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The meeting was called to order at 3.20 p.m.

AGENDA ITEMS 3k, 38, 40, 41, k2, 43, Lk, 45, 46,
k7, 48, 49, 51, 52 and 53 (continued)

The CHATRMAN: This afternoon we will take decisions on draft resolutions
Afc.1/3/L.k, L.5, L.10/Rev.l, and L.16.
The Committee will now proceed to take a decision on the draft resclution
A/C.1/32/L.4 pertaining to the agenda item 46 entitled "Prohibition of the

development and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new

systems of such weapons". The draft resolution has no financial implications. I

shall now call on representatives wishing to explain their vote before the vote.

Mr. OGISO (Japan): My delegation in no way underestimates the significance
of the attempt to prevent the development and manufacture of new weapons of mass
destruction. However, we are not in favour of beginning the preparation of a draft
treaty on those weapons at a time when the pressing and priority disarmament
objectives, such as a complete test ban and a ban on chemical weapons, have not yet
reached the stage of negotiations, after a lapse of many years. My delegation,
therefore, has to register a strong reservation on starting negotiations on a
disarmament guestion which is peripheral, is unclear with regard to the scope of the
prohibition and presents difficulties of verification that are easy to foresee.

We take the view that the most practical and appropriate way to handle this
question at this stage is not to reguest the Conference of the Committee on
Disarmament (CCD) to spend a lot of time preparing such a treaty but to keep the
guestion under review in the CCD so that negotiations can start whenever concrete
subjects of that nature come into the picture.

Accordingly, we shall abstain on draft resolution A/C.l/ﬁQ/L.h, and therefore
support draft resolution A/c.1/32/L.5, which gives full consideration to the position
I have stated.

Mr. SOARES (Portugal): In the past two years the Portuguese delegation has
supported the resolutions on the prohibition of the development and manufacture of

new types of weapons of mass destruction, in view of the importance we attribute to
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that matter and despite some reservations on, or objections to, certain points of
the texts approved.

This year two draft resolutions have been presented on the same item: one,
contained in A/C.1/%2/L.4, is similar to the resolutions approved in previous
sesgions of the General Assembly; the other, contained in A/C.l/52/L.5, seems 1o
have a better approach to the problem and is closer to the views of the Portuguese
Government in this matter. Therefore, my delegation will abstain on draft
resolution A/C.1/32/L.4 ant. vote in favour of draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.5.
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Mr. FISHER (United States of America): I wish to make a statement in
explanation of my Government's vote in support of the draft resoclution in
document A/C.1/§2/L.5 and its abstention on the draft resolution in document
A/C.1/32/L.k.

The United States is committed to continuing and intensifying the search
for meaningful restrictions on and the prohibition of all weapons of mass
destruction. We agree that both existing and potential new types of weapons
of mags destruction pose a particularly seriocus threat to mankind. My
Government is dedicated to the objective of the elimination and prevention
of future development of such weapons, under adequately verified agreements.

The problem of new weapons of mass destruction is one with which the
United Nations has been concerned since 1948, It then adopted a definition
of weapons of mass destruction which the United States believes to be valid
today. This action defined weapons of mass destruction as atomic explosive wespons
radicactive material weapons, lethal chemical and biological weapons, and
any weapons developed in the future which have characteristics comparable in
destructive effect to those of the atomic bomb or other weapons that I have
Just mentioned.

In carrying out the purposes of that action, however, the United States
is not convinced that it would be either desirable or effective to attempt to
deal with them in a single treaty. We continue to believe that the most
effective approach would be to keep this issue under review in order to identify
potential new types of weapons of masg destruction as early as possible.

When specific potential weapons are identified, we believe it would then be
appropriate to develop a specific agreement dealing with the weapon in
question. However, any new weapons of mass destruction will undoubtedly have
different technical characteristics as compared with other weapons, and we
believe it is particularly important and necessary for any agreement to
control such a new weapon of mass destruction to be tailored to the specific
weapon. That is true not only because the dangers of weapons of mass
destruction may vary but also because the method of verifying compliance with
an agreement to ban those weapons may be quite different, depending upon the
nature of the threat posed by the weapon and its characteristics which might

determine the means for its control.
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The United States does believe that certain action could be taken consistent
with the definition given "y the United Nations in 1948 and which in fact would
be a further step in implerenting the action called for by that 1948 decision.
This would be the negotiation of a convention banning radiological weapons,
that is, weapons which emp oy the destructive effects of radiation emitted by
decay of radicactive materials. The United States has demonstrated that it is
prepared to negotiate such a convention.

However, with respect to draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.4, the United States
does not feel that the negotiation of an over-all convention on weapons that we
do not know or understand would be a workable action in the cause of peace.

The United States is, however, prepared rigorously to support the purposes
of draft resolution A/C.1/22/L.5. The United States is gratified that the
Committee is united in its recognition of the potential danger of new types
of weapons of mass destruction and pledges its vigilance against the threat

posed by such weapons.

Mr. SUCHARIPA (Austria): The Austrian delegation will abstain in

the vote on the two draft resolutions which have been submitted under agenda
item L6, entitled "Prohibition of the development and manufacture of new types
of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons", that is to say,
on draft resolutions A/C.1/32/L.4 and L.5. This should in no way be
interpreted as a lack of interest on our part in the problem of the
production of new weapons of mass destruction; on the contrary, Austria attaches
and has always attached particular importance to the prohibition of any new
kinds of devastating vweaponry,

However, we can see only limited value in proposing draft resolutions
which right from the beginning are faced with the disapproval of one or more
of those countries to which they are mainly addressed. The Austrian delegation
hes therefore privetely urged the authors of those drafis to do their utmost
to arrive at a single text “hat would be widely acceptable., We deplore
the fact that it has not been possible to achieve that goal, in spite of the
declared preparedness of the authors of the two drafts to make sincere

efforts to reach an agreement.
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Nevertheless, the Austrian delegation still hopes that the Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament (CCD), which will have to take into account the
two resolutions - which, I assume, will both be adopted in a few minutes -
when 1t resumes its deliberations on the subject-matter, will in due course
be able to present to the General Assembly the outlines of an agreed approach
on how to proceed further with regard to the question of the prohibiticn of
the manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction.

In our opinion, that would be in keeping with what we consider to be
the main task of the CCD, that is, sincerely to discuss and debate disarmament
proposals and, in co-operation among all its members, lay the necessary
foundations for workable decisions by the General Assembly in order to promote

effective disarmament and arms control measures.

Mr. ADSNIJT (Nigeria): With the difficulties that we rotice have
been encountered in various forums or negotistions, we believe that it is now

clear that it is easier to develop new weapons than to control their use - not

to speeak of banning them completely.
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ile have noticed from statistics that the major military Powers already have
in their arsenals enough weapons of mass destruction to destroy mankind many
times over. Ve have also roticed that in spite of this research is still
proceeding not only to discover new weapons of mass destruction but to perfect
those in existence. Such perfection, of course, can only be designed to make
these weapons more efficient in their destructive capacity. 4s long as the world
situation remains what 1t is, the danger of the continuance of the rare to possess
the most efficient weapons >f mass destruction will continue.

thile realizing that tie ultimate objective of complete and general
disarmament is still very far from us and while settling, as we seem to have, for
a step~by-step approach, we notice that progress in this approach has been very
slow, partly for political »ut also partly for technical reasons. Vhile
negotiations are going on for the control of weapons already known we find that
new weapons are cowming on to the scene, or at least there are reports of the
possibility of new weapons, which would probably be more efficient in their
destructive capacity, coming on to the scene.

We all applauded the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT)
when it was concluded, and ny own country was one of the first to sign it. But
then we also know at this time,with the wisdom of hindsight, that perhaps one of the
problems with the NPT, or av least the reason it has not commended i%self to quite a
number of countries that are not yet parties, is that while the NPT controls the
horizontal proliferation of nuclear weapons it does not do much about the control
of vertical proliferation. It seems to me, therefore, that i1f ve think in terms
of any new instrument to cortrol the development of any new types of weapons we
ought to make sure that the instrument controls vertical as well as horizontal
development of such weapons.

Tt also seems to my delegation that the discussion of item 46 should be
conducted in such a way as will result in an all-embracing prohibition which will
wot leave any loophole, preventing some but permitting others to refine weapons of
mass destructior the prineiples of which they already know.

The Nigerian delegation has therefore considered the two draft resclutions
AfC.1/32/L.4 and A/C.1/32/L.5 on the basis of its belief that any prohibition of
the development and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction should,

as I have said, be all-embraczing and leave no loophole.
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First of all, we notice that while draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.) is based un
agenda item 46, which is entitled "Prohibition of the development aud manufacture of
new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weupons", draft
resolution A/C.1/32/L.5 seeks, in our view, to modify the very title of the item.

It is, as we see from the document, a draft resolution designed to prohibit "Veapons
of mass destruction based on new scientific principles"”. We think that by this
subtitle and by this modification the draft has left a very serious gap, one which
we believe could be filled by the refinement of weapons of mass destruction which
are already in the arsenals of the major military Powers but which could be refined
to meke them more efficient. We referred to one such weapon during our general
statement in this Committee.

Secondly, we also notice that draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.4t is a logical
follow-up of previous resolutions, and in particular resolution 31/74 adopted last
year. On the other hand, resolution A/C.1/32/L.5 seems to have avoided carefully
any reference to the previous consideration of this item in the past two years.

Thirdly, we notice that, while the draft in A/C.1/32/L.L requests the
Conference of the Committee on Disarmasment (CCD) to continue negotiations already
begun on this subject - and these are negotiations which were being advanced with
the assistance of qualified governmental experts - draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.5
again seems to diverge completely from the previous negotiations and therefore to
restrict the future work of the CCD on this subject.

We also notice that draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.5, in its operative
paragraph 3, seeks, in fact, to prejudge the conclusion which will be reached at the
end of the negotiations on this subject.

The Nigerian delegation believes that work on an agreement to prohibit the
development and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction and new
systems of such weapons is not inconsistent with ongoing negotiations. In this cas=
perhaps reference should be made to the negotiations on radiological weapons. Ve do
not believe that a comprehensive agreement to prohibit the development of these
weapons would jeopardize the ongoing discussions on specific, identified weapons of
mass destruction.

Ve therefore will not be in a position to support draft resolution
A/C.1/32/L.5, on which we shall abstain, but we will vote in favour of draft
resolution A/C.l/}E/L.h, which we believe seeks to advance the work of the Generzl
Assembly on this particular item in the past two years.
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Mr. CHAMPENCIS (Belgium) (interpretation from French): Speaking
on behelf of the nine members of the European Community, I wish to

state that, those nine countries will vote in favour of draft resclution |,
A/c.1/3%2/L.5 and will abstain from voting on draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.k,
dealing with the vrchiciticn of the development and manufacture of new
types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons.

Vle recognize the value of the Soviet initiative to submit this
matter to the attention of the international communlity. It is therefore
with regret that the countries of the Furopean Community will abstain,
again on the draft resolution sponsored by the USSR and cther countries.
The reason for this abstention relates to the proposed method - namely,
the negstiation of &n over-all treaty dealing with the while gquesticn.

We are opposed to that over=-all apprcach: first of all, we believe
that, by its very nature, such a treaty can only be vague and ambigucus
with regard to the definitiun of the weapons it seeks to prohibit. An
over-all sgreement wculd have tc cover extremely different types cf
weapong, some of which are not yet known.

We also believe that the necessarily imprecise nature of the definition
will meke it difficult to devise any effective verification formula.

It is for those reasons, which are based on the approach taken,
that the nine countries af the European Community will abstain from voting
on draft resolution A/C.1l/32/L.k,

Those countries would also like ta take this cpportunity to state their
position on the efforts heing made to prohibit rew weapons of
mass destruction. We believe that those efforts cannot imply any .

restriction with regard to the development of scientific research,.

Mr, MADADHA (Jordan): The Jordanian delegation wishes to clarify its
position on the two draft resolutions - A/C.1/32/L.hk and A/C.1/32/L.5 - which
deal with the subject of prohibition of the development and manufacture of
weapons of mass destruction.

We do not find a difference of substance and ultimate aiwm in these draft

resolutions: both of tkem have as their objective to relieve mankind of the
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danger of these destructive weapons. We believe that the differences lie in wording
and reference, rather than in substance. The ultimaete humanitarian goal is the
same, and the substance is the sane.

Therefore, we shall vote in favour of both draft resclutions.

Mr. PAWLAK (Poland): Poland has, from the very beginning, supported the
efforts made towards the prohibition of weapons of mass destruction and new systems
of such weapons. We are of the opinion that the approach in the draft resolution
contained in document A/C.1/32/L.4 is more far reaching and attacks the problem more
substantially than draft resolution A/C.l/BQ/L.S. It will, T hope, lead to an
international treaty prohibiting the development and manufacture of new types of
weapons of mass destruction.

My delegation believes that an early agreement to that effect would play a
major role in halting the qualitative arms race and preventing use of the latest
scientific and technological achievements for the purpose of war and mass
annihilation.

That is why the Polish delegation will vote in favour of the draft resolution
contained in document A/C.l/iQ/L.h and abstain from voting on draft resolution
A/c.1/32/L.5.

Mrs. BORODOWSKY JACHIEVICH (Cuba) (interpretation from Spanish): My
delegation considers that draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.4 fulfils our commitment to

reach an agreement prohibiting the development and manufacture of new types of
weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons. It takes into
consideration the vast technical and material resources used not only Iin weapons
manufacture but also in research into perfecting new, more deadly weapons which
entail a latent danger to international peace and security. In addition, that draft
contributes to the cessation of the arms race.

Since the CCD has not yet reached final conclusions on other aspects of
disarmament, we must not fail to give this matter the urgent attention it requires.

Many delegations, throughout the general debate on disarmement, have indicated

that at the present time it is necessary not only to achieve nuclear disarmament but
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to adopt collateral disarmament measures that will lead to general and complete
disarmament. Accordinglyr, my delegation will vote in favour of draft resolution
A/C.l/32/L.h because it maintains a logical sequence in dealing with the item,
and we shall abstain fron voting on draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.5, since it
intrcduces new elements :nto this vital subject of disarmament.

Mr. KITI (Kenya): In explanation of my delegation's vote before the
vote, I wish to say that my country, Kenya, believes in the eventual attainment
of the objective of general and complete disarmament. We will therefore support
any proposal that tends towards that objective.

We have studied carefully the two draft resolutions with this principle in
mind, and we should like, therefore, to state that we find draft resolution
A/C.1/32/L.4, in addition to the very valid statements made by our brother
from Nigeria, more in keeping with the objective of general and complete
disarmament; whereas drait resolution A/C.1/32/L.5, while aiming at the
same obJective, has certein constraints and restrictions. We have been
particularly concerned with operative paragraph 5 of draft resolution
A/C.1/32/L.5 which, in ovr view, departs somewhat from the objective of complete
disarmament, since that raragraph tends to call on the international community
to wait until a weapon has been developed, and alsoc requests the CCD to discuss
not agreements but the "desirability" of formulating agreements on the
prohibition of such weapcns of mass destruction.

Therefore, having ccnsidered those two points very carefully, we will vote
in favour of draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.4 and very reluctantly abstain from
voting on draft resolution A/C.1/32/1.5 because we feel that, although it aims
at the same thing, it is restrictive in a way.
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The Committee will now proceed to the voting on the

draft resolutions. We shall vote first on draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.L,

A recorded vote was taken.

In favour:

Against:
Abstuining:

Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Bahamas, Bahrain,
Bangladesh, Barbados, Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Botswana,
Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian Soviet Socialist
Republie, Chile, Colombia, Costa Riea, Cuba, Czechoslovakia,
Democratic Yemen, Ecuador, Egypt, E1l Salvador, Ethiopia,
Fiji, Finland, German Democratic Republic, Ghana, Guyana,
Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan,
Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's Temocratic Republic, Libyan
Arab Jamehiriya, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali,
Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal,
Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea,
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Qatar, Romania,
Rwanda, Sierra ILeone, Singapore, Sri Larka, Sudan, Surinam,
Swaziland, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailand, 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, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen,
Yugoglavia, Zalre, Zambia.

None,

Australia, Austria, Belgium, Burma, Canada, Central
African Republic, Denmark, France, Germany, Federal
Republic of, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, TItaly,
Ivory Coast, Japan, Luxembourg, Mauritania, Netherlands,
New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Senegal, Spain, Sweden,
Turkey, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern
Treland, United States of America,

The draft resolution was adopted by 87 votes to none, with 28 abstentions.
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The CHAIRMAN: I shall now call on those representatives who wish

to explain their votes afler the vote,

Mr. HAMILTON (Sweden): The Swedish delegation, a co-sponsor of draft
resolution A/C.1/32/L.5, tas abstained on draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.k. Ve

wish to explain the reasors for this position.

But first I would exrress our regret that it was not possible to
amalgamate the two texts into one in view of their considerable similarity
in purpose.

Sweden is deeply convinced of the importance of preventing at an early
stage the use of scientific and technological progress for the development of
new types of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons. We
are therefore strongly in Ffavour of the ultimate objective of both draft resolutions,
which ig to take measures in order that scientific discovery could be used for
the benefit of mankind and not for its destruction. With regard to draft
resolution A/C.l/}Q/L.h, we feel it, however, appropriate to restate views
already expressed by Sweden on previous occasions.

Firstly, it is our understanding that the concept "new weapons of mass
destruction” relates to such weapons ag are developed on the basis of scientific
principles other than those used in the weapons named in the 1048 deTinition
of weapronsg of mass destruction. Secondly, I wish to recall the concern we

have expressed about the icea of a gerneral argreement in this field. One
aspect of this concern is the problem of arrivinz at sufficiently clear
definitions. We have noted with satisfaction that the draft opens the
possibility for the conclusion of agreements aimed at sr2cific new developments
as need arises, In this respect it seems to be a similar approach to the one
suggested in draft resolution A/C.l/BQ/L.S.

¥y delegation's co-spouscrship of resolution A/G.l/BQ/L.5 is an
indication of our support for the general approach advocated in the text: that
is, to request the Counference of the Committee on Disarmament (CCD) to keep
under review relevant developments of new weapons of mass destruction and to
consider the desirability o any specific apreements on their prohibition. This
is a general line which the Swedish delepation has followed during the discussions
in the General Assembly and in the CCD since this item was first introduced by the

- Boviet Union in 1975.
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Mr. HOU Yi-nin (China) (interpretation from Chinese): With regard to

Arafs resolution A,/C.1/%2/L.k, which was just adopted, k= Chinese Aelegation wishes
to state that it did not participate in the vote. At the same time, with

regard to draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.5, which is to be voted on, we are not

going to participate in the vote. I would ask that our statement e included in

the record.

U IIAUNG MAUNG GYEZE (Burma): By mistake my delegation abstained in
the vote on draft resolution A/C.1/72/L.h |, but we wished to vote for it.

Mr. KONDE (Guinea) (interpretation from French): I just wanted it to
be recorded that the Republic of Guinea, whose representative was absent from
the room during the vote, wishes to state that had its delegation been present it

would huve voted in favour of draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.k.

Mr, HOUNGAVOU (Benin) (interpretation from French): During the

general debate on the question of disarmament, my delegation had an opportunity
to state clearly its position in this Committee. After having studied carefully
the two draft resolutions, A/C.1/32/L.4 and A/C.1/32/L.5, that we are considering,
my delegation came to the conclusion that resolution A/C.1/32/L.L was satisfactory
since it supported the view that this draft resolution took of the question,
and that is why we voted in favour of it. ,

On the other hand, my delegation noted that draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.5,
although it does contain certain positive features, does not positively embrace

all the problems with which we are concerned, and so Ve will abstain in the voting

on it,.

The CHATIRMAN: As there are no further speaskers in explanation

of the vote after the vote on draft resolution A/C,1/%2/L.k, I declare
consideration of that draft resolution concluded.

The Committee will now teke a decision on the draft resolution
conteined in document A/C.1/32/L.5, pertaining to agenda item 45, entitled
"Prohibition of the development and manufacture of new types of veapons of mass

destruction and new systems of such weapons", The draft resolution has no
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financial implications. It is sponsored by 11 delegations, and was introcduced
by the representative of the United Kingdom on 9 November 1977. |

A I shall now call on those delegabtions wishing to explain their votes hefore
the vote. ’

Mr. HERDER (German Democratic Republic): The Committee has just adopted
by an overvhelming majority draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.h, which was submitted
by the German Democratic Republic, Hungary and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics,

It is now going to vcte on the other draft resolution on this subject,
namely, A/C.l/ﬁE/L.5. My delegation, together with the other sponsors of
draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.k4, will abstain from voting on draft resolution
A/C.1/32/L.5. The reasons Tor this attitude are as follows.

Draft resolution A/C.1/52/L‘5 does not meet our concerns about the
continuing arms rate with new types of weapons of mass destruction based on
nevw principles of action. In order to prevent the development and manufacture
of these dangerocus types of weapons in time, immediate and effective measures
should be taken. The solution of this problem would include both the preparation
aﬁd continuation of a global, all-embracing agreement, binding for all States,
thus putting an end to the development and manufacture of new types of weapons
of mass destruction.

Draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.h4 was Very clear in this sense. It requested
the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament to continue negotiations with the
sssistance of qualified governmental experts aimed at working out the text of an
agreement on the prohibition of the development and manufacture of new types
of weapons of mass destruction and new systems of such weapons and, when
necessary, specific agreemants on this subject.

In comparison withthet clear and unambiguous intention, draft resolution
A/C.l/BQ/L.S is considerably less explicit. Instead of requesting the Conference
of the Committee on Disarmament to continue the search for an understanding on
a global and all-embracing agreement, it only asks that Committee to keep this

problem under review and to consider the desirability of formulating agreements

on the prohibition of any specific new weapons which may be identified. Thus,
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it disregards the progress that has already been achieved by the Conference of
the Committee on Disarmament over the last two years on the road to tne
preparation of a comprehensive and global prohibition.
This draft lags far behind our concerns and the texts of resclutions
which have been adopted in this respect by the General Assembly since 1975.
This is the main reason why the sponsors of draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.l
will abstain on Avaft wesolution A/C.1/32/L.5 when it is put to the vote.
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YWz shall now proceed to vote on the draft resolution

contained in document A/C.L/32/L.5. The United Kingdom has asked for a recorded

vote.

A recorded vote was tiken.

In favour:

Against:
Abstaining:

Af ghunistan, Algeria, Argentina, Australia, Echianas,
Behrain, Bengledesh, Belgium, Bhutan, Bolivia, Burma,
Canede, Cape Verde, Central African Empire, Chile,
Co..ombia, Costa Rica, Denmark, i‘:uador. E1l Salvador,
Ethiopia, Fiji, Finland, Fmnce, Germany, Federal
Republic of, Greece, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran,
fr#e . Ireland, Israeel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Jordan,
Kuvait, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, Luxembourg,
MaZ.aysia. Maldives, Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal,
Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger, Norway, Oman, Pakistan,
Parama, Papua New Guinea, Faraguay, Peru, Fhilippines.
Poxtugal, Qatar, Romania, Rwanda, Singapore, Spain,

Sri Lanka, Sudan, Surinam, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian
Areb Republic, Thailand, Turkey, United Arab Emirates,
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,
United Republic of Cameroon, United States of America,
Uruguay, Venezuela, ‘ugoslavio. Zaire.

Nore,

Austria, Barbados, Benin, Botswana, Bulgaria, Burundi,
Byelorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Cuba, Czechoslovekia,
Democratic Yemen, Egypt, German Democratic Republic,
Ghana, Guinea, Guyana, Hungary, Jamaica, Kenya, Madaegascer,
Mali, Mongolia, Mozambique, Nigeria, Poland, Senegal,
Sierra Leone, Togo, Tunisia, Ugande, "krainian Soviet
Soclalist Republic, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Yemen, Zambia.

The draft resolution wis adopted by 80 votes to none, with 35 abstentions.
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Mr. LIMA (Cape Verde) (interpretation from French): My delegation
intended to abstain on this, vote, but we inadvertently voted in favour. I should

like to have that corrected.

The CHATRMAN: Your request has been noted.

I shall now call on those representatives who wish to explain their vote

after the vote.

Mr. GARCIA ROBIES (Mexico) (interpretation from Spanish): My delegation
voted in favour both of resolution A/C.1/32/L.4 and A/C.1/32/L.5. We did this
because we do not believe these texts are incompatible in their substance. We
could not accept that draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.5 should be interpreted in a

restrictive manner. Even if the procedure is a little different in each case,

we do hope that the sponsors of those two texts will continue informally their
relations and their talks at Geneva, apart from the formal meetings of the
Conference of the Committece on Disarmament. There are imperative priorities that
should be fixed for those meetings. I hope, therefore, that they will continue
to meet informally with a view to reaching agreement on a text which will satisfy
both rroups and which might sa2rve as a basis for future copnsideration of this

question in the Conference of the Committee on Disarmement.

lilss FAROUK (Tunisia). (interpretation from French): My abstention on

the draft resplution A/C.1/32/L.5 should not be interpreted as meaning opposition
to that draft. My delegation had already voted in favour of draft resolution
Afc.1/32 /L4 yhich, it seems to us, meets more specifically and more
comprehensively the requirements of agenda item 46, namely, the prohibition of
the development and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass destruction and
new systems of such weapons. :

Having voted for draft resolution AjC. 1/32/L b, my delegation decided In the

interests of consistency, not to support a more restr¥etive draft.
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Mr. GARBA (Niger) (interpretation from French): Ve have already said
in pur statement of -riday, 11 November, that we note that draft resolutions
Afc.1/32/L.+ and AfC.1/32/L.5 do have some points of agreement and that the
two rarties ought to have been :bl: to reach & single text., But since that has
not been the case, we have supported both drafts. In doing this, we wanted to
encourage any initiative in the direction of disarmement; we think that no
initiative in that directicn should be disregarded.

The CHAIRMAN: If no other delegation wishes to explain its vote,
I shall declare the consideration of this draft resolution concluded.
This concludes consideration of item 46,
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The Ccumittee will now prenced to take a decision on draft resoluticn
A/C.1/32/1,,10/Rev.1 pertairing to item L3, entitled "Implemertation
of the declaration on the denuclearization ofGAfricaP.- This draft
resolution has no financial implications. It is sponsored by 39 delegations
and was lIntroduced by the representative of Nigeria on 9 November 1977.
I shall now call on those delegations that wish to explain thelr position in

that connexion.

Mr. FISHER (United States of America): The United States is pleased to
be able to support the objertlves of this resolution, First, we strongly support
the concept of nuclear-free zZones in Africa as in other regions of the world. U&s
recently as 19 October of this year President Carter reiterated our belief that
arrangements of this sort would contribute to efforts to control the proliferation
of nuclear weapons. In particular, we believe that 1t is essential that Afries he
kept free of nuclear weapons, for their introduction into that continent could
only threaten the securlity of all its nations.

Secondly, my Government has shared the concern of the international community
that South Africa's advanced technology and, in particular, its unsafeguarded
nuclear facilities could be employed to develop a nuclear-weapons capability.
Reports that nuclear test preparations might be under way at a site in the
Kalahari Desert in South Africa have clearly added to world concern. We are in
consultation with the Government of South Africa and have urged 1t to take
concrete action to allay the fears of the international community on this account.
As you are aware, these consultations have resulted in assurances that, first,
South Africa does not have or intend to develop nuclear explosives for any
purpose, peaceful or otherwise: secondly, ©South Africa is not developing a test
facility for nuclear explosives; and, thirdly, there will be no nuclear explesive
testing of any kind in South Africa. My Government regerds these assurances as a
vital step in assuring the world of South Africa’'s intentions. Ve would regard
with the utmost gravity any indication that they would not be honoured.

In voting for this resolution, the United States wishes to reaffirm its view
that nuclear co-operation under appropriate full-scope international safeguards
and controls does not contribute to the proliferation of nuclear weapons and need

not enhance national capabillities to achleve a nuclear-explosives statue. Guite
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the contrary, we are persuaded that such co-operation can be a major incentive to
recipient States to svoid programmes which would lead to nuclear weapons
development, Ve believe that the deﬁial of co-operation on the grounds that a
country might be on the threshold of developing nuclear weapons can do nothing to
prevent that risk and, mors than likely, will precipitate national decislons to
cross the line between exclusively peaceful uses of nuclear energy and the
acquisition of a nuclear explosives capability. Ve must not lose sight of the
fact that the common objective should be to ensure that nuclear energy is
developed for peaceful purjsoses and to avoid measures that may in the last
analysis defeat this fundamental purpose.

We are urging South Africa as well as other countries which have not yet
become parties to the Non-’roliferation Treaty to do so and to put all their
nuclear facilities under £i11 scope international safeguards. Ve hope that our
efforts will bear fruit soon in the case of South Africa., Meanwhile, we consider
it unwise and impractical o cut off peaceful, safeguarded nuclear co-operation
with South Africa, We woud not be able to support proposals for the Security
Council to take such steps under the present circumstances.

In closing, permit me to pay a tribute to the efforts of the representatives of
the African countries, and particularly the efforts of the representative of
Nigeria, which led to formulating a resolution capable of attracting the widest

possible support.

Mr. AKRAM (Pakistan): My delegation considers the draft resolution
proposed, A/C.1/32/1..10/Rev.1, to be an important expression of the view of the
African countries and, indeed, of the international community that nuclear weapons
should not spread to the ccntinent of Africa. Pakistan welcomes in particular the
fact that *he draft resolution pinpoints the precise source from which the danger
of proliferation arises tcday in Africa, that 1s, the racist régime of South
Africa whose ambitions to acquire nuclear status are now well known, despite its
protestations tc the contrary. Important nuclear facilities in South Afriea
remain outside of any international safeguards of the International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA). We therefore believe that the concern voiced, in the sixth preambular
paragraph of the droit resolution, that Scuth Africa may detonate a
nuclear explosion, to be most timely, and also the demend contained in operative

paragraph 3 that South Africa refrain from conducting any nuclear explosion.
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Operative paragraph 4 of the draft resolution is the first occasion where the
Security Council hés been called upon the prevent an attempt by a State to
develop nuclear weapons. That is an impsrtant development. We also agree that
while South Africa fails to give sufficient assurances about its intentions,
nuclear co~operation with it sheould be reconsidered. In our view it is strange
that nuclear co~operation with South Afrieca is to be continued while some of its
important facilities are outside IAEA safeguards and while such co-operation is

hindered in other cases where all facilities are under safeguards.
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| It 1s our hope that the determination exhibited by the international
community in this case, that is on the proposal for the creation of & nnclear-
weapon-free zone in Africa, will be matched by a similar determination in other
areas of the wcrld, particularly where other nuclear-weapon-free zones have
been proposed and are uider consideration,
For all those reasons, my delegation will vote in favour of the draft
resolution in document .\/C.1/32/L.10/Rev.l,

The CHAIRMAN: The Committee will now vote on draft resolution
A/C.1/%2/1.10/Rev.1. A recorded vote has been requested.
A recorded vote was taken,

A1 favour:  Afghanistan, Algeria, Australia, Austria, Bahamas,
Bahrein, Bangladesh, Barbados, Belgium, Benin, Bhutan,
Bolivia, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi,
Iyrlorussian Soviet Socialist Republic, Canada,

('ape Verde, Central African Empire, Chile, China,
(olonbia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia,
Iemocratic Yemen, Denmark, Ecuador, Egypt, E1 Salvador,
Ethiopia, Fiji, Finlend, France, German Democratic
Fepublic, Germany, Federal Republic of, Ghana, Greece,
Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Hungary, Iceland, India,
Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast,
Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, Lao People's
Lemocratic Republic, Liberia, Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,
Luxembourg, Madagascar, Malaysia, Maldives, Mali,
Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco,
Mozambique, Nepsd, Netherlands, New Zealand, Niger,
Nigeria, Norway, Oman, Pakistan, Paraguay, Peru,
Pailippines, Poland, Portugal, Qatar, Romenia, Rwanda,
Sznegal, Sierra Ieone, Singapore, Spain, Sri Lanka, Sudan,
Sarinam, Swaziland, Sweden, Syrian Arab Republic, Thailarnd,
Tongo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda,
Uxralnian Soviet Socialist Republic, Union of Soviet
Soclalist Republics, United Arab Emirates, United

K:ngdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland,
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United Republic of Cameroon, United States of America,
Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Viet Nam, Yemen,
Yugoslavia, Zaire, Zanbie,

ﬁgainst: None.

The draft resolution was adopted by 118 votes to none.

Mr, 10Y (Ireland): We pressed the "yes" button, but our vote

was not recorded.

The CHAIRMAN: One cannot vote after the machine has been locked.

Your vote will be recorded accordingly.

Mr, BANDORA (United Republic of Tanzania): I regret that the
representative of Tanzania was out of the room while the voting was taking

place, but it is the wish of my delegation to vote yes on the draft resolution,

The CHAIRMAN: The wish of the representative of the United Republic

of Tanzania has been noted.

Mr. RIOS (Panama) (interpretation from Spanish): At the time when
I came into the room the voting machine was being locked, and I am sorry

that Panama's affirmative vote was not registered,

The CHAIRMAN: Tt will be noted.

I call on the representative of France, who wishes to explain his vote.

Mr. MISTRAL (France) (interpretation from French): My delegation was
happy to vote in favour of the draft resolution concerning the denuclearization
of Africa. I should just like to make one thing clear. Our recognition of Africa
as a denuclearized zone, so far as the French Territories are concerned, should
be seen in the light of the clarification given by the present Minister for
Foreign Affairs of France, Mr. de Guiringaud, when he was Permanent Representative
to the United Nations, in this very Committee on 26 November 1975, when he stated
France's over-all position concerning denuclearized zones. I should like to

guote the relevant passage on this pmint:
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"... the denuclearization régime established by a treaty cannot

affect the statué of Territories under the sovereignty of France

which may be geographieally located within a denuclearized zone.

Nor could the French jovernment accept injunctions from other States

with a view to compelling it to agree to a denuclearization status for

all or part of the territories under its sovereignty." (A/C.1/PV.2098, p. 61)

The CHAIRMAN: Since no other delegation wishes to explain its wvote
on draft resolution A/C.1l/32/L.10/Rev.l, which has just been adopted, the

Committee has concluded its consideration of agenda item L3, y ;

The Committee will now take a decision on draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.16
pertaining to agenda item 52, entitled "Special session of the General Assembly
devoted to disarmament”. The financial implications of that draft resolution
are set forth in document 4/C.1/32/L.3%0, which has been circulated. The draft
resolution is sponsored by 37, delegations and was introduced by the representative
of Norway on 11 November 1277. The sponsors have expressed the wish that it be
adopted by consensus.

If I hear no objection I shall take it that the Committee wishes to adopt
draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.16 by congensus.

The draft resolution was adopted.

Mr, HSU Yi-min [China) (interpretation from Chinese): With regard
to the adoption by consensus of draft resolution A/C.l/32/L.l6, the Chinese
delegation wishes to state that it dissociates 1tself from the consensus.

We request that our statem=nt be included in the record.
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The CHAIIMAN: The statement of the Chinese delegation has been noted.

I should like to propose that the Committee take decisions on the
folleowing draft resolutions at its meeting tomorrow morning: A/C.l/}Q/L.l?,
1.18, L.25 and L.27. Draft resolution A/C.1/32/L.25 has not been formally
introduced in the Committee; however, under rule 120 of the rules of
procedure it is not necessary for the authors or sponsors of a draft

resolution to introduce it formally from the floor.

The meeting rose at 4.55 p.m.






