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The meeting was called to order at 3.15 p.m.

AGENDA ITEMS 39 TO 57, 133, 136, 138 AND 139 (continued)

The CHAIRMAN: The Committee will continue its consideration of &nd

action upon draft resolutions under the disarmament items.

Mr. DJOKIC (Yugoslavia): I have the privilege to introduce
emendment A/C.1/37/L.66 to draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.hh, whick relates to
chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons. I am speaking on behalf
of the following group of countries: Algeria, Cuba, Lgypt, Ethiopia, India,
Mexico, Nigeria, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Venezuela and Yugoslavia.

I skall be very brief in introducing the amendment, since the recommendation
contained in it does not need extensive explanations. I skould like to point
out tkat the sponsors of tke amendment attach great significance to the
continuation of efficient negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament aimed
at the early completion of tﬁe perennial negotiations on a convention on
the prokibition..of the development, production and stockpiling of all chemical
weapons and on their destruction. Having in mind the experience gained
from the negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament so far, tkhe sponsors
are convinced that the continuation of negotiations in the Committee within
the framework of an ad hoc working group which would be set up by the
Committee in the course of its 1983 session, and which would be entrusted
witk an appropriate mandate, offers the best and most efficient instrument
for the early attainment of the set goal: completion of the elaboration

of the aforementioned convention.
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That is the very substance of the proposed amendment. It urges the
Committee on Disarmement to intensify, as a matter of high priority, during
its session in 1983, the elaboration of a convention on the prohibition of
the developmgnt, production and stockpiling of all chemical weapons and on their
destruction, teking into account all existing proposals and future initiatives,
and in particular to re-establish its ad hoc Working Group on Chemical Weapons
with an appropriate mandate to enable the Committee on Disarmament to achieve
agreement at the earliest date.

The sponsors of the amendment believe that their proposal will win
the widest support, in view of the fact that it will lead to
efficient negotiations on an issue the solution of which is in the interest
of us all and that an almost identical formalation of the operative paragraph 3
which they are now sponsoring is already contained in last year's resolution
on chemical weapons, which was adopted almost unanimously by the General

Assembly.

The CHATIRMAN: The Committee will now take a decision on draft

resolution A/C;l/3T/L;l3 vwhich, as representatives know, was introduced by
~Pakistan under agenda item 53, entitled “Conclusion of effective international
arrangements to assure non-nuclesr-weapon States against the use or threat of
use of nucleér‘weapons".

A recorded vote has been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour: Algerisa, Angola, Argentina, Australia, Austria,
- Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Belgium, Benin,

Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi,
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Canada,
Central African Republic, Chile, China, Colombia,
Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen,
Denmark, Dominicen Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Fiji,
Finland, France, Gabon, German Democratic Republic,

Germany, Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece,
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Guatemala, Guinea, Hungary, Iceland, Indonesia, Iraq,
Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Kuwait, Lao People's
Democratic Republic, Liberia, Luxembourg, Madagé%car,
Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritggia,
Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands,n
New Zealand, Nicaragua, Wigeria, Norway, Oman,lEgkistan,
Panama, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Polgnd,
Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Senegal,
Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka,
Sudan, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand,'Togo,
Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist
Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United
Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzanis,
Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia
Against: None
Abstaining: India, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Ireland, United States of America

Draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.13 was adopted by 104 votes to none, with

3 abstentions.¥

The CHAIRMAN: I shall now call on those representatives who have

asked to be allowed to explain their vote after the voting.

Mr. OKAWA (Japan): My delegation has reservations about the reference
in operative paragraphs 2, 3 and 5 of the draft resolution just adopted to a
specific modality of negative security assurances which would seem to prejudge
the work of the Committee on Disarmament. However, we note that the draft resolution
reflects the trend of the work of the Committee on Disarmament's Working Group
on Negative Security Assurances, in particular in the reference to a common
formula that has figured prominently in discussions in the Working Group.
In the hope that efforts in the Committee on Disarmament will be continued
in this direction, my delegation voted in favour of the draft resolution

just adopted.

¥Subsequently the delegations of Costa Rica, the Islamic Republic of Iran,

Jordan end Yemen advised the Secretariat that they had intended to vote in favour.
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Mr. C. LIDGARD (Sweden): I should like to direct my remarks to
draft resolutions A/C.1/37/L.13 and L.29, both of which deal with negative

security assurances.

The Swedish Government favours in principle the idea of negative security
assurances, that is, co-ordinated and binding commitments by the nuclear-weapon
States not to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon
States which have explicitly abstained from acquiring such weapons. The
responsibility for formulating co-ordinating assurances acceptable to all
States must, in my Government's view, rest primarily with the nuclear-weapon
Powers themselves. Such assurances should be made in a legally binding form:
they could, for example, be given in a co-ordinated declaration submitted in
the Security Council or in a treaty between the nueclear-weapon States.

As to the question of the legal framework for negative security assurances,
the two draft resolutions to which I have referred seem to favour an interrational
convention whereby nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear-weapon States would enter
into some kind of mutual obligations. The Swedish Government has on several
occasions expressed strong reservations about such arrangements. The vast
majority of non-nuclear-weapon States have already done their share in
adhering to the Non-Proliferation Treaty, and there is no reason for them
to undertake further obligations in this respect.

My Government's reservations regarding the idea of an international
convention in this field are also related to certain fundamental features
of my country's policy of neutrality. One of the draft conventions to which
reference is made contains provisions that seem incompatible with the sound
basic principles of that policy. The other draft resolution, however, puts
considerably less emphasis on an international convention.

The Swedish delegation has therefore voted in favour of draft resolution
A/C.1/37/L.13 end will abstain in the vote on draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.29.

The present unilateral declarations made by the nuclear-weapon States
have serious limitations, and further efforts should therefore be made
with a view to reaching a solution acceptable to all States. However, the
Security Council could as an interim measure register the existing negative
security assurances in a special resolution.

Although Sweden favours negative security assurances in principle, I wish
strongly to underline that they cannot be regarded as substitutes for nuclear
disarmament and should in no way divert our efforts from curbing the nuclear arms

race,
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The CHAIRMAN: The Committee has now concluded its consideration
of draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.13. We will now consider draft resolution
A/C.1/37/L.14 under agenda item 46, "Establishment of & nuclear-weapon-free

zone in South Asia". This draft resolution was proposed by Pakistan and
introduced at the 30th meeting of the First Cormittee on 10 November 1982,
I call on those representatives who wish to explain their vote before

the vote.

Mr. SARAN (India): Over the past several years now it has become

crystal clear that countries of South Asia have no consensus on the setting
up of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in the area. My country has consistently
opposed this proposal and our reasons for doing so have been set forth
before this Committee in clear and unambiguous terms. Let me reiterate
once again that India rejects the proposal contained in document A/C.1/37/L.1k.
It is a matter of regret to us that the submission of this proposal in
the General Assembly has become an annual and pointless ritual, especially
at a time when the countries of South Asia are engaged in a delicate process
of weaving a web of beneficial regional co-operation amongst themselves in
a number of important fields. The insistence with which this initiative
is pursued each year at the General Assembly only serves to add an unnecessarily
discordant note to the spirit of harmony that the countries of South Asisa
are seeking to foster through gradual and painstaking efforts.

India will, as in the past, vote against draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.1k.

Mr. JAYAKKODY (Sri Lanka): As in previous years, the delegation

of Sri Lanka will vote in favour of the resolution on the establishment

of a nuclear-weapon~free zone in South Asia. This affirmative vote flows

from our principled and consistent support for the concept of nuclear-weapor&free
zones in various areas of the world,which in our view would contribute

to the strengthening of regional and international peace and security.

However, it is also our view that a nuclear-weapon-free zone in any particular
area of the world would be viable only to the extent that such a zone

has the consent ang support of all countries in the zone, as well as their

co-operation.
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It is therefore essential that close consultations take place among
all States in the declared zone, taking into account the particular characteristics
of the zone so that the conditions for its establishment can be agreed
upon.

We understand the concerns of those who feel that a nuclear-weapon-free
zone cannot exist in a vacuum and that it requires from the nuclear-weapon
States and States in contiguous areas a cocmmitment against the use or
threat of use of nuclear weapons apgainst the States in the zone. We are well
aware of the complex questions that must be addressed before a nuclear-weapon-free
zone can be established in South Asia and of the need to take account of

the concerns of all the States in the zone.

Mr. MUAZZEM ALI (Bangladesh): Bangladesh believes that

the establishment of effective nuclear-weapon-free zones in various
parts of the world would contribute to creating conditions that would
further strengthen international peace and security. In this context,
Bangladesh supports the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in
South Asia, and we welcome the draft resolution sponsored by Pakistan.

In conformity with our position in past years, the Bangladesh delegation
will vote in favour of the draft resolution pertaining to the establishment
of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia, as contained in document
A/C.1/37/L.14. While we support this draft resolution, my Government
strongly believes that the necessary contacts and consultations must take
place between the States of the South Asian region to ensure unanimity
on this issue, including such aspects as defining the limits of such a zone
and other matters.

At the same time, the Bangladesh delegation also believes that there
should be adequate and intensive consultstions among all the States of the
region to help to promote a position of consensus on this important issue,

without which the purpose of establishing such a zone will not be achieved.
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Mr. C. LIDGARD (Sweden): The Swedish Govermment has on many previous

occasions stated its position on the question of nuclear-weapon-free zones.

A detailed explanation was made in relation to the comprehensive review of
nuclear-weapon-free zones which was carried out in 1975 under the auspices

of the then Conference of the Committee on Disarmement. The views of my
Government are contained in document A/31/189. The positive attitude of

my Government to this question is further demonstrated by the fact that

Sweden is one of the sponsors of draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.52 on a follow-up
of the earlier study on nuclear-weapon-free zones, to which I have just referred.

On this occasion I shall limit my remarks to basic Swedish views
on nuclear-wegpon-free zones. In the opinion of the Swedish Government,
one of the most fundamental prerequisites is that general agreement should
exist among all the States concerned. Another is, of course, the non-possession
of nuclear weapons by zonal States. The third is the non-development or
non-presence of nuclear weapons in the zone and the withdrawal of such weapons
as could only be used against targets in the nuclear-weapon-free zone,
thus establishing a safety area or security belt adjacent to the zone.

A fourth condition is the commitment by the nuclear-weapon Powers not to
use or threaten to use nuclear weepons against targets within the zone.

In explaining its votes on previous draft resolutions on the establishment
of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia, the Swedish delegation declared
that Sweden would welcome the submission of a draft resolution supported
by all the States in that particular region. Unfortunately, the draft resolution
submitted this year does not enjoy unanimous regional support.

Although my Govermment supports in principle the concept of a nuclear-
weapon-free zone in the region in question, the Swedish delegation, for the
forenoing reasons, will not vote in any way differently from that in previous years,
and it will consequently abstain from voting on the draft resolutiom.
Notwithstanding the fact that the Swedish delegation is unable to vote for
the draft resolution on the establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free
zone in South Asia, we urge the States concerned to continue to explore
all avenues to facilitate the attainment of the objectives contained in

the draft resolution. Efforts to that end by the countries concerned
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may also have a confidence-building effect and thereby contribute to a
lessening of tension in the area. All States should take action to reduce tension
in the South Asian region through active disarmament and confidence-building

measures and refrain from actions that run counter to these objectives.

The CHAIRMAN: We shall now vote on draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.1k,

entitled, "Establishment of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia”.

A recorded vote has been requested.
A recorded vote was taken.
In favour: Behrain, Bangladesh, Belgium, Burundi, Canada,
Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China,

Colombia, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Dominican
Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Finland, Gabon, Germany,
Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, -Guatemala,

Guinea, Iceland, Iran (Islemic Republic of), Iraq,
Irelend, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan,

Kenya, Kuwait, Liberia, Luxembourg, Malawi, Malaysia,
Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico, Morocco,
Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, Oman,
Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Peru, Philippines,
Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia,
Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain,

Sri Lanka, Sudan, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago,
Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United
Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, United

States of America, Urucuay, Venezuela, Yemen, Zaire, Zambia

Against: Bhutan, India
Abstaining: Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Australia, Austria,

Bahamas, Benin, Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma,

Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republie, Congo, Cuba,
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Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Ethiopia, Fiji,
France, German Democratic Republic, Hungary, Indonesia,
Israel, Italy, Lao People's Democratic Republic,
Madegascar, Mongolia, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Norway,
Poland, Sao Tome and Principe, Sweden, Ukrainian
Soviet Socialist Republie, Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern'
Ireland, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia

Draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.1l4 was adopted by 79 votes to 2, with

39 abstentions.¥

@ Subsequently the delegations of Costa Rica and Guyana advised

the Secretariat that they had intended to vote in favour.
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The CHAIRMAN: I shall now call on those representatives wishing
to explain their vote after the vote.

Mr, LOEIS (Indonesia): My delegation is convinced of the need for,

and therefore supports, the establishment of nuclear~weapon-free zones in
various regions of the world. The establishment of such zones, we believe,
will help +to bring about non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and genersl
and complete disermement.

However the efforts will be effective only if at least all the countries
concerned in the region agree to the concept.

With these considerations in mind, the delegation of Indonesia has gbstained
in the vote on draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.1k.

Mr. FIELDS (United States of America): The United States voted in
favour of the draft resolution just adopted by the Committee, namely,
A/C.1/37/L.1k, calling for the establishment of a nuclesr-weapon-free zone
in South Asia.

When we voted for this same resolution last year, I noted that it
reflected our continuing support for the concept of establishing nuclear-weapon-
free zones in South Asia and in other eppropriate regions of the world. Ve believe
that effective nuclear-weepon-free zones, negotiated and supported by the
States of the region, can not only enhance their security, but reinforce
non-proliferation goals on a regional basis. The criteris by which the
United States judges the effectiveness of any nuclear-weapon-free zone have been
elaborated by my delegation at previous sessions of the Committee. However,
it may be useful to mention them again briefly.

First, the initiative for the creation of a nuclear-weapon-free zone should
come from the States in the region concerned. Secondly, all States whose
participation is deemed important should participate in the zome. Thirdly,
the zone srrangement should provide for adequate verification of compliance
with the zone's provisions. Fourthly, the establishment of a zone should not
disturb existing security arrangements to the detriment of regional and
international security. Fifthly, the gone arrangement should effectively

prohibit its parties from developing any nuclear explosive device for whatever
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purpose. Sixthly, the zone arrangement should seek not to impose restrictions
on the exercise of rights recognized under internetional law, in particular the
principle of freedom of navigaetion of the high seas, in international air space
and in straits used for international navigation snd the right of innocent
passage through territorial seas. Lastly, the establishment of

a zone should not affect existing rights of parties under international law

to grant or deny transit privileges, including port calls and overflights

to other States,

While we strongly support this draft resolution, we want to meke it clear
that our vote is not directed against any particular Stete in the region.
Moreover, it is our firm belief that in the nuclear-weapon-free zone srrangements
must effectively preclude the conducting of any nuclear explosions. Moves by
any State towsrds the development of nuclear weapons concerns us all equally.

As we did last year, I should like to teke particular note of operative
paragraph 2 of the draft resolution which urges all States in the region to
refrain from any conduct contrary to the objective of the draft resolution.

The United States decision to vote for the draft resolution is based on our
expectation that the sponsors and others supporting it will demonstrate that

they also take this provision with the utmost seriousness.

Mr. de SOUZA E SILVA (Brazil): Having signed and ratified the

Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, Brazil has taken
a keen interest in the question of the establishment of nuclear-weapon-free zones.
Ve fully subscribe to the requirements set forth in the Final Document as
regards the establishment of such zones, namely, the consensus of the States
directly involved and the commitment on the part of nuclear-weapon Powers to
respect the status of the free zone and to refrain from interfering in the
respective process of negotiation.

Unfortunetely, draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.1lk does not reflect adequately
those concerns, and for that reason my delegation abstained in the vote.
Moreover, the approach to the general question of the establishment of nuclear-
weapon-free zones must take into account the need that such establishment does

not legitimize in any way the existence of nuclear weapons in the territories
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of the nuclear-weapon Powers themselves, and especially their presence in the
oceans and airspace all over the world. Such a practice, which is becoming

increasingly widespread as technology advances and which amounts to horizontal
proliferation of nuclear weapons in its geographical dimension, constitutes a

flagrant betrayal of the purpose of establishing nuclear-weapon-free zones.

Mr. OKAWA (Japan): My delegation considers that the establishment of
8. nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia or, for that matter, in any other
region will contribute to the over-all objectives of the non-proliferation of
nuclear weapons, as well as to the peace and security of the region in question,
and we therefore voted in favour of draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.1L.

My delegation would like, however, to reiterate its view that the
establishment of such a zone, if it is to strengthen the security of the region,
would require the fulfilment of a number of conditions, among them, for exemple,
that it should be agreed upon by all the countries concerned, including the
nuclear-weapon States, and that it is based on the initiatives of the
countries in the region.

My delegation also considers it highly advisable for the reslizetion of
nuclear-weapon-free zones that all the countries in the region concerned adhere
to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Veapons and accept full=-scope
IATA safeguards.

Mr. WAGENMAKERS (Netherlands): Whenever it is possible, the

Hetherlands will support initiatives that can lead to arms control measures.

In this context we support the concept of nuclear-wespon-free zones because of
the positive contribution they cen make to security and to the cause of
non-proliferstion of nuclear weapons.

As a Vest European country, the Netherlands is well aware of the difficulties
involved in reducing the role of nuclear weapons once they are introduced into
a region. We therefore hope that the major South Asian countries will succeed
in preventing the introduction of nuclesr arms.

Although the Netherlends Government is well aware that regional arms control
measures can be successfully applied only when all the States of a region agree

a.
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and although our serious concern over certain perplexing developments has not
abated, we think that the proposael of Pakistan is a step in the right direction.
The Netherlands Govermment has therefore decided to maintain its treditional
vote in favour of this draft resolution. Recent events have given us hope that
relations between India and Pakisten are developing in a positive sense. Ve
hope that developments will continue in the same direction and we went our
positive vote to be understood also as an expression of the importance we attach

to non-proliferation end the peaceful development of South Asia.
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To conclude, I should like once again to express our firm conviction that
from a disarmament viewpoint no distinction can be made between nuclear-weapon

explosions and so-called peaceful nuclear explosions.

The CHAIRMAN: The Committee has completed its action on draft
resolution A/C.1/37/L.1k4.
The Committee will now begin its consideration of draft resolution
A/C.1/37/L.17 under agends item 136 - the relationship between disarmwament end

development. This draft resolution has 31 sponsors and was introduced by the
representative of Sweden &t the 3lst meeting of the First Committee, on
11 NWovember 1982. I now call on the Secretary of the Committee to read out the

list of the sponsors.

Mr. RATHORE (Secretary of the Committee): The sponsors of draft
resolution A/C.1/37/L.1T are Austria, the Bahamas, Bangladesh, Colombia, Congo,
Costa Rica, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, Finland, France, Greece, Iceland , Ireland,
Jamaica, Kenya, Mali, Malta, Mexico, Nepal, Norway, Pakistan, Romania, Rwanda,

Senegal, Sierra Leone, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sweden, Venezuela and Zaire.

The CHAIRMAN: We shall begin the voting procedure with regard to draft

resolution A/C.1/37/L.1T.
The sponsors of this draft resolution have expressed the wish that it

should be adopted by the Committee without a vote.

Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union ©f Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation

from Russian): The Soviet delegation will be umable to support draft

resolution A/C.1/37/L.17, and therefore it cannot be adopted without a vote.

I request that this draft resolution should be put to the vote,

in connection with the fact that in operative paragraphs 1 and 4 of this

draft resolution we find a provision that is not in accordance with the position
of the Soviet Union on the question of the relationship between disarmament and
development. In Particular,in operative paragraph 1, the Secretary-General is
requested to take appropriate administrative action in accordance with the
recommendations contained in chapter VII of document A/36/356, although, as has

been repeatedly stressed by the Soviet delegation, the Soviet Union does not support
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all those recommendations; in operative paragraph 4 reference is made to the fact
that the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research should undertake

an investigation of the modalities of an international disarmesment fund for
developnent and this approach to the question also seems unjustified to us at
this stage, since we have not yet settled the question of the basis on which we
can create such an international fund.

In the course of consultations the Soviet delegation brought to the notice
of the sponsors of +this draft resolution its views on the various points.
However, unfortunately, these points of view were not taken into account and
the draft resolution was not amended accordingly. In the circumstances the

Soviet delegation will abstain in the voting on this draft resolution.

The CHAIRMAN: We shall now vote on draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.17.

A recorded vote has been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour: Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas,
Bahrain, Bangladesh, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan, Boliviea,
Brazil, Burma, Burundi, Canada, Central African Republic,
Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo, Cuba, Cyprus,
Democratic Yemen, Denmark, Djibouti, Dominican Republic,
Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, France, Gabon,
Germany , Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala,
Guinea, Guyana, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic
Republic of), Irag, Ireland, Israel, ltaly, Ivory Coast.,
Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Liberia,

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxemboursg, lladagascar, Malawi,
Malaysia, lMaldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mexico,
Moroceco, Mozambique, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand,
Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama,
Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal,
Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe,

Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia,
Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Sweden, Syrian Arab

Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia,
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Turkey, Uganda, United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United Republic of
Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania, United States of
America, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire,
Zambia

Against: None.

Abstaining: Afghanistan, Bulgaria, Byelorussian. Soviet Socialist
Republic, Czechoslovakia, German Democratic Republic,
Hungary, Lao People's Democratic Republic, Mongolia,
Poland, Ukreinian goyviet Socialist Republic, Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics

Draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.17 was adopted by 11k votes to none, with 11

abstentions. %

The CHATRIMAN: T shall now call on those representativee who wish to

explain their vote after the vote.

Ilr. sapaN (India): India voted in favour of draft resolution
A/C.1/37/L.17. However, we regret that the draft resolution that has thus been
adopted has opted for an unduly narrow focus in proposing follow-up action on
the report of the Secretary-General on the relationship between disarmament and
development. A major conclusion of the report was the incompatibility between
the continuing arms race on the one hand and progress towards the establishment
of a more equitable and just international economic order on the other. The
draft resolution which has just been adopted fails to reaffirm this important
conclusion.

Furthermore, the resolution focusses attention on the problem of conversion,
which is of concern mainly to the major Powers members of military alliances and
other militarily significant States, since it is they who have a substantial
portion of their industry devoted to the manufacture of armaments. The majority
of small developing or non-aligned States in any event are obliged to maintain
only the most essential level of defence preparedness in order to safeguard their
nevly~won independence and territorial integrity. In the event of general and
complete disarmament being achieved, the latter would easily be able to reallocate

% Subsequently the delegations of Costa Rica. Lebanon and the United Areb

Emirates advised the Secretariat that they had intended to vote in favour.
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and convert their resources from military to civilian purposes. Therefore the
problem of conversion is of limited relevance as far as the majority of the
countries of the world are concerned. It is not conversion, but rather the
reallocation of resources released through the adoption of measures of
disarmament to economic and social development, particularly of developing

countries, which needs to be the subject of follow--up and implementation.
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When that reallocation of resources takes place account must be taken of

the fact that over 80 per cent of the world'’s military expenditure is incurred
by five or six militarily significant States. The proposed investigation
concerning the setting up of an international disarmament fund must also take
account of that undeniable reality. Those same militarily significant States
bear the major responsibility in the creation of the fund.

It is also our contention that the question of the reallocation of rescurces
from military purposes to economic and social development, particularly of
developing countries, is essentially a question of political will on the part
of the major Powers. This essential fact should not be obscured by a misguided
attempt to set in motion an elaborate or institutionalized follow-up action
in the area of the relationship between disarmament and development at this
stage, particularly when not a single measure of real disarmement has been

adopted in recent years.

Mr. BUNTIG (German Democratic Republic): The German Democratic

Republic attaches great importance to practical measures of disarmement and
the use of the funds thus released for the economic and social development of
States, including the developing countries. Tt has acted accordingly, inter alia
by actively participating in the preparation of the study on the relationship
between disarmament and development, contained in document A/36/356. The draft
resolution A/C.1/37/L.17 contains some elements based on conclusions of that
study,with which the German Democratic Republic agrees.

In our view, however, some important conclusions are missing - above all,
the most significant one, contained in paragraph 391 of the study, which says:

"the world can either continue to pursue the arms race with characteristic

vigour or move consciously and with deliberate speed toward a more stable

and balanced social and economic development™. (A/36/356, para. 391)

Of the individual paragraphs of the draft resolution, I wish to refer only
to operative paragraph L4, which provides for the establishment of a disarmament
fund. We believe that it should be made clear in this context that the measures
involved are to ensure that resources released as a result of practical disarmament

steps should be used for development purposes. It is well known that the socialist
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countries, as early as 1973, put forward a concrete proposal to this end.
The German Democratic Republic regards such an approach as a genuine stimulant

to disarmament.

We drew the attention of the sponsors to the considerations that we
had in mind. Regrettably, they were not able to take them into account.
Consequently, my delegation had to abstain from voting.

Mr, ABDELWAHAB (Sudan): At a time when the survival of mankind is

threatened by the ever-escalating arms race and growing military expenditure,
which constitute a heavy burden for the economies of all nations, real and
effective disarmement measures to halt and reverse this race is in the interests
of mankingd.

In 1978, during the tenth special session of the General Assembly, devoted
to disarmament, the international community scored a point when it stressed the
strong relationship between expenditure on armaments and economic and social
development, and called for the release of real resources currently used for
military purpcses for economic and social development. To achieve that, the
Secretary-General, with the assistance of a group of qualified governmental
experts, was asked to initiate an expert study on the relationship between
disarmament and development. Paragraph 95 of the Final Document of the tenth
special session stipulated that the study should be made in the context of
how disarmament could contribute to the establishment of the New International
Economic Order. It also said that the study should be forward-looking and
policy-oriented and place special emphasis on both the desirability of a
reallocation of resources now being used for military burposes and the substantive
feasibility of such a reallocation. The principal aim of the study was, as the
Final Document indicated, to produce results that could effectively guide the
formulation of practical measures to reallocate those resources at the local,

national, regional and international levels.
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The study which was carried out under that mendate, and under the chairmanship
of Mrs. Inga Thorsson of Sweden, is, of course, an integral part of the continuing
efforts of the international community to accelerate the develorment of all
nations - in particular, the developing countries - and to establish the New
International Economic Order.

We note with satisfaction that the group of experts made several worthwhile
recommendations. Of particular interest to my delegation are the following.
First, the group unanimously recommends that Govermments urgently undertake
studies to identify and to publicize the benefits that would be derived from
the reallocation of military resources in a balanced and verifiable manner, to
address economic and social problems at the national level and to contribute
towards reducing the gap in income that currently divides the industrialized
nations from the developing world and establishing a New International Economic
Order. Secondly, the group recommends that Governments create the necessary
prerequisites, including preparation and, where appropriate, planning, to
facilitate the conversion of resources freed by disarmament measures to civilian
purposes, especially to meet economic and social needs, in particular in the
developing countries.

My delegation has just voted in favour of draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.1T,
although we believe that it does not fully reflect the spirit of the report of
the group of experts. It also does not reflect the emphasis that the recommendations
placed on the need to reallocate resources released through disarmament measures
to the economic and social development of the developing countries. We take it
that the draft resolution represents the first attempt to address the
interrelationship between disarmament and development, and that in future a

more comprehensive decision will be taken by the General Assembly.

Mr. FIELDS (United States of America): In voting in favour of draft
resylution A/C.1/37/L.17, my delegation would like to reaffirm our deep and
abiding commitment to the goals of disarmament and development. With this
in mind my country supported the United Nations group of experts studying the
question of disarmament and development in deed as well as in principle. A
United States expert participated in the group, and my Government contributed

$175,000 to finance supporting research - the second largest contribution.
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e believe that there is much in the study that deserves commendation. Ve,
along with other nations, have also expressed reservations about some aspects
of the study. We continue to hold these reservations.

Before I address some of these concerns, it might be worth while to focus
on a historical perspective on the interrelation between disarmement and
development,

In 1945 the United States emerged from the ravages of the most destructive
war in human history as the only undamaged industrial Power in the world.
Recalling those years, President Reagan told the General Assembly on 17 June
this year at its second special session devoted to disarmament:

"Our military supremacy was unquestioned. We had harnessed the atom

and had the ability to unleash its destructive force anywhere in the

world. In short, we could have achieved world domination, but that

was contrary to the character of our people.

"Instead, we wrote a new chapter in the history of mankind.

Ve used our power and wealth to rebuild the war-ravaged economies

of the world, both East and West, including those nations which had

been our enemies.” (A/S-12/PV.16, p. 3)

Despite its unparalleled and unchallenged military might, the

United States sought no territories, it occupied no countries, it built no
walls to lock people in. Instead, my country began the most massive disarming
of its armed forces end military arsenal the world had ever witnessed. In 1946
the United States brought to the United Nations a proposal known as the
Baruch Plan to control nuclear weapons and nuclear energy by an international
authority. The Soviet Union unfortunately rejected this plan.

At the same time, we voluntarily proposed to the devastated countries
of Furope an innovative programme of economic assistance known as the
Marshall Plan.
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of course; the United States did not extend its hand merely
as a gesture of one-sided altruism., We realized that such considered
development assistance was - and is - mutually benefieial. One ﬁeed
merely look at the post-war development of the strong and vibrant
economies of Western Europe and Japan and compare them with the economies
of the countries which were unsble to participate in the Marshsall Plan
to judge the relative merits of United States and Soviet development assistance
policies.

Since the end of the Second World War, much of mankind - not only Europe -
has been preoccupied with the urgent challenge of economic development,

There have been some remarkasble gains in much of the developing world

in a relatively short period. Over the past 30 years, the economies of
developing countries have grown faster than the economies of industrial
nations have grown during a comparable stage of development; life expectancy
and adult literacy have risen dramatically. Much has been accomplished,

but much more certainly needs to be done.

The Government and the people of the United States are proud of the
contributions that we have made to development assistance, Many other
nations in this hall can also be Justifiably proud of their records in
this field.

President Reagan reaffirmed the American commitment to continue
this path at the economic summit at Cancun last year., We have provided
$57 billion to the developing nations in the last decade - $43 billion in
development assistance and $14 billion in contributions to the multilateral
development banks. Each year the United States provides more food assistance
to the developing nations than all other nations combined, Last year,
we extended almost twice as much official development assistance as any other
nation.

Even more significant is the United States contribution in trade.

We absorb about one half of all the manufactured goods that developing
countries outside the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries export
to the industrialized world, even though our market is only one third of the

total industrialized world market.
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We recognize that continuing American support for rapid social and
economic development is both a moral imperative and a political necessity.

The nature and scope of American and other Western programmes
are manifest, We welcome frank and open discussion of these programmes,
as well as future programmes, as our President stated at Cancun. Unfortunately,
the Soviet Union chose not to be present at that international gathering
in Mexico., Certainly we should not be surprised. Despite its oft-professed
sympathy for the plight of developing nations, the Soviet Union has refused
to submit detailed data on its assistance programme or its military
expenditures.

The extent of the unprecedented Soviet arms build-up should by now be clear
to all present. I shall not dwell on these sad statistics,

However, the corollary of the massive Soviet build-up - an almost
total lack of any commitment economically to assist most of the developing
world - is just as sad and equally lamentable, Last year in the First
Committee we pointed out that the Soviet Union gave little more than
one tenth of 1 per cent of its gross national product to economic
disbursements to developing nations. Of that aid, about 80 per cent went
to its communist allies. In 1981 Soviet economic aid to the third world,
excluding aid to the nations of the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance,
totalled an estimated $T700 million gross. In terms of trade, only about
10 to 15 per cent of Soviet exports go to non-communist developing countries
and about half of those exports consist of military sales, In contrast,
the United States purchases over 50 per cent of the industrial exports of
the developing nations, In 1981 the United States, according to official
development assistance figures, distributed $5.8 billion in aid, or nearly
nine times the Soviet amount last year.

Soviet statements in the past have implicitly acknowledged Moscow's
poor record., But the Soviet Union has refused to acknowledge any responsibility
for improving the conditions of the developing world.

However, in June this year, at the second regular session of the
Economic and Social Council, the Soviet Union felt compelled at least

to acknowledge the call of the world community, which was reaffirmed recently
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at the Menila session of the United Nations Conference on Trade and
Development, for it to report on its development assistance programme,
In characteristically vague terms, the Soviet Mission to the United Nations
stated that net Soviet economic assistance actually disbursed to developing
countries during the 1976-1980 period totalled 30 billion rouvbles -
equivalent to roughly $43 billion - and that its average share of Soviet
gross national product was roughly 1 per cent during this period. Of course,
the best estimates place gross Soviet aid at a fraction of the claimed
amount. The secretariat of the Development Assistance Committee of the
Orgenisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, for example,
has independently estimated Soviet aid disbursements during the claimed period
at some $5.6 billion net, or nearly one eighth of the Soviet claim.
Of this amount, over 90 per cent was directed to Afghanistan, Cuba and Viet Nam,
Moreover, this aid in roubles can be spent only on Soviet products and,
for this reason, much of the Soviet aid offered is not actually disbursed.
In fact, net Soviet aid transfers to non-communist developing countries have
been negative for the past few years.

Insecurity and conflict are the great enemies of development; yet,
chronic resource-devouring insecurity and prolonged, enervating conflict
prevails throughout much of the developing world today., Our deliberations
will not bring about an énd to insecﬁrity and conflict in the developing world,
but, by calling attention to the activities of those who seek to profit
from the suffering of others, we can ensure that these activities will not be
ignored and will not remain cost free.

We believe that there is much in the study on disarmament and development
which deserves commendation, as I said. The study recognizes that progress
on disarmament and the consequent release of resources for economic progress
to a good degree depends on the international security situation. It recommends
that the major Powers prepare assessments of the economic costs of their military
preparations, so as to inform their publics, It recommends that there be
disclosure of more information about military activities and standardized
reporting to the United Nations of national military expenditures.
We wholeheartedly agree with this conclusion that excessive secrecy contributes

to the arms race,.



RG/8 A/C.1/3T/PV. M1
34-35

(Mr. Fields, United States)

We must note, however, that we are not in total agreement with some
aspects of the study, as well as this year's draft resolution. As we noted
last year, we are disappointed that the report does not adequately
reflect consensus. For example, the United States delegeticn, as well
as some others, opposed the direct link between disarmament and development,
We doubt, for instance, whether there can be an institutional link between
the reallocation and conversion of rescurces, through disarmement measures,
from military to civilian purposes. We also have doubts about the necessity
of any further study of the idea of an international disarmament fund for
development. Moreover, we believe that other factors, such as legitimate
security concerns and the role of international trade, must play a major role
in the discussion of disarmament and development questions.

Finally, despite the enormous economic and security problems
facing us, we cannot, and must not, despair. As our President said in
‘Cancun, we remain committed in deed, as in principle, to maintaining the
co-operative spirit in which practical solutions of the interrelated

problems of disarmament and development can move forward.
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iir. KLIWGL.R (Pederal Republic of Geyuany): The Federal DRemublic

of Germaony has from tie very outsel supportew the Unitved :lations study on the
relationship between Gisarnaaent ani cevelopuent., It was renresented on tue
croup of experts which elaborated the study and made its contribution to the
vork of the group in a coustructive spirit. The input which wy country was
able to chamnel into this study corresponds to the relevauce of the subject.

In a worl: vhich has to concentrate its efforts on suruounting fawine ana
wisery the finanecial sacrifice for arwauents in its present global dimension
is a challen;e to the political intellect and moral convictions of all States.
The report makes clear that real pro-réss can be achieved only on the basis of
reliable facts, liy country will continue to sunnort all efforts of the Unitec
wations alaed abt closing the information raps whieh still exist, both in
the military realm and in the srea of Jtates' contribuiions for developient
assistance, In our view, the report itself coulu have coutributed uwore clearly
to closing; that ;an.

This critical remark is only one of several whiclh could be mawve on the
contents of the report. Ior instance, conversion of defence industries to
civilion production is an important probleu, Open-uarket econonies are
already ouite fauiliar with tue question of how to adjust to chanzins deaands,
They adjust constantly in a flexible manner. In order to clarify further the relevant
issues, however, we (o consider it useful to encourage studies on conversion
in gpecific industrial sectors. Such studies should be carried out oy
non-govermnental or-anizations, acalemic institutions, freely-established
orranizations of employees or eulployers aand by coupetent international
azencies, such as the International Labour Or-anisation,on their own initviative.

On the question of o disaruwauent fund, we believe that should eventual
in—depth exanination prove that such a fund is desiravle it should be establishedw
wvithin existing United Nations institutions. Any additional orgenization

for the purpose aimed ot by a possible uisarioment funt secus unnecessary.
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Concerniug the issue of the relationship between uisarwament and
develowm.ient in general, we, of course, endorse thc view that resources relecsec
tiroush digarauent coulu be used for developnent assistance. liovever,
as long as Gisarnament has ot yielded substential results one has to be
careful not to link wisarmanent too closely to develomient, otnerwvise lack
of pro~ress in tile former field could all too easily becoue an excuse for lack
of effort in the latter. Tor the ti.e vein; it appears preferable to concentrate
on existing uevelomment targets witlhout takinm into account resources whicu
would eventually be released by disarmament, It was with that uncerstaading
that 1w «eleration vote. in favour of tuae draft resolution.

Jir, JUWLY LORNULRA (Cuba) (iuterpretation frow Snanish): 'Uhis is a

subject about which one could talk for at least 15 minutes, but my delesation
will not refer to all the many cogent reasons why Cuba could not be represented
at the Cancun tonference.

ILet ue just say that tue draft resOlution in document A/C.1/37/L.1T is
tle only one under iteus 130 of our ajenda on the relationship between disarmauent
and Gevelopnent. e voteu in favour of tiis draft resolution because we uust
Leep this subject pending. e must nevertheless realize that the draft
resolution is eminently selective and mentions only a few parasrapias of The
report of the -roup of euperts, leaving aside others wuich are precisely those in
which the developing countries are most interested.

Regardin:; the proposed disaruaient fund for developuent, referred to in
the draft resolution, we should like to say once apain that this fund would

be effective if it were the result of authentic disarnanent measures.

The CLATDLIAT: The Committee 's action on the draft resolution in

gocuwnent A/C.1/37/L.1( is now completed,
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The Comiittee will now tale up the uraft resolution in docuaent
AJCL/T(/0.29, under a~eudn itew 52: "Conclusion of an international
conveiution on the streangthening of the security of non-nuclear-weapoﬁ Utates
ageinst the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons", UWlis draft resolution
ilas nine sponsors and was introduced by the representative of Luljaria at
the 306th weeting of the TFirst Comdittee ou 19 ilovewber 1652, I call on

tae Seeretary of the Counittee to read the list of sponsors.

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

resolution in Cocument A/C.1/3(/L.20 are the followin;: Angola, suliaria,

Dyelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Czechoslovelkia, Deuocratic Yemen,

wthionia, ilonsolia, cthe Union of OUoviet Socialist Republics and Viet .Jan,

The CHAIRIIAU: ‘he Cowaittee 1ill now proceew to take action on

the draft resolution. I shall cell ou those representatives who wish to

explain their vote before the vote,

iir, AL-RULAIDY (Irag) (intermretation from Arabic): First I slould

like to state for the record that my delegation., inspired by its clear-cut
position in supportin: disarmaasent, especially those aspects concerning the
security of the third-worlt countries, soes alon: with the reneral thrust and
wain objective vhich the uroft resolultiou seeks to realize but we wish to

express an opinion on the third preawbular narajgraph, concerning the establisiwent
of nuclear-wespon--free zones on the basis of arrangements freely arrived at among
the States of the resion coucerned, Yhe wording of that paragraph is

in such general terms as ©o presuppose oile narrow formula, which

cannot eabrace all resions of the world with their uifferent characteristics,

Thet means i_uoriing an objective reality. namely, the circumstances and

special conditions of every reqion of tue world, each of wvhich has its

ovil characteristics which uake it difficult to apply one foruula to all,
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This subject is of great concern to my country as it relates to the
establishment of nuclear-weapon--free zones in the Middle East.. That is a matter
vwhich is brought up in a draft resolution which is to be presented before
this Committee. The Middle East, characterized by its complex conditions
because of the nuclear armement of Israel and Israsel's policy of aggression
against the Arab world, mekes it incumbent to emphasize the necessity that
Israel sign the non-proliferation Treaty and subject its nuclear installations
to the inspection of the International Atomic Energy Agency, and to refrain
from its well-known aggressive and expansionist policy.

Because of the special circumstances of our region and the developments

in it, my delegation would like to place on record its reservations

on that particular parsgraph.
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Mr. WACEIMAKTRS (Netherlands): The delegation of the Netherlands
will vote against draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.29. It will do so for two
reasons. First, we have reservations with respect to the feasibility

and desirability of incorporating negative nuclear security essurances
in a convention, whereas draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.29 emphasizes such
a course.

Secondly, draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.29 is intended to presecribe the
result of the negotiations in the Committee on Disarmement , vwhere it
places the merits of declarations by all States concerning the non -first-use
of nuclear weapons in the context of negative security assurances - in
the seventeenth through the nineteenth preambular peragraphs - and vwhere it
dictates that the contents of an intermediate step be based on the principle

of non-stationing.
My deleration, like a few of the svonsors of this draft, fails to see

what then is left to the negotiations thev wont the Ccmmittee on
Disarmament to engage in if, as they strongly sugmest, they have already
decided on the outcome of such negotiations and seek to prejudge the views
of others.

Since we have an adequate draft resolution on the same subject-matter ~ draft
resolution A/C.1/37/L.13. .of course, now adopted by this Cormittee - the
Netherlands strongly recommends ageinst the adoption of draft resolution
A/C.1/37/L.29 and shell vote accordingly.

The CHAIRMAN: The voting procedure on draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.29
will now begin.

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

In favour:

Against:

Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Bahamas,
Bahrain, Bangladesh, Benin, Bolivia, Brazil,

Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist
Republic, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile,
Colombia, Confo, Cuba, Cyprus., Czechoslovakia,

Democratic Vemen, Dominican Republic_ Eeuador, Egypt.
Ethiopia, Fiji, Tinlend, Cabon, Cerman Denocratic
Republic, Chana, Creece, Cuinea, Cuyana, Hungary.
Indonesis, Iran (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, Jemeica,
Jorden, Kenya. Kuwait, Lao People’s Democratic Republic,
Iiberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia,
Meldives, Mali, llexico, Mongolia, lozambique, Hepel,
Nicaragua. "iceria, Omen. Pskisten, Psnams.. Poland,
Natar, Romania, Rwsanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Senegal,
Sierrs Leone, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Syrian Areb
Republic, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia,
Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic,

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Araeb Emirates.
United Republic of Cameroon. United Republic of Tanzanisa,

Venezuela, Viet Wam, Vemen Vugoslavia, Zawmbia

Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmerk, France K Cermeny,

Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway., Portusel., Spain,
Turkey, United Kingdom of Creat Britain and Northern
Ireland, United States of America
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Abstaining:  Austria, Burma, Cuatemsla, India, Ireland, Israel,
Japan, Lebanon, Malawi, Papua New Cuinea, Pararuay,
Peru, Philippines. Saudi Arabia, Singepore, Somalia,
Sweden., Uruguay, Zaire
Draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.29 was adopted by 84 votes to 17, with

19 abstentions.

The CHATRMAN: T shall now call on those delegations wishing to

explain their vote after the vote.

Mr. de SOUZA E SILVA (Brazil): Having cast an affirmative vote
on draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.29, my delegation would like to make its

position clear on a number of questions related to the subject-matter of the
draft resolution.

My delegation stands by the statement of the Croup of 21 issued in the
Committee on Disarmement., according to which it is up to the nuclear-weapon
Powers to re-examine their attitudes on security assurances in order that
progress may be achieved on this question. Conditions such as those related
to the non--stationing of nuclear weapons in territories where they do not
exist at present should not be interpreted as legitimizing in any way the
presence of such weapons where they already exist.

Moreover, the nuclear-weapon States have been taking advantage of
technological prozress to promote the geographical proliferation of nuclear
weapons in the oceans snd in the airspace +thus increasing the insecurity
of non-nuclear-weapon States and of the world at larsge.

In the view of my delegation, the question of security assurances should
not be approached from the narrow point of view of the security perceptions
of the nuclear-weapon Powers but, rather, in the wider context of
effective measures of nuclear disarmament. Otherwise it would be tantamount
to a legitimization of the possession of such weapons by the present
nuclear- weapon Powers and a ratification of the proliferation of nuclear weapons
in which those Powers are actively engaged, both in its vertical aspect and

in its horizontal aspect., taken in a geogrephical dimension.
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ilr. NIMATTEN (Finland)°© The delegation of Tinland voted in fevour

of draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.29. Ve also did so earlier today on draft

resolution A/C.1/37/L.13. Both of those draft resolutions deal with the question
of the security of non-nuclesr-weapon States. '

From the point of view of non-nuclear-weapon States, the question of
security assurances being given to them sgainst the use or threat of use
of nuclear weapons is & most leritimate concern. TFinlend has welcomed
the unilateral assurances given by the nuclear-weapon States as expressions
of political commitment: they contribute to the further considération of the
guestion. but they obviously fell short of the roal of effective
international errangenents.

Recent developments in the field of nuclear-wespon technology have
given a new dimension to that question. Tinland believes that all
approaches to achieving arrangements for the non--use assurances should continue
to be explored., including the further development of unilatersel declarations,
as well as rultilateral agreements. All interested Covernments should be
involved in the process and have an opportunity to express their particular
security concerns.

In this connection, we regret that new elements were introduced
into the preambular part of draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.29 which, in our
opinion, do not contribute to the main thrust of the draft.

In view of the basic considerations I have just outlined, my delegation

supported both draft resolutions: A/C.1/37/L.13 and L.29.

Mr. CLEISSIER (Austria): The Austrian delegation continues to attach
considerable importance to the question of effective international
arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States agsinst the use of nuclear
weapons. Such measures  if they are binding and are free of conditions and
escape clauses, can, to a certain extent. alleviate the threat perceived by

non--nuclear-weapon States and strengthen their commitment to non-~proliferation.
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We therefore believe that the Committee on Disarmament should continue
its work on this issue and concentrate its efforts on the search for a
comaon approach acceptable to all. The Austrian delegation supported
draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.13, which in general corresponds to our nosition.
Ve have abstained in the voting on draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.29
because it appears to prejudge the future course of action on this matter in
the direction of the eventual conclusion of a convention. Austris continues

to have reservations concerning this approach.
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Mr. SIBAY (Turkey): ILast year in explaining our votes on draft

resolutions A/C.1/36/L.10 and . .17, which later became resolutions 36/9k
and 36/95, respectively, we said that, in a spirit of strong commitment
to the idea of advencement of security guarantees for non-nuclear-weapon
States provided by the nuclear-weapon States, we had voted in favour
of A/C.1/36/L.17 in all sincerity and that we had felt obliged to vote against L.1l0
simply because the text then contained certain elements directly related to
the defence postures of the two major military alliances which, in our view,
were alien to the substance of the whole concept of negative security assurances.

This year we find those elements of last year'’s draft resolution
A/C.1/36/1.10 intact in the seventh and eighth preambular paragraphs of
draft resolution A/C.1/37/1.29. We have therefore voted against that
draft and for draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.13, submitted by Pakistan.

Mr. CARASALES (Argentina)(interpret ation from Spanish): The
delegation of Argentina voted in favour of draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.29

in line with the attitude adopted in previous years with regard to draft
resolutions that were very similar, if not identical.

On previous occasions the Argentine delegation had placed on record
during the vote that it had reservations about some of the ideas contained
in the draft resolutions that were being considered. We would also like
to point out here that my delegation maintains these reservations and wishes
to reaffirm them as given in its explanations of vote at previous sessions.

Having said that, my delegation would like to state that we also
supported the draft resolution in document A/C.1/37/L.13 which was
voted on a few minutes ago. In this context, we should like to roirt
out that we have growing doubts about the advisability of this Committee
continuing to adopt two draft resolutions on the same subject which in their
general outlines are similar, although of course there are some differences.
My delepotion believes that the time has come to make a new and serious
effort to see if it is possible to combine these draft resolutions, and in
the future we hope it will be possible for this Committee to adopt, if not
by consensus, at least by a broad majority, a single resolution on a subject

as important as nemative security gusrantees.
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I should therefore like to point out that in future
sessions of the General Assembly the Argentine delegation will teke a position
on this subject in the light of efforts made to bring about a combination
of both draft resolutions, and we shall then decide whether it is advisable

to support only one of them.

Mr. TANAKA (Japan): In draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.29 some
new preambular paragraphs have been added to those of last year's resoluticn
on the same subject. I should like to point out that my Govermment has
different views on these new paragraphs. My delegation also has reservations
about the reference in operative paragraphs 2, 4 and 5 to a particular
procedure of negative security assurances, since it will prejudge the work of the
Committee on Disarmaement on this matter. For those reasons, my delegation
abstained in the vote on draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.29.

Mr. O'CONNOR (Ireland): Ireland ebstained in the vote on draft
resolution A/C.1/37/L.29. T should like to stress that my Government wishes

to see progress in the important field of security assurances. Ireland
would therefore have preferred to be in a position to support that draft
resolution. However, in my Government's view it does not take into account
the possibility of different approaches to the achievement of international
arrangements in this matter. Furthermore, the draft resolution clearly favours
the idea of an international convention, which would seem to imply further
obligations for non-nuclear-weapon States. It is our view that States which
have already acceded to the Non-Proliferation Treaty or to the Treaty of
Tlateloleo should not be required to enter into such further obligations.
Therefore we have doubts about the approach adopted in this draft resolution.

For those reasons my delegation had regretfully to abstain in the vote on it.
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The CHATRMAN: The Committee has completed its consideration of
draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.29.
We shall now pass on to the consideration of draft resolution
A/C.1/37/L.32/Rev.1l under agenda item 42, entitled "Cessation of all test

explosions of nuclear weapons'. This draft resolution has 12 sponsors and

was introduced by the representative of Mexico at the Committee's
38th meeting on 19 November 1982.
I call on the Secretary of the Committee to read out the names of

the sponsors.
Mr. RATHORE (Secretary of the Cormittee): The sponsors are Bangladesh,
Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Ireland, Kenya, Mexico, Pakistan, Sri Lanka,

Sweden, Venezuela and Yugoslavis.

The CHAIRMAN: I shall now call on those representatives who wish

to explain their vote before the vote.
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Mr. de SOUZE E SILVA (Brazil): The importance that Brazil

attaches to the urgent achievement of a treaty banning all nuclear-weapon

tests for all time is well known to the General Assembly. My delegation

has repeatedly called on the nuclear-weapon Powers to co-operate fully with
the Committee on Disarmament in carrying out its responsibility in tkis
regard. The commitment undertaken by those Powers in the solemn declarations
of the United Nétions and in binding international obligations should

be strictly respected. We believe that operative paragraph 5 adequately
reflects the grave concerns caused by recent aﬁtitudes which to not conform
to the letter or spirit of the partial test-ban Treaty. Brazil hopes that
the support of the international community for this resolution for which

my delegation will vote will be instrumental in securing the full participation
and co-operation of the nuclear-weapon Powers in the Committee on Disarmament
on the negotiation of a treaty to prohibit the furtker testing of nuclear

weapons.

Mr. THIELICKE (German Democratic Republic): Draft resolution
4A/C.1/37/L.32/Rev.1l, entitled, "Cessation of all test explosions of nuclear

weapons”, is aimed at the speedy conclusion of a comprekensive test ban. It

is a measure to which my country attaches the highest priority and urgency.
The delegation of the German Democratic Republic will therefore -vote in
favour of this draft.
In so doing, we are guided by the following considerations. First,
the draft proceeds from the correct premise that tke existing means of verification
are sufficient to ensure compliance with the comprehensive test ban and
that there are no valid reasons for delaying the conclusion of a corresponding
treaty by stressing a so-called verification question.
Secondly, the draft resolution urges the Committee on Disarmament
to embark on real negotiations and provide its ad hoc working group on
a nuclear test ban with a corresponding negotiating mandate. A cortinvetion of

the work of the group under its present limited mandate may give rise to the danger
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of a deadlock in its work through general academic discussion on verification
and therefore the objective - a complete and general prokibition of
nuclear-weapon tests - will be lost sight of.

Thirdly, the draft stresses the special responsibility of the tkree
depositaries of the partial test ban Treaty and the Non-Proliferation Treaty.
By submitting its basic provisions of a treaty on the complete and general
prokibition of nuclear-weapon tests to the current session of the United Nations
General Assembly, the Soviet Union again complied witk tkis responsibility. Tke
other nuclear-weapon States are called upon to follow this example.

Draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.32/Rev.l provides for a moratorium on the
nuclear-weapon test explosions of the three States mentioned previously. That
would be a first step. It can only become fully effective if the remaining

nuclear-weapon States were to join in such a measure.

Mr. de LA GORCE (France) (interpretation from French): The French
delegation will abstain in tke vote on the draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.32/Rev.l.

That is consistent with the known position of the French Government on nuclear

tests. The French Government considers that a test ban should be part of an
effective nuclear disarmament process, as set out in paragrapk 51 of the
1978 Final Document. It should not be a prerequisite for carrying out this process.

As the French Government has frequently said, it cannot join in measures to
reduce nuclear weapons unless the two principal nuclear Powers have created,
because of tke scope for-reductions in their own arsenals, conditions making it
possible for France in turn to enter into commitments on limiting its nuclear means.
In tke absence of these conditions, France is not in a position to take part in
the work thet has been undertaken to prepare a test-ban treaty. France could not
sign such a treaty.

A few moments ago, the French delegation voted against draft resolution
A/C.1/37/L.6 because it contained an appeal to all tke nuclear Powers for a
moratorium on tests. The French Government could not agree to that moratorium,
for the same reasons that prevent it from concluding an agreement on their

prokibition.
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In addition, because of the number of tests carried out by the two
principal nuclear Powers and because of the resulting nuclear advantages
they enjoy, a moratorium on tests would have the primary effect of
consolidating the qualitative and quantitative advantages that these two
Powers have gained for themselves.

Finally, the French delegation cannot join in the recommendations
contained in operative paragraph L4 of draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.32/Rev.l.
It considers that the consensus rule prescribed in the Final Document
is fundemental to all decisions of the Committee on Disarmament., It does
not believe that a return to the majority rule for the creation of subsidiary

bodies of the Committee and for the definihion of their mandate can contribute

in any way to progress in substantive negotiations.

The CHAIRMAN: We shall now vote on draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.32/Rev.l,

entitled "Cessation of all test explosions of nuclear weapons'.

A recorded vote has been requested.
A recorded vote was taken.
In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Austria,

Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Benin, Bhutan,
Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian
Soviet Socialist Republic, Central African Republic,
Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus,
Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, Dominican
Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Finland, Gabon,
German Democratic Republie, Ghana, Guatemala,
Guinea, Guyana, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic
Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Jamaica, Jordan,
Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's Democratic Republic,
Lebanon, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriys, Madagascar,
Malawi, Maleysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania,
Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambigue, Nepal, Nicaragua,

Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay., Peru,
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Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda,
Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal,
Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Sri Lanka, Sudan,
Suriname, Sweden, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago,
Tunisia, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Arab
Emirates, United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic
of Tanzania, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen,
Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia

Against: United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Irelsnd,
United States of America

Abstaining: Australia, Belgium, Canada, China, Denmark, France,
Germany, Federal Republic of, Greece, Iceland,
Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand,
Norway, Papua New Guinea, Portugal, Spain, Turkey,

Draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.32/Rev.l was adopted by 104 votes to 2,

with 19 abstentions.¥

The CHAIRMAN: I call now on the representatives who wish to

explain their vote after the vote.

Mr. SARAN (India): India voted in favour of the draft resolution
contained in document A/C.1/37/L.32/Rev.l. However, it has been our
consistent position that the appeal for the suspension of nuclear-weapon
tests should be addressed to all nuclear-weapon States without exception,
and not merely to the original parties to the partial test ban Treaty of
1963.

In explaining our vote on the draft resolution that has
Just been adopted, I should also like to recall our consistent position
on the question of a nuclear-test ban, which has already been clarified
in our explanation of vote after the vote on draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.6,
which was adopted this morning.

%  Bubsequently the delegation of the Syrian Arab Republic advised the

Secretariat that it had intended to vote in favour.
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Mr. ISSRAELYAN (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (interpretation

from Russian): First of all I should like to announce that I do not propose to
follow the bad example of the delegation of the United States, whose
representative a few moments ago used his statement in explanation of vote to
set forth views on questions that are unrelated to the draft resolution adopted.
And to what have we had to listen during that so-called speech? Nostalgic
memories and all kinds of statements about the prosperity of the West and
repetitive statements about the Soviet "build-up". This Soviet "build-up" has
moreover become a kind of sauce or seasoning for all the dishes served up here
by the representative of the United States. Let us say something else: if I
were a primary school teacher, that statement, that distortion of the facts,
that tiresome repetition of false theses, that speech that was out of order or
beside the point - as we might say in school - and that out of place
self~-tribute would have earned a poor grade and I would have asked the student
to prepare himself better for the next lesson.

And now I should like to turn to draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.32/Rev.l.
The Soviet delegation supported this draft resolution on the cessation of all
test explosions of nuclear weapons, presented by Mexico eand a number of other
countries, because the Soviet Union believes that this draft will have the
effect of intensifying the efforts of States to resolve a problem that has
awaited solution long enough, that is, the immediate cessation of and a ban on
all nuclear-test explosions. In the text adopted there appear a number of
important and useful provisions which the Soviet Union fully supports. This
text says that the conclusion of an appropriate treaty is a matter of the
primary importance and a vital element for the success of efforts to limit
the nuclear-arms race and to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons,
and also represents & contribution to nuclear disarmament.

The Committee on Disarmament plans to continue multilateral negotiations
to prepare a draft treaty. In our opinion, the authors of the draft in
the most legitimate manner raise the question of verification of compliance
with the test ban, recalling the words of the Secretary-General that all the
technical and scientific aspects of the problem have been so fully explored

that only a political decision is now necessary to achieve final agreement.
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Now, when attempts are made to camouflage, with talk about verification,
the absence of the necessary political will to ban test explosions of nuclear
weapons - as evidenced by today's vote and the two red lights that we see on
the voting board - this reminder is more appropriate than ever before. The
views of the sponsors of the draft on the question of a nuclear-test ban are
very close to those of the Soviet Union. As regards the moratorium on nuclear
tests, we might say that we have no objections in principle to the provision
of the draft resolution, that a moratorium on nuclear tests should be declared
in the first place, by the Soviet Union, the United States and the United
Kingdom alone. However, it is obvious that this must be a first step towards
a complete cessation of tests. That is why the Soviet Union starts from the
idea that an act of this kind, a trilateral moratorium, should be linked to
a specific time table, the possible extension of which would depend on the
conduct of the other nuclear Powers. This is how we interpret the contents
of operative paragraph 5 of draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.32/Rev.l.

We should like also to note that we support the appeal contained in
operative paragraph 4 which is in line with the provisions of the seventh
preambular paragraph, namely, that the United States, the Soviet Union and
the United Kingdom should strictly respect the obligations assumed under the
Moscow Treaty of 1963 to seek

"to achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear

weapons for all time" and "to continue negotiations to this end".

As is known, the Soviet Union is in favour of an immediate cessation of
and a ban on nuclear tests. The Soviet Union is in favour of renewing and
continuing, until positive results are achieved, the trilateral negotiations
on the subject, and of beginning real multilateral negotiations to prepare a
treaty in the Committee on Disarmament.

In conclusion, I take this opportunity to express our appreciation to
the delegations of nearly 100 countries which supported draft resolution
A/C.1/37/L.6.
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Mr. NUNEZ MOSQUERA (Cuba) (interpretation from Spanish): Very briefly

I should like to say that my delegation voted in favour of draft resolution
A/C.1/37/L.32/Rev.1 because, first of all, it calls for the beginning of
concrete negotiations in the Committee on Disarmement to ban nuclear tests
starting in 1983 and because it does not accept the dilatory tactics which
some have tried to introduce in these negotiations regarding the technical
aspects of verification. The reports of the Groups of Experts have already
sald that such attempts are no longer relevant.

Let me say this about the moratorium to which operative paragreph 6 refers.
My delegation believes that this moratorium will be effective only if all
nuclear~weapon States join in.

Finally, I should like to state for the record that the favoursble vote
that my delegation cast regarding draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.32/Rev.l cannot
be taken to mean that my country has changed its attitude regarding our
accession to the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in
Outer Space, and under Water.

Mr. MEGALOKONOMOS (Greece): The delegation of Greece abstained in
the vote on draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.32/Rev.l, entitled "Cessation of all

text explosions of nuclear weapons", despite the fact that this draft resolution

contains many positive aspects.



A /1h A/C.1/37/PV.k1
61

(lir. llegalokonomos, Greece)

Ve took this position because it appeared to my delegation that it contained
several unbalanced elements concerning the doctrines and intentions of the
nuclear-veapon States, as for example the element of verification. What is more,
we think that operative paragraph 5 (a) introduces an idea which we think could
undermine the consensus rule in the Committee on Disarmament. In our
opinion this could create a precedent and vhatever the inconveniences of the
consensus, this precedent could endanger a rule which, although uncomfortable,
does not cease to be indispensable if we want to have any real and frank progress

in the disarmament process.

Ilr. BEESLEY (Canada): I wish to address briefly the manner in which
the question of a comprehensive nuclear-test ban has been dealt with in this
Committee and to make some comments on the draft resolutions before us.

There are of course three draft resolutions on a comprehensive test ban
in this Commitiee: A/C.1/37/L.6, the draft resolution submitted by the USSR;
A/C.1/37/L.32/Rev.1l, sponsored by a group of neutral, non-aligned countries
and Ireland; and A/C.1/37/L.40, a draft resolution submitted by a number of
States including Canada.

Last week I referred to the problem of the proliferation of proposals on
certain subjects and we have here a classic example. The realization of a
verifiable, multilateral comprehensive test-ban treaty to end all nuclear testing
in all enviromments for all time is a fundemental Canadian objective. It is
integral to the strategy of suffocation; our determination to achieve a
comprehensive test-ban treaty has been reaffirmed at the two special sessions on
disarmament and is being pursued in the Committee on Disarmament.

The comprehensive test ban has ranked high on the United Nations agenda for
more than a quarter of a century, a reflection of both its importance and its
complexity. Yet despite the concern that this Committee as a whole clearly shares
over a comprehensive test ban, there has been a falling off of the will to achieve
consensus. Conseguently there are before this Committee three draft resolutions.
In some places these draft resolutions are mutually reinforcing:; in many
instances they are not. The consequence is that the United Nations will not be
giving this year a clear signal from the world community as a whole on this vital
matier. Competing draft resolutions on the same subject are of course all the

more cause for regret given the critical nature in this case of what is at stake.
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Draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.40, which lists Canada as a sponsor, sought
in our view the highest common denominator of agreement. That that agreement
was not completed is a measure of the issues which divide this Committee as well
of the lack of political will to achieve consensus.

We abstained on draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.6 because it contained a nﬁﬁber
of troubling elements. The useful language from the latest trilateral
comprehensive test-ban report has been reinterpreted in a way not shared by all.
At the same time draft resolution A/C.1/3T/L.6 does not come to grips with the
eritical area of verification, agreement on which is essential for any
effective comprehensive test-ban treaty. Finally, its reference to a test-ban
moratorium ruled out the possibility of full agreement in this Committee.

On the draft resolution now under discussion we abstained. Many in this
Committee consider that the issue of verification and compliance is an impediment
to the conclusion of a test-ban treaty and indeed so it is. We should, however,
seek to remove this impediment by reaching agreement on this fundemental matter,
not by ignoring it. Surely it is in our collective interest that the work begun in
the Committee on Disarmament last year in the working group on a comprehensive
test ban to seek to resolve those issues should be continued. There is no doubt
that a debate, whether here or in Geneva, on the mandate of the working group on
a comprehensive test ban would not be fruitful and indeed a call for a

moratorium, if issued in a vacuum, is unlikely to produce the results we all seek.

Mr. TANAKA (Japan): In spite of Japan's well-known position in favour
of the early achievement of a comprehensive test ban, my delegation abstained
on draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.32/Rev.l, entitled cessation of all test
explosions of nuclear weapons, for the following reasons.

First, this draft resolution, in its operative paragraph 5 (a), challenges
the basic procedural principle in the Committee on Disermament, namely, the
consensus rule. My delegation is not in a position to accept the idea of trying
to change this basic rule which is clearly defined in paragraph 120 (a) of the
Final Document adopted by the first special session of disarmament and which

is reflected in paragraph 18 of the Committee's rules of procedure.
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The second reason for our abstention is that while my delegation has been
in favour of all States refraining from all nuclear tests in the period prior
to the conclusion of a comprehensive test ban, the language of paragraph 6
is not sufficient in this respect, since it calls upon only three nuclear-weapon
States to bring to a halt their nuclear tests.

The CHAIRMAN: The Committee has now completed its action on draft
resolution A/C.1/37/L.32/Rev.l.

The Coumittee will now turn its attention to draft resolution
A/C.1/37/L.43, under agenda item 4T, prohibition of the development and

manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such
weapons. This draft resolution has 26 sponsors and was introduced by the
representative of the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic at the 36th meeting
of the First Committee, on 18 November 1982. I now call on the Secretary of

the Committee to read out the list of sponsors.

Mr. RATHORE (Secretary of the Committee): The sponsors of draft
resolution A/C.1/37/L.43 are; Afghanistan, Angola, Benin, Bulgaria, Burundi,
the Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Congo, Cuba, Czechoslovakia,
Demoecratic Yemen, Ethiopia, the German Democratic Republic, Guinea, Hungary,
the Lao People's Democratic Republic, longolia, Mozambique, Niger, Poland,
Romania, Sao Tome and Principe, the Syrian Arab Republic, the Ukrainian Soviet

Socialist Republic, the Union of Boviet Socialist Republics, Viet Nam and Yemen.
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The CHATRMAN: We shall now vote on draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.43.

A recorded vote has been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour: Afghanisten, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Bahamas, Bahrain,
Bangladesh, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria,
Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica,
Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovekia, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti,
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji,
Finland, Gabon, German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Guinea,
Guyana, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic
of), Iraq, Jemaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's
Democratic Republic, Lebahon, Liberia, Libyan Arab
Jamghiriya, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali,
Meuritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal,
Nicaragua, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New
Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar,
Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Senegal, Sierra
Leone, Singapore, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Syrian
- Arab Republic,uThailand,qugqj.Trinidad and Tobago,
Tunisia, Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet éocialist Republic,
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Arab Emirates,
United Republic of Cameroon, United Republic of Tanzania,
Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire,
Zambia
Against: None
Abstaining: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France,
Germany, Federal Republic of, Greece, Guatemala, Iceland,
Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands,
New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Saudi Arabia, Somalia,
Spain, Sweden, -Turkey, United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland, United States of America
Draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.43 was adopted by 99 votes to none, with

26 abstentions.
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The CHAIRMAN: I.now call on those representatives who wish to

explain their vote after the vote.

Mr, TAVARES NUNES (Portugal) (interpretation from French): My

delegation abstained last year, for reasons which it explained at the time,

when the General Assembly voted on what became resolution 36/89 on the prohibition
of theAdevelopment and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction
and new systems of such weapons.

Draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.43 presented the same problems as those which
prompted my country to abstain in the past. In particular, I refer to the
absence of any reference to the problems of verification, the draft resolution’s
comprehensive nature and the ambiguity of the concept of weapons of mass

destruction. Conseqﬁently, my delegation was compelled to abstain once again.

Mr. MICHAELSEN (Denmark): On behalf of the Ten member States of the
European Community, I should like to make the following comments on draft
resolution A/C.1/37/L.43, entitled "Prohibition of the development and manufacture

of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons".

As in previous years, the Ten abstained on the draft resolution, and we
still hold the view that the approach presented in it is not realistic. The
Ten hold the opinion, on which there should be no disagreement within the
Committee, that there is a need to prohibit any and all new weapons of mass
destruction which can be identified as such. The point at issue is simply the
choice of means in seecking most efficiently to pursue that objective. Like
many other States in the Comﬁittee, the Ten believe that new weapons of mass
destruction and their technologies can be effectively and permanently
prohibited only if they are subject to concrete, verifiable controls. In
the view of the Ten, this fundamental consideration has not received adequate
emphasis in the draft resolution, where special importance is given to a
single blanket prohibition on the development and manufacture of new weapons
of mass destruction.

In our view, a comprehensive agreement, as referred to in operative
paragraph 1, could not adequately distinguish between peaceful research - that is,
without any military implications - and areas of research which could eventually

be given military applications.
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In addition, it is not clear how a blanket agreement could be verified -~
in particular, in view of the need which would arise for international supervision
of civil research activities. Clearly, those engaged in peaceful academic or
industrial research could expect their efforts not to be hampered. Since it is
generally agreed that a comprehensive prohibition would not be verifiable, it
fbllows that it would not contribute to strengthéning confidence and certainty
in this area.

While not believing in the approach offered in draft resolution L.43, the
Ten fully recognize the continued need for international discussions with a
view to identifying potentially dangerous developments in science and technology
so that early necessary control can be introduced. In this context the Ten
note with satisfaction the continuing efforts in the Committee on Disarmament

towards the prohibition of radiological weapons.

Mr. SARAN (India): India voted in favour of draft resolution
A/C.1/37/L.43, in line with its consistent support for efforts towards the
prohibition of the development of new weapons of mass destruction. However,
our affirmative vote should not be construed as an endorsement of the proposed
setting up of an ad hoc group of governmental experts under the aegis
of the Committee on Disarmament. It is our view that it is up to the Committee
itself to decide on the best means to deal with this question.

We also have reservations about the interim measure in operative paragreph 3,
since we are convinced that the Committee on Disarmement, as a multilateral
negotiating body, should negotiate practically and mutually binding measures on
this item. We should avoid being sidetracked into interim steps of dubious

value.

Mr. TANAKA (Japan): My delegation repeats its view that it is not
appropriate for the Committee on Disarmament, as requested in operative
paragraph 1 of draft resolution A/C.1/3T/L.L3, to negotiate with a view to
preparing a draft comprehensive agreement on the prohibition of the development
and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems
of such weapons, because ‘the scope of such an sgreement, including the weapons
that it would encompass,is far from clear, and it would present difficulties in,

for example, ensuring effective verification.
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Furthermore, in my delegation's view, the approach in operative paragraph 3,
which calls upon the States permenent members of the Security Council as well as
upon other militarily significant States to make declarations, identical in
substance, concerning their refusal to create new types of weapons of mass
destruction and new systems of such weapons, seems to be unrealistic, for the
reasons that I have just mentioned.

We still consider it more appropriate at this stage to keep the question
under review in the Committee on Disarmament, so that negotiations can be
started whenever specific new weapons of mass destruction which can be identified
come into the picture.

In view of those considerations, my delegation abstained in the vote on

draft resolution L.L3.

Mr. C. LIDCGARD (Sweden): Sweden is deeply convinced of the importance

of preventing at an early stage the use of scientific and technological
achievements for the development of new types and systems of weapons of
mass destruction. My Government is therefore strongly in favour of taking
effective steps to ensure that new major scientific discoveries are used
solely for peaceful purposes.

However, the Swedish delegation abstained in the vote on draft resolution
A/C.1/37/L.43, and I wish now to explain the reasonms.

With respect to operative paragraph 1, I wish to recall the doubts that
Sweden has expressed on numerous occasions about the idea of a general
prohibition in this field. My delegation notes with satisfaction that the
draft resolution requests the Committee on Disarmament to prepare specific
agreements on particular types of new weapons of mass destruction. Sweden
will continue to support all efforts to reach specific agreements on
individual types of new weapons of mass destruction that may be identified,
and not least to exert every effort to find practical solutions concerning
the disarmement aspects of scientific and technological advances in the

military field.
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The Swedish Government considers the problems related to the military
exploitation of advances in science and technology so importaent and serious
that it has taken the initiative to draft a resolution - draft resolution
A/C.1/37/L.62 - proposing a United Nations study on military research and
development. In my Govermnment's view, the most constructive approach to this
problem is to start with an in-depth investigation of its many implications,

in order to have a factual basis for further measures in this field.
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The CHATRMAN: We have thus completed our consideration of
draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.h43.
The Committee will now turn its attention to draft resolution
A/C.1/3T/L.4T, under agenda item 50 (f), entitled "Review of the implementation
of the recommendations and decisions adopted by the General Assernbly at its

tenth special session"”, on "lNon-use of nuclear weapons and prevention of
nuclear war". It has four sponsors and was introduced by the representative
of the German Democratic Republic at the 3Tth meeting of the Committee
on 19 November 1982,

I call on the Secretary of the Committee, who will read out the list

of sponsors,

Mr. RATHORE (Secretary of the Committee): The list of sponsors is
as follows: Cuba, the Germsn Democratic Republic, Romania and Viet Nam.

The CHATRMAN: I shall now call on those representatives

who wish to explain their votes before the vote.

Mr., KOMIVES (Hungary): The Hungarian delegation will vote in favour

of draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.4T on non-use of nuclear weapons and prevention of
nuclear war, which was introduced by the delegation of the German Democratic
Republic. My delegation will do so because it considers it important end very
timely. There is no more important and urgent task before us than the elimination
of the danger of nuclear war, The solemn declaration made by the Soviet Union,
and reiterated by China during the second special session on disarmament,
concerning the non-first use of nuclear weapons have been extremely important
steps in this direction. It is quite obvious that similar solemn declarations
by other nuclear-weapon States which have not yet done so would complement
these actions and constitute a serious contribution to the elimination of the
denger of nuclear war.

My delegation fully supports the appeal contained in operative paragraph 2
requesting those nuclear-weapon States to consider making similar declarations

with respect to not being the first to use nuclear weapons,
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Mr, BOLD (Mongolia): The paramount importance of the problem
addressed in draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.UT, on which the Committee is now
going to take action, prompted the Mongolian delegation to ask to speak
before it is put to the vote.

It is my delegation's considered view that the most effective
guarantee against the danger of nuclear war and the use of nuclear weapons
is nuclear disarmament and complete elimination of nuclear weapons.

However, the Final Document of the tenth special session of the General
Assembly, in bearing in mind that this ultimate goal is mnot yet within
reach, stipulates that all States should actively participate in efforts

to bring about conditions in international affairs émong States in which

a code of peaceful conduct of nations in international affairs could be
agreed upon precluding the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons,

In this context the obligations of nuclear-weapon States not to be the
first to use nuclear weapons would, in our view, greatly enhance confidence
among States and create the necessary conditions for the adoption of
practical measures in the field of nuclear disarmament.

Proceeding from this premise, the Mongolian delegation attaches great
importance to the historic obligation undertaken by the Soviet Union not to be
the first to use nueclear weapons. Similarly, we appreciste the commitment
assumed by another nuclear-weapon State. We consider that these declarations
offer an important avenue to decreacing the danger of nuclear war,

Therefore, it is our hope that other nuclear-weapon States which have not
yet done so will seriously consider the question of making similar declarations
and assume the obligation not to be the first to use nuclear weapons.

Having said that, my delegation wishes to state that it will vote in

favour of draft resolution A/C.1/3T/L.4LT.

The CHAIRMAN: The voting procedure on draft resolution A/C,1/3T/L.L4T

will now begin.
A recorded vote has been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.
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In favour: Afghanisten, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Bahrain, Bangladesh,
Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi,
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Central African
Republic, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba,
Cyprus, Czechoslovaekia, Democratic Yemen, Dominican Republic,
Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, Germen Democratic
Republic, Ghana, Guinea, Guyana, Hungary, India, Indonesia,
Iren (Islamic Republic of), Iraqg, Ireland, Jamaica, Jordan,
Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's Democratic Republic, Liberia,
Libyan Arab Jamahiriye, Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania,
Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua,
Nigerie, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Poland, Qatar,
Romanie, Sao Tome and Principe, Senegal, Sierra Leone,

Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic,
Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Uganda,
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics, United Arab Emirates, United Republic
of Cameroon, United Republic of Taenzania, Venezuela,

Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia

Against: Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France,

Germeny, Federal Republic of, Iceland, Israel, Italy,

Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway,
Portugal, Spain, Turkey, United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Northern Ireland, United States of Americe

Abstaining: Austria, Bahamas, Chine, Finland, Greece, Guatemala,
Lebanon, Malawi, Melaysia, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay,
Philippines, Rweanda, Saudi Arabia, Singapore, Somalia,

Uruguay, Zaire

Draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.4T was adopted by 87 votes to 19, with

18 ebstentions.
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The CHATRMAN: T shall now call on those representatives who

wish to explain their vote after the vote.

Mr. MICHAELSEN (Denmark): The Danish delegation voted against
draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.4T and would like to state the following.

No one in this forum doubts thet the global arms race is one of the

most serious international problems with vwhich we are faced, No one can
disagree that we have to do our utmost to bring this arms race to a halt,
My Government fully shares the concern which must be shown for
the consequences of war, in particular, of course, nuclear war, and we
stand ready to support all realistic measures which can prevent the use
of nuclear and other weapons. It would seem superfluous to recall
the binding nature of the commitments flowing from our membership of the
United Nations and our signature of the United Nations Charter,
Denmark is at the same time a member of a defensive alliance
which has proclaimed time and again that none of its weapons will ever be used
except in response to attack. The purpose itself of this defensive alliance
to which we belong is to prevent war., It is therefore beyond any doubt
that no one has reason to fear first use of any weapons from this alliance,
Of course, we value and respect declarations concerning the obligation
not to be the first to use nuclear weapons, It should not be excluded that,
at a given stage of the process of disarmament, solemn declarations not
to resort to first use of nuclear weapons may be an important confidence-building
measure. But, in our opinion, arms build-ups, weapons arsenels and

politicael conduct must be seen as a whole,
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A real step forward in the right direction will not be taken until
substantial reductions in the weapons arsenals are being undertaken. That
is what we shall strongly call for +that would be the right course in
order to ensure that these terrible weapons will not be used.

For these reasons we voted against the present draft resolution.

Ilr. LIN Cheng (China) (interpretation from Chinese): On the

question of a non-first-use of nuclear weapons during the general debate in
the Pipst Ccomittee the Chinese delegation has already clarified the
.difference between our position and the position of another nuclear State.
Here I shall not repeat what has been said. It was for that reason that
we abstained in the vote on the draft resolution in document A/C.1/37/L.hLT.

lr. GLEISSNER (Austria): The Austrian delegation shares the
alarm expressed in the draft resolution in document A/C.1/37/L.4T about the

threat of a nuclear holocaust and ascribes the highest importance and

priority to effective measures to prevent the outbreak of nuclear war.

We have, however, some doubt as to whether declarations by the nuclear-
weapon States not to be the first to use nuclear weapons, important as
they may be from a political point of view as declarations of intent, are
at present in themselves able to decrease the nuclear threat.

It seems to us that the most significant contribution of the nuclear-
weapon States to international security would be an early agreement on
substantial limitations and reductions of their nueclear arsenals.

In view of these considerations, the Austrian delegation abstained

in the vote on the draft resolution.

Mr. ABDEIWAHAB (Sudan): Solemn declarations by nuclear-weapon

States that they will not be the first to use nuclear weapons are highly
welcomed by my delegation. For that reason we voted in favour of the

draft resolution in document A/C.1/37/L.47. However, we should like to state
for the record that such a vote should in no way be viewed as a

belief that solemn declarations can by themselves constitute effective
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disarmament measures or that such declarations can be viewed in isolation
from the Charter principle of the inaedmissibility of the use of force in

international relations regardless of the military means employed.

Mr. HIMANEN (Finland): The Finnish delegation ebstained in the

vote just taken on the draft resolution in document A/C.1/3T7/L.4T entitled,
"Non-~-use of nuclear weapons and prevention of nuclear war”. We did so
because of our reservations concerning the basic presumptions of the text.
We see the present draft resolution as closely linked with General Assembly
resolution 36/100 on the Prevention of Nuclear Catastrophe, in the vote on
which my delegation abstained last year also.

Both of those texts deal actually with the question of non-first-use
of nuclear weapons. The stand of the Finnish Government on nuclear weapons
is clear. We are against all nuclear weapons, the spread of those weapons
and their introduction into new areas. We are for nuclear disarmament, the
limitation and reduction of nuclear arms, the establishment of nuclear-weapon-
free zones and non-use guarantees by nuclear-weapon States. We have tried to
make an active contribution to those aims and we shall continue to do so.
Yet, while we strongly oppose the use of nuclear weapons as one aspect of
the principle of the non-use of force, as laid down in the Charter of the
United Nations, we realize that the question of the non-first-use of nuclear
weapons is one of the most controversial problems between the two military
alliances. It is directly linked with the most sensitive part of the doctrines
guiding the defence policies of many Member States of the United Natioms.
These controversial elements in the draft resolution in document A/C.1/37/L.L7T

led my delegation to abstain in the vote just taken.

Mr. SARAN (India): India voted in favour of the draft resolution
in document A/C.1/37/L.47 because we feel that consideration should be

given to all proposals that serve the cause of preventing nuclear war.
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However, in our view it should be recalled that, pending the complete elimination
of nuclear weapons, the best means of preventing nuclear war is through the
complete prohibition of the use or threat of use of nuclear weapons in any
circumstances,

This position of my delegation was clearly stated in detail in its
explanation of vote before the vote on resolution 36/100, Prevention of

Nuclear Catastrophe, made in this Committee on 25 November 1981.

Miss NAGA (Egypt) (interpretation from Arsbic): Egypt voted in favour
of the draft resolution in document A/C.1/37/L.4T since it conforms to our
position of welcoming any steps taken to prevent the use of nuclear weapons and
to prevent nuclear war, with a view to nuclear disarmament. We welcome China's
commitment to the non-use of nuclear weapons and the declaration by the delegation
of the Soviet Union to the second session of the General Assembly on disarmament
that it will not be the first to use nuclear weapons. However, we should
like to emphasize that while welcoming these statements on the principle
of non-first-use of nuclear weapons we are of the view that this must be

within the broader context of the non-use of force in international relations.

Mr. NOIRFALISSE (Belgium) (interpretation from French): When they

met in Bonn on 10 June last the Heads of State or Government of the 16 members

of the defensive alliance to which my country belongs recalled in particular
that their objective was to prevent war. They reaffirmed that none of their
weapons would ever be used except in response to an attack. They also repeated
that our countries would respect the sovereignty, equality, independence and
territorial integrity of all States.

These commitments fall within the framework of respect for the
United Nations Charter, particularly the general commitment of Member States
of the United Nations to refrain from any recourse in their international
relations to the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or

political independence of States, or in any other way incompatible with the
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objectives of the United Nations. To single out in this commitment one part
of the arsenals, in this particular case, that the nuclear weapons would
never be used except in response to an attack, would considerably reduce
the purport of the commitment of our countries.

That is why Belgium, like Denmark in particular, whose representative
has just spoken, did not think it could support the draft resolution in
document A/C.1/37/L.LT.

Mr. C. LIDGARD (Sweden): Sweden voted in favour of this draft

resolution, but I have been instructed to emphasize the link between the
balance of forces in the conventional and nuclear fields. My delegation
attaches great importance to the establishment of rough parity in both
conventional and nuclear forces at lower levels in armaments, in order

to facilitate undertakings by all nuclear-weapon States not to be the

first to use nuclear weapons. The ultimate goal is, of course, to achieve
the complete renunciation of the use of nuclear weapons and their total
elimination. My delegation also attaches great importance to the formulation
in the fifth preambular paragraph, according to which a code of conduct of
nations in international affairs should be agreed upon, proscribing the

use or threat of use of nuclear weapons.
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My, GUNDIRS0T (United Stotes of fuerica): Draft resolution

A/CL/37 /LT wresents en inportant challen—e to the wisdom and serious
nurpose of this Comiittee, TIts Dasgic iden is disarmingly simple:
unilateral declarations by States that they will not be the first to use
nuclear weanous.

M first Dlush the idea also might strile most as obvious and
unassailavle: is not nuclear vor, after all, o horror, tue threat of which
all men can asree rust be reduced anc eliminated?

Dut the members of this Comittee are not addressing; a new idea, for
althourh the pronosal of unilateral cdeclarations of non-first uge of nuclear
weapons is of recent vintase, the issue of selective prohibition of the use
of nuclear weanons has anneared here in one forin or another for wany vears.
The representatives to this Comuittee thus understand that the superficial
anneal of such resolutions is deceptive, Llhe underlyins; issues are, inceec,
conplex and troubling, anc they cry out not to be imsnored,

In the view of the United States, the starting-point for consideration
of draft resolution A/C.1/3T7/L.L47 should be the United udations Charter. ‘the
egsential provisions of the Charter bind all lienbers to avoid the use or tlireat
of use of force asainst any State, whether such force be nuclear or conventional.
If all llember States fulfilled this bindins oblisation, there would be no fear
of the possible uase of nuclear weapons.,

The United ftates, lilke its Jorth Atlaontic Alliance partners and other
allies and friends, is dedicatet to unholdins and strensthenins that central
nrovision of the Charter. As the JATO menber Ctates declared aozain in Lonn,
Cernany, in June of this year:

"Jone of our weanons will ever be used except in respounse to attack,"
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hut just os the Chorter prohivits oll niilitery asnression, so does it
reco~nize the richt of self-defence. In an enviromment of flawrant and
unreaitting violations of the Charter, and confronted with larse and growing
Torces, the United ftates and its allies mugt incist that the risht of
self-defence cannot be fettered.

Thus it is clear that in the lisht of the Charter the proposals for
declarations on nou-first-use of nuclear weanons are unnecessary and redundantg;
they divert attention from the need to cddress the danger of war itself; tney
also misdirect attention from the threat posed by the massive build-up of the
strateric and intemediote-ranse nueclear forces of one bloec of States, vhich
iy Covernment has reneatedly detailed.

In present circumstances, colls by that side for unenforceable unilateral
nledres are hollow. The proner place seriously to aldress the questions brousht
up and the threat they nose is in the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (STARY)
and the Intermediate-Ranse Nuclear Forces (INF) negotiations. Furthermore,
riven the present lonr-standing imbalance, narticularly in furone, of
conventional forces, departure by IIATO fTrom its esteblished molicy of fle:ible
response to any act of assression would be seriously destabilizing. thus
increasin~ the danmer of war.,

The solution to thaot conventional imbalance is e positive Iostern resnonse
to mrovosols for rutual balanced and verifiable Torce reductions to equal
levels in Central Lurone.

it Covernment believes that draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.LT is not only
sunerfluous tut mischievous, in that it atteupts to direct attention oway
frow the binding character of the provisions of the Charter and from the
serious chnllense of nerotiated agreements that fairly and verifiably reduce

the level and instability of both nuclear and conventional military forces,

Therefore, my delegation voted against that draft resolution.
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iipg, CASTRO de BARISH (Costa Rica) (interpretotion from Snanish):

Costa Nica voted in favour of draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.l7 because we
welcouwe all Geclarations by States that they will not be the first to use
mielecr veapous. If novody uses them first, then nobody will use them second,
snd that will certainly be of benefit to the whole world,
In eddition, we feel that those countries that uake such a ceclaration
must necessarily acconpeny it by the practical implenentation by the parties of the
universally accepted principles of the non-use of force in international relations

and respect for the independence, sovereisnty and territorial integrity of all

States, vhether they be neighbours or not.

i'r., IAIDL Czechoslovalia): The Czechoslovalk delesation gave its
full support to the draft resoluiion submitted by the delegations of Cuba, the
Cerman Denocrctic Republic, Viet liam end Nomanin in document A/C.1/37/L.LT,
relatine to the non-use of nuclear weapons and nrevention of nuclear war.

e are fimily convineced that, »nendins the achievement of nuclear disarmasent
anC. the coiplete elimination of nuclear weapons, the adoption Ly all
miclear-reapon States of the oblirabtion not to be the first to use nuclear
weanons woulc, in today's circumstonces, be extreumely iuportant for the
vrevention of the danser of nuclear war.,

The undeniable fact is that such an oblisation would, in practical terms,
mean simple and effective nrohibition of the use of nuclear weapons.

It is from that point of view that we have welcomed and supported the
asswaotion of such an obliration by tlie Soviet Union announced at the second
special session of the General Assenbly devoted to disarmament, as well ag the
similar oblization reiterated by the other nuclear-weapon States at the same
session,.

Such an obligation fully corresponds to the declaration contained in the Final
Document of the tenth gpecial session of the CGeneral Assembly that all States
shoulé actively marticipate in efforts to brin—- about conditions in international

relations amons States in which a code of peaceful conduct of nations ia
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international affairs could be agreed and which would preclude the use or
threat of use of nuclear wespons.

As to the arguments adduced here be some delegations that the obligation
of non-first use of nuclear weapons leaves out the possibility of using other
kinds of weapons, I should like to draw attention once more to the fact that
the member States of the Warsaw Treaty have proposed to the NATO member States
the conclusion of an agreement not to be the first to use either nuclear or
conventional weapons against each other - a proposal that is still valid but
which, unfortunately., has not elicited any positive response from the NATO
member States.

Furthermore, it should be noted that ever since 1976 a concrete proposal
to elaborate and conclude a world treaty on the non-use of force in international
relations has been on the negotiating table. It is-very characteristic that
the successful outcome of the negotiations concerning that treaty, which would
mean the effective elimination of the use or threat of use of any kind of
weapons in international relations, has from the very beginning been blocked
by those very countries which now express their opposition to the concept of

non-first use of nuclear weapons.



BG/19 A/c;l/gg/Pv.hl

(Mr. Handl, Czechoslovakia)

Bearing all that in mind, and guided by the fact that in the present
circumstances draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.4T provides a simple and very
effective way to ward off the danger of a nuclear holocaust - which, as
most delegations in this Committee have pointed out, constitutes the most
urgent task of our time - the Czechoslovek delegation voted in favour of that

draft resolution.

The CHATRMAN: The Committee has thus completed its consideration of
draft resolution A/C.1/3T7/L.LT.
We will now turn our attention to the last draft resolution for the day,
that contained in document A/C.1/37/L.59 under agenda item 51, entitled "United

Nations Conference on Prohibitions or Restrictions of Use of Certain Conventional
Weapons which may be Deemed to be Excessively Injurious or to Have Indiscriminate
Effects"”.

T call on the representative of Nigeria, who wishes to make a minor oral
amendment to that draft- resolution.

Mr. IJEWERE (Wigeria): Before the Committee takes a decision on
draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.59 the sponsors would like to make an oral
modification in its operative paragraph 1. Members will recall that
following the successful conclusion of the Conference on certain conventional
weapons which may be deemed to be excessively injurious or to have
indiscriminate effects, the Convention, with its three Protocols, was
open for signature in New York on 10 April 1981 for a period of 12 months.
Since the 12 months have now elapsed, it is no longer technicelly correct
to speak of signing the Convention in respect of those countries which were
unable to meet the deadline. They may, however, become parties to the
Convention. Briefly, therefore, we should like to modify operative paragraph 1
to read as follows:

“Urges those States which have not yet done so to exert

the best of their endeavours to become parties to the Convention..."
I should like to add that Egypt was inadvertently omitted from the list

of sponsors. That was a mistake and I hope that it can be rectified.
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The CHATRMAN: Draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.59 has 23 sponsors, and
was introduced by the representative of Nigeria at the Committee's 38th meeting
on 19 November 1982,

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

sponsors.

lir. RATHORE (Secretary of the Committee): The sponsors are
Austria, Belgium, Cuba, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, Finland, France, the
German Democratic Republic, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Liberia, Mongolia,
the Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Spain, Sweden, the United

Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, Viet Nam and Yugoslavia.

The CHATRMAN: The Committee will now take a decision on
draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.59, as orally amended.

A recorded vote has been requested.

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Australia,
Austris, Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Belgium,
Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma,
Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic,
Canada, Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, China,
Colombia, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba, Czechoslovakia,
Democratic Yemen, Denmerk, Dominican Republic,
Ecuador, Egypt, Bthiopia, Fiji, Finland, France,
Gabon, German Democratic Republic, Germany, Federal
Republic of, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Guyana,
Hungary, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic
Republic of), Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Jamaica,
Japan, Jordan, Kenya., Kuwait, Lao People'’s Democratic
Republic, Lebanon, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,
Iuxembourg, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Mali, Malta,
Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique,
Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria,

Morway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea,



BG/19 A/C.1/3T/PV.h1
88

Paraguay. Peru, Philippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar,
Romania, Rwanda, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia,
Senegal , Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain,

Sri Lanka, Sudan, Suriname, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic,
Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey,
Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics, United Arab Emirates, United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, United
Republic of Cameroon, United States of America,’
Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zaire,
Zambia

Against: None
Draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.59, as orally amended, was adopted by 123 votes

10 none.

The CHAIRMAN: I call on the representative of the USSR, who

wishes to explain his vote after the voting.

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

from Russian): The Soviet delegation would like to make the following
statement in comnection with the adoption of draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.59.
The Soviet Union attaches great importance to the task of preventing
or limiting the use of specific forms of conventional weapons which may be
considered to be excessively injurious or to have indiscriminate effects.
It was among the first to sign and ratify the relevant international Convention
and its three Protocols, agreed upon in the course of the United Nations
Conference on the subject in 1979 and 1980.
Ve wholeheartedly support the appeal in operative paragraph 1 to
all States which have not yet done so to become parties to this
Convention and its Protocols. However, the USSR believes that the
time has come to raise the question of continuing negotiations on
further steps to limit or to prohibit the use of other forms of weapons
which may be considered excessively injurious or to have indiscriminate

effects, in order to conclude new additional protocols to this Convention.
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The Soviet delegation has held consultations with the sponsors of draft
resolution A/C.1/37/L.59 with a view to concluding specific indications to
this effect. We note that operative paragraph 2 provides for the possibility
of concluding additional protocols to the Convention. At the same time, we
should like to express the hope that in the future the CGeneral Assembly will
be more active and decisive in deciding about further steps in this area.

In the light of the foregoing considerastions the Soviet delegation supported
draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.59.

The CHAIRMAN: The Committee has now completed its comsideration of
draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.59.

I call on the representative of France.
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Mr. de LA GORCE (France) (interpretation from French): On behalf
of the sponsors of draft resolution A/C.1/37/1.55, I wish to inform the

Committee that the following paragraph should be added to the operative part

of that resolution as a new paragraph 4, to enable the Secretariat to give

the Secretary-General's report the widest possible circulation and to have

them issued as a United Nations publication. It will read as follows:

“"Requests the Secretary-General to take the necessary steps to have

the report reproduced as a United Nations publication and‘to'ensure that
it is disseminated as widely as possible."

The purpose of this addition is mainly to bring draft resolution A/C.1/37/L.55,

dealing with an international satellite monitoring agency, into line with

provisions already adopted by the Secretariat, in particular by the Department of

Public Information, whose programmes in this connection have already been

decided upon.

The adoption of this provision therefore entails no financial implications.

The CHAIRMAN: Before I adjourn the meeting, I have to make one

observation. We have a heavy schedule to be concluded by the end of the week.
Increasing demand has been made on the time of the Committee for explanations
of vote. I have remained flexible on the length of those interventions and

I have not imposed any time limit as allowed for in rule 88 of the rules of
procedure because of the serious nature of the work undertaken and the
co-operation that I have received from every delegation so far. However, I now
appeal to all delegations to make their explanations of vote short and to

the point. It would be regrettable if I had to impose a time limit, but I
assure representatives that if it is necessary I shall do so without hesitation.

I hope therefore that this appeal will be heeded by all representatives.

The meeting rose at 6.15 p.m.






