaijan, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Belarus,
Belgium, Belize, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Botswana, Brunei Darussalam, Bulgaria,
Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Canada, Cape Verde, Chad,
Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica,
Côte d’Ivoire, Croatia, Cuba, Cyprus, Czech Republic,
Denmark, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador,
Eritrea, Estonia, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon,
Georgia, Germany, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala,
Guyana, Haiti, Hungary, Iceland, Indonesia, Iran
(Islamic Republic of), Ireland, Italy, Jamaica, Japan,
Jordan, Kazakstan, Kenya, Kuwait, Kyrgyzstan, Lao
People’s Democratic Republic, Latvia, Lebanon,
Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,
Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malaysia,
Maldives, Malta, Marshall Islands, Mauritania,
Mauritius, Mexico, Micronesia (Federated States of),
Monaco, Mongolia, Mozambique, Myanmar, Namibia,
Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger,
Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru,
Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Republic of
Korea, Republic of Moldova, Romania, Russian
Federation, Samoa, Saudi Arabia, Singapore, Slovakia,
Slovenia, Solomon Islands, South Africa, Spain,

Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Sweden, Syrian Arab
Republic, Thailand, the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey, Turkmenistan,
Uganda, Ukraine, United Arab Emirates, United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,
United Republic of Tanzania, United States of
America, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen,
Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against:
None

Abstaining:
India, Israel

Draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.3 was adopted by 142
votes to none, with 2 abstentions.

[Subsequently, the delegation of Nigeria informed the
Secretariat that it had intended to vote in favour.]

The Chairman: I shall now call upon those
representatives who wish to explain their votes.

Ms. Ghose(India): I think the Committee is aware of
our position on the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons (NPT). It has been a consistent position,
and we continue to maintain it. In keeping with this
position, we abstained in the voting on draft resolution
A/C.1/51/L.3.

Even though the draft resolution appears to be a purely
procedural one, we find that, while States parties to an
inter-governmental agreement are free to pursue its
processes within the forum of that agreement, it is
extremely difficult to accept that the provisions and
processes of that agreement should become legal tender in
the United Nations through a separate resolution.

We understand from the introduction of this draft
resolution that its main purpose is to fix a date for the first
meeting of the Preparatory Committee. However, we do not
believe that a resolution of the General Assembly is
necessary for this purpose. The same purpose could well be
served by an agreement among the States parties to the
Treaty. It is our perception, therefore, that this draft
resolution seeks to enhance the status of the provisions and
processes of the NPT, a Treaty to which we are opposed
and continue to remain opposed, for fundamental reasons.

However, since the sponsors have been careful to
address their concerns only to the States parties to the NPT,
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my delegation abstained in the voting on the draft
resolution.

We also welcome the clarification by the lead sponsor
and by the Secretariat this morning that the request for
assistance from the Secretary-General contained in operative
paragraph 2 of this draft resolution does not have any
financial implications for the membership of the United
Nations.

Mr. Al-Hariri (Syrian Arab Republic) (interpretation
from Arabic): We voted in favour of the draft resolution
introduced by the lead sponsor, Sri Lanka, entitled “Treaty
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons: 2000 Review
Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and its Preparatory
Committee”.

My delegation feels that the indefinite extension of the
Treaty has left nuclear programmes and weapons outside the
non-proliferation system: we are referring, here, to the
Middle East region, the security and stability of which is an
integral part of world peace and security.

The 1995 Review and Extension Conference provided
a unique and historic opportunity to turn the Middle East
region into a nuclear-weapon-free zone and a zone free
from all weapons of mass destruction; it was an opportunity
to which Israel did not respond by acceding to the Treaty.
As a result, Syria would not agree to the indefinite
extension of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons (NPT) unless Israel acceded to it and subjected its
nuclear installations to the International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA) safeguards.

Syria, which was among the first countries to accede
to the Treaty and remains faithful to its obligations under it,
cannot accept that Israel should remain outside this Treaty,
particularly since it is common knowledge that Israel has a
vast nuclear arsenal and continues to occupy large territories
belonging to its neighbours and to act in defiance of
international resolutions.

It is our hope that the forthcoming Review Conference
will take these facts into consideration. Syria’s position
emanates from its rejection of Israel’s possession of nuclear
weapons. Such weapons pose a threat to the peace and
stability of the region and of the entire world. We hope that
the international community will reject Israel’s position.

We affirm that despite our obligations, our clear
commitment to the peace process and our active
participation in bilateral talks in order to achieve just and
comprehensive peace in the region, we will not accept the
resolution on the Middle East region adopted at the
Conference unless Israel subjects its nuclear installations to
the IAEA safeguards system, in implementation of many
General Assembly resolutions on this matter and Security
Council resolution 487 (1981) which,inter alia, calls upon
Israel to place its nuclear facilities under the safeguards of
the IAEA, which has not yet occurred.

Mr. Benítez (Cuba) (interpretation from Spanish): My
delegation voted in favour of the draft resolution we have
just adopted, contained in document A/C.1/51/L.3, because
we consider the text basically a procedural one. As is well
known, Cuba is not a party to the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) and has expressed
its views on the Treaty on many occasions.

Our vote in favour of this draft resolution, therefore,
should in no way be interpreted as a change in our position
on the Treaty.

Mr. Elahi (Pakistan): Pakistan voted in favour of draft
resolution A/C.1/51/L.3. In our view, the content of
operative paragraphs 1 and 2, noting the decision of the
parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
Weapons (NPT) to hold a Preparatory Committee meeting
and requesting the Secretary-General to render the necessary
assistance, is unexceptionable and purely procedural. Our
views on the NPT are well known, as is our position on the
circumstances under which we can accede to that Treaty.

The Chairman: The Committee will now proceed to
take action on draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.15, contained in
cluster 5.

The Chairman: If there are no general statements or
explanations of vote before the voting, the Committee will
proceed to take a decision on draft resolution
A/C.1/51/L.15, in cluster 5.

I call upon the Secretary of the Committee.

Mr. Lin Kuo-Chung (Secretary of the Committee):
Draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.15, “Regional confidence-
building measures,” was introduced by the representative of
the Congo, on behalf of the States members of the United
Nations Standing Advisory Committee on Security
Questions in Central Africa, at the 15th meeting of the
Committee, on 6 November 1996.
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As announced by the representative of the Congo on
14 November, operative paragraph 14 of the draft resolution
is to be revised as follows: the words “Reiterates its appeal”
at the beginning of the paragraph should be replaced by the
word “Appeals”.

It should be noted that in connection with this draft
resolution a statement of programme budget implications is
contained in document A/C.1/51/L.52.

The Chairman: The sponsors of the draft resolution
have expressed the wish that it be adopted by the First
Committee without a vote. If I hear no objection, I shall
take it that the Committee wishes to act accordingly.

Draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.15 was adopted.

The Chairman: I call upon the representative of
China, who wishes to make a statement in explanation of
position on the draft resolution just adopted.

Mr. Sha Zukang (China)(interpretation from
Chinese): China is very much concerned about the peace,
stability and development of Africa. Since the United
Nations Standing Advisory Committee on Security
Questions in Central Africa was established in 1992 its
members have adopted a series of regional confidence-
building measures to meet the specific conditions of the
region and the problems facing it.

We appreciate those efforts and the results achieved.
As the draft resolution notes, only confidence-building
measures taken at the initiative and with the participation of
all States concerned and taking into account the specific
characteristics of each region, are effective. We are in
favour of that approach, which applies specific remedies to
specific illnesses so to speak.

On the basis of those considerations, the Chinese
delegation joined in the consensus on draft resolution
A/C.1/51/L.15, “Regional confidence-building measures”.

The Chairman: The Committee will now proceed to
take action on draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.1/Rev.1.

If there are no general statements or explanations of
vote before the voting, the Committee will proceed to take
a decision on draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.1/Rev.1. A
recorded vote has been requested.

I call upon the Secretary of the Committee.

Mr. Lin Kuo-Chung (Secretary of the Committee):
Draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.1/Rev.1, “Expansion of the
membership of the Conference on Disarmament, was
introduced by the representative of Ireland at the 14th
meeting of the Committee, on 4 November 1996. Document
A/C.1/51/INF.3 contains the names of further sponsors in
addition to those sponsors listed in the draft resolution.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour:
Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Andorra, Angola,
Antigua and Barbuda, Argentina, Armenia, Australia,
Austria, Azerbaijan, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Belarus,
Belgium, Belize, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam,
Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Cambodia, Cameroon, Canada,
Cape Verde, Chad, Chile, China, Congo, Costa Rica,
Côte d’Ivoire, Croatia, Cuba, Cyprus, Czech Republic,
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, Denmark,
Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Eritrea, Estonia,
Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon, Georgia,
Germany, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti,
Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic
Republic of), Ireland, Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Japan,
Jordan, Kazakstan, Kenya, Kuwait, Kyrgyzstan, Lao
People’s Democratic Republic, Latvia, Lebanon,
Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,
Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malaysia,
Maldives, Malta, Marshall Islands, Mauritania,
Mexico, Micronesia (Federated States of), Monaco,
Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Myanmar, Namibia,
Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger,
Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea,
Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Republic of
Korea, Republic of Moldova, Romania, Russian
Federation, Samoa, Saudi Arabia, Singapore, Slovakia,
Slovenia, Solomon Islands, South Africa, Spain,
Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Sweden, Syrian Arab
Republic, Thailand, the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia, Togo, Tunisia, Turkmenistan, Uganda,
Ukraine, United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United Republic of
Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen,
Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against:
None

Abstaining:
Turkey, United States of America
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Draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.1/Rev.1 was adopted by
144 votes to none, with 2 abstentions.

[Subsequently, the delegations of Mauritius, Nigeria
and Paraguay informed the Secretariat that they had
intended to vote in favour.]

The Chairman: I now call upon those representatives
who wish to make statements in explanation of vote.

Mr. Sha Zukang (China)(interpretation from
Chinese): The Chinese delegation voted in favour of draft
resolution A/C.1/51/L.1/Rev.1, “Expansion of the
membership of the Conference on Disarmament”. China
attaches great importance to the role of the Conference on
Disarmament as the sole multilateral negotiating body on
disarmament. We welcomed the admission of 23 countries
to membership of the Conference on Disarmament in June
1996, which fulfilled the aspirations those countries had
entertained for many years and also injected new vitality
into the Conference.

China has always believed that those countries should
be full members of the Conference on Disarmament, with
no strings attached, and participate on an equal footing with
other members of the Conference. We also welcome the
application of other countries for membership in the
Conference. We hope that the Conference will continue to
consider seriously the question of its further enlargement in
accordance with the principle of equitable political and
geographical representation.

Mr. Ledogar (United States of America): The United
States abstained in the voting on draft resolution
A/C.1/51/L.1/Rev.1, and we would like to put our concerns
on the record.

We have not yet decided whether we support the idea
of further expansion of the Conference on Disarmament,
and we are concerned that the draft resolution could be
misinterpreted as implying a firm deadline for the
Conference to decide that question. As we all know, in June
the Conference admitted 23 new countries, bringing the
number of members to a new total of 61. The international
community has not yet had sufficient time to evaluate the
results of this expansion, and we are not certain it is wise
to admit additional countries so soon.

By actively participating as observers, the countries
applying for membership have given evidence of their
strong interest in the Conference on Disarmament’s work,
and there are also good reasons to believe they would make

useful contributions as States members of the Conference.
On the other hand, it is vitally important that the
Conference fulfil its key role by remaining a viable
negotiating body. The Conference must not become so large
as to be unwieldy.

In private discussions, the United States delegation put
forward ways whereby the wording of operative paragraph
2 could have been adjusted in order to make it quite clear
that the General Assembly was not attempting to establish
a deadline for further action on expansion by the
Conference on Disarmament. We regret it was not possible
to reach agreement on such adjustments, and we cannot be
confident that the Conference will be able to decide on
further expansion during its 1997 session.

In practice, the Conference will take a decision on this
question at an appropriate time. The wording of the draft
resolution does not adequately reflect this, and that is why
the United States found it necessary to abstain. On the other
hand, the United States does agree that during the 1997
session the Conference on Disarmament should actively
consider the question of possible further expansion and, in
particular, the requests for admission by the remaining
candidates.

Mr. Uluçevik (Turkey): My delegation shares the
main thrust of the draft resolution just adopted. However,
we abstained in the voting on the draft resolution, not
because we wanted the door to be closed to the admission
of new members, but because we have strong reservations
as to one particular application for membership in the
Conference on Disarmament.

Mr. Berguño (Chile)(interpretation from Spanish): We
were pleased to support the draft resolution submitted by
Ireland because we share the feelings of justice and equity
that underlie the aspirations of the countries concerned. In
particular, we wish to associate ourselves with our fraternal
Latin American republics. We believe that the draft
resolution contains no new element, but that it is structured
in such a way as to remind the Conference on Disarmament
of commitments undertaken earlier under General Assembly
resolution 50/72. We trust that the Conference will give due
consideration to applications for membership.

Mr. Kadrakounov (Kyrgyzstan): We believe that
expansion of membership in the Conference on
Disarmament provides a good opportunity for small
countries to be involved in the process of decision-making
on global issues.
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The Chairman: The Committee will now proceed to
take action on the draft resolutions in cluster 8.

I call upon the representative of Mexico to introduce
draft decision A/C.1/51/L.7.

Mr. De Icaza (Mexico)(interpretation from Spanish):
It is my understanding that I had already in fact introduced
the draft decision. In any event, I believe I did refer to it
during our earlier structural discussion.

As we are all aware, the question of the non-
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and of their
delivery systems in all its aspects calls for a joint approach
and a comprehensive consideration by the international
community. For several years now, my country has
advocated a frank and constructive dialogue on this question
in the General Assembly as well as in the Conference on
Disarmament.

As a first step towards the establishment of such a
dialogue, we proposed that the report submitted by the
Secretary-General on this subject (A/INF/49/3) be
considered by an intergovernmental group of experts, as
requested in General Assembly resolution 48/75 C. We
regret that the initiative did not bear fruit. This year we
were not able to find time to hold consultations on the
subject. Representatives are aware that in the Conference on
Disarmament we were busy with another treaty and very
intensive negotiations that left no room for other activities.
Nevertheless, it is necessary at this stage to adapt to the
new realities of the international disarmament agenda. We
believe it appropriate to keep on the agenda of the First
Committee the subject matter of the draft decision being
introduced by my delegation for the second time.

We of course propose to hold consultations with all
delegations over the next few months on the usefulness of
considering comprehensively the issue of the non-
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. If we find a
suitable response, we will put forward a concrete proposal
to the General Assembly at its next session. Obviously, if
we do not reach agreement in those consultations, we shall
not submit an equivalent draft decision in the years to
come. However, in the meantime we propose that this item
be kept on the agenda.

The Chairman: If there are no general statements or
explanations of vote before the voting, the Committee will
proceed to take action on draft decision A/C.1/51/L.7.

A recorded vote has been requested.

I call on the Secretary of the Committee.

Mr. Lin Kuo-Chung (Secretary of the Committee):
Draft decision A/C.1/51/L.7, on the non-proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction and of vehicles for their
delivery in all its aspects, was introduced by the
representative of Mexico at the 24th meeting of the
Committee, on 15 November 1996.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour:
Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Antigua and Barbuda,
Australia, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Belize, Benin, Bhutan,
Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei Darussalam,
Burkina Faso, Cambodia, Cameroon, Cape Verde,
Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica,
Côte d’Ivoire, Cuba, Democratic People’s Republic of
Korea, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Eritrea, Fiji,
Gabon, Ghana, Guatemala, Guyana, Haiti, India,
Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Jamaica, Jordan,
Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic,
Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,
Malaysia, Maldives, Marshall Islands, Mauritania,
Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique,
Myanmar, Namibia, Nepal, New Zealand, Nicaragua,
Niger, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea,
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Qatar, Samoa,
Saudi Arabia, Singapore, Solomon Islands, South
Africa, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Syrian Arab
Republic, Thailand, Togo, Uganda, United Arab
Emirates, United Republic of Tanzania, Uruguay,
Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against:
None

Abstaining:
Albania, Andorra, Argentina, Armenia, Austria,
Azerbaijan, Belarus, Belgium, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Canada, Croatia, Cyprus,
Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France,
Georgia, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland,
Israel, Italy, Japan, Kazakstan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia,
Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta,
Micronesia (Federated States of), Monaco,
Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Republic of
Korea, Republic of Moldova, Romania, Russian
Federation, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, the
former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Turkey,
Ukraine, United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland, United States of America
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The draft decision was adopted by 92 votes to none,
with 53 abstentions.

[Subsequently, the delegation of Nigeria informed the
Secretariat that it had intended to vote in favour.]

The Chairman: If there are no general statements or
explanations of position before action is taken, the
Committee will proceed to take a decision on draft
resolution A/C.1/51/L.38/Rev.1, contained in cluster 9.

I call on the Secretary of the Committee.

Mr. Lin Kuo-Chung (Secretary of the Committee):
Draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.38/Rev.1, entitled
“Consolidation of peace through practical disarmament
measures”, was introduced by the representative of
Germany at the 14th meeting of the Committee, on 4
November 1996. In addition to those sponsors contained in
the draft resolution and appearing in document
A/C.1/51/INF/3, the draft resolution is sponsored by the
Central African Republic and Gambia.

The Chairman: The sponsors of this draft resolution
have expressed the wish that it be adopted by the
Committee without a vote. If I hear no objection, I shall
take it that the Committee wishes to act accordingly.

Draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.38/Rev.1 was adopted.

The Chairman: I shall now call on those
representatives who wish to explain their positions on the
draft resolution just adopted.

Mr. Sha Zukang (China) (interpretation from
Chinese): The Chinese delegation joined the consensus on
draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.38/Rev.1, entitled
“Consolidation of peace through practical disarmament
measures”. However, China believes that some of the
concepts in the draft resolution could be further explored
and discussed.

First, the definition and scope of small arms and light
weapons has not been agreed upon. In these circumstances,
we have no basis for dealing with such issues as the
collection, acquisition, production, transfer and control of
these types of weapons.

The second question is the relationship between
transparency in armaments and security. China believes that
the appropriate transparency measures may help increase
mutual trust and confidence-building between countries.

However, countries vary in size, strength and specific
national conditions. The kind of international and regional
security environment in which they live, along with the
corresponding need for armaments, also differs from
country to country. Therefore, the same transparency
measures will have a different impact upon different
countries. Thus, to say in general terms that an enhanced
level of transparency will contribute to confidence-building
and security between States does not give a full picture of
the issue.

Although China has a different interpretation of some
of the language in draft resolution A/51/L.38/Rev.1, we
joined the consensus on this draft resolution because we
understand that the main thrust of this draft resolution is to
maintain and consolidate peace and security through
practical measures in countries in conflict and that,
generally speaking, this is in keeping with the interests of
the countries concerned.

Mr. Ledogar (United States of America): It is not the
normal practice of the United States to endorse draft
resolutions in the First Committee which provide a blanket
request for the Secretary-General to develop suggestions and
recommendations in a particular field. Rather, the United
States maintains that Member States themselves or
organizations in which they participate generally develop
such suggestions and recommendations.

In the disarmament field, I would point to such bodies
as the Conference on Disarmament, the Disarmament
Commission and the First Committee itself. These bodies
are the ones which formulate and agree on suggestions and
recommendations on disarmament matters and forward them
to United Nations Members for consideration.

Having said this, the United States has decided to
make an exception for A/C.1/51/L.38/Rev.1. This draft
resolution is too important not to encourage continued work
both by Member States and by the Secretary-General and
his staff. The United States attaches great importance to the
issues raised in A/C.1/51/L.38/Rev.1, such as small arms,
light weapons, confidence-building measures, demining,
conversion and arms transfers. The United States urges the
Secretary-General to take into account the views of Member
States when he develops his suggestions and
recommendations, as specified in operative paragraph 3. The
United States, for one, will be providing its views in the
coming year, as requested in operative paragraph 4. We
look forward to continued work in this field and express
appreciation to the German delegation and the sponsors of
A/C.1/51/L.38/Rev.1 for introducing this new draft
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resolution.

Mr. De Icaza (Mexico) (interpretation from Spanish):
The delegation of Mexico voted in favour of this draft
resolution despite having some difficulties with it.

First of all, the title does not correspond to the content.
The content refers to certain concrete disarmament measures
in zones that have suffered the consequences of conflicts,
while the title refers only to the consolidation of peace
through practical disarmament measures. I would like to
reiterate that there are many disarmament measures that can
and should be applied to consolidate peace, not just those
referred to in the draft resolution.

Secondly, my delegation has on other occasions
expressed my Government’s reservations regarding the
reports of the Secretary-General entitled “An Agenda for
Peace” and “Supplement to an Agenda for Peace”. In the
same vein, as regards operative paragraph 3, my delegation
is of the view that it is up to the existing United Nations
forums for this purpose to make recommendations and
suggestions in disarmament measures, not the Secretary-
General.

Lastly, I cannot fail to state that my delegation was not
very pleased with revised Protocol II to the 1980
Convention, and it is therefore difficult for us to welcome,
as does the last preambular paragraph, the adoption of that
Protocol.

Mr. Karem (Egypt): Egypt joined the consensus on
this draft resolution, and we underline the fact that we
support the initiative, and the genesis of the initiative,
introduced by the German delegation to this body. I would
also like to seize the opportunity to thank Germany for
introducing this draft resolution.

However, I would like to highlight certain points that
we think need to be refined in future efforts, one of which
is the mention of the Convention on Prohibitions or
Restrictions on the Use of Certain Conventional Weapons
Which May Be Deemed to Be Excessively Injurious or to
Have Indiscriminate Effects in the last preambular
paragraph of this draft resolution. This reference, in the
view of my delegation, is not consonant with what seems to
be the thrust of the draft resolution, which is contained in
operative paragraph 1: small arms and light weapons.

A few other points need to be fine-tuned. Operative
paragraph 1 mentions practical disarmament measures; we
wonder what the definition of practicality is. It mentions

small arms and light weapons without any mention of the
definition and scope of what we really mean by small arms
and light weapons. Operative paragraph 3

requeststhe Secretary-General, in the light of
experience gained from conflict resolution...”,

and the correct reference, in the view of my delegation,
would have been to peacekeeping operations in which the
United Nations was involved.

Finally, operative paragraph 5 refers to regional
arrangements or agencies without really defining what
“agencies” really means or entails.

The Chairman: The Committee will now proceed to
take action on draft decision A/C.1/51/L.22 and draft
resolution A/C.1/51/L.42/Rev.1, both in cluster 10.

I shall first call on those representatives who wish to
make general statements.

Mr. Č alovski (the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia): I would like to make a few brief comments
and clarifications in connection with yesterday’s
observations on A/C.1/51/L.42/Rev.1 by the Ambassadors
of Mexico, China and Pakistan.

I listened very carefully. I took note of their
observations, and I think that they are relevant. I am sure
that all the sponsors of A/C.1/51/L.42/Rev.1 thought the
same. We appreciate their comments very much, and I
assure them that we are going to take them into account in
the follow-up activities under this draft resolution. I was
particularly happy to have their positive appreciation and
understanding of our initiative. I was very happy to hear
that, in fact, they have not expressed objections to the actual
text of A/C.1/51/L.42/Rev.1.

The representative of China, for conceptual reasons,
would prefer that the paragraph on the obligation of
Member States to promote and encourage respect for human
rights and fundamental freedoms for all, without distinction
as to race, sex, language or religion, be dealt with in the
resolutions of the Third Committee, not in the First
Committee.

The representative of Pakistan, in order to help find a
solution, suggested the possible addition of a paragraph
which would recall the Declaration on Principles of
International Law concerning Friendly Relations, the
Declaration on the Occasion of the Fiftieth Anniversary of
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the United Nations and some other relevant United Nations
declarations.

The representative of Mexico expressed the wish,
shared by the Ambassador of Pakistan, to add a reference
to the obligation of States to respect the principle of self-
determination of peoples. He also drew our attention to the
mandates of the organizations mentioned in the preambular
part of the draft resolution.

As I have said, all these observations are relevant, and
we have no problem with them as such.

In the process of drafting A/C.1/51/L.42/Rev.1, we
made the maximum effort to produce a draft that could be
adopted by consensus. We made special efforts to produce
a draft which could be sponsored by all five permanent
members of the Security Council, taking into account the
Charter obligation of the Council in preventive activities of
the United Nations.

My delegation is particularly happy that four
permanent members of the Security Council — France, the
Russian Federation, the United Kingdom and the United
States — have joined in sponsoring draft resolution
A/C.1/51/L.42/Rev.l.

We struggled to find a way for China, as a permanent
member of the Security Council, to be a sponsor of the
draft resolution. We do understand very well why China
cannot do so, and we fully respect its position.

As is well known, the prevention of violent conflicts
and of the violent disintegration of States is a very complex
matter and is very topical at present, particularly in our
region, as well as in other regions of the world.

It is not easy to draft a perfect text on such a complex
subject. We tried to draft a reasonably good one. In essence,
draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.42/Rev.l is a procedural draft
resolution, a follow-up to the resolution on good-
neighbourliness adopted last year by the First Committee.

In our opinion, good-neighbourliness and prevention of
destruction are essential prerequisites for the development
of healthy international relations.

My understanding is that the Ambassador of Mexico
did not ask for a vote on A/C.1/51/L.42/Rev.1, and neither
did my friend the Ambassador of Pakistan. I was not quite
clear about the position of the Ambassador of China. My
understanding is that he expressed the wish for a separate

vote on, not a deletion of, a part of preambular paragraph
4, and that he did not request a separate vote on the draft
resolution as a whole. However, perhaps my understanding
is not correct.

In the opinion of all the sponsors of the draft
resolution, taking into account the complexity of the subject
and its topical character, the best way to proceed will be to
adopt A/C.1/51/L.42/Rev.1 without a vote. That would send
an important message: that we are unanimously against all
forces of destruction and that we are dedicated to our
commitment, under the Charter, to prevent the eruption of
violent conflicts which may threaten the maintenance of
international peace and security.

Mr. De Icaza (Mexico) (interpretation from Spanish):
I should like to thank the representative of the former
Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia for the statement that he
has just made.

In fact, we do not have a problem with the draft
resolution that he introduced as regards specific situations.
Unfortunately, the draft resolution is drafted in terms of
general, global application, and in that respect my
delegation cannot accept the primacy given the principle of
territorial integrity of States at the expense of the validity
and importance my country attaches to the principles of
non-intervention and self-determination of peoples. My
delegation will be obliged to request a recorded vote on this
draft resolution and will abstain in the voting.

Mr. Sha Zukang (China) (interpretation from
Chinese):The Chinese delegation listened carefully to the
statement of the representative of the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia.

In a general statement yesterday, my delegation
enunciated its position on draft resolution
A/C.1/51/L.42/Rev.1. In that statement, the Chinese
delegation pointed out that its views differ from those
expressed in the fourth preambular paragraph.

We held extensive consultations on this question with
the representative of the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia. For various reasons, China’s proposal has not
been accepted, for which we wish to express our regret.

In China’s general statement yesterday, we also stated
our views on violent and non-violent disintegration. I
stressed that China is against any form of disintegration,
whether violent or peaceful. Because we hold a different
view on the two questions mentioned above, my delegation

11



General Assembly 24th meeting
A/C.1/51/PV.24 15 November 1997

yesterday requested a recorded vote on
A/C.1/51/L.42/Rev.1, and not a separate vote.

My delegation will abstain in the voting on this draft
resolution. We hope that the questions raised by the Chinese
delegation, particularly in connection with the fourth
preambular paragraph, will be addressed and that the draft
resolution will be improved upon so that the Chinese
delegation will be able to fully support it if it is put forward
again next year, at the fifty-second session of the General
Assembly.

The Chairman: If there are no explanations of vote
before the voting, we will proceed to take action on draft
decision A/C.1/51/L.22.

A recorded vote has been requested.

I call on the Secretary of the Committee.

Mr. Lin Kuo-Chung (Secretary of the Committee):
Draft decision A/C.1/51/L.22, entitled “Review of the
implementation of the Declaration on the Strengthening of
International Security”, was introduced by the representative
of Colombia on behalf of the States Members of the United
Nations that are members of the Movement of Non-Aligned
Countries at the 14th meeting of the Committee, on 4
November 1996.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour:
Afghanistan, Algeria, Antigua and Barbuda,
Azerbaijan, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Belize, Benin,
Bhutan, Bolivia, Bosnia and Herzegovina,
Botswana, Brunei Darussalam, Burkina Faso,
Cambodia, Cameroon, Cape Verde, Chad, Chile,
China, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica,
Côte d’Ivoire, Cuba, Democratic People’s
Republic of Korea, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador,
Eritrea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, Ghana, Guatemala,
Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, India, Indonesia,
Iran (Islamic Republic of), Jamaica, Jordan,
Kazakstan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People’s
Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Lesotho, Liberia,
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Malaysia, Maldives,
Malta, Marshall Islands, Mauritania, Mexico,
Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Myanmar,
Namibia, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Oman,
Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay,
Peru, Philippines, Qatar, Samoa, Saudi Arabia,
Singapore, Solomon Islands, South Africa,

Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Syrian Arab
Republic, Thailand, Togo, Tunisia, Uganda,
Ukraine, United Arab Emirates, United Republic
of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam,
Yemen, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against:
None

Abstaining:
Albania, Andorra, Argentina, Armenia, Australia,
Austria, Belarus, Belgium, Brazil, Bulgaria,
Canada, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic,
Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Georgia,
Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland,
Israel, Italy, Japan, Kyrgyzstan, Latvia,
Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg,
Micronesia (Federated States of), Monaco,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Poland,
Portugal, Republic of Korea, Republic of
Moldova, Romania, Russian Federation, Slovakia,
Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia, Turkey, United Kingdom
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,
United States of America

Draft decision A/C.1/51/L.22 was adopted by 95 votes
to none, with 51 abstentions.

[Subsequently, the delegation of Nigeria informed the
Secretariat that it had intended to vote in favour.]

The Chairman: The Committee will now proceed to
take action on draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.42/Rev.1.

I call on the representative of Ukraine for an
explanation of vote before the voting.

Mr. Horin (Ukraine): The draft resolution contained
in document A/C.1/51/L.42/Rev.1 is of the utmost
importance to the international community as a whole and
to the new and restored democracies in particular. It
reaffirms the basic principles of international law, among
them the principles of the inviolability of borders among
States and the territorial integrity of any State, which
enhances the main tenets of international peace and security
and helps prevent the violent disintegration of States.

The delegation of Ukraine supports the general thrust
of the draft resolution, affirming the need for United
Nations measures to help prevent the violent disintegration
of States. It is the deep conviction of my delegation that the
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time has come to consider the establishment of United
Nations monitoring of the formation processes of new
States, aimed at making the use of force inadmissible and
at promoting adhering to the established standards of
international law.

My delegation would like to become a sponsor of this
draft resolution.

The Chairman: The Committee will proceed to take
action on draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.42/Rev.1.

A recorded vote has been requested.

I call on the Secretary of the Committee.

Mr. Lin Kuo-Chung (Secretary of the Committee):
Draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.42/Rev.1, entitled “The
maintenance of international security — prevention of the
violent disintegration of States”, was introduced by the
representative of the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia at the 16th meeting of the Committee, on 6
November 1996. In addition to those sponsors contained in
the draft resolution and those appearing in document
A/C.1/51/INF/3, the following countries are also sponsors:
Albania, Ecuador and Ukraine.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour:
Afghanistan, Albania, Andorra, Antigua and
Barbuda, Argentina, Australia, Austria,
Azerbaijan, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Belarus,
Belgium, Belize, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Bosnia
and Herzegovina, Botswana, Brazil, Brunei
Darussalam, Bulgaria, Burkina Faso, Cambodia,
Cameroon, Canada, Cape Verde, Chad, Chile,
Colombia, Congo, Côte d’Ivoire, Croatia, Cyprus,
Czech Republic, Democratic People’s Republic of
Korea, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador,
Eritrea, Estonia, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France,
Gabon, Georgia, Germany, Ghana, Greece,
Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Hungary, Iceland,
India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic of),
Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Jordan, Kazakstan,
Kenya, Kuwait, Kyrgyzstan, Lao People’s
Democratic Republic, Latvia, Lebanon, Lesotho,
Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Liechtenstein,
Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malaysia, Maldives,
Malta, Marshall Islands, Mauritania, Micronesia
(Federated States of), Monaco, Mongolia,
Morocco, Mozambique, Myanmar, Namibia,

Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua,
Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Panama, Papua
New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland,
Portugal, Qatar, Republic of Korea, Republic of
Moldova, Romania, Russian Federation, Samoa,
Saudi Arabia, Singapore, Slovakia, Slovenia,
Solomon Islands, South Africa, Spain, Sri Lanka,
Sudan, Suriname, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic,
Thailand, the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia, Togo, Tunisia, Turkey,
Turkmenistan, Uganda, Ukraine, United Arab
Emirates, United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland, United States of America,
Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Zambia, Zimbabwe

Against:
None

Abstaining:
Algeria, China, Costa Rica, Guatemala, Mexico,
Pakistan, United Republic of Tanzania

Draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.42/Rev.1 was adopted by
137 votes to none, with 7 abstentions.

The Chairman: I shall now call on those
representatives who wish to explain their votes.

Mrs. Fritsche (Liechtenstein): My delegation wishes
to explain its vote regarding draft resolution
A/C.1/51/L.42/Rev.1, which was just adopted. Since we
fully agree with the main thrust of this draft resolution,
which underlines the importance of activities of the United
Nations and relevant regional organizations aimed at the
prevention of the violent disintegration of States, we voted
in favour of this text. I would like to express my
appreciation to the delegation of the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia for its initiative.

We are, however, of the view that the text of draft
resolution A/C.1/51/L.42/Rev.1 could have contained
additional elements which would have made this draft
resolution more balanced and substantial. While the text, as
just adopted, contains a reference to the obligations of
States to develop friendly relations among nations, it fails
to quote General Assembly resolution 2625 (XXV), which
is a crucial text in this context, a reference to which would
have struck a clearer balance with operative paragraph 4 of
the text.

Furthermore, my delegation welcomes the reference to
Article 1, paragraph 3, of the Charter in the fourth

13



General Assembly 24th meeting
A/C.1/51/PV.24 15 November 1997

preambular paragraph, but we are also of the view that this
draft resolution should address the question of the root
causes which lead to attempts at the violent disintegration
of States, since this matter is clearly of the utmost
importance for designing preventive measures, as called for
in the draft resolution.

Mr. Berguño (Chile)(interpretation from Spanish):
While we agree with many of the comments made on the
drafting flaws of the text, we agree with the basic thrust of
the draft resolution. It affirms the importance of territorial
integrity and the boundaries of States and the maintenance
of actions to prevent the violent disintegration of States. We
appreciatively take note of the sponsors’ desire to correct
the shortcomings of form in the follow-up to the draft
resolution.

Mr. Mesdoua (Algeria)(interpretation from French):
My delegation wishes to explain its position on draft
resolution A/C.1/51/L.42/Rev.1, entitled “The maintenance
of international security — prevention of the violent
disintegration of States”.

My delegation believes that all States must respect the
principles of the United Nations Charter, reject the use of
force to resolve conflicts and to avoid interference in the
internal affairs of other States. My country has always
endorsed respect for the territorial integrity and inviolability
of internationally recognized borders ensuing from
colonialism and has always and in all circumstances
defended the principle of self-determination, which has been
obscured in this draft resolution, but which is embodied in
a number of international texts and instruments, in particular
in resolution 1514 (XV) of 14 December 1960. That text
also contains legal imbalances that my delegation could not
endorse. My delegation remains convinced that this draft
resolution can be considered outside of the First Committee.

I heard with great interest the comments made by the
representative of the former Yugoslav Republic of
Macedonia and, in particular, that his delegation and the
other sponsors will in the future, especially at the fifty-third
session, study carefully the observations made yesterday by
some delegations and take the necessary corrective
measures.

I assure the representative of the former Yugoslav
Republic of Macedonia that I will communicate his
observations to my authorities. In the meantime, my
delegation cannot support the draft resolution and therefore
abstained in the voting.

Mr. Sebulime (Uganda): We voted in favour of draft
resolution A/C.1/51/L.42/Rev.1 principally because it
emphasizes well-known principles that we hold dear.

However, we believe that this draft resolution in its
entirety is unbalanced. It presupposes that most of the
disintegration of States has been caused by the interference
of other States in their internal affairs. We cannot disagree
more with this view.

There are other factors that bring about the
disintegration of States, and on many occasions these
factors are domestic, they are internal. I believe that those
who have read the Secretary-General’s report on
perspectives on the medium-term plan know that other
factors, such as marginalization of particular sections of
society within States, intolerance within States and above all
the phenomenon of State intolerance within States is crucial
and fundamental to the disintegration of many States. To
ignore some of these factors is to make a half-hearted
attempt to solve the problem. So we believe that in the
follow-up action of the sponsors and the United Nations
these other factors that we have mentioned will have to be
given due regard.

Mr. Hasan (Iraq): My delegation supports the noble
goal of this draft resolution. We hope that all States refrain
from attempts to bring about the disintegration of
independent States for their illegitimate interests.
Unfortunately, we are witnessing attempts by a super-
Power, ironically a sponsor of this draft resolution —
namely, the United States — to cause the disintegration of
my country, Iraq, through the use of force, by imposing no-
fly zones and arming and supporting rebel groups, and other
illegal and violent means. We hope that the adoption of this
draft resolution will help prevent such attempts, especially
by States with certain responsibilities for preserving
international peace and security.

Mr. García (Colombia)(interpretation from Spanish):
My delegation voted in favour of draft resolution
A/C.1/51/L.42/Rev.1, entitled “The maintenance of
international security — prevention of the violent
disintegration of States”, despite some flaws in the language
of the draft resolution. However, we voted in favour
because we agree on the main objective, which is to
contribute to preventing the disintegration of States while at
the same time reiterating the principles of the Charter of the
United Nations regarding, in particular, respect for the
sovereignty and territorial integrity of States and, in general,
respect for the principles and norms of international law.
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Mr. Sáenz (Costa Rica)(interpretation from Spanish):
I wish to explain Costa Rica’s abstention in the voting on
draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.42/Rev.1. Costa Rica’s position
is very similar to that expressed by the representative of
Mexico. However, I would like to make clear that Costa
Rica, as a disarmed country, is opposed to the violent
disintegration of any State and maintains that if any State
must be dissolved, it should be through peaceful means.
Nevertheless, the draft resolution put forward does not
reflect complete respect for the self-determination of States.

The Chairman: We have exhausted the agenda items
for today, so I shall now call on those representatives who
wish to introduce draft resolutions or amendments.

Mr. Lamazière (Brazil): Regarding draft resolution
A/C.1/51/L.4/Rev.1 adopted last 13 November, my
delegation has noted some imprecisions in the Spanish and
French translations, in title and again in operative paragraph
6. My delegation proposes that the Spanish and French
versions be kept in line with the original English, and with
the meaning and the intent of the resolution, in the title and
in operative paragraph 6.

My delegation requests that this be reflected in the
record and in the future consideration of the draft resolution
in plenary.

The Chairman: The Secretariat will take note of the
observations of the representative of Brazil.

Mr. Rivasseau(France) (interpretation from French):
I am a bit annoyed on this point because I do not think that
the English version should necessarily be the one regarded
as legitimate. I believe we have to think about the actual
intention of the sponsors. If the representative of Brazil, as
a sponsor, considers that the translation into French should
be as he suggests, I thank him and I would not presume to
question his being more qualified than francophone
delegations to make such a judgement. However, I think
perhaps he should have asked the francophone delegations
whether they agree. I would like to emphasize that just
because the English version is drafted in a certain way, we
should not automatically alter the other versions, which are
equally valid.

Mr. Mesdoua (Algeria) (interpretation from French):
My country is one of the sponsors, and I have been working
on the French version. Ours was one of the delegations that
asked at the outset to have the title amended, as proposed
by the Brazilian delegation, because, rather than being a

question merely of wording, this could have a considerable
substantive effect.

The Chairman: I am sure this problem will be
resolved, and I ask the Secretariat to take note of this
question.

I now call on the representative of Poland to introduce
an amendment to draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.48.

Mr. Dembinski (Poland): On behalf of Canada, India,
Mexico and Poland, which are the sponsors of
A/C.1/51/L.48, I would like to introduce the following
amendment. The sponsors propose to introduce a new
operative paragraph 6, reading as follows:

“Urges the Preparatory Commission for the
Organization on the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons to
intensify efforts to complete its remaining work”.

The present operative paragraph 6 would become operative
paragraph 7.

It is the understanding of the sponsors that if this
amended text of draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.48 is adopted
without a vote, the Islamic Republic of Iran will withdraw
draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.49.

I ask the Secretariat to issue a new version of the text
as A/C.1/51/L.48/Rev.1, and I ask that action be taken on
this on Monday.

The Chairman: The members of the Committee take
note of this proposed amendment. I ask the representative
of Poland to transmit the proposed amendment to the
Secretariat.

Mr. Dehghani (Islamic Republic of Iran): I would like
to endorse the statement made by the representative of
Poland. If the amended draft resolution entitled, “Status of
the Convention on the Prohibition of the Development,
Production, Stockpiling and Use of Chemical Weapons and
on Their Destruction”, contained in document
A/C.1/51/L.48/Rev.1 is adopted without a vote, my
delegation will withdraw draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.49.

The Chairman: The Committee will take note of the
statement of the representative of the Islamic Republic of
Iran.

Mr. García (Colombia) (interpretation from Spanish):
After consultations with interested delegations, I should like,
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on behalf of the Movement of Non-Aligned Countries, and
as a sponsor of draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.11/Rev.1, to
announce that we are about to give the Secretariat a new
version of the draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.11/Rev.2, which
will have the following changes. The first amendment is to
the second preambular paragraph, the new wording of
which reads as follows:

(spoke in English)

“Recalling alsothat, there being a consensus to
do so in each case, three special sessions of the
General Assembly devoted to disarmament were held
in 1978, 1982 and 1988, respectively”.

(spoke in Spanish)

The new sixth preambular paragraph is virtually the
same as before. Just one new word has been added in the
first line. That new paragraph reads:

(spoke in English)

“Taking noteof the interim report of the 1996
substantive session of the United Nations Disarmament
Commission on the item entitled Exchange of views
on the fourth special session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament'”.

The new word is “interim”, which appears immediately
after the words “Taking note of the”.

(spoke in Spanish)

The other changes are to the operative part of the text,
and I shall read them out as they will appear in
A/C.1/51/L.11/Rev.2. Paragraphs 1 to 3 read:

(spoke in English)

“1. Decides, subject to the emergence of a
consensus on its objectives and agenda, to
convene its fourth special session devoted to
disarmament in 1999;

“2. Notesthe view of the Secretary-General that
preparations for the special session could begin in
1997;

“3. Decides, subject to the outcome of
deliberations concerning the fourth special session of
the General Assembly devoted to disarmament at the

1997 substantive session of the Disarmament
Commission, to convene a meeting of the Preparatory
Committee for the Fourth Special Session of the
General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament before the
end of the fifty-first session of the Assembly in order
to set an exact date and to decide on organizational
matters relating to the convening of the special
session, and to submit its progress report to the
Assembly at its fifty-second session”.

(spoke in Spanish)

Paragraph 4 remains the same as in
A/C.1/51/L.11/Rev.1. Paragraph 5 reads as follows:

(spoke in English)

“Decidesto include in the provisional agenda of
its fifty-second session an item entitled Convening of
the fourth special session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament' and, subject to the outcome
of deliberations at the 1997 substantive session of the
Disarmament Commission to take up the report of the
Preparatory Committee for the Fourth Special Session
of the General Assembly Devoted to Disarmament.”

(spoke in Spanish)

As I said, I will provide the Secretariat with a text
immediately.

The Chairman: I thank the representative of
Colombia for introducing the amendments to the draft
resolution, and I ask him to present the amendments to the
Secretariat in written form so that they will be reflected in
the revised draft resolution.

Mr. Dehghani (Islamic Republic of Iran): I should
like to place on record the position of my delegation on
draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.3, on the 2000 Review
Conference of the Parties to the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and its Preparatory
Committee, and on draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.1/Rev.1, on
the expansion of the membership of the Conference on
Disarmament.

Draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.3 does not specify the
purposes of the Preparatory Committee. On the basis of
understandings reached in consultations on the draft
resolution in question, we take it that this meeting, to be
held in April 1997, will consider all substantive and
procedural aspects of the Treaty and the 2000 Review

16



General Assembly 24th meeting
A/C.1/51/PV.24 15 November 1997

Conference, in accordance with article VIII, paragraph 3, of
the Treaty, as well as with the decisions taken at the 1995
Review and Extension Conference of the Parties to the
Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, in
particular decision 1 on strengthening the review process for
the Treaty, which,inter alia, elaborates the purposes of the
review process and the Preparatory Committee.

To ensure the success of the review process, we
recommend that appropriate prior consultations among the
States parties to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of
Nuclear Weapons (NPT) precede the work of the
Preparatory Committee of the 2000 Review Conference.

With respect to draft resolution A/C.1/51/L.1/Rev.1, on
the expansion of the membership of the Conference on
Disarmament, my delegation acknowledges the right of each
Member State to be represented in disarmament forums.
However, since the Conference on Disarmament has
recently been expanded, we believe that we should allow
the new political balance in membership to operate for a
while before we embark upon a new attempt to expand it
further. The Conference on Disarmament is a negotiating
body. To change its membership rapidly every now and
then, or even to make it an open-ended body, would have
adverse effects on its functioning.

The Chairman: Before adjourning the meeting, I
should like to remind members that on Monday, we will
take action on draft resolutions A/C.1/51/L.27/Rev.2,
A/C.1/51/L.28/Rev.2, A/C.1/51/L.48/Rev.1, A/C.1/51/L.49
and, in cluster 7, A/C.1/51/L.11/Rev.2. I would like to ask
interested delegations to continue their consultations. If my
assistance is needed, I am at members’ disposal. I hope that
we will be able to bring our work on taking decisions on
draft resolutions to a successful conclusion next week.

I have received a request to extend the deadline for
submission of draft resolutions under agenda item 62,
“Question of Antarctica”, until 20 November at 6 p.m. If I
hear no objection, I shall take it that the Committee agrees
to that request.

It was so decided.

The meeting rose at 12.25 p.m.
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