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

AGENDA I~ID 39 TO 57~ 133~ 136~ 138 AND 139 (continued) 

The CHAIRJYIAN: The Committee will continue its consideration  o_f and, 

action upon draft resolutions under the disar~ment items. 

Mr. DJOICIC (Yugoslavia): I have the privilege to introduce

amendment A/C.l/37/L.66 to draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.44, which relates to 

chemical and bacteriological (biological) weapons. I am speaking on behalf 

of the follovri.ng group of countries : Algeria, Cuba, Egypt, Ethiopia~ Indi'a, 

Mexico, Nigeria, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Venezuela and Yugoslavia. 

I shall be very brief in introducing the amendment, since the recommendation 

contained in it does not need extensive explanations. I should like to point 

out that the sponsors of the amendment attach great si~ificance to the 

continuation of efficient negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament aimed 

at the early completion of the perennial negotiations on a convention on 

the prohibition. :of the· development, production and stockpiling of al chemical 

weapons and on their destruction. Having in mind the experience gained 

from the negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament so far, the sp nsors 

are convinced that the continuation of negotiations in the Committee -,wi thi:r;J. 

the framework of an ad hoc working group which would be set up by th~ 

Committee in the course of its 1983 session, and which would be entrUsted 

with an appropriate mandate, offers the best and most efficient instrUment 

for the early attainment of the set goal: completion of the elaborat'ion 

of the aforementioned convention. 
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That is the very substance o~ the proposed amendment. It urges the 

Committee on Disarmament to intensi~y, as a matter o~ high prioritytquring 

its session in 1983, the elaboration o~ a convention on the prohibition o~ 

the developme;nt, production and stockpilinc; o~ all chemical weapons and on their 

destruction, taking into account all existing proposals and ~uture initiatives, 

and in particular to re-establish its ad hoc 'Harking Group on Chemical Weapons 

with an appropriate mandate to enable the Committee on Disarmament to achieve 

agreement at the earliest date. 

The sponsors o~ the amendment believe that their proposal will win 

the widest support, in view o~ the ~act that it will lead to 

e~~icient negotiations on an issue the solution o~ which is in the interest 

o~ us all and that an almost identical ~ormulation o~ 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 CHAIRMAN: The Committee will now take a decision on dra~t 

resolution A/C.l/37/1·.13 which, as representatives know, was introduced by 

Pakistan under agenda item 53, entitled :•conclusion o~ e~~ective international 

arrangements to assure non-nuclear-weapon States against the use or threat o~ 

use o~ nuclear weapons". 

A recorded vote has been requested. 

A recorded vote ~as taken. 

In :favour: Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Australia, Austria, 

Bahamas, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Belgium, Benin, 

Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, 

Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Canada, 

Central A~rican Republic, Chile, China, Colombia, 

Congo, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, 

Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Fiji, 

Finland, France, Gabon, German Democratic Republic, 

Gerzna:ny, Federal Republic o~, Ghana, Greece, 
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~Iatemala, Guinea, Hungary, Iceland, Indonesia, Iraq, 

Ireland, Israel~ Italy, Japan, Kuwait, Lao Peop~e's .. .., ' 

Democratic Republic, Liberia, Luxembourg, Mad~ea~car, 

Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Maurit~nia, 

Hexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, 

_ New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Oman, ~~kist an, 

Panama, Papua Nevr Guinea, Peru, Philippines, Pol,and, 

Portugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia,_ f1enegal, 

Sierra Leone, Singapore, Somalia, Spain, Sri LaW.Ca, 

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 Tanzania, 

Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zambia 

None 

India, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 

Ireland, United States of America 

Draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.l3 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 exrlain their vote after the voting. 

Mr. OK.AWA (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 vTorking Group 

on Negative Security Assurances, in particular in the reference to a common 

formula that has figured prominently in discussions in the ''lorking 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 and 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.l/37 /L.l3 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 aceeptable to all 

States must, in my Government's view, rest primarily with the nuclear-weapon 

Povrers 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 bet'tveen the nuclear-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 interLational 

convention whereby nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear-weapon States would enter 

into some kind of mutual obligations. The S'tvedish 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 undertwce 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.l/37/L.l3 and will abstain in the vote on draft resolution A/C.l/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.l3. We will now consider draft resolution 

A/C .1/37 /L.l4 under agenda item 46, 11Establishment of a nuclear·-weapon-free 

zone in South Asia". This draft resolution was proposed by Pakistan and 

introduced at the 30th meeting of the First Committee 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.l/37/L.l4. 

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 Asia 

are seeking to foster through gradual and painstaking efforts. 

India will, as in the past, vote aeainst draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.l4. 

l'-1r. JAY.AKKODY (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 nucle.ar-weapQ~~~ee 

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 and 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 ccmmitment against the use or 

threat of use of nuclear weapons ar:ainst the States in the zone. vTe 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. lJ.iUAZZEM ALI (Bangladesh): BanglRdesh 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.l/37 /L.l4. 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 re~ion 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 consultations 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 Government has on many prtvious 

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 Disarmament. 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.l/37/L.52 on a follow-up 

of the earlier study on nuclear-weapon-free zones, to which I have j~st referred. 

On this occasion I shall limit my remarks to basic Swedish views 

on nuclear-weapon-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 weapons against targets vdthin the zone. 

In explaining its votes on previous draft resolutions on the establishment 

of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia, the Swedish deleP,ation 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 Government supports in princip1e the concept of a nuclear­

weapon-free zone in the region in question, the Swedish delegation, for the 

fore~oin~ reasons, will not vote in any way differently from that in previous years, 
and it will consequently abstain from voting on the draft resolution. 

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.l/37/L.l4, 

entitled, 11Establisbm.ent of a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia". 

A recorded vote has been requested. 

A recorded vote was taken. 

In favour: Bahrain, 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 (Islamic Republic of), Iraq, 

Ireland, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, 

Against: 

Abstaining: 

Kenya, Kuwait, Liberia, Luxembourg, Malawi, Malaysia, 

~I.Ia.ldives, 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, Uru~uay, Venezuela, Yemen, Zaire, Zambia 

Bhutan, India 

Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Australia, Austria, 

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

Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Congo, Cuba, 
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Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Ethiopia, Fiji, 

France, German Democratic Republic, Hungary, Indonesia,

Israel, Italy, Lao People's Democratic Republic, 

Madagascar, Mongolia, Mozambique, Nicaragua, Norway, 

Poland, Sao Tome and Principe, Sweden, u"krainian 

Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist 

Republics, United I<ingdom of Great Britain and Northern 

Ireland, Viet Nam, Yugoslavia 

Draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.l4 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 cal.l on those repre-sentatives wishing 

to explain th~ir 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, 1-re believe, 

will help to bring about non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and general 

and complet~ disarmament. 

However the efforts will be effective only if a.t least all the countries 

concerned in the region agree to the concept. 

vTith these considerations in mind, the delegation of Indonesia has abstained 

in the vote on draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.l4. 

Mr. FIELDS (United States of .Ame.rica): The United Sta.tes voted in 

favour of the draft resolution just adopted by the Committee, namely, 

A/C.l/37/L.l4, calling for the establishment of a nuclear-wPapon-fr~e zone 

in South Asia. 

vlhen we voted for this same resolution last year, I noted that it 

reflect~d our continuing support for the concept of ~stablishing nuclear-weapon­

fr~e zones in South Asia a.nd in other appropriate regions of the world. lTe beliE""ve 

that effective nuclear-w~apon-free zones, nE"gotiated and supported by the 

States of the region, can not only enha..nce their security, but reinforce 

non-proliferation goals on a regiona~ basis. The criteria by which the 

United States judges the effectiveness of any nuclear-weapon-free zone ha~e been 

ela.boratE'"d by my delegation at previous sessions of the Committe-e. However, 

it may be useful to mention them again briefly. 

First, the initiative for the creation of a. nuclear-weapon-freP. zone should 

come from the States in the region concE">rned. Secondly, a~l States 't-rhose 

participa.tion is deemed important should participate in the zonE'. Thirdly, 

the zone arrangement should provide for a~equate verification of compliance 

with the zone's provisions. Fourthly, the establishment of a zone should not 

disturb existing security arrange-ments to the detriment of regional a..nd 

J.nterna.tional security. Fifthly, thP. zone arrangement should effectively 

prohibit its parties from developing any nuclear E'"~losive device for what~ver 
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purpose. Sixthly, the zone arrangement should seek not to impose restrictions 

on the ex€>..rcise of' rights recognized under interne.tiona.l law, in particular the 

principle of' freedom of' navigation of' the high seas, in international air space 

and in straits used for international navigation a.nd the right of' innocent 

passage through t~..rritorial seas. Lastly, the establishment of' 

a zone should not e.ffect existing rights of parties under international law 

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

to other States. 

v7hile we strongly support this draf't resolution, we want to make it clear 

that our vote is not directed against any particular State in the region. 

Moreover, it is our f'irm belief' that in the nucle-ar-we-apon-fre-e zone arrangements 

must ef'f'ectively preclude the conducting of' any nuclear explosions. Moves by 

any StatE'" towards the- development of' nuclear weapons concerns us all eque.lly. 

As we did last year, I should like to take particular note of operative 

paragraph 2 of' the draf't resolution which urges all States in the region to 

ref'rain f'rom any conduct contrary to the objective of' the dre.f't resolution. 

The United States decision to vote for the draf't resolution is based on our 

expectation that the sponsors and others supporting it will demonstrate that 

they a.lso take this provision 1dth the utmost seriousnE'\ss. 

Mr. de SOUZA E SILVA (Brazil): Having signed a.nd ratified thE" 

Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, Brazil has taken 

a. keen interest in the qusstion of' the ~stablishment of' nuclear-weapon-f'ree zon~s. 

Ue> f'ully subscribe to the requirements set f'orth in the Final Document e.s 

regards the establishment of' such zones, namely, the consensus of' the States 

directly involved a.nd theo: commitme>:nt on the part of' nuclear-weapon Powers to 

respect the status of the f'ree zone and to ref'rain f'rom interfering in the 

resp~ctive process of negotiation. 

Unf'ortuna.tely, dre.f't resolution A/C .l/37 /L .14 does not ref'lect adequately 

thos<? concerns, and f'or tha.t 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 ~.ccount the nE'<ed that such establishment does 

not legitimize in any way the existence of' nuclear weapons in the te>rritories 
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of' the nuclear-wea.pon 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 -vrhich amounts to horizontal 

proliferation of' nuclear weapons in its geographica~ dimension~ constitutes a 

'flagrant betrayal of' the purpose of' establishing nuclear-wea.pon-f'ree zones • 

Mr. OKAWA (Japan): My delegation considers that the establishment of' 

a nuclear-weapon-free zone in South Asia or, f'or 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' dra~t resolution A/C.l/37/L.l4. 

~1y dE'legA.tion would like, howPver, to reiterate its view that the 

establishment of' such a zone, if' it is to strengthen the security of' the region, 

would require the f'ulf'ilment of' a number of' conditions~ among them, f'or example, 

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 f'or the realiza.tion of' 

nuclear-weapon-free zones that all the countries in the region concerned adhere 

to the Treaty on the J.ITon-Prolif'era.tion of' Nuclear vTeapons e.nd accept 'full-scope 

IAEA safeguards. 

:Mr. HAGENMAKERS (Netherlands): vfuenever it is possible, the 

netherlands vTill support initiatives that can lead to arms control measures. 

In this context we support the concept of' nuclear-weapon-free zones because of' 

the posit2ve contribution they can make to security and to the cause of' 

non-prolif'ere.tion of' nuclear weapons • 

As a Uest European country, the Netherlands is 't·Tell aware of' the dif'f'iculties 

involved in reducing the role of' nuclear weapons once they are introduced into 

a region. \ve therefore hope that the major South Asian countries 1nll succe-ed 

in preventing theo- introduction of' nuclear arms. 

Although the Netherla.nds Government is well a1vare that re~ional arms control 

measures can be successfully applied only when all the States of' a region agree 

a. 
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and Rlthough our serious concern over certain perplexing developments has not 

abated~ "1-Te think that the proposal of Pakistan is a step in the right direction. 

The Netherlands Government has therefore decided to maintain its traditional 

vote in favour of this draft resolution. Recent events have given us hope> that 

relations bet"!-Teen India and Pakistan are developing in a positive sense. '{!Te 

hope that developments will continue in the same direction and we want our 

positive vote to be understood aJ.so as an expression of the importance we atte.ch 

to non-proliferation end the peaceful development of South Asia. 



AVT/6 A/C .l/37 /PV'.4l 
21 

01r. Uagenma.kers , Netherlands) 

To conclude, I should like once again to express our firm conviction that 

f~om a disarmament viewpoint no distinction can be made between nuclear-weapon 

explosions and so-called peaceful nuclear explosions. 

The CHAIRJ.VJAN: The Committee has completed its action on draft 

resolution A/C.l/37/L.l4. 

~1e Committee will now begin its consideration of draft resolution 

A/C.l/37/L.l7 under agenda item 136 -the relationship between disarm~ent end 

development. This draft resolution has 31 sponsors and was introduced by the 

representative of Sweden at the 31st meeting of the First Committee, on 

ll November 1982. I now call on the Secretary of the Committee to read out the 

list of the sponsors. 

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

resolution A/ C .1/37 /L .1 7 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 CHAimiAN : \<Te shall begin the voting procedure 'trl. th rec;ard to draft 

resolution A/C.l/37/L.l7. 
The sponsors of this draft resolution have expressed the wish that it 

should be adopted by the Committee ui thout a vote. 

Mr. ISSRAELYAN {Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) { inte~retation 

from Russian): The Soviet delegation vTill be unable to support draft 

resolution A/C.l/37/L.l7, and therefore it cannot be adopted without a vote. 

I request that this draft resolution should be put ~o the vote, 
in connection with the fact that in operative paragraphs l and 4 of this 

draft resolution we find a provision that is not in accordance vTith the position 

of the Soviet Union on the question of the relationship between disarmament and 

development. ~n particular,in operative paragraph l, 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 undertrute 

an investigation of the modalities of an international disarmament fund for 

development 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 vievTS on the various points. 

Hm,rever, unfortunately, these points of view were not truten into account and 

the draft resolution was not amende(!_ accordingly. In the circumstances the 

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

The CHAIRMAN: We shall now vote on draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.l7. 

A recorded vote has been requested. 

A recorded vote was taken • 

In favour: Algeria, .Angola, .Argentina, Australia, Austria, Bahamas , 

Bahrain, Bangladesh, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, 

Brazil, Burma, Burundi , Canada, Central African Republic, 

Chad, Chile , China, Colombia, Congo , Cuba, Cl.rprus , 

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 ofh Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, 

Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuvrait, Liberia, 

Libyan .Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg, I.iadagascar, MalavTi, 

Malaysia, Naldi ves , Mali , Malta, Mauritania , Mexico, 

Morocco, Hozambique, Nepal, Netherlands , New Zealand, 

Nicaragua, Nigeria, No~-ray, Oman, Prutistan, 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, Surinwe, Svred.en, Ryrian Are.b 

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 1 s Democratic Republic, Mongolia, 

Poland, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic., Union of 

Soviet Socialist Republics 

Draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.l7 vras adopted by 114 votes to none, with 11 

abstentions • * 

The CHAiill:IAN: I shall novr call on those representati vee who wish to 

explain their vote after the vote. 

lir. SARAN {India) : India voted in favour of draft resolution 

A/C.l/37/L.l7. Hovrever, 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 tm·rards 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, 

1-rhich 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

ne't'rly--,;·ron independence and territorial integrity. In the event of general and 

complete disarmament being achieved, the latter vrould easily be able to reallocate 

Subsequently the delegations of Costa Rica. Lebanon and the United Arab 

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 thro~~ the adoption of measures of 

disarmament to economic and social development~ particularly of developing 

countries, 1-rhich needs to be the subject of follm-r~u.-p 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 resources 

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 disar.mament has been 

adopted in recent years. 

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

Republic attaches great importance to practical measures of disarmament and 

the use of the funds thus released for the economic and social development of 

States, including the developing countries. It has acted accordingly, inter alia 

by actively participating in the preparation of the study on the relationship 

between disar.mament and development, contained in document A/36/356. The draft 

resolution A/C.l/37/L.l7 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: 
11the 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 4, which provides for the establishment of a disarmament 

fund. V.Te 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 f'orivard a concrete proposal to this end. 

The German Democratic Republic regards such an approach as a genuine stimulant 

to disarmament. 

't<Te 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 ho.d to abstain from voting. 

Mr. ABDELU.AHAB (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 disarmament measures to halt and reverse this race is in the interests 

of mankind. 

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 purposes 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 purposes 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 mandate, 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 develo~ment 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 Governments 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.l/37/L.l7, 

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. \ve 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 

resuution A/C .l/37 /L.l7, my delegation would like to reaffirm our deep and 

abiding commitment to the goals of disarmament and development. Hith 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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i'Te believe that there is much in the study that deserves commendation. '·Te, 

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 disarmament 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: 
110ur military supremacy was unquestioned. vle had harnessed the &tom 

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. 
11Instead, we wrote a new chapter in the history of mankind. 

He 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. 11 (A/S-12/PV.l6, 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 and 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 Europe 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 beneficial. One need 

merely look at the post-war development of the strong and vibraht 

economies of Western Europe and Japan and compare them with the economies 

of the countries which were unable to participate in the Marshall 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 remarkable 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 officiaJ development assistance as any other 

nation. 

Even more significant is the United States contribution in trade. 

He 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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l<Te 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 $700 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 vrorld. 

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 vrorld community, which was reaffirmed recently 
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at the Hanila 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 l1ission to the United Nations 

stated that net Soviet economic assistance actually disbursed to developing 

countries during the 1976-1980 period totalled 30 billio~ roubles -

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 f'raction of' the claimed 

amount. The secretariat of' the Development Assistance Committee of' the 

Organisation 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 Na.m. 

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 t()~ay ._ _ Our deliberations 

will not bring about an end to insecurity 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. 
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lte 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 delegation, as well 

as some others, opposed the direct link between disarmament and development. 

VTe doubt, for instance, l'l'hether there can be an institutional link between 

the reallocation and conversion of resources, through disarmament 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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llr. ICLii·iG:G.c:l1 (Federal Republic of Gel"hlflJlY): 'J.'he Federal I!e:9ublic 

of Gezr.LJ.a.ny has from tue very outset suppo:;.~t-;eu. tha Uuited ..:Ta:tions s·cuuy on the 

relationship betueen <liso.rno...llent m1(;. (:.evelopUen·i;. I"'c was 're~resenteu on ·l:;:ue 

~~roup of e:~perts i·rhich elaborateu ·the s·i:;udy aml Llacle i·l:;s contribution to the 

uork of the croup in a constructive opirit. The input 1rhich wy coun"'cry ;ro.s 

able to channel into this stuuy corresponus to the relevance of the s·o..fuj ect. 

In a uorlc~ ;rhich has "i:io concentrate its effor·to on sun!OUlrcin::; faw.ine aJ.lu 

:clisery the financial sacrifice for a:c:uJ.amen"'c s in i"'cs present global dimension 

is a challen;-;e to the political intellect and moral convictions of all States. 

'l'he report w.akes clear that ree~ pro···ress call be achievetl only on the basis of 

reliable facts. ~ i:'l country 1-rill coutinue to sUy:':)ort all effor·i:; s of ·the Li:..1HeU. 

.1.iations o.i.illed at closinc; ti.1e inforBation caps which s·cill e;,~ist, both in 

the Hilitary realm o.m.l in the o.rea of 8tates' contrfiJu·i;ions for u.eveloplllellt 

assistance. In our vie"lr, the report it self cou.lu. have co:..l·i:;ribu·i:;eu wore clearly 

to closin:; that L .a.v. 
'l1his critical reru.a.rk is only one of seve1·al which coulJ. be :.1au.e on the 

conten·i:; s of ·i;he report. r.or instance, conver sian of defence in~ustries to 

civilio.n procluction is an il!l.por·cant proble.w.. Q-pen-w.arket economies are 

alre::>.<ly c:':Uite faJ.·1ilio.r wi·l:;h ti.1e CJ.Uestion of hoiT to ati.jus·l; to chan:~iu: U.ew.ands. 

They adjust constantly in a flexible manner. In order to clarify further the relevant 

issues, hoi·rever, i·re uo consiU.er it usefUl to encouraee studies on conversion 

in specific inCi.ustrial sectors. Such stuclies shoul<l be carried out ·oy 

non-c;overl'llnental or·_;anizations, acad.emic institutions, freely~·establisheu 

orcanizations of employees or euployers and iJy COlllpeten·l; intcrna:tiouo.l 

a..3eucies, such as the International Labour Or:a.nisa:l:;ion~ 011 their ovm initio.·l;ive. 

On the question of a. disar.!.!l.ahlent fund, rre believe that should eventual 

in-depth exauiuation prove tl.w.t such a fun<l is clesire;ule it shoult.1 be establisheU. 

1-rithin existing United Nations institutions. Any additional organization 

for the purpose ail•teu o.t by a· possible U.isar"!loment flln<l seeJ.J.s unnecessary. 



!il:L.i/ fms 4/ ~,;.1/.J',· /PV. 41 
3'{ 

(l'ir. i.W.inc;ler, Federal 
Repuolic of Ger-.i.!lany) 

Concernin::; the issue of the relatiousl1ip bet1oreen u.isa.ril!m:uent and 

U.evelo~;uent in ceneral, vre, of course, emlorse ·tl1c view tha·i; resources rele;:>.se~ 

tllrou.:;h clir;aJ.·.~o.:uen·t coulU. be used. for J.evelop.ilen·t assistm1ce. Houever, 

as long· as <.-;,isa.nlaillent has ~1ot yielt.i.eu subst2.:.rcio.l results one has to be 

cn.ref'ul not to link a.isar;.aruuent too closely to uevelop.uent, otJ.lerilise lacl.: 

of pro~ress in tile fonuer field could all too easily becacle an excuse for lack 

of effor·c in the latter. I'or the tiwe "ueinc it appears preferable ·to concentrate 

on existine; uevelopulen·c ·carc;et s "ilitliout takin~·; into account resources 't-Ihici.l 

"iTould eventually be released ·uy U.isarmruueut. It vro.s with ·chat unl..erstaLldillQ; 

that : w G.eler,ation voteC. iu favour of tne draft resolution • 

. ir. ~ilJ1{;_~~ IIOf~",U~lA (Cuba) {interpretation fr0u.1 SJ?ai.lish): '.£'his is a 

subjec·i; about whiclJ. 011e coulcl talk for at; least 15 minu·ces, out my dele3ation 

uill not refer to all the many cogent rea::;ons why C'uba could not be representeu 

2J:; the Ca.ucun l;onference. 

Let "~e just say that t:1e dra.f·i; resOlutio.a in U.oCl.llilent A/C.l/Jr( /L.l7 is 

the only one under ite.u. lJG of our a(;cn.C::~a on the relationship betueeu U.isarma:w.ent 

and development. Fe voteu in favour of tl1is ll.raft resolution because ue w.ust 

kee:9 this su·oj ect pending. Fe must nevertheless realize that the draft 

resolution is eminently selec-i;ive anc::l mentions only a fevr parac;rapils of ·the 

report of the -_;roup of e:~pel'ts, leaving asid.e others "iiJ.J.ich are precisely those in 

which the developing countries are most interested. 

Tie0ardin:; ·the proposed. disal."'ci~.J.ent fUncl for U.evelo:puJ.en·t, referred to in 

the llra.ft resolution, lTe shoulC::l lil:.:e to say once ac;ain that ·this fund i·roull.. 

be effective if i·t uere the result of authentic disaruo.ment measures. 

The lJl~li.ITh.i.Aj,J: The Coiillllittee 's a.cJcion on the ciraft resolu·tiou in 

U.oCUl!tent A/C.l/J'{/L.l'( is ilow co;;1pleteu. 
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'l'he 00i.ili.J.ittee will now tc.L:e up the u.raft resolution in U.ocUlJ.ent 

li./C.l/J'(/f....29, unuer ar:euuo. itew 52: "Conclusion of an internaJcional 
I 

convention on the strenctheuin:; of the security of non-nucleo.r-lreapon c·t;e;tes 

a:;ninst the use or threat of use of nuclear vreapons 11
• 'l~d s dra~c re'solution 

l1as nine sponsors a.J.1U. 1·re..s introduced by the representative of :Uul::-~aria at 

the JG·th i:leetinc; of the First Co:c02!dttee ou 19 liovem.ber 19o2. I call on 

~~11e Gecre·taJ.•y of the COLJraittee to reacl the list of sponsors. 

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

resolution in l;.oculilent A/C.l/3.(/L. 29 e..re the follovTin.:;: 1\ncola, .t>ul~;aria, 

:Oyelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Czechoslovakia, De.10cra.tic Yemen, 

:...:.thio!>ia, llon::.;olia, the "Union of Oovie·t; Socialist 11epublic s and Vie·t; .dan. 

'l'he Cl-I.AIHI.IA.ll: 'fhe Cohuit·i:iee irill nm-r proceeu to taJ~e action ou 

the c:i.raft resolu·tion. I shall call ou those representatives who uish to 

expl .. iin ·cheir vote before ·i:;lle vote. 

lir. 1\J.-TIUI>AIDY (Iraq) (inter;_1retation from Arabic): First I sl!oulu 

like Jc;o state for the recoro. that rrry delegation~ :i,nspired by its clear- cut 

position in supportin,·: Ldsarma:1ent, especially those aspec·i:is concerninc ·t;he 

security of the third-worlu countries, ::;oes alan:::: vrith ti.1e c;eneral thrust and 

;n.ain objective uhich the Lcrc.ft resolu:i:iiou seeks to realize but ue 1rish to 

e~~press a.n opinion on tile thirCI preahlbular l1ara~;raph, concernin3 the es·taiJlisi.L.Leut 

of nuclear-:weapon--free zones on the basis o.f arrangements freely arrived at among 

the States of the re.r·;ion coucernecJ.. '..!.'he 'trording of the.t parap,raph is 

in such ceneral ter.ms as to presuppose one narrovr formula~ which 

cannot e;o.brace a.ll re~ions of the iTOrld ~Tith their u.ifferent characteristics. 

Thc.t means i,).lorinc an objective reality~ namely, the circumstances and 

special conditions of every re;;ion of tile worlc:i., each of uhich has its 

olt1l charJ.cteristics vrhich lJ.oke it tiifficult to apply one formula 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 
''-' . 

which is brought up in a draft resolution which is ~o be presented before 

this Committee. The Uiddle East~ characterized by its complex conditions 

because of the nuclear armament of Israel and Israel's policy of aggression 

against the Arab .world~ makes 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 vell-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 paragraph. 
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Hr. lvAGEJ:lMAI~S ( lTetherlands) ~ The dE" legation o:f the rTetherlano.s 

't·Till vote against draft re"solution A/C .l/37 /1.29. It will do so :for two 

rE"asons. First, 'tfe have reservations with respect to the :feasibility 

and dE"sirability of incorporating negaxive nuclear security assurances 

in a convention) wherea.s draft resolution A/C.l/37/1.29 E"mphasizt".s such 

a coursE". 

Seconc1ly? draft resolution A/C.l/37/1.29 is intended to prPscribe the 

result of the negotiations in the Committe!'! on Disarmament. 1-ThE"re it 

pla.cE"S the merits of decla.rations by all States concerning the non· -:first-usE' 

o:f nuclE"ar weapons in the context of necativ~ security assurances - in 

thE' seventeenth through the nineteE"nth preambular paraGraphs - and where it 

dictates that the contents of an intermediatP step bE' based on the principl~ 

of non-stationing. 

My deler:;~ttion, like a few of the S'Ponsors of this draft, f~tils to see 

wh~tt then is left to the negotiations they wnnt the Committee on 

Disarmament to engace in if~ as they strongly sugGest~ thE"Y have already 

decided on the outcome of such negotiations and seek to pr!=!judge th~ viPWS 

of others. 

Since we have an adequatP draft resolution on the ::Jame subject-I!latter - draft 

resolution A/C.l/37/1.13; .. ~f course? now adoptN1 by this Cor•JmittPe - thP 

J:Tetherlands strongly recommends aga.inst the adoption of draft resolution 

A/C.l/37/1.29 and shall votE' accordingly. 

~e CHAIRHMI~ The votinG procedurE' on Cl.raft resolution A/C.l/37/1.29 

lTill now begin. 

A recorded vote has bE"en requested. 
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A recorded vote was tak~n. 

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

Bahrain~ Bangladesh, Benin, Bolivia, Brazil~ 

Against~ 

Bulgaria~ Burundi, Byelorussian Sovi~t Socia~ist 

Republic~ Central African Republic~ Chad, ChilP.~ 

Colo~bia, Conco, Cuba, ~JPrus, CzPchoslovakiaJ 

Democratic ~emen, Dominican Republic_ Ecuador, E~JPt~ 

Ethiopia, 'F'ij i, Winland) Gabon~ German Democratic 

Republic~ Ghana, Gre~ce, Guinea, ('uyana, Hungary~ 

Indone>sia." Iran (Islamic Republic of),Iraq, Jamaica, 

Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People 1 s De>.mocratic Republic , 

Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia, 

Halo.iir~s ~ trali ~ Ue-xico, Mongolia~ hoz~bique, IJepal) 

Nicaragua, :tTiceria, Om.a.n~ Pakistan, Panama.:;. Poland, 

qatax, Romania, RwAnda, Sao Tome and Principe~ Senegal, 

SiPrra. Leone, Sri Lanka, SuCI.an , Suriname, Syrian Arab 

Re>public~ Thailand, Toco, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, 

Uganda, Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Tiepublic , 

Union of Soviet SociAlist Republics, United Ara.b Emirates~ 

United Re>public of Cameroon~ United Republic of Tanzania, 

Venezuela, Viet l'l'am~ ~eme>n_ ~ugoslavia, Za.tilbia 

Australia, Be>le;ium .. Canada, Denmark, 'France~ Germany, 

~~dE;!r~ RE-public o:f\; Iceland, Italy·,· -LuxP.mbo'l.ltg ~ 

Ne>therlands, ])Jew Zealand, rior-tvay" Portur;a.l ~ Spain) 

Turkey~ UnitE-d Kingdom. of Great Britain and Northern 

Ireland, United State>s of America 
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Austria~ Burma~ Guatemala~ IndiaJ Ireland~ Israel, 

Japan~ Lebanon~ Mala:'lvi ~ Pa.pua New Guinea" Para.cuay ~ 

Pe>ruo Philippines, Saudi Arabia) SingaporeJ Somalia~ 

Swed~nj Urucruay~ Zaire 

PFaft resolution A/C.l/37/L.29 was adopted by £34 votes to 17 2 with 

The CI-IAifU:WT: I shall novr call on those delegations wishing to 

e>xplain thE>ir vote after the vote. 

~de SOUZA E SILVA (Brazil): HavinG cast an affirmative vote 

on draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.29, my delegation would like to mruce its 

position clear on a number of questions related to the subject-matter of thE> 

draft resolution. 

Hy delegation stands by the statement of the Group of 21 issued in the> 

Committee on Disarmament~ accordinG to which it is up to the nucle>ar··Weapon 

Powers to re-examine their attitudes on security assurances in order that 

proeress may be achieved on this question. Conditions such as those related 

to the non··Stationinc of nuclear weapons in territories whe>re> thE>Y do not 

exist at present should not be interpreted a.s legitimizinc; in any way the 

presence of such weapons ,.,here they already exist. 

Horeover, the nuclear-·veapon State-s have been takine advantage of 

te-chnological pro.:;ress to promote the ceographical proliferation of nuclear 

weapons in the oceans and in thE> airspace. thus increasing the inse>curity 

of non· ·nuclear-weapon States and of the world at large. 

In the view of Jny dE>le>gationJ the> question of security assurances should 

not be approached from the narrovr point of view of the security perceptions 

of the nuclea.r-vreapon Pm·rers but~ rather~ in the wio.E"r context of 

E>ffectivE> mPasures of nuclear disama:m.ent. otherwise it 1vould be tantamount 

to a legitimization of the possession of such vreapons by the present 

nuclear· vreapon Powers and a ratification of the prolifE>ration of nuclear l·reapons 

in •·rhich those> PmvE>rs are a.ctively engaged, both in its vertical aspe>ct and 

in its horizontal aspect~ takt=>n in a ge-ogra.phical dimension. 
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~.lr. I):_ll.WT~1T. (F'inland) · 'l'he deleGation of F'inla.nd votPd in favour 

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

resolution A/C.l/37/L.l3. Both of those draft resolutions deal with the question 
of the S~'>curity of non-nuclear··WE'apon States. 

Prom the point of vievr of non-·nucl~"ar~·weapon StatPs, the question of 

security assurance>s beinG given to them ac;a.inst the use or threat of usE' 

of nuclear w·eapons is a. most le>[;iti:mate concern. F'inlHnd has welcomed 

the unilate>ral assurances givE'n by the nuclE>ar-vmapon StatE's as E-xpressions 

of political co:mrnitment: they contribute to the further consideration of the 

question~ but they obviously fall short of the (joal of effe>ctivE' 

international arrangeLlents. 

Recent developmPnts in the fiE>ld of nuclE=>ar-wE>apon technology have 

given a ne>vr dimension to that question. F'inland b('>lievE>s that all 

approaches to achievinc arrangements for the non .. use assurances should continue 

to be explored, incluo.ing the further d.evelopment of un~latera.l declarations, 

as w·ell as ru.ultilatera.l agrE>emE>nts. All interf'ste>d GovE-rnments should be 

involved in the process and have an opportunity to E'Xpress their particular 

security concerns. 

In this connection, w<> resret that new elements were introduced 

into the prea.mbular part of draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.29 which, in our 

opinion, do not contribute to the nain thrust of the draft. 

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

supported both dr!'l.ft resolutions: A/C.l/37/L.l3 and J.J.29. 

!'I.!. GLTI:ISS]·T~- (Austria) : The Austrian delegation continues to attach 

considerable importancE' to the question of effe:>ctive intP.rnational 

arrangPments to assure non-nuclear··~veapon States against the use of nuclear 

w·eapons. Such 1;1ea.sures, if they are binding and are free of conditions and 

escape clauses, can; to a certain e:A.'tent c alleviate the thr('>at perceived by 

non··nuclear~weapon States and strenc;then their commitment to non~·proliferation. 
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(:Mr. Cleissner, Austria) 

He therefore believe that the Commi ttE>e on Disarmam.E>nt should continue 

its work on this issue and concentrate its efforts on the search for a 

co1ll1llon approach acceptable to all. The Austrian clf'lecati:on supported 

draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.l3, which in seneral corresponds to our ~osition. 

lTe have abstainf'd in the votinB on draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.29 

b~cause it appears to prejudgE' the future course of action on this matt~r in 

the direction of the eventual conclusion of a convention. Austria. continues 

to ha.ve reservations concerning this approach. 
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Mr. SIBAY (Turkey) : Last year in explaining our votes on draft 

resolutions A/C.l/36/1.10 and: ,17, which later became resolutions 36/94 

and 36/95, respectively, we said that~ in a spirit of strong commitment 

to the idea of' advancement of' security guarantees for non-nuclear-weapon 

States provided by the nuclear-weapon States, we had voted in favour 

of A/C.l/36/1.17 in all sincerity and that we had felt obliged to vote against 1.10 

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.l/36/1.10 intact in the seventh and eighth preambular paragraphs of 

draft resvJ.ution A/ C .1/37/1.29. Vle have therefore voted against that 

draft and for draft resolution A/C.l/37/1.13, submitted by Pakistan. 

Mr. CARASALES (Argentina)(interpret ation from Spanish): The 

delegation of' Argentina voted in favour of draft resolution A/C.l/37/1.29 

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 draf't resolution in document A/C.l/37/1.13 which was 

voted on a f'ew minutes ago. In this context, -vre should like to poi:r:.t 

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. 

~Iy dele[,Ption believes thF~.t 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 ne~Rtive security guRrantees. 
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I should therefore like to point out that in future 

(Mr. Carasales, Argentina) 

sessions of the General Assembly the Argentine delegation will take 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 drHft resolution A/C.l/37/L.29 some 

new preambular paragraphs have been added to those of last year's resolution 

on the same subject. I should like to point out that my Government has 

different views on these new paraeraphs. 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 Disarmament on this matter. For those reasons, my delegation 

abstained in the vote on draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.29. 

Mr. O'CONNOR (Ireland): Ireland abstained in the vote on draft 

resolution A/C.l/37/L.29. I 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 

Tlatelolco 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 CHAIRMAN: The Committee has completed its consideration of 

draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.29. 

·we shaJ.l now pass on to the consideration of draft resolution 

A/C.l/37/L.32/Rev.l under agenda item 42, entitled ncessation of aJ.l 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 caJ.l on the Secretary of the Committee to read out the names of 

the sponsors. 

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

Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Ireland, Kenya, Mexico, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, 

Sweden, Venezuela and Yugoslavia. 

The CHAIRMAN: I shall now caJ.l on those representatives who "l'dsh 

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 r~sponsibility in this 

regard. The commitment undertaken by those Powers in the solemn declarations 

of the United Nations and in binding international obligations should 

be strictly respected. We believe that operative paragraph 5 adequately 

reflects the grave concerns caused by recent attitudes 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 further testing of nuclear 

weapons. 

Mr. THIELICKE (German Democratic Republic): Draft resolution 

A/C.l/37/L.32/Rev.l, entitled, "Cessation of all test explosions of nuclear 

weapons11
, is aimed at the speedy conclusion of a comprehensive 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 the existing neans 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 co~tin~ation of 

the work of the group under its present limited mandate may give rise to the danger 
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(Mr. Thielicke 2 German 
Democratic Re~ublic) 

of a deadlock in its work tr~ough general academic discussion on verification 

and therefore the objective - a complete and general prohibition of 

nuclear-weapon tests - will be lost sight of. 

Thirdly, the draft stresses the special responsibility of the three 

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 

prohibition of nuclear-weapon tests to the current session of the United Nations 

General Assembly~ the Soviet Union again complied with this responsibility. The 

other nuclear-weapon States are called upon to follow this example. 

Draft resolution A/C.l/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 vrere to join in such a measure. 

Mr. de LA GORCE (France) (interpretation from French): The French 

delegation will abstain in the vote on the draft resolution A/C.l/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 paragraph 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 the scope for-reduct;i,()_n~ in their own arsenals, conditions making it 

possible for France in turn to enter into commitments on iimiting its nuclear means. 

In the absence of these conditions, France is not in a position to take part in 

the work that 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.l/37/L.6 because it contained an appeal to all the 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 

prohibition. 
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(Mr. de La Gorce, France) 

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 t.he 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 4 of draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.32/Rev.l. 

It considers that the consensus rule prescribed in the Final Document 

is fundamental to all decisions of the Committee on Disarmament, It does 

not believe that a return to the majority rule for the creation of subsidiar~ 

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

in any way to progress in substantive negotiations. 

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

entitled 11Cessation of all test explosions of nuclear weapons 11
• 

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 Republic, 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 Jamahiriya, Madagascar, 

Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, 

Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, 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 

United Kingdom of Great Britain end Northern Ireland, 

United States of America 

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.l/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.l/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.l/37/L.6, 

which was adopted this morning. 

* Subsequently 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.l/37/1.32/Rev.l. 

The Soviet delegation supported this draft resolution on the cessation of all 

test explosions of nuclear weapons, presented by Mexico and 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 a 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 a&pects of the problem have been so fully explored 

that only a political decision is now necessary to achieve final agreement. 
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(Mr. Issraelyan, USSR) 

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.l/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 11to 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.l/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.l/37/1.32/Rev.l because, first of all, it calls for the beginning of 

concrete negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament 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 

said that such attempts are no longer relevant. 

Let me say this about the moratorium to which operative paragraph 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 favourable vote 

that my delegation cast regarding draft resolution A/C.l/37/1.32/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.l/37/1.32/Rev.l, entitled "Cessation of all 

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

contains many positive aspects. 
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(l.:rr • l-Iegalokonomos , Greece) 

Ue took this position because it appeared to my delegation that it contained 

several unbalanced elements concerning the doctrines and intentions of the 

nuclear-1·1eapon States, as for example the element of verification. i'lhat is more, 

we think that operative paragraph 5 (a) introduces an idea which 1·Te think could 

undermine the consensus rule in the Committee on Disarmament. In our 

opinion this could create a precedent and vrhatever the inconveniences of the 

consensus, this precedent could endanger a rule which, although uncomfortable, 

does not cease to be indispensable if vre 1-rant to have any real and frank. progress 

in the disarmament process. 

1~. 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 Committee: A/C.l/37/L.6, the draft resolution submitted by the USSR; 

A/C.l/37/L.32/Rev.l, sponsored by a group of neutral, non-aligned countries 

and Irelru~d; and A/C.l/37/L.40, a draft resolution subncitted by a number of 

States including Canada. 

Last week I referred to the problem of the proliferation of proposals on 

certain subjects and w·e have here a classic example. The realization of a 

verifiable, multilateral comprehensive test-ban treaty to end all nuclear testing 

in all environments for all time is a fundamental 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. Consequently 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 

matter. Competing draft resolutions on the same subject are of course all the 

more cause for regret given the critical nature in this case of 1vhat is at stake. 
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Draft resolution A/C.l/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.l/37/L.6 because it contained a number 

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.l/37/L.6 does not come to grips with the 

critical 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 fundamental 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.l/37/L.32/Rev.l, entitled cessation of all test 

explosions of nuclear weapons, for the following reasons. 

~irst, this draft resolution, in its operative paragraph 5 (a), challenges 

the basic procedural principle in the Committee on Disarmament, 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 

~inal 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-1-1eapon 

States to bring to a halt their nuclear tests. 

The CI-IAIRiv.!AJ.IT: The Committee has now completed its action on draft 

resolution A/C.l/37/L.32/Rev.l. 

The Colliillittee will no1-1 turn its attention to draft resolution 

A/C.l/37 /L.43, under agenda item 1~7, prohibition of the development and 

manufacture of ne1-1 types of weapons of mass destruction and nevr systems of such 

weapons. This draft resolution has 26 s:ponsors 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. 

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

resolution A/C.l/37/L.43 are; Afghanistan, Angola, Benin, Bulgaria, Burundi, 

the B,yelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Congo, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, 

Democratic Yemen~ Ethiopia, the German Democratic Republic~ Guinea, Hungary, 

the Lao People 1 s Democratic Republic~ Mongolia, Nozambique ~ Niger, Poland, 

Romania, Sao Tome and Principe, the Syrian Arab Republic, the Ukrainian Soviet 

Socialist Republic, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Viet lifam and Yemen. 
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The CHAIRMAN: We shall now vote on draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.43. 

A recorded vote has been requested. 

A recorded vote was taken. 

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Bahamas, Bahra,in, 

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

Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, 

Central African Republic, Chad, Chile, C.olombia, Costa Rica, 

Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Djibouti, 

Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, 

Finland, Gabon, German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Guinea, 

Guyana, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran (Islamic Republic 

of), Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's 

Democratic Republic, Lebanon, Liberia, Libyan Arab 

Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali, 

Mauritania, 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 Republ-ic-, -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 : 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.l/37/L.43 was adopted by 99 votes to none, with 

26 abstentions. 
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The CHAIRMAN: I.nQ~ .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 the development and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction 

and new systems of such weapons. 

Draft resolution A/C.l/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. Consequently, 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.l/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 seeking most efficiently to pursue that objective. Like 
-· 

many other States in the Committee, 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. consid~ration 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 militar,r·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 

follows that it would not contribute to strengthening 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 

vievr to identifying potentially dangerous developments in science and technology 

so that early neces~ary 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.l/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 aJ.so have reservations about the interim measure in operative paragraph 3, 

since we are convinced that the Committee on Disarmament, 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 l of draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.43, to negotiate with a view to 

preparing a draft campr~ensive 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 agreement, 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 permanent 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. 

't-1e 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 

draf't resolution L.43. 

Mr. C. LIDGARD (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.l/37/L.43, and I wish now to explain the reasons. 

Uith 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 Disarm.am.ent 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 disarmament 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 important and serious 

that it has taken the initiative to draft a resolution - draft resolution 

A/C.l/37/L.62 - proposine a United Nations study on military research and 

development. In my Government 1 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 CHAIRMAN: We have thus completed our consideration of 

draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.43. 

The Committee will now turn its attention to draft resolution 

A/C.l/37/L.47~ under agenda item 50 (f), entitled 11Review of the implementation 

of the recommendations and decisions adopted by the General Assembly at its 

tenth special session17
, on 11 Iibn-use of nuclear weapons and prevention of 

nuclear war11
• It has four sponsors and was introduced by the representative 

of the German Democratic Republic at the 37th meeting of the Committee 

on 19 November 1982. 

I call on the Secretary of the Committee, who lv.ill read out the list 

of sponsors. 

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

as follows: CUba, the German Democratic Republic, Romania and Viet Nam. 

The CHAIRMAN: I shall nm<T call on those representatives 

't<Tho wish to explain their votes before the vote. 

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

of draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.47 on non-use of nuclear weapons and prevention of 

nuclear war,. which was introduced by the delegation of the German De~ocratic 

Republic. My delegation will do so because it considers it important and 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 vrould complement 

these actions and constitute a serious contribution to the elimination of the 

danger of nuclear war. 

~tr 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.l/37/L.47, on which the Committee is now 

going to take action, prompted the Mongolian delegation to ask to speak 

bef'ore it is put to the vote. 

It is ~ delegation's considered view that the most ef'f'ective 

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 not yet within 

reach, stipulates that all Sta~es should actively participate in ef'f'orts 

to bring about conditions in international af'f'airs among States in which 

a code of' peacef'ul conduct of' nations in international af'f'airs 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 

f'irst to use nuclear weapons would, in our view, greatly enhance confidence 

among States and create the necessary conditions f'or the adoption of' 

practical measures in the f'ield of' nuclear disarmament. 

Proceeding f'rom this premise, the Mongolian delegation attaches great 

importance to the historic obligation undertaken by the Soviet Union not to be 

the f'irst to use nuclear weapons. Similarly, we appreciate the commitment 

assumed by another nuclear-weapon State. We consider that these declarations 

of'f'er an important avenue to decreaeing 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 f'irst to use nuclear weapons. 

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

f'avour of' draft resolution A/C.l/37 /L.47. 

The CHAIRMAN: The voting procedure on draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.47 

will now begin. 

A recorded vote has been requested. 

A recorded vote was taken. 
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Afghanistan, 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, Czechoslovakia, Democratic Yemen, Dominican Republic, 

Ecuador, Egypt, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, German Democratic 

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

Iran (Islamic Republic of'), Iraq, Ireland, Jamaica, Jordan, 

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

Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania, 

Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, 

Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Poland, Qatar, 

Romania, 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 Tanzania, Venezuela, 

Viet Nam, Yemen, Yugoslavia, Zambia 

Australia, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, 

Germany, 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 .America 

Abstaining: Austria, Bahamas , China, Finland, Greece, Guatemala, 

Lebanon, Malawi, Malaysia, Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, 

Philippines, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Singapore, Somalia, 

Uruguay, Zaire 

Draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.47 was adopted by 87 votes to 19, with 

18 abstentions. 
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The CHAIRMAN: I 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.l/37/L.47 and would like to state the following. 

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

most serious international problems 1vith which we are faced. No one can 

disagree that we have to do our utmost to bring this arms race to a halt. 

Iv.iy 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 arsenals and 

political 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 vrhat 't·Te shall strongly call for. that ""Yrould be the right course in 

order to ensure that these terrible weapons will not be used. 

For these reasons vre voted against the present draft resolution. 

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

question of a non-~first-use of nuclear vreapons during the general debate in 

the First Ccmmittee 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 1·ras for that reason that 

we abstained in the vote on the draft resolution in document A/C.l/37/L.47. 

~lr. GLEISSl~ (Austria): The Austrian delegation shares the 

alarm expressed in the draft resolution in document A/C.l/37/L.47 about the 

threat of a nuclear holocaust and ascribes the highest importance and 

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

\ve have~ hm-rever ~ 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~ 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 nuclear arsenals. 

In view of these considerations:.. the Austrian delegation abstained 

in the vote on the draft resolution. 

Mr • .ABDELWAHAB (Sudan): Solemn declarations_ by nuclear-wea-pon 

States that they will not be the first to use nuclear weapons are highly 

"YTelcomed by my delegation. For that reason we voted in favour of the 

draft resolution in document A/C.l/37/L.47· However, we should like to state 

for the record that such a vote should in no way be vie¥red 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 inadmissibility of the use of force in 

international relations regardless of the military means employed. 

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

vote just taken on the draft resolution in document A/C.l/37/L.47 entitled, 

''Non-use of nuclear weapons and prevention of nuclear war 11
• 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 Nations. 

These controversial elements in the draft resolution in document A/C.l/37/L.47 

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.l/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 Arabic): Egypt voted in favour 

of the draft resolution in document A/C.l/37/L.47 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.l/37/L.47. 

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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lir. r,.mmr:RROlT (United States of .1\merica): Draft resoJ:u.tim1 

_fl./C.l/J'( /L.4·r :;?resents m1 inJ:)orta.nt che~len;~e to the uisclOill and seriolls 

:9urpose of this Co:·lldttee. Its bade ille,-,_ is disarmingly simple: 

unilateral cleclara:tions by States that they 1vill not be the first to use 

nuclear 1-rea!:Jons. 

/It first blush the icl.en also might st:dl:e :most as obvious anc.l 

unas sailu.ole: is not nuclear iTa.I', after o.ll, a. horror, t!1e threat of Hhich 

all Hen can 2-r;_:ree nust be rec.lucecl alll!. eli.J.niilateJ..? 

But the Jilelilbers of this C01;n<littee are not a.cldressinc: a nev·T iC.ea, for 

althour;h the proposR.l of unilateral c!.ecle..rations of non-first use of nuclear 

vrea:rons is of recent vintar~e, the issue of selective prohibition of the use 

of nuclear uet\'Jons b.as a:n;>eared here in one for:ta or a.nother for r.1e..ny years. 

The representatives to this Col.t'littee thus umlers·tanc.!. thA.t the superficial 

O.IJ!1eal of such resolutions is c1eceptive. 'l'he unc.lerlyin:3 issues are, incieell, 

conple;c anc1 troubling, an<l they cry out not; to be i!:';norecl. 

In the vie1-r of the Unit eel ;Jtat es, the st£1..rJ~; inG-point for consit'1.eration 

of draft resolution A/C.l/J7 /L.i~·r shoulcl be the Unit eel Hat ions Charter. 'l'he 

essentio.l provisions o:? the Charter bind all lienbers to avoill tHe use or Jcbreat 

o:E' u:::::e of force a:3ainst any State, whether such force be nuclear or conventional. 

If all. llember States fulfillecl this bin<linr~ oblir:;a·tion, there vroulC.L be no fear 

of the possible Llse of nuclear 1-reapons. 

The United E'tates, li1:e its Jorth Atlo.ntic Jl...llia.nce partners and otller 

allies ~e..nc.l friends, is de<licatec:L to u:r:lloltd.l13 ancl stren~thenin_: the:t; central 

:':'rovision of the Charter. As the !.T.!\.TO r.1e<·1.ber Ctates Qecl<l!'ecl a::a.in in Donn, 

C.eraany, in June of this year: 
11.JJone of our l·reaiJons \·rill ever be usecl e::cept in response to o;ttacl;:. 11 
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But ,just o.s the Chc.rter prohii>its vJ.l :.·lilite.ry a[';[~ression, so does it 

reco~nize the richt of self-defence. In on environment of fla-::;rant anU. 

tmre·.J.ittin;: violations of the Charter, anll. confronted with 1ru.~3e allcl crowin~; 

forces, the UniteU. rta:tes nne.!. its a,llies raust L.1sist that the rip;ht of 

self-defence cannot be fettered. 

Thus it is clear that in the lir:ht of the Charter the proposals for 

declarations on non-first-use of nuclear wea~ons nre unnecessary anc.1 redunclru1t; 

they divert attention from the need to c.dclress the clanGer of war itself; t:i:ley 

s~so ,.,_is<lirect attention froi:l. the threat posecl by the 11assive builli.-up of t!1e 

strater;ic ['.110. interm.eclie.te-ronc;e nuclear forces of one bloc of States, 1rhich 

i·:y novernment has reneatetily detailed.. 

In present circmn.ste..nces, cnlls by that sicle for unenforceable unilateral 

r:>lecl~es are hollov. 'fhe pro:ner place seriously to aC.dress the g_uestions brour;ht 

up and the threat they ::>ose is in the Strategic .Anns Reduction 'l.'alks (ST.ATI'i') 

and the InteiT1eU.iate-Ranr;e nuclear Forces (HJF) negotiations. Purtherniore·, 

r-;iven the present lon':-sta.n<linc.; iln.l.:l0.lance, ~articularly in Luro:')e, of 

conventional forces, J.eparture by IU\.TO f.ror-1 its este.blisheL1 :90licy of fle:.;ible 

re:J:oonse to any act of a.r::~ression uould be seriously destabilizing" thus 

increasin:": the c'LunGer of 1rar. 

The solution to that conventiono,l imbalance is e. positive Eastern resJ?Onse 

to I'roposo.J.s for nutual balancecl and verifiable force reductions to eg_ual 

levels in Central :U'urope. 

Hy r'-overur!lent believes that draft resolu·t;ion A/C.l/3'( /L.l!-7 is not only 

surerfluous but mis.chievous, in that it atte..:upts to direct attention r:may 

froP. the bindinr; character of the provisions of the Charter and fro111 the 

serious chullen.r,;e of nec;otie.tecl o.,::;reements that fairly and verifiably reO.uce 

the level and instability of both nuclear and conventional E!ilitary forces. 

Therefore~ my delegation voted against that draft resolution. 
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:;rs. ·CA'3~TIO de DARICE (Costa J\ica) (internre-t;o,tion froa 3!1nllish): 

Costa :nica voted in favour of draft resolution ll/C.l/3 .. ( /L.l~·r because 1-re 

uelco:w.e all Cl.eclsxations b~r ~3to:ces tlmt they 1-rill not be the first to use 

nuclec.r 1-rea~9ons • If no uody uses t hera first , then no bocly 1-rill use t he.iil s econu, 

vnd. that vrill certainly be of benefit to the 1-rhole worlU.. 

In a<lclition, ue feel that those countries that Hake such a ueclaro.tion 

HU:::t necessarily acconpany it by the practical jJnplenentation by the parties of the 

universally accepted principles of the non~use of force in international relations 

and respect for the ~ndependence) sovereirmty and territorial integrity of all 

States, uhether they be neic;hbours or not. 

iEr. IIftHDL Czechoslovakia): The Czechoslova1: delecation gave its 

:C'Ull SU}?port ·t;o the clraft resoltttion subnitted by the ti.elec;ations of Cuba, the 

C.errtan Denocrr.tic Republic, Viet lio.J:tl auG. ~o:manin in document A/C.l/3'1/L.l!-7, 

relntinn; to the non-use of nuclear wee,pons and :nrevention of nuclear "'·rar. 

\Te are fir.L'l.ly conviucec. that, })eudin~ the achievement of nuclear <lisarw.3ltlent 

anG. the cooplete eliJ.;lination o:r:' nuclear 'treapons, the aJ.option by s~l 

nuclee.r-iTeapon Gtates of the obli·:ation not to be the first to use nuclear 

uea:nons vroulC!., in toG.ay' s c il"cu:..rrstnnces, be e:;:tre:t.aely :irctportant for the 

prevent ion of the dan~er of nuclear wnr. 

The uncleniable fact is that such an ol.Jli'~ation woulti., in practical ten:.rts, 

mean si.mple and effective :9rohibition of the use of nuclear ueapons. 

It is from. that point of vieu that 1-re have "'·relCOllleti. anc1 supported the 

e.sswu:.Jtion of such an oblip,ation by the Coviet Union announceC!. at the seconU. 

s:r,>ecial session of the General .1\.sseubl;y- devoted. to disarJ:tlaJ.':>.ent, as ~rell as the 

similar obligation reiterated by the other nuclear-·vreapon States at the same 

session. 

Sllch an obligation fully corresponds to the declaration contained in the Final 

DoCUl~tent of the tenth special session of the General AsseJ.itbly that all f:tates 

shoulc1 actively 1)articipate in efforts to brin-; about conditions in international 

relo..tions amonr· States in which a code of J?eP.ceful concluct of nations in 
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international affairs could be agreed and which would preclude. the use or 

threat of use of nuclear weapons. 

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 vlarsaw 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 2 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 ~egotiating 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 O·f 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. 
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Bearing all that in mind, and guided by the f'act that in the present 

circumstances draf't resolution A/C.l/37/L.47 provides a simple and very 

ef'f'ective way to ward of'f' the danger of' a nuclear holocaust - which, as 

most delegations in this Committee have pointed out, constitutes the m?st 

urgent task of' our time - the Czechoslovak delegation voted in f'avour of' that 

draf't resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN: The Committee has thus completed its consideration of' 

draf't resolution A/C.l/37/L.47. 

We will now turn our attention to the last draf't resolution f'or the day, 

that contained in document A/C.l/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". 

I call on the representative of' Nigeria, who wishes to make a minor oral 

amendment to that draft·r.esolution. 

Mr. IJ'EtmRE (H:i.geria): Bef'ore the Committee takes a decision on 

draf't resolution A/C.l/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 ef'f'ects, the Convention, with its three Protocols , was 

open f'or signature in New York on 10 April 1981 f'or a period of' 12 months. 

Since the 12 months have now elapsed, it is no longer technically 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. Bri'efly-, therefore, we should like to modif'y operative paragraph 1 

to read as f'ollovrs : 

::urges those States 'tvhich have not yet done so to exert 

the best of' their endeavours to become parties to the Convention ••• 11 

I should like to add that Egypt was inadvertently omitted f'rom the list 

of' sponsors. That was a mistake and I hope that it can be rectified. 
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The CHAIRMAN: Draft resolution A/C.l/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 nwnes of the 

sponsors. 

l·Ir. 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 CHAIRMAN: The Committee will now take a decision on 

draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.59, as orally amended. 

A recorded vote has been requested. 

A recorded vote was taken. 

In favour: Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Australia, 

Austria~ 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, Denmark, Dominican Republic, 

Ecuador, Egypt , Ethiopia, 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, 

Luxembourg, Hadagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Mali, Malta, 

~ia.uritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, 

Nepal, Netherlands , New Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, 

J:lorway, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New· Guinea, 
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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.l/37/L.59, as orally amended, was adopted by 123 votes 

to none. 

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

wishes to explain his vote after the voting. 

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

from Russian) : The Soviet delegation would like to make the following 

statement in connection with the adoption of draft resolution A/C.l/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 sien 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. 

vTe "t>Tholeheartedly 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 negotiatiens 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 Sovi~  delegation has held consultations with the sponsors o:f draft 

resolution A/C.~l/37/1.59 with a view to concluding specific indications to 

this effect. ~ie 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 General Assembly will 

be more activ  and decisive in deciding about further steps in this area. 

In the light of the :foregoing considerations the Soviet delegation supported 

draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.59. 

The CHAIRMAN: The Committee has now completed its consideration of 

draft resolution A/C.l/37/1.59. 

I call on the representative o:f F.rance. 
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l~. de LA GORCE (France) (interpretation from French): On behalf 

of the sponsors of draft resolution A/C.l/37/L.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 Secr~tariat 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: 

:
1Requests 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. 1; 

The purpose of this addition is mainly to bring draft resolution A/C.l/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 Informat.ion, whose programmes in this connection have already been 

decided upon. 

The adoption of this provision therefore entails no financial implications. 

The CHAIID1AN: 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. 




